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APPENDIX 

This Appendi....: contains submissions for the record pursuant to 
offers made t:' the witnesses and specific requests made by the 
Committee during the Oversight Hearings on Narcotics Abuse alid 
Cw.'rent Federal and International Narcotics Control Efforts. These 
hea~'ings were held in late September, 1976. 

Also found in this Appendix is information and correspondence 
from agencies which did not testify at the hearing:> . 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRE.<,ENTATIVES, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS ABUSE AND CONTROL, 

Washington, D.C., October 15, 1978. 
Mr. FREDERICK C. FEEL, 
Assistant Director, Federal Bureau of I nv€sligalion, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR l\.fR. FEHL: The Committee appreciates your response of October 8, 1976 
to the questions posed by Congressman Rangel during your appearance before 
the Committee OIl September 21, 1976. In further clarification and for purposes 
of completing the Committee's oversight report, would you please furnish the 
information requested below: 

1. From FBI intelligence, what are the major narcotics traffic areas (selling/use) 
in the United States? What is the ethnic composition (Black, Hispanic, and other) 
of these population areas? 

2. The numb PI' and brief description of cases of those suspects, who, having 
violated other Fedel'allaw, were also involved in narcotics law violations, given 
by the FBI to DEA or any other responsible agency with investigative authority, 
Federal, state or local. 

3. How does the FBI determine, or what criteria is used to assign a case of the 
above type to the U.S. Attorney's Office or a local or state prosecutor? If the 
case appears to be of the conspiracy class does it automatically go to the U.S. 
Attorney? 

4. How can the overlapping enforcement jurisdictions of FBI, DEA, and 
Customs better function to facilitate the exchange of information? 

5. Please list the accomplishments (indicated as excellent in your testimony) 
that have accrued from "the development and timely dissemination of intelligence 
data concerning illicit drug trafficking", and those furnished pursuant to the 
January 1976 FBI directive. 

6. What reasons and what continuing problems, if any, have been reported by 
Special Agents in Charge, for non-response concerning accomplishments in nar­
cotics area.,. 

7. What was the illipetus of the 1972 notice to FBI field offices, since Re­
organization Plan No.2 was not signed by the President until March 28, 1973? 

8. With reference to the above notice, would you indicate the nature of the 
"stepped up liaison with other law enforcement agencies", that resulted and which 
differed fro!,~ what existed prior to the notice. 

9. Since "stepped up liaison" was for purposes of "facilitating the exchange of 
data" at field level, did notice to field offices after establishment of DEA "to 
channelize all narcotics intelligence data through Narcotics Coordinator to 
DEA" indicate that mechanisms establishcd pursuant to the 1972 notice were no 
longer to function? 

(1) 



10. In FY 75-76, what did the FBI perceive as being done differently with 
respect to dissemination of information to other agencies, "with particular em­
phasis on DEA" as specifically stated in your testimony and in connection 'with 
earlier statements in your testimony thut: 

a. Reorganization Plan No. 2 included a role for FBI which uuthorir.ed 
DEA to draw on FBI's "expertise und resources" in organized crime drug 
trafficking ea~es; and 

b. FBI is to play major role with local and state narcotics agencies hy 
development und timely dissemination of intelligence data with rCRpcct to 
illicit drug trafficking. 

11. What is the nature and scope and how has FBI capitalir.ed on its growing 
experience in gathering drug intplligence? 

12. ViThat has heen thp rp"lllt of the decentralized approach to the dissemination 
of collrcted datu "promptly furnbhed to appropriatc ngcncy"? 

13. What hns becn the rpsnlt of tJ1C rpgulur mpl'ting.; hptw('{'n tIll' FBI nar­
cotics coordinator, you and DEA "that havl' been fruitful?" 

14. \'lhat arc tlll' f'pecifie inf'ightf' and problems gained of DE.\, and thp law 
enforcement community n~ u wholp that :l2crued n;i a re~ult of conferpnces with 
DEA und thp professional organization;; li"tpd in your tf'stimony? 

15. Give a break-down of thp al'l'C':it;; ~nd cOllvictiollfl, if any, t.hat account for 
thp :;;40,900,000 worth of confiscated ll:ll'cotics und th,~ ~pcciD.c di."~eminution 
effort that Ipd to t"e arn'~ts and/or seizurp;<. 

HI. With refl'l'l'IlCe to tlw sp'Jcific "other assistancc" r('nderpcl to DEA, what 
Ilrc thC' idC'nWiabh' result,.;? 

17. \'lith all tlw interaction a3 dC'j.ail!'d in your testimony, why hn,.; the FBI 
t'equr-~t for idpntit·jpf' and photngmp';!<; of nwior Cbss I dOIllPoitie fugiHvl'R, pte., 
been flO rC'cent that nE.\ is jUct HOW in the Jll'ocC'.~ of flllTi~llillg thiH information. 

18. Wha;; would hC' your Ag('ncy'" renctio!l to lcgh,l:ltlon Illandating :1 more 
actin' role f'Jr thll FBI in narcotic:; ('nforcement within the contiJwIltnl limits of 
the U.S.? 

Your rpsponsE'S to thc\~e inquiries ,";ill greatly facilitatc thc y;c-rIc of this Com­
mittee. 

Thank you for your c()l)pcrntiun. 
~incerely, 

:Mr. JOSEPH L. NJ';LLIS, 

JOSEPH L. NELLIS, 
Chief Caullsel. 

DEr.mTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
lVasidnaloll, D.C., November 20, 1976. 

Chief COllnsel, Selcct Commiltee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, U.S. House of 
Represelltat'it'es, Washingtoll, D.C. 

Dn.m l\IIt. NgLLIS: This is in l'Psponsc to your October 15, 1976 letter addressed 
to Fl'edprick C. Fehl recmE'sting answprs to 18 auestions raisC'd by :i'dI'. FellI's 
testimony of Seph'mher 21, 197(j. 

I am enclosing n memorandum prepared hy the I<'t'derul Bureau of Investigation 
for your information. 

If I may he of further nssistance, please fcd free to cull upon me. 
Sincerely, 

Enclosure. 

MICHAEL M. UHLMANN, 
Assistant Attorney General. 

U.S. DEP.mTMgNT OF JUS'l'I(;r:, 
FEDEItAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, 

Washington, D.C., November 18, 197C. 

TESTIMONY BEFORE THg HOUSE SELECT COMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS ABUSE AND 
CON~'ROL ON SEPTEMBER 21, 1976 

By letter to Assistnnt Director Frederick C. Fehl, Federnl Bureau of Investi­
gntion, dated October 15, 1976, Chief Counsel Joseph L. Nellis, Select Committee 
on Narcotics Abuse nnd Control, United States House of Representatives, 
requested the answers to 18 questions raised by Assistnnt Director Fehl's testi­
mony of September 21, 1976. The follOWing is n list of Mr. Nellis' questions nnd 
the answers thereto: 

• 

• 
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Queation 1. From FBI intelligence, what are the major narcotics traffic areas 
<selling/use) in the United States? What is the ethnic composition (Black, Hispanic, 
nnd other) of these population areas? 

Answer. The FBI does not have in its possession information pertaining to 
major areas of narcotics use or the ethnic composition of theRe areas. It is sug­
gested that you direct this question to the Drug Enforcement Administration 
(D}~A). 

Question 2. The number and brief description of cases of those suspects who, 
having violate i other Federal law, were also involved in narcotics law violations, 
given hy tb. i BI to DEA or any other responsible agency 'Ivith investigative 
authority, r ,deral, state, or local. 

Ans'I'7er. in A~sist~nt Director Fehl's May 10, 1976, apj"J<'arance before the 
Commis~ion on the Heview of the National Policy Toward Gambling, Assistant 
Director Fehl testifiC'd that FBI records show that 14 percent of all known 
Byndicate gambling operators also deal in narcoticf'. In the course of its organized 
crime inv{'stigations, the BUr{'au di~seminatcs numerous items to Federal und 
~tat" narcotics control authorities. During the past two fi~('al years, for example, 
we disseminated a total of more than ;}O,OOO Ruch items, leading to some 2,500 
nrr('~ts by the recipient agencies and th") confiscation of more than $60,000,000 
'Iyorth of cash, property, weapons, and illicit drugs. 

(jutstion d. How does the FBI determine, or what criteria is used to assign a 
ea;'(' of the aboY(· type to the U.S. Attorney'>l Office or a local or litate prosecutor? 
If the case appears to be of the conbpiracy class, does it automatically go to the 
U.H. Attorney? 

Answer. The FBI inve:'tigl'.tes only tho~e ca~ei'! which fall witbtn its investigative 
jllri"diction. Once sufficient factl have been developed, th<: case-be it a con­
spiracy-type violation or other-is prrsentl'd to the appropriat,e United States 
Attorney for a prosecutive opinion. InforIllation which indicates a violation 
falling within thl' juri~diction of anflther Federal, state, or local agency i~ im­
mediately dis~eminated to that agency. 

Question 4. How can the overlapping enforcement jurisdictions of FBI, DEA, 
and Customs better fpnctioll to facilitate the exchange of information? 

Answer. The FBI does not have overlapping jurisdiction with either DEA or 
the Unit£'d Statl's Customs Service, although we do often have an investigative 
interest in the mmlC criminals or groups of criminals. This is the basis for the 
development of much of the dissemiuiltion data mentioned in response to Question 
Number 2 abovp. 

Questiun 5. Please list the accomplishmrnts (indicated as excellent in your 
tp,timony) that have accrued from "the development and timely dissemination 
of intelligence data concerning illicit drug trafficking," and those furnished 
pursuant to the January 1976, FBI dircctive. 

Answer. Since the inception of our intensified development of narcotics in­
formation for di~semination, other agencies havr recorded a number of highly 
sip:nificant accomplishments based on assistonce provided by the FBI. The 
following i'l a partial li~ting of these accomplishments: 

A source of our New York office provided preci~e data relating to the smuggling 
-of "speed" from Canada to the United States. This information was disseminated 
to DEA which conducted a joint investigation with the Royal Canadian Mounted 
Police (RCMP). On June 22, 1974, the RCl\1P conducted a raid at a cottage 
.approximately 100 miles north of Toronto and arrested three individuals and 
seized 85 pounds of "speed" valued at 81,275,000. The individuals arrested were 
prime subjects of thi~ lengthy investigation which had been a special project for 
DEA and the RCMP. 

On February 5, 1975, the Los Angeles Police Department arrested two indi­
viduals for operating a clandestine laboratory for the preparation of PCP, an 
hallucinogen, One hundred pounds of PCP and hashish and cocaine were recovered. 
The estimated street value of the material seized was $3,000,000. 

On February 25, 1975, the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Office arrested six 
individua1.~ and rccovPTed nHrcotics with an estimated street value of $1,000,000. 

DEA in New York City reported that during the early morning of March 30, 
1975, Colombian authorities arrested an individual in possession of three kilos 
of cocaine. DEA estimated that the street value at the addict level could have 
reached $1,000,000 if this shipment had been delivered to the United States. 
This information was based on FBI source information. 

A somce of our Detroit office provided information which, when disseminated, 
enabled the Michigan State Police to recover hashish oil with an eRtimated street 
value of $1,000,000. Durin's May 1975, other sources of the Detroit office made 
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available information which enabled the Michigan State Police to make ten local 
arrests on narcotics charges and recover narcotics with an estimated street value 
of $345,000. 

A source of our Detroit office on April 3, 1975, provided information concerning 
a major Michigan drug trafficker, which was disseminated to the Michigan State 
Police. Investigation resulted in the arrest of five persons and the seizure of 
$270,000 worth of illicit narcotics. 

On January 21, 1976, a source of our New York office furnished information 
which was diRseminated to the New York City Police Department and to DEA. 
As a result of this ~ .. formation, $10,000 worth of heroin was seized by local au­
thorities as well as one arrest. DEA made 12 arrests and seized $4,000,000 worth 
of hashish. 

Information developed by our Los Angeles office was disseminated to DEA 
on February 6, 1976. This information resulted in the arrests of six individuals 
and the recovery of $15,000,000 worth of heroin. In addition, our Los Angeles 
office developed information which, when disseminated to the Los Angeles Police 
Department in late February Hl76, resulted in 25 arrests and the seizure of three 
kilos of cocaine valued at $2,368,750. 

As a result of information furnished by a source of our Detroit office on Marcl. 5, 
1976, the Michigan State Police arrested 11 individuals and seized $2,000,000 
worth of illicit narcotics. 

On July 13, 1976, as a result of information furnished by a confidential source 
of the FBI, five arrests were made by DEA agents in Miami, Florida, and cocaine 
totaling approximately 30 pounds (and valued at approximately $8,000,000) was 
recovered. 

In a recent investigation conducted by our Chicago office, a confidential source 
was developed who was in a position to furnish detailed and specific information 
concerning large-scale illicit trafficking in heroin in the City of Chicago. This 
source was turned over to DEA and the Chicago Police Department. Based on 
information furnished by this source, DEA and the Chicago police arrested six 
individuals, including a well-known narcotics distributor and seized 17 pounds 
of heroin with a street value of $15,000,000. 

Recently, a cooperative source and potential witness was developed by our 
Washington Field office. In addition to detailed data he possessed regarding 
matters within the Bureau's jurisdiction, the source indicated that he had de­
tailed information regarding major narcotics traffickers. When asked to cooperate 
with DEA investigators, he was adamant in his refusal to do so. Washington 
Field office established a close rapport with this individual and encouraged him 
to assist DEA as well as the FBI. 

One of the investigations in which he claimed to have precise knowledge in~ 
volved major narcotics traffickers operating out of southern Florida. When the 
source refused to accompany DEA agents to Miami without Bureau representa­
tives nccompanying him, the FBI authorized two Agents to go along as a coopera­
tive measure. DEA has expressed appreciation for this assistance and its effect 
on the anticipated prosecution of major narcotics violators. 

In connection with a major investigation with respect to payoffs to Indianapolis 
Police Department officers in narcotics matters, our Indianapolis office provided 
extensive data to DEA which enabled them to obtain Title III authorization. 
Subsequently arrests and searches were made in a joint operation by DEA, 
Indiana State Police, and local authorities. 

In April 1975, FBI Agents, while interviewing a source, prevailed upon this 
source to meet with a selected DEA official in order to relate facts concerning 
his knowledge of narcotics and facts conrerning corruption within DEA. Based 
partially on information supplied to DEA by the source, 33 individuals were 
indicted by a Federal Grand Jury in New York for importing and distributing 
more than a ton of heroin and cocaine worth more than $100,000,000 in street 
sales. 

Question 6. What reasons and what continuing problems, if any, have been 
reported by Special Agents in Charge, for non-response concerning accomplish­
ments in narcotics areas? 

Answer. Since our communication to all field offices in January of this year, 
instructing Special Agents in Charge to follow dissemination matters closely 
and report to FBI Headquarters any instance of nonresponse by the recipient 
agencies, there have been no indications of any such lack of cooperation on the 
part of other agencies. 

Questions 'l and 8. What was the impetus of the 1972 notice to FBI field offices, 
since Reorganization Plan No.2 was not signed by the President until March 28, 
1973? 

... 

, 
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With reference to the above notice, would you indicate the nature of the 
"stepped up liaison with other law enforcement agencies," that resulted and which 
differed from what existed prior to the notice. 

Answer. The FBI has always, as a matter of policy, disseminated to other 
agencies information obtained from the debriefing of sources and subjects in 
FBI investigations. Early in 1972, he-wever, we became aware of the increasing 
gravity of the narcotics problem in the United States and decided to do something 
about it. As a result, we ordered the immediate stepped-up liaison with Federal; 
state, und local ageneies handling narcotics matters in order to facilitate the 
exchange of data relating to illicit drug operations. 

As an example of this cooperation, information obtained by the FBI from a 
confidential source and relayed to the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs 
(BNDD) led to the January, 1972, arrests of nine narcotics smugglers in the 
Miami, Florida, area and the seizure of heroin with a "street value" of $76,000,000, 
the largest heroin seizure in history up to that time. 

Question 9. Since "stepped up liaison" was for purposes of "facilitating the 
exchange of data" at field level, did notice to field offices after establishment of 
DEA "to channelize all narcotics intelligence data through Narcotics Coordinator 
to DEA" indicate that mechanisms established pursuant to the 1972 notice were 
no longer to function? 

Answer. Prior to the appointment of a narcotics coordinator in each FBI field 
office, all information obtained from FBI investigations concerning narcotics 
matters was disseminated directly by our case Agents to the appropriate law 
enforcement agency either orally or by letter depending on the exigencies of the 
situation. In 1972, FBI Headquarters advised all field offices that the U.S. Govern­
ment, through an Executive Order, had intensified its fight against illicit drug 
traffickers and that the prompt dissemination of narcotics information was 
absolutely necessary. In order to facilitate this stepped-up liaison with other law 
enforcement agencies and the exchange of data relating to illicit drug operations, 
each office was instructed to designate a Special Agent to serve in a liaison capacity 
as a narcotics coordinator with other Federal, state, and local agencies, and a 
National Narcotics Coordinator was appointed at FBI Headquarters. The 
appointment of a coordinator in each office thereby flleilitated the dissemination 
of information being developed by FBI sources in v.iew of the fact that one man 
was now in a position to determine the effectiveness of information being developed 
concerning illicit narcotics trafficking within the particular field division. 

Question 10. In FY 75-76, what did the FBI perceive as being done differently 
with respect to dissemination of information to otber agEmcies, "with particular 
emphasis on DEA" as specifically stated in you: testimony and in connection 
'with earlier statements in your testimony that: 

a. Reorganization Plan No.2 included a role for FBI which authorized 
DEA to draw on FBI's "expertise and resovrces" in organized crime drug 
trafficking cases; 

b. FBI is to play major role with local and state narcotics agencies by 
development and timely dissemination of intelligence data with respect to 
illicit drug trafficking. 

Answer. Reorganization Plan No.2 of 1973 established DEA as the leading 
Federal drug agency in the Department of Justice and included a role in drug 
enforcement for the FBI whereby DEA was authorized to draw upon the FBI's 
expertise and resources in organized crime drug trafficking cases without the 
I,'BI assuming responsibility for Federal drug enforcement. 

The objective of this program is for the FBI to playa major role in assisting 
DEA and local and state narcotics control agencies throughout the United States 
by the development and timely dissemination of intelligence data concerning 
illicit drug trafficking. 

The main assistance furnished by the FBI under this program has been through 
the intensified debriefing of our sources and subjects involved in FBI investiga­
tions relative to violations within our jurisdiction as well as to other Federal, 
state, and local agencies. 

Question 11. What is the nature and scope and how has FBI capitalized on its 
growing experience in gathering drug intelligence? 

Answer. Since Congress injected the FBI into the fight agail1!3t organized crime 
with a series of new statutes in 1961, our experience has grown to embrace a wide 
range of intelligence data obtained from national and international investigations, 
the use of Agents in undercover capacities, and the debriefing of numerous indi­
viduals with the inner workings of the organized underworld. This growing 
expertise on the part of our Agents has enabled them to more effectively interro­
gate witnesses, subjects, and informants about narcotics matters and to better 
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evaluate the information thus received. In return, we think this increased over­
view of criminal operations has served to enhance our own investigative activities 
in fields other than narcotics. 

Question 12. What has been the result of the decentralized approach to the 
dissemination of collected data "promptly furnished to appropriate agency?" 

Answer. The horizontal--or decentralized-approach to dissemination makes 
possible a more rapid and effective exchange of information between agencies· 
on a local level than would a vertical-or centralized-approach, wherein in­
formation is gathered locally and forwarded through channels until it is dissem­
inated at the national headquarters level. 

Question 13. What has been the result of the regular meetings between the 
FBI narcotics coordinator, you, and DEA "that have been fruitful?" 

Answer. As a result of meetings between the FBI National Narcotics Co­
ordinator, Assistant Director Fehl, and various DEA officials, a close rapport 
and working relationship has been developed for cooperation on both the national 
and local levels. It has helped establish a smooth channel of communications 
between the two agencies and provided for a faster, more effective exchange of .. 
intelligence data and a closer working relationship. 

Question 14. What are the specific insights and problems gained of DEA and • 
the ln.w enforcement community as a whole that accrued as a result of conferences . 
with DEA and the professional organizations listed in your testimony? 

Answer. As Assistant Director Fehl pointed out in his testimony of Septem- • 
ber 21, 1976, these conferences enabled us in the FBI to gain a greater insight and 
develop an understanding of the problems experienced by DEA and the law 
enforcement community as a whole in performing a multipliCity of duties. In 
particular, these conferences have reinforced the long-standing position of the 
FBI that mutual cooperation by Federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies 
is absolutely essential in the fight against organized crime. 

One of the groups referred to by Assistant Director Fehl in testimony is tht) 
Cabinet Committee for Drug Law Enforcement (CCDLE), which is ref'ponsible 
for the coordination of all policies and activities of the Federal Govc:'nment relating 
to drug law enforcement. The CCDLE, of which the FBI is a mel1lb')r, is presently 
concentrating its attention on bringing about a total law enforcement effort 
against illicit drug trafficking. 

Question 15. Give a breakdown of the arrests and convictionR, It' any, that 
account for the $40,900,000 worth of confiscated narcotics and the sl~ecific dis-· 
semination effort that led to the alTests and/or seizures. 

Answer. Actually, the estimate of "some $40,900,000" in ASoistant Director 
Fehl's testimony turned out to be slightly conservative. 

In Fiscal Year 1976, the F131 di.:;seminated 24,324 items of narcotics intelligence 
information to other agenciel1, resulting in 553 Federal arrrsts, 530 local arrests, 
and 136 state arrests, as well atl the confiscation of $27,574,335 of narcotics-related 
items by Federal authorities, $6,156,650 by local authorities, and $9,258,275 by 
state authorities. The FBI does not have in its possession information pertaining 
to the number of convictions resulting from above arrest figures. 

Questlon 16. With reference to the specific "other assistance" rendered to DEA, 
what are the identifiable results? 

Answer. During the recent past, out Detroit and Cleveland offices, in con­
junction with DEA agents, obtained court-ordered ('lcctronic surveillance cov('r­
age in a major investigation involving organized gambling and illicit narcotics 
traffic. 

Our Los Angeles and Chicago offices have recently completed an investigation 
in which the subjects were alleged to be involved in numerous Federal ,iolationsr 
including Interstate Transportation of Stolen Property and narcotics violations. 
This mattl'r, which involved the use of Title III coverage, was coordinated with 
the local DEA office. 

Other assistance has ranged from the conduct of name checks and polygraph and 
lab examinations for DEA to participation ill mutual conferences and training 
programs. 

Question 17. With all the interaction DS detailed in your testimony, why has the 
FBI Iequest for identities and photographs of major Class I domestic fugitives, 
etc., been so recent that DEA is just now in the process of furnishinti 
this information? 

Answer. As pointed out in his tl'stimony on September 21, 1976, Assistant 
Director Fehllearned on July 19, 1976, that DEA was making the above-referred. 
list available to the Internal Revenue Service for investigative purposes. At the 
time Assistant Director Fehl personally became aware of the fact that such a 
compact list e:-dsted, he requested this list be made available to the FBI. 
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Question 18, What would be your agency's reaction to legislation mandating a 
more active role for the FBI in narcotics enforcement within the continental 
limits of the U.S.? 

Answer. As far as the FBI taking a more active role in the enforcement of drug 
laws, here again, we have not asked, nor have we sought this responsibility. 
There are many contingencies to consider prior to our taking a more active part in 
narcotics enforcement. 

In view of the faut that all legislative matters and proposals pertaining to the 
FBI are handled by the U.S. Department of Justice, it is suggested that you 
direct this question to the Department for its consideration. 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS ABUSE AND CONTROL, 

Washington, D.O., October 15,1978. 
Hon. J.\Y C. WALDMAN, 
Deputy Assu,tant Attorney General, 
Criminal Division, Department of Justice, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. WALDMAN: While some of the information previously requested by 
Congressman Rangel has been responded to by l\fr. FeW, there are specific 
questions that remain unanswered, a~ well as some areas surfaced by the Com­
mittee that need further clarification. The Committee, in the interests of its 
responsibility would appreciate your response to the information requested below, 
at your earliest convenience: 

1. How many outstanding cases of bail-jumping in major narcotics cases under 
Federal jurisdiction are there for FY 1975 and 1976 only? 

2. The problems that have surfaced in discussions with IRS personnel that 
they view as hampering their involvement and cooperation with Justice, DEA, 
and the FBI in drug law intelligence gathering and enforcement activity. 

3. The view of the Department as to what and how a special tax unit located 
in IRS would work with Justice, DEA and the FBI in drug luw intelligence and 
enforcE'ment. 

4. What is the nature of the agreement between the NDD Section and IRS? 
Since this agreement exists, whut is the difficulty that has prevented IRS or 
Justice from requesting the "sophL<;ticated investigation th[Lt traces the trail of 
funds and money ... that IRS is uniquely able to do?" 

5. How was the NDDjIRS agreement effected? 
6. Since no LEAA money is ::LVaiIable and the Controlled Substances Units 

"are up to their eyeballs", what is DEA's proposal for methods of handling local 
bacldog casE's, that you indicate "would have to be done", if the U.S. Attorney's 
Office was the only alternative to no prosecution of drug violators by local prose­
cutors? 

7. With what cOtmtries and what is the nature and scope of agJ.'eements with 
foreign countries who hnve consented to prosecute on evidence gathered in the 
United States? 

8. Which of the Federal agencies th[Lt have some kind of jurisdiction regarding 
drugs are not now cooperating as are "most of the agencies" as indicated in your 
testimony? 

9. What is the nature of the improvement in relations with the State Depart­
ment and what foreign governments hnve been receptive to the extradition of 
international violators to this country? Do you contribute to efforts at securing 
extradition treaties? 

10. Do the FBI Legal Attaches in the courses of investigative activity allowed 
in foreign countries, disseminate any narcotics intelligence uncovered abroad? 
How has the past confiict between the two agencies impacted adversely on Cus­
toms' ability to interdict at the borders? Is there a record of numbers of cases 
turned over to DEA of this type? Please supply numbers and names of cases 
turned over by the Legal Attaches to other enforcement agencies. 

11. What is the statu.s of the transfer of INTERPOL'S coordination functions 
into Justice? 

12. Do members of the Cabinet Committee as Ibted have the power to commit 
their agencies, or do they merely go back with ·Lhe gJ.·oup's recommendations? 
How is it suggested that this Committee will be able to enhance inter-agency 
cooperation? What is the relationship between the Cabinet Committee and the 
Working Gronp? 
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13. How would the Justice DepartInent react to the formation of a Narcotics 
Control Section within Justice to coordinate input from FBI, DEA and Customs 
for the purpose of periodic intelligence exchange as well as arrests and prosecutions 
of narcotics traffickers? 

Finally, what legal techniques are available, in the opinion of the Department). 
other than the making of conspiracy cases, for prosecuting Class I violatorS"{ 
Have any othl'r such techniques, if they exist, been attempted? If so, please detail. 

The Committee and its Chairman are especially grateful to you for your 
cooperation and your willingness to assist us in our difficult task, and for your 
personal helpfulness on a number of occasions. We apologize for the length and 
often burdensome nature of our requests for information but are certain that you 
and the Department fully understand our requirement for information, this being 
the first Committee of its kind ever created by the House mandated to find a 
rational drug abuse policy, if one exists. 

Sincerely, 
JOSEPH L. NELLIS, Chief Counsel. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washington, D.C., October 29, 1976. 

1'vfr. JOSEPH NELLIS, 
Chief Coul1sel, House Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Enforcement, 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. NELLIS: In partial response to your questions of September 28, 1976, 

directed to me we are pleased to be able to provide you the following information: 
In response to Representative Burke's question concerning the current status 

of defendants indicted in a case in the Southern District of New York involving 
thirty-three (33) traffickers which was assisted by information provided by an 
informant of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, we can identify the traffickers 
involved in the case as: 

Alvarez, Juan Antonio Guarino, Leo Parker, Michael 
Alvarez, Nelson Eddy Hightower, William Reynolds, Ann 
Bonilla, Raphael Hillard, Stanley Rodriguez, Angell.' 
Brightman, Bernard Intersimone, Sebastian Sampson, Joseph 
Capra, John G. Jones, Albert Sampson, Lois 
Cowper, Charles Laws, James Schennault, Yvonne 
DaviS, Thomas Mitchell, Lawrence Sureda, Jose 
Della Cava, Stephen Morgan, John Williams, Alfred 
Dummore, Marion Morris, John ,Vilson, Don 
Foster, Sidney Moton, Francis Yaujar, Eduardo 
Glaze, Solon O'Dowod, Donald Yaujar, Lasaro 

The cases against Eduardo Yaujar and Lasaro Yaujar have been dismissed as 
there is insufficient evidence to prosecute them. Of the thirty-one (31) remaining 
defendants, twenty-two (22) are currently being tried. Nine (9) defendants have 
either fled, pled guilty or had their trials severed for various reasons. Prior to the 
trial, twenty-five (25) of the defendants were released on bail. 

The case involves the distribution of heroin and cocaine in wholesale quantities 
by the defendants. They are variously charged with conspiracy to distribute 
heroin and cocaine in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 846 and 21 U.S.C. § 174 and with 
numerous substantive distributions of heroin and cocaipn in violation of 21 
U.S.C. § 841. Additionally, Francis Moton and Juan Antonio Alvarez are charged 
with engaging in a Continuing Criminal Enterprise in violation of 21 U.S.C. 
§ 848. A copy of the indictment is herewith enclosed. 

Since the cases against the various defendants are still in trial, or pending, the 
Department of Justice at this time has no further information for release to the 
T.ublic on the activities of the indicted individuals. 

In response to the questions raised by Representative Rangel concerning 
minority group agents, we can advise that as of the close of the third quarter of 
Fiscal Year 1\)76, the Drug Enforcement Administration employed as Special 
Agents 322 minority group members, or 15.7% of the agent force of 2,200; there 
were 131 Blacks).,. or 6.4% of the agent force; 8 American Indians, or 0.4% of the 
agent force; 24 vrientals, or 1.2% of the agent force. Additionally, there were 21 
female Special Agents, or 1.1 % of the agent force. 

• 
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The Drug Enforcement Administration does not assign Special Agents to 
perform intelligence gathering activities per se, either in inner city areas or else­
where. Rather, all Special Agents in the course of their enforcement duties, 
collect what could be described as intelligence data on drug traffickers and traffick­
ing groups. That data is analyzed by intelligence analysts in the Drug Enforcement 
Administration Regional offices and at Drug Enforcement Administration head~ 
quarters and the results of that analysis made available to all appropriate agents 
in the investigation of drug law violators. 

Concerning the Committee's inquiries on extradition matters, it can be said 
that all countries with which we have had occasion to deal with in the narcotic 
field have been cooperative. 

In a very few instances, the precise extradition results desired by the United 
States have not been accomplished. This is a function of the individual treaty 
of extradition currently in force between the United States and the foreign 
Government from which extradition is desired. Usually the problem is one of the 
age of the treaty, which, when negotiated forty (40), fifty (50) or more years 
ago, did not include drug law offenses among the enumerated crimes for whieh 
extradition is avallable. As a result of the failure of many older treaties to enu­
merate drug offenses as extraditable, some nations do decline to surrender persons 
whose extradition is sought. 

In this context, it would be noted that the United States is equally precluded 
from surrendering persons for extradition if the offense for which they are sought 
is not enumerated in the relevant treaty. 

The Department of State is currently engaged in a program of re-negotiation 
of extradition agreements, between the United States and various foreign Govern­
ments to cover drug l!l.w violations. 

'Vith reference to foreign prosecutions, it must be recognized that the United 
States, 3.S a common-law country, utilizes a legal system that diffcrs fundamentally 
from the civil-law/N apoleonic/H.oman law systems in use in many of the countries 
where there is Significant drug trafficking. As a result of those differences, some 
things that can be accomplished under the United States' system of laws cannot 
be accomplished under a foreign system, regardless of the good will and spirit 
of coopcration on the part of yarious foreign officials. Conversely, some things 
which are totally alien to our Anglo-Saxon concept of criminal law are natural 
parts of some foreign countries judicial systems, e.g., the concept that an accused 
is presumed guilty until proven innocent, or the extensive use of hearsay testi­
mony, in the form of sworn affidavits, in place of live testimony subject to cross­
examination. 

Bearing in mind the problems involved, we have had notable successes with 
foreign prosecutions undertaken by the United States with Mexico. There has 
been less success elsewhere. 

\Ve are endeavoring to assemble the necessary data to respond to the Com­
mittee's other questions concerning the results of case referrrtls by the Bureau 
of Customs to the Drug Enforcement Administmtion during Fiscal Year 1976 
and the total number of bail jumping cases and the percentage of those calles 
where the underlying charge is a narcotics offense. That data is not currently 
available in the form in which the Committee has requestcd it; as soon as we can 
assemble it, we will be in further contact with you. 

Sincerely, 
JAY C. WALDMAN, 

Deputy Assistant Attorney General, 
Criminal Division. - DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 

Washington, D.C., November 1£, 1976. 
Mr. JOSEPH L. NELLIS, 
Chief Counsel, Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, U.S. llause af 

Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
DJ';AR JOE: I am writing in response to your letter to me of October 15, 1976, 

which made its way to mc on October 27th. In the form of fourteen questions, you 
have asked for some mther broad supplemental information and policY evaluations 
relative to our narcotics cnforcement activities. As such, you will appreciate that a 
meaningful response will require some time and effort. I have forwarded your 
requests to the Narcotic and Dungerous Drug Scction and have asked Deputy 
Section Chief Morton Sitver to coordinate the gathering of data and views relative 
to your inquiries. This "ill be processed as expeditiously as possible, and I will 
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furnish you with as thorough a response as possible, as soon as possible. I will 
also be talking to the relevant people about some of the policy considerations 
suggested by some of your questions, and will see that this is factored in to our 
response to you. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. JOSEPH L. NELLIS, 

J A.Y C. W ALDMA.N, 
Deputy A.~sistant Attorney General, 

Criminal Division. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washington, D.C., January 5, 1977. 

Chief Counsel, Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, U.S. House of 
Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEA.R MR. NELLIS: I am writing in response to your request for additional 
information as set forth in your letter to me of October 15, 1976. As I advised you 
in my letter of November 12, 1976, considerable time and effort was required to 
supply a meaningful response. I feel that we are now in a position to do so. I shall 
respond to your fourteen items of inquiry in the October 15th letter in the order 
in which they appear there. 

(1) Your inquiry relative to bail-jumping is covered in my accompanying 
letter to you of this date. 

(2) You have asked about problems that have surfaced with IRS that have 
hampered their involvement in cooperntion in drug law intelligence gathering and 
enforcement. In recent years, some in IRS leadership positions have adhpred to the 
view that IRS has a very limited mission in the criminal field .. and that is intelli­
gence gathering and investigation of strictly tax matters. They have contpnded 
that IRS should not playa role in narcotic and otlwl' criminal investigations. Those 
of us in the Department of Justice with criminal justice background and responsi­
bility consistently felt that this was an artificial and unworkable distinction. 
Experience indicates that those who derive income illegally, especially from 
narcotics, very often do not report it for tax purposes, and that the national 
revenue is significantly affected by the diversion of substantial sums by illegal 
enterflris('s. Thus, it appeared to us that there is a natural and rational role for 
IRS Intelligence in the investigation of the activities of professional criminals, 
including narcotic traffickers. As you know, high level narcotics trafficking today 
often involves intric.'lte financial transactions of the type which IRS expertise 
can be especially helpful in unraveling. 

On January 8, 1976, after extensive discussions between IRS and Department 
of Justice representatives, an agreement was executed which recognized the 
interrelationship between tax investigations and those involv' og narcotics 
trafficking as well as other priority enforcement areas, and which provided for 
cooperation of IRS Intelligence in joint investigations of major criminal enter­
prises wherein there existed a potential for tax violations. 'While this agreement 
may have been somewhat more limited than ideally hoped for, it offered a basis 
for restoration of mutual cooperation in attacking narcotics and other major 
criminal violators. However, much of the benefit of this agreement has been 
eroded by passage of the new Tax Reform Act. Section 1202 of that Act places 
SUbstantial restrictions on the use of potential criminal evidence gathered by 
IRS in narcotics and other non-tax criminal investigations. 

(3) You have asked about the advisability of a speCial unit in IRS to work 
with components of the Justice Department in drug law intelligence and enforce­
ment. There appears to be a consensus that such a unit could be helpful, especially 
as a contact point for the numerous offices in the field involved in enforcement 
efforts. The exact nature and role of such a special unit, however, would have 
to be more precisely developed before a firm and final res.ponse could be given. 
It should be noted that the Intel!igence Division of IRS has been extremely 
cooperative with us, and I would defer to them on the question of what internal 
organization could best respond to our needs in the drug enforcement area. 

(4) You have asked about the nature and extent of the agreement between 
the Narcotic and Dangerous Drug Section and IRS. This agreement provides 
for the furnishing by the Intelligence Division of IRS to the Narcotic and Danger­
ous Drug Section of the Criminal Division of investigative reports relative to 
federal tax offenders wherein the subject also appears to be a narcotics violator. 
Thi.~ will enable the Narcotic Section to expand its intelligence and to coordinate 
prosecutive aspects of such investigations. However, it must be noted that the 
role of IRS is limited to situations where there exists a reasonable likelihood of a 
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successful tax case. The financial investigative expertise of IRS will not be avail­
able where an investigation is purely narcotics re1ated. Again, it must be noted 
that Section 1202 of the new Tax Reform Act of 1976 may erode the benefits 
from even this limited agreement. 

(5) Ybu have asked how the above agreement was effected. Trus agreement 
was reached through discussions between myself, the leadership of the Narcotic 
and Dangerous Drug Section, IRS Deputy Chief Counsel Leon Wigrizer and 
Chief of IRS Intelligence, Tom Clancy. These discussions took place in July 1976, 
and resulted in a formalized letter of agreement dated August 4/ .1976 from 
Assistant Attorney General Thornburgh to IRS Chief Counsel Wnitaker. 

(6) You have asked about what could be done to handle the local backlog of 
narcotics cases. As I understand it, tills problem is particularly acute-if not 
unique-in New York City. As we explained in our appearance before the Com­
mittee, we have endeavored to concentrate our limited resources at the federal 
level on the investigation and prosecution of the high level entrepreneurs of the 
international narcotics trade. As explained in our appearance before the Com­
mittee, it is believed that this approach will result in more effective disruption 
and deterrence of narcotics trafficking than the statistic-producing "buy and 
bust" cases. Wherever possible, we would hope that the street level drug dealer 
would be handled by state anrllocal authorities. Providing state and local court 
systems and prosecutors' offices with sufficient resources to expeditiously handle 
their workload would appear to be the best solution to the backlog problem to 
wruch you refer . 

Where a case in which there is sufficient evidence for conviction absolutely 
cannot be prosecuted by a state or local prosecutor, it is understandable that it 
might be referred to the Narcotic and Dangerous Drug Section or the relevant 
United States Attorney's office. If it is a case which warrants prosecution, it may 
be expected that the United States Attorney's office or the Narcotic and Dangerous 
Drug Sectipn will make every effort to absorb the matter. However, we would 
hope that this would be an approach of last resort. The extent to wruch federal 
investigative and prosecutive resources are diverted into the handling of routine 
cases, overall efforts to attack the major suppliers and purveyors of narcotics 
will be adversely affected. 

(7) You have asked about our arrangements with foreign countries to encourage 
the prosecution of international drug trafficker;;. As you know, many of those 
engaged at the upper echelons of narcotics trafficking reside and operate in foreign 
jurisdictions. Their activities, howewr, directly affect the fiow of narcotics in the 
United States. We are seeking to enlist the support of appropriate foreign law 
enforcement officials to combat these high level traffickers. This has been under­
taken more in the form of informal mutual understandings and commitments 
than by formal agreements. The primary aim of these efforts is to ensure prosecu­
tion of narcotic traffickers in the foreign jurisdictions from which they operate 
{}r to secure their extradition to the United States for prosecution here. 

We have agreed to supply foreign law enforcement officials with documentary, 
testimonial and scientific evidence gathered in the United States for use by them 
in developing prosecutions under their laws against international drug traffickers 
within their jurisdictions. The evidence is presented to the appropriate o.uthorities 
in the prosecuting country in the form needed for admission into evidence in their 
courts. Countries wruch have agreed to accept such assistance and wrucll have 
.demonstrated a willingness to initiate such prosecutions include Mexico, France, 
Colombia and Bolivia. I do not mean to imply that other nations have not demon­
strated an interest in pursuing high level narcotic violators within their juris­
dictions of their own accord. Significant traffickers in whom we have had an 
interest have been prosecuted in Germany, Thailand, Japan .and Hong Kong • 

Other countries have agreed to expel or extradite resident individuals to the 
United States for prQsecution under our drug laws •. Several significant interna­
tional drug traffickers have been recently expelled from Argentina and Chile to 
the Ea::;tern and Southern Districts of New York for federal prosecution. 

Also, Canadi::.n authorities have displayed a high degre" of cooperation in the 
exchange of drug related intelligence and assistance in the prosecution of drug 
violators. 

We cannot require a country to prosecute a drug trafficker against whom we 
have evidence. However, appropriate authorities in each country are advised of 
the existence and nature of avidence of criminal conduct by identified drug traf~ 
fickers and are encouraged to initiate appropriate prosecutions. 

(8) You have asked whether any federal agency with jurisdiction regarding 
drug trafficking is not cooperating with the Department of Justice in an effort to 
attack tills problem. When I testified that "most of the agencies" are involved 
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in a mutual effort to attack narcotics trafficking, I did not mean to imply that 
some specifically were not. I simply meant to convey that those agencies 'with 
which I am familiar, and which include most of the agencies, were cooperating in 
this effort. The only federal agency of which I have knowledge which may be 
somewhat inhibited in cooperating in drug law enforcement is the Internal 
Revenue Service. This basically results from the restrictions placed upon it by 
Section 1202 of the new Tax Reform Act of 1976. 

(9) You have asked about our relations with the Department of State and about 
efforts to secure extradition agreements. There is now an ongoing progTam of 
cooperation and cOll!lUltation between the Narcotic and Dangerous Drug Section 
of the Department of Justice and the office of the Ambassador at Large for Special 
Narcotic M8.tters at the Department of State. Additionally, there is extensive 
consultation with various elements within the office of the State Department's 
Legal Adviser. There is a full flow of information between the Criminal Division 
and the State Department on matters concerning international narcotics law 
enforcement. 

The Criminal Division actively participates in the process of securing new 
extradition treaties. Attorneys in the Government Regulations and Labor Section 
of the Criminal Division, which is responsible for all extradition matters involving 
the United States, are in close contact with State Department personnel involved 
in negotiating new extradition treaties. They fully advise the negotiators of the 
legal requirements of United States courts and the Department of Justice in 
extradition matters. 

(10) You have asked about the cooperation of FBI Legal Attaches, and current 
relations between DEA and Customs. 

Federal Bureau of Investigation personnel posted to various U.S. Embassies 
as "Legal Attaches" routinely make available to the Drug Enforcement Admin­
istration any data on drug trafficking of which they become aware while per­
forming their duties. The Legal Attaches also cooperate ,,'ith other federal in­
vestigative agencies in furnishing data concerning offenses mthin those agencies' 
jurisdiction which may come to their attention. The nature of what the Legal 
Attaches su~ply to the other federal enforcement agencies is more intelligence 
than "cases' as such. Accordingly, it is exceedingly d~fficult to supply with any 
accuracy the names of specific cases which were turned over by the Legal Attaches 
to other enforcement agencies as you request. This request has been passed on to 
the FBI for whatever help they may be. However, it appears that an enormous 
amount of effort would be required to track down all those cases in every agency in 
which information supplied by FBI Legal Attaches may have played a role. 

As your question accurately suggests, there have been some conflicts in the 
past between the Drug Enforcement Administration and the Bureau of Customs 
concerning border interdiction methods. These problems have now largely abated, 
and a much improved atmosphere of cooperation has been developed. As more 
fully set forth in our answer to a previous inquiry, DEA now supplies Customs 
with reports of the outcome of cases referred. 

(11) You have asked about the status of the transfer of Interpol into the 
Department of Justice. 

The Attorney General has signed an Order transferring the Interpol coordination 
functions from the Department of the Treasury to the Department of Justice. 
The Deputy Attorney General's office is currently in the process of working ,,'ith 
the office of Deputy Secretary of the Treasury Dixon to effect a smooth transfer 
of Interpol operations to Justice. 

(12) You have asked about the nature of the Cabinet Committee on Drug Law 
Enforcement and its Working Group. 

The members of the Cabinet Committee are the Attorney General, the Secretary 
of the Treasury and the Secretary of Transportation. They, of course, have the 
Eower to commit their Departments to a policy or course of action. The Working 
Group is the functional arm of the Cabinet Committee. It includes high-ranking 
officials of the three Departments, including the Administrator of DEA, the Direc­
tor ·of the FBI, the Commissioner of IRA, the Assistant Attorney General for the 
Criminal Division, the Commissioner of INS, the Commissioner of the Bureau of 
Customs and the Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard. The Group also includes 
White House, State Department and HEW officials, such as the Associate Director 
of the Domestic Council, the Director of the OMB Office of Federal Drug Manage­
ment, the Stl1te Department Coordinator for International Narcotics Matters, and 
the Director of the HEW National Institute on Drug Abuse. While not all of the 
members of the Working Group have the power to commit their Departments or 
agencies/,. their positions ensure that their recommendations receive considerable 
weight. lt is believed that the Committee will be able to enhance inter-agency 
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cooperation by airing problems that exist in coordinating narcotics enforcement 
and in developing mutually satisfactory strategy for attacking the narcotics 
problem. 

(13) You have asked about the advisability of forming a Narcotics Control 
Section in the Depa.rtment of Justice to coordinate intelligence and prosecutions. 
relative to narcotics traffickers. 

It is believed that such a unit would be duplicative of elements which already 
exist to handle these matters. The Drug Enforcement Administration has an 
existing apparatus to collect, collate and exchange narcotics intelligence. The 
interest underlying your suggestion might better be advanced by an increase in the 
resources provided toDEA for intelligence purposes, and a continued encourage­
ment of other law enforcement agencies to provide narcotic l"l,lated intelligence 
data to DEA. The Narcotic and Dangerous Drug Section of the Criminal Division 
and the Controlled Substance Units, which it supervises, currently do an effective 
job of coordinating multi-district investigations and prosecutions of major narcotic' 
trafficking networks. 

(14) Finally, you have asked about what legal techniques can be utilized, othel' 
than developing conspiracy cases, for prosecuting Class 1 violators. 

Development of conspiracy cases is the principal investigative and nrosecutive 
technique for reaching high level traffickers for just those reasons which usually 
make pursuit of other approaches fruitless. High echelon participants are usually 
well insulated from the overt phases of the illegal enterprises which they engineer 
and profit from. These individuals may finance and direct illegal oj)erations 
through subordinates but will rarely be in actual possession of narcotics. It is often 
only through the testimony of subordinate and middle echelon members of drug 
networks that high echelon violators can be identified, let alone prosecuted. Thus, 
we expect that conspiracy oriented investigations and prosecutions will remain 
the key technique in our efforts to identify and prosecute the major narcotic 
suppliers. 

Other techniques which are utilized include the development of net worth or 
expenditure type tax prosecutions, and currency import or export violations. The 
latter can be useful in stopping the flow of :'l'ofit'3 back to for€'ign sources of supply 
or to "safe havens" utilized by domestic traffickers to secrete their funds. As 
indicated above, we are also seeking to pursue the prosecution of fOl'E'ign SOUl'ces of 
supply in the countries from which they operate under the applicable luws ill those 
jurisdictions. 

I hope that the foregoing information has been helpful in responding to your 
inquiries. We are looking forward to seeing the initial report of the Select Commit­
tee, and hope to continue to work with you toward achieving our mutual goal of an 
effective program for the prosecution of narcotics violators as well as an effective 
program for the treatment of their victims. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. JOSEPH L. NELLIS, 

JAY C. WALDMAN, 
Deputy AS5istant Attorney General, 

Criminal Division. 

DEPA.RT~{ENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washington, D.C., January 5, 1977. 

Chief Counsel, Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, U,S. House of 
Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. NELLIS: I am writing as a follow-up to my letters to you of Octobcr 
26, 1976 and October 29, 1976, relative to your request for information of Septem­
ber 28, 1976. As I advised you in those two letters, the accumulation of information 
to respond to two of your requests (those concerning the 22,000 Customs re­
ferrals to DEA, and statistics relative to bail-jumping) required considp,rable time 
and effort. We are now in a position to furnish you with a substantial, if not totally 
complete, response to these requests. 

We had a mndom sampling conducted of 233 of the 22,000 cases referred to DEA 
by Customs, includipg tracing these cases through the judicial process. Attached 
hereto is a table compiling the names of individuals involved in the cases referred, 
the type of drug involved in the case and the disposition of the cases. A complete 
records search for all of the 22,000 cases would be an extremcly onerous task and 
take many months. The diversion of manpower and resourcE'S would be consider­
able. Therefore, unless the Committee feels that it is absolutely necessary that it 
have a complete and precise accounting of all 22,000 refE'rrals, rather than a 
representative sampling, we will not proceed any further in this matter. It should 
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be noted that arrangements have now been made for a report to Customs by DEA 
showing the disposition of all cases referred to DEA by Customs. This report is 
cOl!lpiled and sent to Customs on a monthly basis. 

We have also assembled as much data as we could relative to your question about 
the number of fugitives in dmg cases during the last two fiscal years. Criminal 
Division statistics show that 531 individuals were listed as entering "fugitive" 
status in fiscal year 1975, and 516 in fiscal year 1976. It must be noted that the 
definition of "fugitive" employed by the Criminal Division is a limited one. The 
Criminal Division lists as "fugitive" only those defendants who are actually 
indicted for bail-jumping under Title 18, United States Code, Section 3150. 
Further, the computer program in which these statistics are collected does not 
permit the identification of the underlying charge which was initially 10dge4 
against these fugitives. Thus, we cannot identify how many of these fugitive 
cases arose from narcotics matters. The Drug Enforcement Administration does 
keep such statistics; however, it should be Iloted that their definition of "fugitive" 
is broader than that employed by the Criminal Division. DEA lists as "fugitive" 
all persons who are actively being sought in connection with narcotics related 
matters who have fled. As of August 2,1976, DEAlisted 2,622 persons as fugitive. 
Three hundred and thirty-six of these were Class 1 violators. Of more direct 
relevance would be the number of persons who actually jumped bond after arrest 
on narcotics charges. DEA statistics show that 97 Class 1 violators so jumped 
bond after arrest on narcotics charges. The statistics further show that 1,006 
violators in Classes 2 through 4 jumped bond after arrest on narcotics charges. 

I trust that the foregoing has been helpful to you in pursuing the important 
work of the Committee. 

Sincerely, 
JAY C. WALDMAN, 

Deputy Assistant Attorney General, 
Crlminal Division. 
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EXHIBIT A 

PEA 
Seizure DEA violation 

Violator name Drug Pounds date case No. DEA violator name class 

New York retion: Costa, Tomas M _______________ CocainB ____________ 2.2 Juna 3,1976 CI-76-0016 Costa, Thomas MichaeL _________________ 1 Guerrero, Puello Jorge A _________________ do _____________ 2.2 Feb. 10,1976 CI-76-0056 Guerrero-Puello, Jorge ___________________ 1 
Philadelphia region: Escobar, Elias L _____ do _____________ 13.5 Sepl13, 1975 01-75-0153 Escobar-Escobar, Elias ____________________ 1 
Baltimore region: Urquieta, Gonzalo Heroin _____________ 8.3 Sept. 22, 1975 £2-75-0125 Urquiala-Barriga, Gonzalo ________________ 1 

Antonia. 
Miami region: Meneses, Ronaldo ______________ Cocaine ____________ 3.2 Dec. ~, 1975 GI-75-o292 Meneses, Ronaldo _______________________ 1 Licon, Daniel R ______________________ do _____________ 3.2 Mar. 11, 1976 GI-76-0057 Licon, Daniel Ray _____________________ • __ 1 Gorallza, Bernardo C _________________ do _____________ 4.7 Apr. 22, 1976 Gl-76-o093 Cordaliza-Cuadros, Bernardo ______________ 1 New Orleans region: Noguera, Ricarda _____ do _____________ 2.0 Feb. 15, 1976 JI-76-0007 Hoguer-Rodriguez, Ricardo _______________ 1 

Leon. 
Pallas region: 

28.6 Nunez, Manuel.G _______________ Heroin _____________ Jan. 18,1976 M5-76-o020 Nunez-Carreno, Manuel __________________ 
Herrera, Adrian Corral. ______________ do _____________ 19.7 July 8,1975 M6-7S-0057 Herrera-Corral, Adrian ___________________ 
Watson, Kenneth Silvester ____________ do _____________ 5.2- Apr. 23, 1976 M7-76-o040 Watson, Kenneth L ______________________ 

Seattle region: . 
)2,1976 P2-74-0037 ~~~st~ey:W:iC~:::::::::::::::::::~~::::::::::::: • 5 Feb • Chesney, John Wayne _______________ • ____ 1 

1.1 Apr. 6,1976 P2-74-0037 Chesney, William EliJah __________________ 1 
Los An!l\lles region: 

palacio~ Artura Barranco _______ Cocalne ____________ 3.7 feb. 14, 1976 Rl-76-0040 Palacios, Artoro L ______________________ 1 Sala, A elaida Garcia ___________ Heroin _____________ 30.9 June 30,1976 R2-76-o251 seta. Adelaid;l Garcia ____________________ 1 
South American region: Johnson, Cocaine .. __________ 9.8 Sept. 6, 1975 ZK-75-0013 Jo nson, RoberL _______________________ 1 

Robart. 
New York region: Oiop, Arona Fary __ Opium _____________ 1.2 Nov. 7,1976 Gl-75-0024 Diop, Aralia FOIY ________________________ 2 
Baltimore region: Vargas, Erick Fer- Cocaine. ____ • ______ 8.3 Sepl22, 1975 E2-75-0125 Vargas-Delafuente, Erick _________________ 2. 

nando. 
Miami region: 

1.1 Mar. 13,1976 GI-76-o058 Wilkin, john Buren ______________________ 2 Wilkin, John Buren __________________ do _____________ 
Carmona, Jose Basquez ______________ do _____________ .9 Apr. 27,1976 GI-76-o097 Carmona-Vasque:r, Jose M ________________ 2 

Dalias region: Norris, Dale E _____________ do _____________ 2.3 Sepl 6,1975 MI-75-o079 Norris, Dale Everetl _____________________ 2 
Denver region: Willars, Rodolf 0 ______ Heroin _____________ 27.6 Sept. 24, 1975 N7-7S-0034 Willars, Rodolfo _________________________ 2 
Seame region: Field, Gary ___________ Cocalne ____________ 1.8 June 9,1976 P2-76-o008 Field, Gary Allen_ .. ______________ • ______ 2 
los Angeles region: 

2.5 Ocl 23,1975 Rl-75-0307 Thackeray, Eduardo C ____________________ Z Thackeray, Eduardo _________________ do _____________ 
lVIiroyan. Michael Haroutin ____________ do _____________ .8 May 11,1976 RI-76-oU4 Mlroyan. Mich~el Harouton _______________ 2 
Galvan, Bernardo Tamayo _______ Heroin _____________ 1.3 Dcl 15,1975 R2-75-05G7 GaIVan-Tamay% Bernardo ________________ 2 
Torres, Jose Vasquez Cruz ____________ do ____________ 2.5 Oct. 16,1975 R2-7S-0568 Vasquez, JOSB ________________________ 2 

New York region: 
1.0 Sept. 25, 1975 C1-75-0022 Whalen, Ja~qlleline Marie ________________ 3 Whalen, Marie Jacqueline _______ Opium _____________ 

Sandim, Cosme ________________ Cocaine ____________ .6 Nov. Ib,1975 Cl-75-0025 Sandim, C·lall1e _________________________ 3 
Kahlifa, Abodou Ramanou ____________ do _____________ 8.8 Mar. 4,1976 Cl-7S-000a KhalifaMAbdou Ramanou ____________ ,._. 3 
Wonz, Melba Barbars ________________ do _____________ 5.0 Mar. 9,1976 CI-7S-0009 Wong, elba Barbara ________ . ___ , _______ 3 

• • 

Disposition, Federal/State 

Pending. 
Do. 

Prison, 60 mo-Federal. 
Prison, 36 rna-Federal. 

Pending. 
00_ 
Do. 

Probation, 60 mo- Fedaral. 

Prison, 180 mo-Federal. 
Prison, 60 mo-Federal. 
Pending. 

Do. f-'. 
Do. t:;l 

00. 
Do. 
00. 

Do. 
Prison, 12 rna-federal. 

Pending. 
Do, 
Do. 
Do, 
Do. 

YCA-Federal. 
Pending. 

Do. 
Do. 

Prison, 6 mo-Federn/. 
Declined-Federal. 
Prison, 48 mo-Federal_ 
Pending. 



EX HI BIT A-Continued 

DEA 
List Seizure DEA violation 
No. Violator name Drug Pounds date case No. DEA violator name class Disposition, Federal/State 

84 Jo"id, Ahmad •••. _._. ______ . __ • Opium _._ •••••••..•• 2.9 Apr. 15,1976 Cl-76·0012 Javid, Ahmad •.••• ____ ••... _ •• _ ... ____ ._ 3 Pending. 
12·~ Nicholas, Samuel Pernell, Jr_ ••• _ Cocaine __ ••• _ •• _ ••• 1.6 June 18,1976 Cl-76·00l7 Nicholas, Samuel P., Jr ••••••••••••••.•• _. 3 Do. 
151 Rodriguez, luis G_ ._.,_. __ • ________ •• do_ •.•.•••• _._. 9.1 Mar. 23, 1975 Cl-74-0721 Rodriguez, Luis Ginel. ••• _._ ••.•••••••••. - 3 Do. 
108 McDonald, Sherman_. __ ••.••. _ •••••. do ____ .•••• _ •• _ 1.0 Aug. 13, 1975 Cl-75 -0354 McDonald, Sherman. __ .. _ .. ___ ......•. __ • 3 Prison, EO mo-Federal. 
44 f!,uz, Segundo •••• _ •••••••••••••••.. do. __ ._ •••••••• 3.0 Dec. 29, 1975 C3-75'0169 Cruz, Segundo Garcia •• _ •.•.•• _ ••. __ •• _ •• 3 Pending. 

Raitilllore rel;lon: 
68 Gutierre!, Marin Ramirez •. __ •..• _ •••• do •••••• _ •• __ •• 2.6 Nov. 3,1975 E2-75-0l43 Degutierrez, Maria Hermelina •• ___ • __ ._ .•• 3 Probation, 24 mo-Federal. 

142 Restrepo, Ann Luaisa Rincon •• __ .. ____ do._ ...•...••• _ 2.6 Nov. 3,1976 E2-75-0143 Darestrepo, Ana Luaisa Rincon •• _ •. _ .••• _. 3 01). 
13S Ramirez, Victor Antonio Carrna ••. _. __ .do •..•. _._ •• _ •• 10.0 Feb. 2,1976 E2-76-0021 Carranza·Ramirez, Victor Anton._ ••..••. _. 3 Pending. 
70 Harmandarian, Gre~oria Karakas •• _ ••• do ••••• _ •••• _._ 7.5 Feb. 27,1976 E2-76·0032 Harmandarian, Karakagidu G_._ ••••.• _ ••• _ 3 Do. 
5 Arias, Blanca Lila_ •• ____ ._ ••• __ ••• __ do ___ ._ •• _ ••••• 6.5 Apr. 13, 1976 E2-76-0047 Arias, Blanca Lidia_. __ ••••••• _ •• _ •••• _._ 3 Do. 

Miami region: 
170 ~J~! r ~~~~~~iiC' i.e:: =:~: :::::::::::: J~::: :::::::::: 3.4 July 6,1975 Gl-75-0168 SIV! Roma Jean ______ . __ ••.. __ •.• _._ .... _ 3 Prison,3 mo-Federal. 
203 .1) July 8,1975 Gl-75-0172 Wo f, Frederick Marc ___ •. __ .. _ .. ___ •• _ .•• 3 Prison, 15 mo-Federal. 
177 Steward, Marl, Chandler •••••••• __ ••• _do •• __ •• __ ••• __ .9 Aug. 2,1975 Gl-75-0l95 Steward, Mark Chandler._ •••.••• _ •• _ ••. _. 3 Pending. 
33 Ceren, Jor~e Villarreal. ••. _._ ••••• __ .do_ •• _ ••• _ ••••• 1. 3 Aug. 3, 1975 Gl-75-0198 Ceren, Jor~e ViII~rriaL.----- .. ---------- 3 Do. 

100 londono, ugn. __ • ________________ .. do. __ ._ .. ______ 2.4 ___ •. do ... _. __ Gl-7b-0l98 Londono, ugo Glraldo. _________ • ____ .. __ 3 Do. f-' 
165 Seea, Apolinar Pero$._ .. _ .. _ .. _ .. __ .. do ... __ ... _ ._._ 1.3 _ ... _do. _____ • Gl-75-0198 Sega, Apolinar Pare __ ..... _._._. __ .. __ ._. 3 Do. C) 
129 Ospino. Bclisario Dusan ____ ....... _._do .... __ ._. __ ._ • R Aug. 9,1975 Gl-75-0202 OSPino! Belisarlo 0 ••. ____ ........... _ .. _ 3 Do. 
62 Gil, Helena A. Casamitiana ....... _ .... do .. _____ .. _._ 3. 1 Aug. 16, 1975 GI-75 -0205 Gil, He ena Cdsmitjana._ ......... _ ....... 3 Prison, 6 mo-Federal. 

18t Tarquino, Anna Beateiz Bernaz __ .. ___ .d~ . ____ . __ ... __ 3.2 ... _ . do ....... GI-75·0205 Tarquino, Ana Beatri? BernaL __ ._ .... __ .. 3 Prison, 60 mo-Federal. 
190 Van Dras.k, [ugen-. Sha101.. ___ ... _ •. do ... _ .... ____ • 4.1 Aug. 21, 1975 Gl-7~ ·0209 Vandrasek, Fugene SharoL. __ ._. ___ ... __ ._ 3 Pending. 
60 Gaston, Barbara Ann __ ._ ........ Heroin .. _ .......... 13. 6 Aug. 25, 1975 GI-75-0212 Gaston, Barbara Ann ......... _ ........... 3 00,1 
13 Benvenuto, Carmen A .......... _ Cocaine ............ 6.0 Aug. 27, 1975 Gl-75-0215 Benvenat~ Lizarraga C?rmen R .... _ .... _. 3 Dismissed. 

159 Santos, Maria Jose ................... do ...... __ ..... 5.1 ..... do ....... Gl-75-0215 Desantos· ueude!, MaTia Jose._ ......... _ 3 Probation, 60 mo-Federal. 
102 Lopenzo, Juan Alejo, Jr ..... __ ........ do ............. 1. 1 Oct. 7,1975 Gl-75·0248 Lorenzo, Juan Alijo, Jr_ .................. 3 Pending. 
64 Greene, Mo~a Marguerite ............. do ............. 4.1 Oct. 18,1975 Gl-75-0255 Greene, Moya Marguerite __ ............... 3 Acquitted-Federal. 
93 Lafontaine, Franclne •• _ ......... _ .. __ do .. __ ......... 1. 9 Oct. 19,1975 Gl-75-0256 Lafontaine, Francine ....... __ ._ .. _ .... _ .. 3 Pending. 

119 Moya( Soma Deruiz .................. do ............. 4.4 Oct. 22,1976 Gl-75-0259 Moya·Fernandez, Senia ........ _ ........ _ 3 00.1 

118 Mora es, Guillermo Cesar ............. do ............. 4.1 Oct. 27,1975 Gl-75-0263 Morales, Guillermo Cesar Leiv ............. 3 Prison, 36 m(}-Federal. 
128 Ortiz, Felix Jose.. ._ .............. do __ •• ____ .. __ • 5.2 Nov. 1,1975 Gl-75-0269 Ortiz· Pulley, Felix Joze. ____ .............. 3 Pending. 
24 Brown, Melissa J"," ....... __ ..... _ .. do .... __ ....... 1. 2 Nov. 4,1976 GI-75-0270 Brown, Melissa Jane .. __ ................. 3 Prison, 12 m(}-Federal. 

107 McCarrell. pe~gy Jean .......... _ .... do .......... _ .. 1. 0 Nov. 4,1975 GI-75·0270 McCarroll, Pe~g:, Jean .... _ ............. _ 3 Prison,9 mo-Federal. 
158 Sancerman, A berL .. __ ............. do ............. 6.4 Nov. 16,1975 Gl-75-0276 Sangerman, A bert Richard, Jr • __ .... _ .... 3 Prison-36 mo-Federal. 

71 Hayes, ROh Alven ............ __ ... _ .. do ..... __ .. _ ... 1. 2 ..... do ..... __ Gl-75-0278 Hayes, Roy Alven ........................ 3 Do. 
4, Duddy, Jo n Ronald, Jr .............. do ... ___ ..... _. 1. 6 Nov. 25,1975 GI-75-0280 Duddy, Ronald John, Jr • _____ .. _ ......... 3 YCA-Federal. 
1~ Bonnema

v 
John RoberL ... _._ ........ do ..... _._ ..... .9 Dec. 14, 1975 Gl-75-0305 BOnnem~John RoberL ........ _ ........ _ 3 Pending. 

123 Nessen, \ iIIlam Donald._ ............ do •• __ ... __ .... 2.3 ..... do ....... Gl-75-0305 Nessen, illiam Donald ___ .... _ ....... _ .. 3 Do. 
51 Fbanks, Davis E ..................... do ............. .9 Dec. 15. 1976 GI-75·0307 Ebanks, Davis Edward ... _ ... _ .. _ ........ 3 Prison, 24 mo-Federal. 
82 Jackson, Philip Rodney Alden ......... do_ ............ .9 Dec. 15,1975 Gl-75-0307 Jackson, Philip Rodney ........... __ .... __ 3 Do. 

210 Delavega, Eduardo ................... do __ ...... _ .... 2.8 Dee. 27, 1975 Gl-75··0313 Delavega, Eduardo Antonio_ ............. _ 3 Prison, 6 mo-Federal. 
61 Gaviria, Alba Boelo ....... _ .......... do ........... __ 3.5 .. _ .. do ...... _ GI-75-0314 Gaviria·Vasqllez, Alba R .................. 3 Pending. 
2 Alcalde, Ricardo .......... _._ ........ do ....... _ ..... .6 Jan. 29,1976 Gl-76·0020 Alcade, Ricardo Cardoza __ ................ 3 Do. 
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87 Johnson, Jean l'auleUe _______________ do _____________ 4.4 reb. 4,1976 Gl-7B-iJ025 Johnson, jllan Paulette ___________________ 3 Do. 
46 Diaz, Jennifer J. ____________________ do _____________ 2.1 Feb. 7,1976 GI-76-0026 Diaz, Jennifer Joan ______________________ 3 Prison, 15 mo-Federal. 
6 Baldasarre, Ziuseppll1a _______________ do _____________ 3.6 feb. 1-1,1976 GI-76-{)035 Baldassarre·Gonzales, Giuseppi. __________ 3 f1rison, 6 mo-Federal. 

133 Peyon, Ernesto ______________________ do _____________ 2.1 feb. 24,1976 GI-76-0040 Peyon, Ernusto Mendez __________________ 3 Pending. 
4 Ardela, Ricaura Perdomo _____________ do _____________ 15.3 Mar. 1,1976 Gl-76-0046 Ardila, Rlcaurte Perdomo _________________ 3 Do. 

90 Kable, John Robert, Jr ______ •. _. __ .•• do .• __ .• _ •• ____ 1.8 Mar. 7,1976 Gl-76-o053 Kable, John Robert, Jr ._. _____ • ___________ 3 Do. 
167 Sepulveda, Esteban De/esus G. __ • ____ do ______ • ______ 1.1 (ilar. 8, 1976 GI-76-0054 Sepulveda·Galiana, Esteban de. _______ • ___ 3 Prison, 24 rna-federal. 
132 Parks

k 
Thomas Michae ________ • _____ do._. _____ • ____ 4.6 Mar. 15, 1976 GI-7fi-0061 parks

k 
Thomas MichaeL ____ ••• __________ 3 Pending. 

179 Strun , Bradley B. __________________ dD._. _______ . __ .7 Mar. 21, 1976 GI-76-o068 Strun ,Bradley Brian_ •. _. _____________ ._ 3 Do. 
175 Steiner, KarL. _________ • ________ • __ .do. _____ . ______ 3.0 Mar. 25, 1976 Gl-76-o071 Steiner, Karl _________ • __ • __________ • ____ 3 Do. 
S6 laorenza, Anthony_. ________ . ________ do. ______ ._. ___ 1.7 Mar. 5,1976 G5-76-o009 laorenza, Anthony_ •• __ • __ • _______ • ___ •• _ 3 Do. 

143 Ritch, John Carlylo __ • __ . ______ • ____ .do ________ . ____ 1.6 Apr. 28, 1976 G5-76-{)012 Ritch, John Carlyle .. __ •• ______________ ._ 3 Do. 
22 Botero, Jose Raul london. ____________ do. _____ • ______ 6.5 May 26,1976 G5-76-{)OI6 Botero·londono, Jose PauL. ________ •• ___ 3 00. 
21 Borren, Eugene leonard •. ____________ do ________ • ____ 4.7 May 30,1976 G5-7!\-OO17 Borren, Eugene Leonard._. __ • ____________ 3 Do. 

140 Redler, NOlman David _________ •. _. __ do __ .. _. ___ • ___ 4.7 June 4,1976 G5-76-0017 Redler, Norman David. __ • ___ . ___ . ___ • ___ 3 Po. 
14 Bevans, Michael Newton _____ • _______ do ••. _____ • ____ .5 June 11, 1976 G5-76-0019 Bevans, Mict,ael Newton. ________________ 3 Pending, ISO. 

New Orleans region: 
Aug. 3D, 1975 JI-75-o137 Malecha, Adoline Mary _____ • _____________ 104 Malecha, Adeline Mary ____ • __________ do. ___ ._. ______ 2.2 Prison, 36 rna-federal. 

155 Ruiz, Ernesto Sanchez_. ___ • ___ . _____ .do. __ •• _ .• _____ .9 June 22, 1976 JI-76-0032 Sanchez·Ruh:, Ernesto .. ________ • ___ • __ • __ Pending. 
Dallas region: 

2.3 Apr. 14,1976 Ml-75-o079 Pitchford, L1il¥d Henry ____ • ___ • ___ •. ___ ._ 134 Pitchford, Llo¥d Henry. ______ • __ • ____ do_. ______ ._. __ 3 Do. 
WI Londono, Mana Christina. __ . _______ ._do _________ •• __ 1.1 Sept. 21,1975 M3-75-o0a5 Londono, Mana Crlstina •• ___ • __ ._. _______ 3 Prison, 36 mo. 
59 Garza, Gustavo Velasquez._ •• _____ •• __ do. _____ ._ ••.• _ 1.4 Dec. 11, 1975 M5-75-o261 Garza·VelasQ uez, Gustavo ____ ._ .•• _____ ._ 3 Pending.! 
92 Kinne)" Paul Phillip ___ • _____________ do ___ •• ________ .6 Feb. 28, 1976 M6-76-0026 Kinney, PaUl Phillip __ •• _________ • _______ 3 Declined-Federal. 

160 Saucedo, Arturo Montenegro _____ Heroin ____________ • 22.5 Nov. 12, 1975 M7-75-0208 Saucedo·Montenegro, Arturo. ___ • _______ ._ 3 Acquitted-Federal. 
80 Ibarra, CalUPoya Julio_. ____ • ________ do _____________ .5 Dec. 19, 1975 M7-75-oZ19 Ibarra·CamMUa, Julio_. ____ • ___ • ________ 3 Pending. 

136 Pragoso, Joel Fayela. __ .• __ . _____ ._._do __ • _____ •••• _ 9,8 Apr. 8,1976 1117-76-0036 Fragr,so·FaVE!la, Joel _____ •• ____ •••• ____ ._ 3 Do. f-' 
183 Thomas, Eugene, Jr._. ______ •• __ Cocaine ___ .• __ .. ___ .7 July 19,1975 M9-75-0081 Thomas, Eugene, Jr ______ • __ . ____________ 3 Dismissed-Federal. ""-l 

Denver region: 
6.0 Sept. 16,1975 Nl-75-0098 Miller, lynda Marie. ______ •• _. ____ • ______ Pending. 11l Miller, lynda Marie. _______ ._ •• ______ do ______ ._._. __ 3 

145 Roberts, David_. _ •••• ___ • _______ • __ .do __ ____ . _____ • 1.7 Nov. 11,1975 N6-75-0156 Roberts, Robort David_. ____________ • _____ 3 Do. 
28 Carrasco, Margarito Soto. _____ ._ Heroin _____________ 1.1 feb. 2,1976 N8-76-o023 Carrasco.Soto, Margarito .• ____________ • __ 3 Prison, 60 lUa-State. 

los Angeles region: 
199 White, PalUela Jean .• __ • ________ Cocaine ____________ 2.1 July 9,1975 RI-75-0203 White, Pamela Jean ... _____ • _____________ 3 Probation, 36 rna-Federal. 
98 Levene, Bruce David ___ •.• _____ • ___ ._do •• ___ •• _ •. ___ 5.8 July 27,1975 RI-75-0218 Levene, Bruch David_. ___ . __ • ____ •• ______ 3 Do. 
11 Beckner, Mark Steven ____ • ______ • ___ do. ___ • __ ._ ••.• .6 Oct. 15,1975 RI-75-o303 Beckne

U 
Mark Steven ___ • __ • ____________ 3 Pending. 

32 Castro, Cailos Uribe. ______ • __ • __ • ___ do •. ___ •. ______ 3.3 Oct. 30,1975 RI-76-{)312 Castro· ribs, Carlos ____ ._._. _________ • __ 3 Decllned-rederal. 
178 Stoufer, Camille Anne_. ____________ ._do._. __________ 3.1 Nov. 3,1975 RI-75-0325 Stourer, Camille Anne _____ .• ____________ 3 YCA-federal. 
122 Navarro, luis Marena ________________ do _____________ 5.1 Nov. 17,1975 Rl-75-o335 Navarra-Varelas, Louis ___________________ 3 Prison, 96 mo-Federal. 
197 Wershow, Milton Jeffrey ____ • _________ do __________ • __ 3.1 Dec. 3,1975 RI-75-0346 Wershow, ro,;:on Jeffrey ___ . ____ • __ • ___ • __ 3 Pending. 
213 leonardi, Robert PauL ______________ do _____ •• ______ .9 Dec. 24, 1975 RI-75-0367 Leonardi, Robert PauL __________________ 3 Do. 
52 ECklin!J Ralph Elson_. ________________ do _____________ 1.0 Feb. 19,1976 RI-76-0042 Ecklin

h 
Ralgh Eldon __________________ . ___ 3 Prison, 12 mos-federal. 

72 Hemp ill, Diane Mary __________ • _____ do _____________ 2.5 Mar. 17,1976 RI-76-o063 Hemp ill, lane Mary ___ .• _________ __._ 3 Pending. 
195 Walulik, Janinka E_oo ______ oo ________ do ___________ oo 1.2 Mar. 24, 1976 Rl-76-0070 Walulik. Janlllka Elizabeth ___ . _______ • ___ 3 Do. 
139 Read, Ruth Anne. ___ • ______________ .do _____________ 3. B Mar. 26, 1976 RI-76-o074 Read, Ruth Anne _____________________ ._. 3 Probation,24 rna-Federal. 

9 Beals, Ronald Guy __________________ .do _____________ 1.0 Apr. 29,1976 R1-76-0106 Beals, Ronald Guy ________________________ 3 Prison, 60 mo-federal. 
172 Smith, Helen Preston ________________ do _______ oo ____ 1.8 May 29,1976 RI-76-0l25 Smith, Helen Preston ____________________ 3 Probation,60 Mo-Federal. 
109 Mehzi, Elsa Elconora Doig ________ • ___ do_. ___ • _____ ._ 1.3 June 10,1976 R7-76-0138 Melzi-Doig\ Elsa Elenora. ________ • ________ 3 Prison, 5 rna-Federal. 
185 Tome, Raul ____________________ • ____ do _________ • ___ • 5 June 24,1976 Rl-76-0l48 Tome, Rau ________ • ____________________ 3 Declined-Federal • 
214 LowrY, Robert Anthony __ . ____________ do_~ ___________ 2.2 June 3D, 1976 RI-76-o151 Lowr~, Robert Anthony_. ___________ •• ____ 3 pendinR. 
156 Sanchez, Carlos Amezcua._._. _______ .do ____ •• ____ •• _ 1.1 Sept. 3D, 1975 R2-75-o541 Sanc ez·Amezcua, Carlos ___ • __ ._. _____ ._ 3 YCA-Feder31. 

See footnotes at end of table. 



list 
No. Violator name Drug 

39 
192 
67 
73 

147 
112 

15 
17 
20 

149 
34 
25 

164 
57 
43 
12 

Cotina, Jose luis G~rcia_ , _______ Cocaine ___________ _ 
Vega,lose AngcL. ____________ Heroin ____________ _ 
Gurley, ~tephallie Mari~ ______________ do ______ .. ____ _ 
Hensloy, Shelby Je~n __ .. _______ Cocainc ___________ _ 
Robinett, Ren~ Jean ___ • ______ ._ Heroin ___ •• ____ •• __ 
Miller, Wayne. __ • _______ .. _. ___ Cocaine_ .. ________ _ 
Biagorri~, Ernesta Bruno _____ • ___ .. ___ do __________ • __ 
Blackrr."!1, Kirby Ward .... _______ Heroin ___ •• _. _____ _ 
Borok, GJnter ___ ._. ______________ ._ .do ________ ' ___ • 
Rodananta, ThongchaL _ •• __ .. __ ._ • __ do ••• ________ __ 
Cernyll •. 'an ______________ ••• _______ do ____________ _ 
Calvil,~, f1Jgelia floroL _____________ do. __ ._. __ • __ __ 
Scolt, Eugone Ernie •• __________ • _____ do •. _._ • _____ __ 
Fuerte

l 
J~se Luis Carillo •• _____ • ______ do. ______ .... __ 

Cruz, IIntonlo Rqmirez ..... _____ Cocaine_ •• _. ______ • 
Reltran, Jesus loya •• ___________ Heroin._ .... ______ _ 

Baltimore region: 
63 Gomez, Celina Maldonado_ •• ___ • Cocaine_ .... _ .. __ .. 

Miami region: 
154 

81 
85 
75 

208 
175 
190 
16 

150 
7 

79 

Rubian" Victor Martinez __ .. _____ .. ___ do _____ • __ ..... 

Icaza, Marco Julio. ______ • __ • ___ ... __ do. ____ ....... _ 
Jimenez, Caicedo Lisandro _______ ... __ do __ • ____ •••• _. 
HolgUl

iil
" Juan. ________ .......... __ ._do .. _ ....... _ .. 

lung, u PaL .. _ .... __ ...... _ Opium .. _ .. _ .... _ .. 
Steiner, IlarL. ....... ___ .. _ .... Cocaine ...... _ .... _ 
Van Drasell, Eugene Sharol .......... _do ...... _ .. _ .. _ 
Bing, MI~haell\evln ......... _ .... _ .. do_ .......... .. 
Rodngucz, Ana lupe ..... _ .... _______ do ... __ .... ___ _ 
Basanla de Castro, Maria Nayme ___ .. _do .. _ ...... _ .. _ 
Hydeskelly, Vincent Arlington .. _______ do ____ ........ _ 

Detroit region: 
95 LanSing star Weekly ........ _ .... __ .. do_ .... _______ _ 

New York region: 
42 Crom, David_ .. __ .. _ •• _ ... _ .. __ Opium ...... ___ .. .. 

184 Tobon, Cerardo. ___ ... _ ........ Cocaine .. _ .... _ .. .. 
152 Rodriguez, Adelina ........ _ ....... _.do ........... __ 

Pounds 

1.5 
2.B 

17.0 
1.5 
1.2 
2.2. 
2.2 
1.6 
30 
1.0 
4.4 
4.3 
.6 
.5 

1.1 
6.5 

1.6 

10.5 

5.3 
5.0 
.6 

6.0 
3.0 
4.1 
2.3 
6.7 
4.4 
4.5 
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EXHIBIT A-Continued 

Seizure 
date 

Nov. IE, 1975 
Dec. 29, 1975 
Mar. 21,1976 
Dec. 17,1975 
Jan. 21,1976 
Jan. 22,1976 
June 25, 1976 
July 12,1975 
Ocl 10,1975 
Mar. 22,1976 
Apr. 30,1976 
Aug. 14,1975 
Jan. 28,1976 
Feb. 12,1976 
Apr. 16,1976 
June 9,1976 

Del 6,1975 

feb. 10, 1976 

Sept. 16, 1975 
Ocl 5,1975 
Ocl 2,1975 
May 4,1976 
Mar. 25,1976 
Aug. 21, 1975 
Nov. 29, 1975 
June 24,1976 
Nov. 26,1975 
Dec. 15, 1975 

Jan. 16, 1976 

DEA 
case No. DEA violator name 

R2-75-0639 
R2-75-070G 
R2-76-01l6 
R3-75-0i15 
£13-76-0007 
R3-76-0U09 
R3-76-1l044 
R4-75-1l028 
R4-75-0046 
R4-76-1l011 
R4-76-1l025 
R6-75-1l163 
R6-76-0026 
R6-76-0037 
R6-76-1l079 
R6-76-0105 

Colina-Garcia, Jose Luis __________ ..... ___ 
Vega·Villa, Jose AngeL ...... ____ .... ___ • 
GuJley, Stephanie Maria .... ___ .. ___ .. ___ _ 
Hensley, Shelby Jean ... _ ......... _ .. __ ._ 
Robinett, Rena Jean .. ______ ........... __ 
Miller, Wayne ..... _ .......... ___ .. _ .... . 
Baigorria, Ernesto Bruce Far .. __ ....... ___ 
Blackmon, Kirby Ward •• ___ ...... _ .. __ .. _ 
Borck, Gunter. ___ • __ ... ____ .. ___ .... ___ _ 
Rodananta, Thongohia ....... __________ __ 
Cerny,lvan __ .... __ .. _____ •• ___ .... ___ __ 
Flores, Rogalia Calvillo .... ___ .......... . 
Scott, Ernesto Eugene ... _________ ...... __ 
Fuerte.C,arrillo, Jose Luis .. _________ .... __ 
CrUZ-Ramirez, Antonio_ • ___ .... ____ • ___ __ 
Beltran·loya, Jesus ... ______ ......... __ .. 

DEA 
violation 

class Disposition, FederaljState 

3 Pending. 
3 Prison, 24 mo-Federal. 
3 Pending. 
3 Do.' 
3 NARA-Federal. 
3 Prison,4 me-Federal. 
3 Pending. 
3 Do. 
3 YCA-Federal. 
3 Pending) 
3 Prison, 24 mo-Federal. 
3 Prison, 60 mo-Federal. 
3 YCA-State. 
SPending. 
3 Do. 
3 Do. 

E2-75-0128 Gomez·Maldonado, Celina ............ _.__ 3 Prison, 24 mo-Faderal. 

GFGI-75-8005 McGlinn· Carranza, Lauria Merio'_ .. __ ..... ___ .. _ ... ___ Prosecuted by Nassau, Bahamas 
Authority. . 

GI-75-1l232 Ycaza, Mark Tulio __ .. _________ .. __ ..... _ 3 lndet.-YCA-Federal. 
GFAD-75-8138 Jimenez, Llsandro .. ___ •• __ .. _ ... __ .. _ .. _ 3 Prison,24 ma (Bahamas). 
G4-75-1l076 Holqui!!/ Juan U .. __ ...... __ .. __ ._ .. _ .... ______ ...... Pending. 
GI-76-0013 Zung, l'I'U pjIL ...... _ ....... ___ ............... _ ... __ 00. 
Gl-76-1l071 Steiner, KarL ........... ____________ .. _ 3 Do. 
Gl-75-1l209 Van Draesek, Eugene Sharo!. _____ ._ .. __ .. 3 Do. 
G5-75-0056 Bing, Michael ~evin-------.---.. -------- 3 00. 
G5-71Hl022 Rodnguaz-Rodnguez, Ana Lupe.__________ 3. Do. 
Gl-75-0287 Fayed ds Castro, Nayme Mana B ...... _... 3 Prison, 12 mo-Federal. 
Gl-75-1l306 Kelly, Vincent Arlington Hydes ___ •. _ .. ___ • 2 Prison, 18 mo-Federal. 

GFHI-75 -8036 Prosecution of 2 suspects declined by State ____________ • ______ • _____ .. ______________ • 
prosecutor. 

1.2 Nov. 7,1976 GFCI-75-8010 Crom, David .... _ ... _______________ .. ___ .• ______ .. _. Pending. 
12.4 June 11,1976 C3-76-1l038 Tobon, Gerardo .... ____ ..... _ .. _______ .. ___ .. _. _____ Not charged. 
?! Feb. 6,1976 CJ-76-1)QQ4 Hqrnandez, Rosa Resparlo ___ .. __ ._. _____ • 3 Pendin~, 



... ... ~-----
los Angeles region: 

88 Johnson, RoberL ................. __ do .•• ~ ...••••.• 
173 Speers, Donald Glenn •••••••••••••.•• do •••••.••••••• 

178 Stoufer, Camille Anne ••••••••..••.•.. do ••••.••••••.• 
187 Turner, Frank ••••••.•••••.••. ~ •.• ~ •• do._.~.~ ••. _ ••• 
205 Yanez, Dagobe to Amodgo Dzorio •.. _ •• do •••.••••••••• 
65 Grijalva, Sheran Ma:ie .•••...••• Heroin •••••••.•.••• 

3 Arce, Zorina Rosario ••••.•••.••• Cocaine ••••••.•.•. _ 
148 Robles, Rojelio Suarez ••••••••.• Heroin ••.••.••••••• 
35 Chan,Oanny ••••.••••.••••••••••.••• do ••.••••••.•• _ 

38 Chu, PauL._ •••••••••••••••.•• Cocaine .••.••..•••• 
69 Hamshire, Judy .•••.•••.••••••• Heroin ••..•••••.••• 
94 lamey, Jung Soon •••.••••.••.•••.••• do ............ . 
86 Johnson, Genevieve •••••••..••••••••• do ••••••••• _ ••• 

200 Whitley, Allan •.••••••••.••••••. Cocaine •••••••••••• 
137 Quinoga, Reno •••.••.•••••.••.••.••• do ••••• _ .••..•. 
105 Marshal, Bruce David •.• _ •.•••.•.••.• do •••.•••••.••• 
77 Hormali, PimoL ••.•• ___ •.•.•.• Heroln •••.•• _ ••••.• 

188 UrGmchart, Monma ...•• ___ .•••.• _ •.• do •••.• _ •.•••. _ 
37 Chow, Bob Nin._ •••.•.••••••••..••.• do •••••• _ •••. _. 
1 Akhlaq, Mohammed .•.••.••• _ ••••.• Opium ••••.••• _ •••• 

31 Castillo, Eugene •.••••.•• _ •.• __ •••.• Cocainc •.••••••.••• 
48 Dix, Sher •••.••.. __ •• _ .••••••.•••.• Heroin ••••• _ .• _ ••• _ 
55 FHias, Nicolaos Master •••••..•••••.• Cocaine ••.• __ .•••• _ 
83 Jackson, Willie._ ••.•.•••••••••••••. Heroin .•••.••••••.• 
97 Lee, Fnu •••••.••••. __ •••• __ ••.••••.••.• do .•••.••...••• 

103 Maarleveld, Bernardus L ........•.. Cocaine ••••.••.•• _. 
106 Marshall Field Co •• _. __ • __ •• __ •••• _ Opium ••• _ •••••. __ • 
115 Monroe, John_._. __ ._ .••• __ •.•••••• Cocaine. __ ••.• _ •••• 
117 Morales, Cesar lenin Trinidad •.• _ •• _ HerGin •••.••• _ ••• __ 
141 Reham, Fnu __ • __ • __ ..• ___ ._ • __ •••• _ •••••••••• __ •••• _. __ 
144 Rivera, Evan A _____ •••• __ ••••••.••• Cocaine ••••. _ ••• ___ 

m i~ii;~~~~~~~~=:=:::=::=::::::::=:~~~~~~~:=:::::::::: 
194 Wallace, Dale E. Master •• ___ ._ ••••.• Co~aine ••••• _ .•••• _ 

- -- .....-- --- --- ----------..;,r- -------..~-- .......... -~-~-.- ~----- -- -'......----.----.....----- ----~-- . 

9.8 Sept. 6,1975 RI-75-0365 
3.3 Nov. 8,1975 Rl-75- 0325 

3.1 Nov. 3,1975 RH5-Q325 
5.8 Feb. 25, 1976 RH6-0047 
1.4 Oct. 28,1976 R2·75·0591 
.5 Nov. 8,1975 R2-75-0614 

.6 Nov. 22, 1975 R2-75-Q638 
2.4 Jan. 13,1976 R2-76-QOI4 
.7 Jan. 19,1976 R3-7S-Q004 

• R ••••• da •••• _ .• R3·7G-1l004 
.9 Jan. 12,1976 R3-76-ll004 

1. 6 Jan. 15,1976 R3-76-ll004 
4.5 Jan. 26,1976 R3-76-ll011 
• 5 Apr. 28,1976 R3-76·0036 

1.5 May 28,1976 R3-76-1J040 
. 6 June 5,1976 R3-76-ll042 

1. 4 Sept. 5, 1975 R4-75-0041 
5.5 Nov. 20,1975 R4-75-ll052 
7.3 June 26, 1976 WA-76-ll027 
6. 0 Apr. 16, 1976 
1. 9 Mar. 27, 1976 
.7 June 21, 1976 

7.4 July 29, 1975 
1. 0 De~. 16, 1975 
.8 Jurte 7,1976 

Johnson, RoberL .••••.•••••••••••••••••••.•••••••.• Dismissed. 
Speers, Donald Glenn •••.••••• __ •••••••• _ 3 84 mo suspended, 48 mo pro· 

bation. 
Stoufer, Camille Anne ............. _ •••• _ •••••• _ •••••• 36 rna probation. 
Brum, Steven 3 ••• _ •• _ •••••••••••••••••••••••• _ •••••• Not arrasted. 
Yanez·Osorio, Dagoberto A. __ ._._ ••••••• _ 3 Prison, 48 mo. 
Grijalva, Sharon Marie ___ •••••••. _ •••.•• _ 3 Prison 6 lOa, 18 ma suspended, 

Arce, Zorina Roserio., •••••.•••••• _._ •• __ 
Robales·Saure2. Rogello ••••. _ ••• _ ••••.••• 
Pusawong, Praser! •••••••••• _._._ ••••.•• _ 

3-yr probation. 
3 3-yr probation. 
3 PendlOg. 
1 Prison 6 mo, suspension 60 mo, 

36-60 rna probation. 
ChGokasamuk, WanchL __ .... _ •••••••• _ •• __ •••••• _ .• Not charged • 
Hamshire, Juey ___ .••••• __ ._ •• __ •••••••• _ •••••• _._.. Do. 
Lamey Jung Soon ' .•• ___ •••• _ •• _ •••• _ ••••••• _ ••• _ •• _ Do. 
Greer, Carolyn Denise ••• _ ••••• ____ - .••• __ 3 Prison, 48 mo. 
Williamson, John 5_. ___ ._ ••••• _ •••• _ •• __ ••• _ ••• _ •• _._ Not arrested • 
Quiroca, Rene Juan •••••••• __ ._ .••. _ •.•• _ 3 Pending. 
Marshall, David Bruce •••• _ ••• __ ••• _ .••• _ 3 Do • 
Hormali, Pimol - ••• c •••••••••• --.- •••• ·.--.--•• -· •• - Not charged. 
Audamchart, Bunma .•••••••• _ •• _ •.•• __ •• 1 Pending. 
Chow, Po Yuh ••••• _ •••••. _ •••• __ ._. ____ •• _ •.•• _..... Do. 

1.2 June 25,1976 
3.1 Dec. 23, 119975 (Based on information provided, DEA is unable to identify persons/seiZUres indicated.) .7 Nov. 9, 75 
.8 .Ian. 16, 1976 
.5 May 11, 1970 

9. 4 Mar. 3, 1976 
.8 Nov. 13, 1975 

1.0 Feb. 11,1976 
.8 Mar. 22, 1976 

5. 3 Oct. 23, 1975 

1 DEA fugitive. 
2 Defendant McGlinn·Carranza believed to be Rubiano. McGIi nn·Carran:za appears to be fraudulent 

passport name, 
a Brum alias TUrner not apprehended. Toranc, Robert M., class I-prison, 30 mo; probation 36 

mo. Rothbend, Elliot, class 3-prison 5 mo; probation, 36 mo. 

4 PusalVong alias Chan prosecuted. Nakateeraoonda, Terranu a fugitive. Others named not 
prosecuted. 

/) Williamson alias Whitley, Canadian national, not apprehended. Ridley, Paul~-prison, 48 rna, 
suspended. 
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OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, D.C., January 11, 1977. 

Hon. LESTER L. WOLFF, 
-Chairman, Select Committee I)n Narcotics Abuse and Control, House Office Building 

Annex 2, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In view of your long-standing interest in Federal drug 

.enforcement, I am transmitting herewith a copy of Domestic Operations Guide­
lines for the Drug- Enforcement Administration which I issued on December 28, 
1976. The Guidelines are now being implemented. Their operation 'will be moni­
tOldd and evaluated by the Administrator of DEA and the Department of Justice 
under the direction of the Deputy Attorney General. It is our hape that these 
Guidelines will as~ist in achieving our sh2.red goal of Federal drug enforcement 
which is as fair and effective as possible. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD H. LEVI, Attorney General. 

[liemorandum] 
Date: December 28, 1976. 
Reply to attention of: The Attorney General. 
Subject: D!'ug Enforcement Administration domestic operations guidelines. 
To: Deputy Attorney General. 

Enclosed are the Drug Enforcement Administration Domestic Operations 
Guidelines dated DE'eember 28, 1976,. and my memorandum to the Administrator 

o{)f the same date by which I have issued them. I would appreciate it if you would 
advise the relevant offices of the Department, particularly the United States 
Attorneys, of the guidelines and their responsibilities under them. In addition, 
please work with the Administrator to devise the means by which DEA and the 
Department will monitor and evaluate the operation of the guidelines. 

[Memorandum] 
Date: December 28, 1976. 
Reply to attention of: The'.+torney Generul. 
Subject: Domestic Operatiol,s Guidelines. 
To: Peter Bensinger, Administrator, Drug Enforcement Administration. 

I am attaching the Domestic Operations Guidelines for the Drug Enforcement 
Administration which I am i-,suing effective this date. I understand that the 
implementation of these guidelines will necessarily require some changes in 
procedures currently in effect in the Drug Enforcement Administration. Please 
take whatever steps are necessary to implement these guidelines and let me know 
when they have been made fully operational. 

DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION DOMESTIC OPER',TIONS GUIDELINES 

The following guidelines are intended to promote efficiency in the operations of 
the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) and to improve coordination be­
tween DEA and other brunches of the Department of Justice. The imposition of 
any sanction for failure to comply with these guidelines remains exclusively within 
the jurisdiction of the Attorney General and the Administrator of DEA, and such 
other persons as they may designate. 

I. ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 
A. Objective 

1. Enforcement activities are those procedures employed by DEA Special 
Agents intended to result in (1) the arrest, prosecution and incarceration of drug 
traffickers, (2) the disruption of illicit traffic, (3) the reduction of drug availability 
through seizure of drugs and equipment necessary for operation of drug networks, 
and (4) deterrent effects on other traffickers by discouraging continued or potential 
trafficking. 

2. Enforcement activities shall be undertaken with the primary objectives of 
prosecuting individuals, or individuals acting in concert, who finance, control, or 
direct drug trafficking organizations, or of interdicting the flow of drugs from 
significant drug trafficking oper.ations. 

3. Enforcement activities of DEA include what are traditionally consiJered 
investigation activities and intelligence activities. For the purposes of these guide­
lines, investigation is defined as the process of gathering evidence primarily for the 
immediate purpose of initiating a criminal prosecution, or for the seizure of specific 

It . , 
.. 
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unlawful shipments of controlled substances. The term "investigation" as used 
in these guidelines is not intended to include invebtigations of "leads" originated 
by or furnished to DEA offices. For the purposes of these guidelines, intelligence 
is defined as information gathered in support of the mission of DEA which is not 
collected primarily for the immediate purpose of initiating a specific prosecution, 
but which may ultimately lead to prosecution of onc or more individuals or the 
seizure of unlawful shipments of controlled substances. 

4. DEA investigations often produce ancillary intelligence, and DEA intel­
ligence activities often produce evidence useful in criminal prosecutions. Internal 
review mechanisms provided for by these guidelines are not intended to apply 
to sporadic intelligence activities; nor are such activities to be reported to the 
United States Attorneys as investigations under Section ID of these guidelines. 
On the other hand, the systematic gathering of information targeted on an in­
dividual or individuals, or on a drug trafficking operation, which continues for a 
Reriod of 45 days should be considered as an investigation 'within the meaning of 
Section I B, C and D relating to consultation with United States Attorneys. 
B. Initiating enforcement activities 

1. Investigation may be initiated based on facts or information indicating 
possible violation of the Controlled Substances Act, or other laws within the 
investigative jurisdiction of the Drug Enforcement Administration. 

2. In each investigation an initiation report will be prepared by the Special 
Agent setting out the basis for the investigation. Supervisory approval of an­
ticipated enforcement activity, including undercover operations, is required 
prior to any Special Agent 01' inform at undertaking action. 
C. Review and continuation of enforcement activities 

1. AlI review and approval for continuation of enforcement activities as provided 
below shall be reflected in writing. 

2. An Agent's immediate supervisor shall review each investigation withir. 
thirty (30) days after it is initiated to determine if further investigation is 
warranted. 

(a) Investigations may continue beyond thirty (30) days where there is a 
clear indication of a violation of law within DENs investigative jurisdiction. 
Investigations shall continue in accordance with other proviSions of these 
guidelines. 

(b) In the absence of a clear indicatlun of a violation of law, the agent's 
immediate supervisor shall authorize cuntinucd investigation beyond thirty 
(30) days only if there is reason to believe the investigation may lead to: 

(i) prosecution of one or more individuals who finance, control, or 
direct a drug trafficking organization; or 

(ii) interdiction of the :flow of drugs from a significant drug trafficking 
operation (e.g., seizing a major shipment or processing laboratory). 

3. An agent's immediate supervisor shall review all investigations continuing 
ninety (90) days after initiation to determine if fUrther investigation is warranted. 
Investigation may continue beyond ninety (90) days only if there is: 

(a) clear indication that investigation is likely to result in prosecution of one 
or more individuals who finance, control, or direct a drug trafficking organiza­
tion or disruption of significant drug trafficking. 

(b) where there is no clear indication of significant prosecutioll or dis­
ruption of drug trafficking, investigation shall Gontinue only with the written 
approval of the appropriate Assistant Regional Director. 

4. If enforcement activity is discontinued purHuant to paragraph 10 (2) or (3) 
above, enforcement activity may be reinstituted at any time new information 
consistent with the standards of paragraph IC (2) or (3) is received or developed. 

5. Regional Directors 8h[l11 ensure that each DEA investigation is reviewed at 
an appropriate supervisory level six months after its initiation, and at six-month 
intervals for as long as investigation continues, and may authorize its continuation 
if the standard set forth in paragraph I C3 (a) or (b) is met. 

6. Upon completion of a six-month review Regional Directors shalll'eport to 
DEA headquarters each investigation authorized to continue under IC3(b) 
above, and shall set forth their reasons for co:r..tinuinginvestigation. 

7. Regional Directors will be responsible for reporting to DEA headquarters 
on all important intra and interregional investigations which indicate potential 
multiple prosecutions of important violators. DEi\. may impose additional review 
and reporting requirements consistent with these guidelines. 



-~-- -- ----------- ---------- -------

22 

P. Coordination with U.S. attorneys 
The pmpose of this section of the guidelines is to insure that United States 

Attorneys are advised of all major investigations for which they will have responsi­
bility for prosecution. 

1. The Drug Enforcement Administration shall insme that the appropriate 
United States Attorney is advised of all investigations as soon as it appears to 
the first-line supervisory DBA agent that there is probable cause to make an 
arrest, even though no arrest is in fact contemplated. Additionally, in investiga­
tions where the subjects are believed to be pmt of a major drug trafficking organi­
zation, but probable cause to make an arrest has not yet been established, the 
notification of a pending investigation to the United States Attorney shall be 
made by DEA at such time as it is detmmined that the subjects are part of a 
major drug trafficking organization. In no event shall notific!ltion of allY "investi­
gation," as defined in paragraphs IA 3 and 4, be made to the United ctnte~ .\ttorney 
bter than 45 days after it,; initiation. The United btutrs Attorney shall be con­
sulted, shall [\~8ign an Assistant United States Attorney if appropriate, and shall 
be furnished progress reports of the investigation at regulnr intervals to assure 
appropriatc participation by proHecuting officials. 

2. Investigations required to bn reported to a United States Attorney under 
pam graph 1D1 which involve possible offenses prosecutable in more than one f 
fedel'lll judicial Giltrict shull be reported to the Department of Justice, and to . 
the appropriate United States Attorneys. The Department shall be consulted 
and furnished progress rnports on such investigation" at regular interv~li:l. 

3. The United States Attorney in each federal judicial district shall, con­
sistrut with Depurt~ent of Justice guidance, determine policy regarding declina~ 
tions nnd nl"o the referral of prosecutions to state und local auth{)l'lties. 

4. The United i'Hates Attorney shall, except in e:d,<;ent circumstances, be 
ct)Ilsulted prior to the anest of a defendant and again immediately after the 
arrest. The United ctatps Attorney shall be furnished a written report of the 
arre.~t no later than five (5) working days after the arrest. The provisions of this 
sUbparngmph f<hall not apply to arrests of deff'ndant~ who will be prosecuted in 
"tate or local courts, provided that such referrals for state or local pro~eclltion nre 
within the policy determinations and procedUres of the United States Attorney 
provided for in subparagraph "a", above. 

5. In all cases of seizures without a I'earch warrant, unlrss reported incident to 
an UlTf'st, a report in writing shall be submitted to the United Htates Attorney not 
luter than tE'Il nO) working days after the seizure. 

G. DEA Rhall, with due regard for the time necessary to prepare for trial, advise 
the prosecuting United States Attorney of any compensation paid to, or other 
consideration furnished to, nn informant or defendant-informant, as well as of 
any electronic surveill:mc(' relating to the caRe. 

7. All relevant DEA (,lise flies and manuals ,yill he available for review by U.S. 
Attorneys on request. Th(~ UH. Attorney f'hall be responsible for insuring the 
security and conJidf'ntiality of material$ furnL"hed by DEA. 
. 8. Department of Justice instructions to United States Attorneys rcln.ting to 
these guidelines will be provided to DEA. 

A. General 
1I. souncEs, INFOR~IANTS, AND DBFgNDANT-INFOR1IIAN'l'S 

1. A "source of information" is a person or organization furnishing information 
without compensation on au occasional basis (e.g., an observer of an event, or 
a company employee who obtains relevant information in the normal course 
of his employmt'nt), or a person or organization in the business of furnishing 
information for a fee and receiving only its regular compensation for doing 80 
({'.g., It credit bureau). 

2. An "informant" is a person who, under the specific direction of a DEA 
Agent, with or without the expectation of payment or other valuable considera­
tion, furnishes information regarding drug trafficking or performs other lawful 
services. 

3. A "defendant-informant" is a person subject to arrest and prosecution 
for a federal offense, or a defendant in a pending federal or State case who, under 
the specific direction of a DEA Agent, with an expectation of payment or other 
valuable consideration, provides information regarding drug trafficking or per­
forms other lawful services. 

4. Any individual or organization may be a source of information. Restrictions 
placed on the use of informants and defendant-informants are not applicable 
to sources of information. 
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5. Informunts, and defendant-informants are as~ets of DEA, and are not to 
be considered personal resources of individual Agents. At least two (2) DEA 
Agents should be in a position to contact an informant or defendant-informant, 
and wherever pmcticable two (2) shall be present at all contacts and interviews 
with informants and defendant-informants. Regular contacts shall be maintained 
with informants and defendant-informants. 

6. Informants, and defendant-informants shall be advised that they are co­
operating with DEA, but are not agents 01' employees of DEA or the federal 
government. They shall be advised that information they provide may be used 
in a criminal proceeding. Thcy may be told that DEA will use all lawful means 
available to maintain the confidentiality of their identity. Except in extraordinary 
circumstances they sh"mld not be al'surecl that they will never be required to 
testify or otherwise have their identity disclosed in a criminal proceeding. In 
extraordinary circumstance,; thpy may be given this assurance after approval 
of the HPgional Dirpctor, provided the United StateI' Attorney shall be notified 
of any :-;<h!h af'tiurancc !,>i.ven 1,0 an;> individual having infOlmat.ion relevant to a 
pending investigation in advance of prosecution proceedings, including grand jury 
proceedings. 
B. Informants 

1. Only individualR who are lwlieve(l able to furnish reliable enforcement 
information or other lawful service:;, and who are belil'ved able to maintain the 
confidentiality of DEA interc:sts and activities, may be utilized as informants. 

2. Except us provided in paragraph IIB(!~), an Agent must obtain the approval 
of Ws immediate supcrvisor prior to utilizing any informant. The approving 
supcrvisor should review the relevant data, including the criminal record, of any 
potential informant and a~certain wheth('r he is the subject of a pending DEA 
investigation befo~'e deciding whether to approv£' hIm as an informant. Before an 
individual is abked to render services, in addition to supplying information, a 
more extensive invcfltigation and evaluatil.n of the individual shall be conducted. 
IIo,,'ever, DEA may use an informant terr.lporarily \'\'ithout extensive investiga­
tion where a second-line supervisor determines that lack of sufficient time precludes 
such investigation. . 

:3. Individuals in the following categorips represent particular risks as inform­
ants, amI their use for an initial ninpty {gO) days may b3 utilized only as authorized 
below: 

(a) individuals who are less than eighteen (18) year" of age, with the 
written consent of a parent 01' a legal guardian, when authorized by the 
Regional Director; 

(b) individuals on Federal or State probation or parole, with the consent of 
the agency supervising them, and eomplete documentation by DEA, when 
authorized by the Regional Director; 

(c) former drug-dependent persons, or drug-deppndent persons participating 
in an established drug treatment program, when authorized by the Regional 
Director. 

(d) individuals with two (2) or more felony convictions, when ~tuthol'ized 
by the Regional Director; and ' 

(e) individuals who have previously been declared unreliable by DEA, 01' 
any of its predecessors, when authorized by the Assistant Administrator for 
Enforcement. 

4. The usc of an informant shall be reviewed at least every ninety (90) days by 
the appropriate second-line supervisor, or the higher official indicated in paragraph 
HB (3) above. Use of the informant may be continued if it is determined, upon 
review of his background and performance, that he is qualified to serve in this 
capacity as provided in paragraph HB(l) above, and that he ha~ the potential 
for furnishing information 01' services which it is believed will lead to the prosecu­
tion of one or more individuals who finance, control, or direct a drug trafficking 
organization or the interdiction of significant drug traffic. The Regional Dh'ector 
shall be responsible for review of the utilizatioll of each informant at least every 
st." months, and continued use of an informant shall be authorized if it is deter­
mined that he meets these standards. The Regional Director shall be responsible 
for reporting all such decisions to DEA headquarters. 

5. Informants may be paid money 01' afforded other lawful consideration. All 
funds paid to informants shall be accounted fol', and specific records shall be 
maintained of any non-monetary consideration furnished informants. 
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C. Defendant-informants 
1. Only individuals who are believed to be able to furnish reliable enforcement, 

informutlon or lawful services, and who are believed able to maintain the confi-­
dentiality of DEA interests and activities, may be used as defendant-informants. 

2. In addition to the steps necessary to utilize an informant which are set 
forth in paragraph IIB, the approval of the appropriate United States Attorney 
shall be obtained prior to seeking the cooperation of, or utilizing a defendant­
informant. 

3. An individual approved as a defendant-informant may be advised that his 
cooperation will be brought to the attention of the appropriate United States 
Attorney, or other prosecutor. DEA Agents shall make no other rcpresentations 
or recommendations without the express writtcn approval of the Regional 
Director. 

4. The Regional Director shall obtain the written approval of the Assistant 
Administrator for Enforcement prior to recommending dismissal of any criminal 
matter. The Regional Director shall inform DEA headquarters of any other 
information concerning a defendant-informant's cooperation, or advice offered 
regarding disposition of a case, or imposition of a penalty. 

5. Usc of defendant-informants shall be reviewed in the manner prescribed 
for othcr informants in paragraph IIB above, and their use may be continucd 
only if they are found to meet the standards set forth therein. 
D. Knowledge of criminal activity by informants and defendant-informants 

1. DEA shall instruct all informants and defendant-informants that they shall' 
not violate criminal law in furtherance of gathering information or providing­
other services for DEA, and thut any evidence of such violation will be reportcd 
to the concerned law enforcement authority. 

2. Whenever DEA has reuson to believe that a serious criminal offensc outside· 
its investigative jurisdiction is being or will be committed, it shall immediately 
dis~{'minute all relevunt information to the uppropriute law enforcement agency. 

; Whenever DEA has reason to believe thut an informant or defendant­
infurmant has conunitted a serious criminal offense the uppropriate law enforce­
ment agency shall be advised by DEA, and the appropriate United States Attorney 
shull be notified. 

4. In disseminating information in accordance with paragraphs D 2 and 3 above,_ 
all available information shall be promptly furnished to the appropriate law 
enforcement agency unless such action would jeopardize an ongoing major in­
vestigation or endanger the life of a DEA Agent, informant or defendant­
informant. If full disclosure is not made for the reasons indicated, then limited 
disclosure shall be made by DEA to the appropriate authorities, to an extent 
sufficient to apprise them of the specific crime or crimes that are believed to have 
been committed. Full di:;closure shall be made as soon as the need for the re­
strictions on dissemination are no longer present. Where complete dissemination 
cannot immediately be made to the appropriate law enforcement agency, DEA 
shall preserve all evidence of the violation for possible future use by the appropriate 
prosecuting authority. Nothing herein shall prevent full and immediate disclosure 
to the appropriate law enforcement agency if in DENs judgment such action is 
necessary even though an investigation might thereby be jeopardized. 

5. If DEA desires to continue making use of an informant or dcfendant-­
informant after it has reason to believe that he has committed a serious criminal 
offense, DEA shall advise the appropriate United States Attorney and a deter­
mination shall be made by him after consultation with the Chief of the Narcotics 
and Dangerous Drug Section, of the Criminal Division of the Department of 
Justice, whether continued use should be made of the individual by DEA. 

III. UNDERCOVER OPERATIONS 

A. Undercover operations involve DEA Agents who assume a fictitious identity 
or role on a temporary baeis (often posing as individuals involved in drug traffick­
ing), and/or the use of informants or defendant-informants under the direction 
of DEA, to obtain evidence or other information relating to violations of the­
Controlled SUbstances Act or other drug laws. 

E. Undercover operations conducted by DEA may include employment of 
a ruse or deception, the provision of a fucility or an opportunity for commission 
of an offense, or the failure to foreclose such an opportunity, or mere solicitation 
that would not induce an ordinary, law-abiding person to commit an offense. 
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C. Undercover operations may be authorized where there is reason to believe 
use of this technique may result in evidence or information concerning significant 
.drug trafficking activities. Undercover operations must be authorized by a group 
-supervisor, SAIC, or ARD. Such authorization must be written, however, in 
exigent circumstances documentation may be prepared after the undercover 
-operation has been initiated provided oral authorization has first been obtained. 
Authorizations for undercover operations shall set forth a description of the 
undercover operation and the provisions made for the protection of undercover 
Agents or informants. 

D. DEA may furnish an item necessary to the commission of an offense other 
than a controlled substance, (i.e., a legal chemical essential to drug production), 
-or may furnish services in furtherance of illegal drug trafficldng which are difficult 
to obtain (Le., sophisticated chemical expertise), upon the authorization of the 
Regional Director, after consultation with the appropriate United States At­
torney and with DEA Headquarters. Activity such as furnishing a non-controlled 
-substance, or other services, may be authorized when there is strong reason to 
believe such activity .. ill lead to the prosecution of one or more individuals who 
finance, control, or direct a drug trafficking organization, or to the interdiction of 
the flow of drugs from a significant drugtrafficldng operation. 

E. Undercover operations shall not include the furnishing of a controlled sub­
stance except in extraordinary cases after consultation with the appropriate 
United States Attorney, when the Administrator of DEA determines that there is 
reason to believe such activity will lead to the prosecution of one or more in­
·dividuals who finance, control, or direct a drug trafficking organization, or to the 
interdiction of the flow of drugs from a significant drug trafficrung operation. In 
making such determinations the Administrator of DEA shall take into account the 
type and amount of drug involved; its likelihood of reaching consumers; the 
number and position in the drug trafficldng organization of subjects wll0 have, and 
who have not, been sufficiently identified to be arrested; the type and amount of 
evidence necessary to complete the investigation i the time required to attempt to 
do 110; and the likelihood of obtaining such evidence. 

F. Regional Directors shall advise DEA Headquarters immediately if specific 
information is developed, in the course of an undercover operation or otherwise, 
regarding the shipment, delivery, or location of substantial amounts of controlled 
SUbstances. In certain cases it may be appropriate not to seize such drugs in 
order to enhance the effectiveness of an investigation. DEA may continue an 
jnvestigation without seizing substantial amounts of illicit drugs only when: 

1. Authorized by the Assistant Administrator for Enforcement of DEA or 
his headquarters designee. The Assistant Administrator for Enforcement shall 
consider the factors set forth in paragraph lIIE above, and may authorize 
the investigation to continue with0ut seizure of the drugs in question if he 
makes the determination set forth therein. His decision shall be reflected in 
writing. 

2. Where immediate seizure of substantial amounts of controlled substances 
might result in compromise of an investigation of greater significance than 
seizure would warrant, or in the death or serious injury to a DEA Agent, 
informant, or defendant-informant, an immediate decision may be made by 
the field Agent or his supervisor, consistent with the safety of the Agent, 
informant or defendant-informant. In such instances the Assistant Ad­
ministrator for Enforcement shall be promptly notified. 

G. While it is recognized that there is an inherent rislt of violence in drug 
trafficking, undercover operations shall not include originating, encouraging, or 
planning to participate in violent activity. If in the course of an undercover 
'operation there is a prospect of previously unanticipated violence, the agent, in­
formant, or defendant-informant involved shall make every effort consistent with 
:his personal safety to prevent such violent activity and, to the extent he is not 
completely successful, to minimize the degree of violence and to avoid participation 
in it. 

_ H. In conducting undercover operations DEA Special Agent.s, informants, and 
-defendant-informants shall not attend meetings betweell defendants and their 
,counsel if attendance can be avoided. If attendance cannot be avoided they shall 
not report anything they may overhear while present at meetings with counsel, 
unless they observe the commission of a crime. 

1. Informants and defendant-informants used in undercover operations, shall 
be advised of the standards established by these guidelines relevant to the activ­
ities they are asked to undertake on behalf of DEA. 



2.6 • 
IV. ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE AND RELATED TECHNIClUES 

Electronic surveillance and related techniques may be employed as follows; 
A. Interception of wire or oral communications through the use of any 

electrOnic, mechanical or other device ("wiretaps" or "bugs") in accordance 
with Title III of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, 
as amended, and the related Department of Justice instructions. 

B .. Recording telephone numbers dialed and related information by the • 
use of "pen registers" and "touch tone decoders" pursuant to a Federal 
court order in the nature of a warrant issued under Rule 41 of the Federal 
Rules of Criminal Procedure. 

C. Electronic tracking devices ("becpers") and transponders when au­
thorized by a Group Supervisor or higher authority, and pursuant to a 
Federal Court order in the nature of a warrant of the type issued under 
Rule 41 of the Rules of Criminal Procedure if installation involves a trespass 
or if otherwise required by the Federal case law in the judicial district or 
districts involved. • 

D. Telephone and transmitters to monitor private conversations with the 
consent of a party to the conversation pursuant to the provisions of the 
Attorney General's "Memorandum to the Heads of Executive Departments J. 
and Agencies," dated October 16, 1972. .. 

E. Photographic, optical (e.g., binoculars), electro-optical (e.g., night 
vision equipment), and television equipment as surveillance aids or for .. 
recording evidence, pursuant to the provisions of the DEA Agents Manual. 

F. Electronic, magnetic, vibration sensors, and radar equipment to detect 
the movement of persous, vehicles, vessels, and aircraft pursuant to the • 
provi8ions of the DEA Agents Manual. 

G. No other form of electronic surveillance or related technique may be 
utilized. 
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVI~S, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS ARUSE AND CON'l'ROL, 

Washin(Jton, D.C., October 15, 1976. 
Hon. DONALD ALEXANDER, 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 
Inlemal Revenue Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. ALEXANDER: I would like to thank you very much for your lengthy 
appearance before the Select CommiLtee on Narcotics Abuse and Control on 
September 22, 1976. 

As I mentioned at the hearing;;, we are in a cooperative venture. We are both 
interested in the effective investigation and prosecution of narcotics traffickers 
who havc evaded their tax responsibilities. The Committee looks forward to 
working with you in the coming months on this matter of mutual concern. 

I am writing at this point in reference to your final response during your appear­
ance that you would be happy to clarify in writing several of the issues which were 
raised at the heming. I have provided a list of questions which will be included in 
the hearing record along with your responses. 

1. Please send the Committee a final copy of the memo of understanding which 
was signed by the Secretary of the Treasury and the Attorney General with the 
appendixes referred to in the draft memo: Section 6851, 6861 of the Internal 
Revenue Code and IRS policy statements P-4-88 and P-4-89. In addition, if the 
instructions to the field offices are not included in the above submission, please 
send the Committee a copy of these policy instructions. Who will be responsible 
for the implementation of the substance of the memo of understanding specifically 
as it relates to target figures for resource commitment, and the number of investi­
gations to be pursued? 

2. IRS has issued quarterly reports on the NTTP program ever since its incep­
tion in 1971. I would appreciate it if you could send the Commit,tee a complete 
set of the reports and if there are any gaps in the reporting system, please explain 
the reason. Furthermore, since the signing of the Memo of Understanding with 
the Attorney General and the Secretary of the Treasury and the establishment in 
your words of the High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Progrmn, what 
reporting system has been established? Can you send a copy of any reports on the 
activities under this program since its inception? 

3. You mention in your testimony that IRS requested a supplemental appro­
priation of $20.6 million which was turned down by OMB on June 15, 1976 which 
would have provided the resources which you require to adequately fulfill your 
responsibility to implement the President's recent message on narcotics. Of the 
982 positions which it would have funded, how many of the slots would have been 
specifically devoted to the NTTP? Is it true that in previous years you were able 
to transfer resources from the NTTP to other special enforcement programs and 
thus OMB did not feel that there was any guarantee that the fund which you 
requested would be used for the programs which the President and the OMB 
advocated in both the White Paper and the message to the Congress? In addition, 
you mentioned that last year the IRS special agent corps was reduced by 10%, 
roughly 200 agents. How many of these agents were involved in work related to 
NTTP? ' 

4. Can you summarize for the Committee the commitment in resources to the 
NTTP program for tlJ.e years 1972 through present, and the return to the 
Treasury of funds which were products of N'l.'TP cases? SpeCifically, what are the 
figures for assessments and collections under NTTP from 1971 to present? I realize 
that some of the information may be similar to that included in your response to 
question 2, but the Committee is particularly interested in how many investiga­
tions were undertaken, where the names which were investigated came from, 
what level trafficker these individuals were, and what disposition their cases 
received. You hav!" stated that you were concerned with the abuse of the IRS 
role by those who directed that it be used for improper purposes. 

You· specifically were concerned over using the IRS "to get the cash off the 
streets" which resulted in the pursuit of low level dealers and traffickers. What 

'percent of the cases currently in the investigative and prosecution pipeline are 

(27) 
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Class I offenders? How often has the IRS used the Administrative summons by 
year? What is the current policy of the IRS with respect to invoking jeopardy 
assessments, tax year terminations and Administrative summons? Does the IRS 
feel that it is capable of intervening in a case when invited by DEA or other 
enforcement agencies when a suspect is arrested and has in his possession a large 
sum of cash? What policy guidelines were issued as a result of the Laing and Hall 
decisions by the Supreme Court, and by the passage of Section 1205 of the Tax 
Reform Act of 1976, PL 94--455? 

5. You have stated that in those regions where there is a significant NTTP 
case load you haNe a special unit with personnel assigned. "\¥bat regions have a 
special unit and what level of resources in personnel are assigned to these special 
offices? In 1971 when the NTTP program was established, spccial personnel were 
selected for the program and were given special training. Do the people whom 
you consider involved in the NTTP either in a special unit or within the special 
enforcement division, receive special training? How would the creation of a special 
unit which could be identified as NTTP or in your words, Drug Leaders Tax 
Enforcement Project, do violence to the overall work of IRS? Could the abuses of 
the past not be corrected through administrative orders? Without a special unit 
within IRS, how is the Congress able to make the priority decision for IRS and 
determine what level of resources should be assigned to NTTP? 

6. In your testimony you placed great weight upon the recent memo of under­
standing dealing with NTTP. Wnat substantive changes will this cause or has it 
already caused in the way that IRS pursues narcotics traffickers who have failed 
to meet their tax liability or are suspected of income tax improperties. Did IRS 
receive any names from DEA before the signing of the memo of understanding? 
If not, when did they stop sending names to IRS for investigation? How does the 
relation of IRS to Customs change in light of the memo of understanding? What 
is the current role of Customs in NTTP, specifically as it relates to target selection 
and intelligence sharing? 

7. The Presidcnt has stated in the White Paper on Drug Abuse, in his message 
to the Congress on Drug Abuse and tln'ough the Executive Director of the Domes­
tic Council in testimony before this Committee and in a speech to the IACP in 
Miami on September 27, 1976, that he "directed the IRS to develop a tax enforce­
ment program aimed at high-level traffickers". What substantive steps have been 
taken by IRS to modify previous operations and implement the President's 
directive? "Was the administration supportive of the phasing out of a separate, 
identifiable NTTP program? What were and are your reasons for recommending 
that there not be a separate NTTP? When did it cease to be a separate program 
within IRS? You stated that the NTTP program has been merged into one of the 
general divisions of IRS and consider it an integral part of the special enforcement 
programs. How has the funding for the intelligence division, special enforcement 
and any other division which impacts upon NTTP changed over the last three 
years and in the proposed budget? What wculd be an adequate level of funding 
in your mind for IRS to carry out 600 investigations under the High-Level Drug 
Traffickers Tax Enforcement Project? 

8. Will you please submit the paper which you discussed in your testimony on 
the use of legitimate businesses as a cover for illegal funds obtained in narcotics 
trafficking. Have any of your domestic or overseas personnel come across examples 
of legitimate businesses being used to launder illegal profits from any venture, 
not only narcotics? Which countries are currently used as havens for the hiding 
of funds? What is the status of cooperative agreements which would enable your 
agents to uncover the funds which are needed in your investig9.tions? Has the 
State Department been cooperative in pressing for the establishment of these 
agreements? Have there been any cases where your agents have been able to 
complement a narcotics prosecution by another agency with a tax evasion case? 
Furthermore, how many net worth cases have been made by your agency in each 
of the last five years? How many of these were cases involving suspected narcotics 
law violators? 

9. How long on the average does it take for your agency to complete an in­
vestigation under the NTTP? How long does is takefor the completed investigation 
to be analyzed by the prosecuting authorities so that a decision is made to either 
prusecute or turn down prosecution? Are there finy regions where the prosecuting 
authorities have turned down a high proportion of your investigations because of 
their heavy case load or for other reasons? What othel' avenues does your agency 
have if prosecution declines to pursue the investigation which your agency com­
pletes on a suspected nm cotics violator? 

Once again, my thanks for your assistance in completing the hearing record and 
providing the Committee and the Congress with your views on what the IRS 
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is doing to fulfill its mission of collecting that reVenue which is due the U.S. 
Treasury as it relates to violations of the tax laws by individuals involved in the 
narcotics traffic. We are in obvious agreement that every legal means must be 
employed against these criminals. 

Sincerely, 
LESTER L. WOLFF, Chairman. 

DEPARTMENT OF THI<; TREASURY, 
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVIe!·: 

Washington, D.C., November 30, 1076. 
lHl'. LESTER L. WOLI'F, 
Chairman, Select Committee on Nm'cotics Abuse and Control, House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C. 
DE.iR l\fR. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of October 15, 1976, 

wherein you requested additional information concerning Internal Revenue 
Service activity with respect to the examination, inve8tigation and prosecution of 
suspected narcotics traffickers who have evaded their tax rC"Jlonl'ibilities. I concur 
in your feelings that our efforts to curtail illicit narcotic;; trafficking should be a 
cooperative venture and I am confident that as the pro~Hionf1 of our Memorandum 
of understanding with the Drug Enforcement Agency are implemented, we will be 
making a substantial contribution to this effort. 

Enclosed are our responses to eight of your nine follow-up que"tions. We will 
submit our answer to the remaining question as l'oon a~ po""ible. I was pleased 
to appear before the Select Committee on N arcoticH Abu:,;e and Control and hope 
that our responses to your questions contribute to an undcr::;tanding of IRS' 
activities in this area. 

If we can be of further assistance, please let us know. 
With kind regards, 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures. 

DONALD C. ALExANDlm, 
Commissioner. 

Question 1. Please send the Committee a. final copy of the memo of under­
standing which was signed by Lhe Secretary of the Treasury and the Attorney 
General with the appendixes refcrred to in the draft memo: Section 68,i1, 6861 
of the Internal Revenue Code and IRS policy statements P-4-88 and P-4-89. 
In addition, if the instructions to the field offices are not included in the above 
submissioll, please send the Committee a copy of these policy instructions. Who 
"\\ill be responsible for the implementation of the substance of the m£'mo of under­
standing specifically as it r('lates to target figures for resource commitment and 
the number of investigations to be pursued? 

Response. The following attachments are provided per your request: 
A. Memorandum of Understanding Between the Internal Revenue Service and 

the Drug Enforcement Administration. 
B. Sections 6851 and 6861 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. 
C. Memorandum dated August 4, 1976, addressed t( all Regional Commis­

sioners, Service Center Directors and District DlrectOl1>, from thc Director, 
Intelligence Division. 

D. Telegram dated August 6, 1976, addressed to all Regional Commissioners 
and District Directors, from the Director, Audit Division. 

E. Telegram dated August 16, 1976, addressed to all ARCs (Intelligence) and 
District Directors, from the Director, Intelligence Division. 

F. Telegram dated August 17, 1976, addressed to all Regional Commissioners 
and District Directors, from the Director, Audit Division. 

G. Telegram dated August 25, 1976, addressed to all ARCs (Intelligence), 
District Directors, and Regional Counsels, from the Acting Director, Intelli­
gence DiviSion, and the Director, Criminal Tax Division, Office of the Chicf 
Counsel. 

H. Memorandum dated October 6, 1976, addressed to all Regional Commis­
sioners, Service Center Directors and District Directors, from the Deputy 
Commissioner. 

I. Telegram dated October 19, 1976, addressed to all ARCs (Audit), District 
Directors, and Appellate Branch Offices, from the Director, Audit Division. 
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J. Telegram dated November 4-, 1976, addressed to all ARCs (Intelligencp), 
and District Directors from the Director, Intelligence Division. 

K. PoliCY Statements P-4-88 and P-4-89. 
To date, we have received a list of 375 DEA Class I violators. These havE' or 

are currently being evaluated. In the near future we will be receiving additional 
names from DEA. Also, included in our narcotics project are cases invol\'in~ 
individuals determined by IRS as occupying significant operational and financial 
positions in the narcotics distribution system. 

Our presE'nt plans call for investigating all narcotics cases meeting the projPct 
criteria whether derived from DEA or developed by the IRS. Exi~ting guidelines 
provide that no narcotics project casps may be clOHed because of insufficient 
resources without a prior approval of the Assi~tant Regional Commisf:lionpr 
(Intelligence) and the Director, Intelligence Division. 

INTERNAL REVENUE SNRVICE l\1EMORANDUM 

To: All Regional Commissioners and District Directors. 
From: Commi~sioner. 
Subject: High-Levcl Drug Traffickers Program. 

AUGUST 3, 1976. 

Attached for your information and guidn.ncc is a copy of a Memorandum of 
Understanding between the ::lervice and the Drug Enforcement Administration 
(DEA) concerning the Prel'ident's program for a coordinated enforcement effort 
aimed at high-level drug traffickers. 

You are reCiuested to thoroughly familiarize yourselves with the terms of the 
Memorandum as to the Service's participation and reRponsibilities under the 
program. District Directors should establish close working relationships with thp 
DEA Regional Directors within their respective juri~dictions. Also, member., of 
your staffs, who will be engaged in this program, should become quite knowledg('­
able in the details and parameters of this joint enforcement effort. 

We are currently developing interim Service procedures for the program and are 
ah;o finalizing the listing of Class I violators mentioned in the Memorandum. A~ 
soon as practicable, this material will be forwarded to you. It must be under,;tood, 
however, that the IRS District Director will make the determination as to whether 
a DEA identified violator will be investigated. Such determination will be made 
under the established standards of the Service (see Article II of the Memo­
randum). 

If you havc any questions aR to the program or the Memorandum, please con­
tact ASciif'tant Commissioner Wolfe who I have designated as the Service's Senior 
Coordinator with DEA. 

The guidelines contained in the attached Memorandum will be incorporated 
into the Manual as required by IR::\11254. 

DONALD C. ALEXANDER. 
Attachments. 

:MEMORANDUlII OF UNDE·itSTANDING BETWEEN THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 
AND THE DRUG ENFOHCEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

The follo",ing is an excerpt from the President's message to the Congress dated 
April 27, 1976: 

"I am directing the S~cretary of the Treasury to ,,\vork "\vith the Commission~r 
of the Internal Revenue, in consultation with the Attorney General and Admin­
istrator of the Drug Abuse Enforeement Administration, to develop a tax enforc£'­
ment program aimed at high-level drug trafficking. V,r e know that many of the big­
gest drug leaders do not pay income taxes on the enormous profits they make on 
this criminal activity. I am confident that a responsible program can be designpd 
which will promote effective enforcement of the tax laws against these individual,; 
who Ilrc currently violating these laws "ith impunity." 

In order to carry out the President's program aimed at high-level drug trafficking 
and to promote effective enforcement of the tax laws against those individuals who 
are violating these laws with imp1.lI!ity, the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) and 
the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) have agreed to the following: 

1. Primary liaison between IRS and DEA will be maintained at the Nationnl 
Office level of IRS, and at the Headquarters level of DEA. The Assistant Ad­
ministrator, Office of Intelligence, DEA, and the Assistant Commissioner (Com­
pliance), IRS, are designated Senior Coordinating Officials responsible for im-
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plementing the prOVlSlDns of this Memorandum of Understanding and are re­
sponsihle for monitor:!lg the progress of the program within their respective 
agencies. 

II. The responsibility for the investigation of substantive narcotics violations 
will remain with DEA. The rcsponRibility of IRS is to conduct appropriate civil 
examination" and criminal investigations of high-level drug leader:; and financiers 
wh,) IRS determines to have violated the internal revenuc law:; using its established 
standards. 

To aSRi"t IRS in identifying high-level drug leaders and financierll, DEA will 
provide IRS information about individual,.; identified by DBA as Class I violator". 

III. IRS will fllrnbh information involving SUbstantive llureotics violatiOlls 
either direct til DEA. or to the ARsistant Attorney General, Criminal DiVision, 
Department of JW-1tice, in accordallce with the disclollure laws and regulations. 
DBA will furnish to IRS, on a continuing basis, financial information and docu­
nH'nts obtained by DEA relevant to the pORsibility of tax violations by all in­
dividuals involved in narcotics tl'Uf'ricking, regardless of their level of involvement. 
How"v!'r, only thosc individuals who meet DEA Claf's I criteria will be considered 
for incln~ion in this program. 

The exchange of information hetween DEA and IRS will he subject to un pro­
cedures ('stablished under, and will be accounted for in accordance with the Privacy 
Act of 1974. 

IV. The primary re"p(m~ihility for gnthering information relating to and the 
identifica~,ion of major narcotics leflders remains with DEA. DEA will furnish 
periodically to the IR8, National Office, an updated list of selected Class I viola­
tors tog('i;her with information relflting to ~_h,e individual's in\'olvement in nflrcotics 
and whatever financial information DEA may have fnr IRS to determine the 
individual's compliance with the tax laws. The IRS, National Office, will distribute 
this infor·mution to thr> appropriate IRS regionnl offices for further evaluation and 
dif'semination to the IRS di~trict offices, The IRH district offices will supplement 
the information by contncting the local J) EA office and by indppencJently develop­
in1' additional tax-rrlated information in accordance with normal IRS procedur(>s. 

V. DEA Cla~;.; I violator;; are bCilerally giveil inve~tigative priority by DEA. 
Therefore, to avoid compromising DEt. inve~tigations and endangering DEA 
personnel and cooperating individual", IRS will ordinnrily honor DEA requeats to 
temporarily sm;pend or limit specific IRS inve~tigative actg involving such cnses. 
For example, IRS will ordinarily honor a DEA reque"t to temporarily suspPlld 
any IRS actidty whirh would expose or hinder the activities of DEA undercover 
personnel; ho\yever, other IRS inwstigative and examination activities related 
to the caRe would proceed. All such reqllei'ts from DEA Regional Directors should 
he in writing and should state the specific nctivities to be temporarily limited and 
the period of time for which the sUBpen"ion is requested. 

VI. Appendix One is a list of IRS district offices and posts of duty cross refer­
enced to DEA offices having juri!'<dictional responsihility within the district. Thl) 
Chief, Intelligence Division, IRS, in (,llch of the districts designated, is the re­
sponsible official for implementing an effective liaison program with all DEA 
offices located within the IRS district. 

VII. The statutory authority of IRS is clearly limited to those m_atter falling 
within the purview of the Internal Revenue Code. Appropriate IR::; official,.; at 
the di.,trict level shall 1l11llm the final determination as t<) whirh cases shall be 
subject to either 1m audit examination or a criminal investigation. The investiga­
tion and proi-lecution of substantive narcotic violations by DEA wlll generally 
tilke precedence over the investigation and prosecution of tax violations. However, 
in tho.~e in'ltaIlCf'l where the tax investigations have either bcen completed or 
substantially completed, DEA and IRS will cooperate in attempting to secure 
simultaneous indictments, 

VIII. Jeopardy assessments and terminations of taxable years, which are 
measures provided in the Internal Revenue Code to protect the tax revenues when 
collection is believed to be in doubt, will be made only in accordance with the 
provisions of the Code, as interpreted by the U.S. Snprcme Court. Appendix: 
Two contains the text of Sections 6851 and 6861 of the Internal Revenue Code 
and the Syllabus of the recent decision of the U.S. Supreme Court in Laing v. 
United Stutes, which relate to jeopardy assessments and terminations of taxable 
years. The IRS will assist the DEA in a program to inform DEA field per~onnel 
of the judicial and proposed legislative limitations of the Internal Revenue 
Service's Jeopardy and Termination Assessment powers to minimize any friction 
that might result if DEA agents' e:l:pectations as to the u:;e of thcse powers are 
frustrated by such limitations. 
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IX. To further an understanding of the juri~dietinnal }'espollRiuilitiefl of DEA 
and IRS, personnel of the respective ngE'ncieH are authorized to participate in 
training progrnms conducted by the othpr agency. Such participation shall be 
limited to the exchange of qualified in,;tructors to pnrtieipate on a temporary 
ba~h; il"i guest lecturrrs. This cro~s-training can best be coordinated and accom­
pli"llt'd at the dh'trict level. 

X. IRA personnel are not authorized to participate in arrests, raids and similar 
activitirfl with Di~A personnel. 

XI. In emergrl1cy situations whrrr the 8afety of DEA or IRS prrsOl1nrl is in 
jeopardy, all necessary assistance will be rendered without delay by personnel 
of the other agency. 

XII. Central Tactical (CENTAC) Units are created hy DEA to direct inV('sti~ 
gatiYe activities at lwy indiviclualH who, under varied positions of power in drug 
trafficking organizntions, are in~mlnted from normal investigative efforts. CEN 
TAC Units nre conspiracy orientC'd and arc specially designed to investigate 
drug network" that cut across local, state, regional, national, and international 
borders. Each unit has direct control of the investigation as it develops. They are 
highl~' mobile, having authority to pursue an investigation wherever it may lead. 
The CENTAC Unit collects documents, organizes and corroborates testimony 
and other evidence to be prr~ented to grand juries sitting in judicial districts 
where violations have occurred. 

With the approval of both Senior Coordinating Officialg, IRS may detail, on a 
temporary basis, IRS ]wr,;onnpl to i1rovide specialized a,;sistance to CENT AC 
Units. IRS personnel will at all times remain undC'r the direct control and super­
vision of IRS management and their duties in thif; liaison capacity shall be limited 
to reviewing and evnluating tax-related information obtained by DEA CENTAC 
Unit~. 

XIII. Tax-rrlated books, records and other document" seized by DEA personnel 
as a result of the execution and return of senrch and aJ'l'est warrants mny be 
examined by IRS personnel to determine whether the individunl;; involved had 
complied with the internal revenue laws. 

XIV. IRS and DEA personnel will not diseouragl' potential sources of informa­
tion from furnishing information to the other agl'ney; and will not compete for 
informants or information. This cooperation should be made known to potentinl 
sources of information in order to discourage informants from "agpncy shopping." 

XV. The debriefing of informant" by DEA perRonnl'l will include an inquiry 
about financial information and potl'ntial tax violation~. If the informant nppenrs 
knowledgeable about these matters. DEA personnl'l will, if appropriate, encourage 
the informant to meet directly with IRS personnel. If the informant declines, 
DEA pl'rsonnel will debrief the informant of any financial information nnd 
information relating to potential tax violations, and will tranRmit such informa­
tion to IRS in accordance ·with DEA procedurps. ,"Vhen it appears that an IUS 
informant is knowledgeable concerning potpntial narcotics violations, IRS will 
encourage the informant to mret directly with DEA personnel. 

If the informant declinps, IRS personnel will debrirf the informant of the infor­
mation relating to potentinl narcotics violntions and will transmit Ruch informa­
tion either direct to DEA or to the Assistant Attorney General, Criminal Divi­
sion, Department of Justice, in nccOl'dance with the disclosure lawR and rpgula­
tions. IRS will be responsible for evaluating and, where appropriate, making 
payment for financial information concerning potpntial tax violations; and DEA 
will be respom,ible for evaluating and, wherE' appropriatr, making payment for 
information relating to potential narcotics violations. IRS and DEA will coordi­
nate to the extent necessary to prevent duplicate or exces"ive payments for the 
same information. 

XVI. DEA shall furnish IRS with strategic information and studies relating to 
the domestic and international flow of funds uspd in narcotics trafficking. To 
the extent this strategic information, unrelated to tax matters, is further devel­
oped by IRS, the additional information will be fUl'lli~hed to Dll A. DEA and 
IRS Senior Coordinating Officials may authorize joint studies that would benefit 
both agencies. 

PETER BENSINGER, 
Administrator, Drug Enforcement Administration. 

DONALD C. AL1~XANDER, 
Commissioner of Intel'nal Revenue. 
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ApPlmDIX I 

IRS-INTELLIGENCE-DE.\ 

NG'l'th Atlantic Region (Regions 1, 2) 
Assh;tant Rrgional Commi,.~iollrr- :':ntt'lligt'nce, 90 Church Street, Room 1003, 

Nt'w York, New York. 212-204-7ii2ij: 
Doston Hegional Offict' (1), JFK Federal Building, Room G-64, Boston, 

Mass. 02203. 212-223-2170. 
New York H('gional OfIice (2), 555 West 57th Street, New York, New 

York 10019. 212-0!i0-5151. 
Albnny District, Chief-Lt'o IV. O'Bri<'ll FED Bldg., Clinton Ave. & North 

Pearl St., Albany, N. Y. 12207. 512-502-4900: 
AlbuIlY, N. Y., Addres:1 t-'ame. 512-5!i2-3425. 
HOUf'Ph Point, N. Y., P.O. I!ox 38, Houses Point, N. Y. 12979.832-5445. 

Augu,.:ttt Dbtrict, Chipf-FB 08 Spwllll ;.)t., Augusta, Maine. 207-833-6441: 
Portlund, .:\Ininp, 1:.S. CflurthoUt;e Building, 156 Federal St., P.O. Box 451, 
PurHalld, :\laiup. 83a-3331. 

B()~t()n JJistrict, Chit'f-"JFK" FOB Rm E 300-R, Boston, Mass. 617-223-
(jOl4.: BOt-'ton, :\lu,;s. (Rl'gioual). 

Brolll,lyn Dif;trict, Chipf-;J5 Tillury St., Brooklyn, N. Y. 212-666-4230: 
Xl'w York (l~egional). 
:\Ipivilll', New York (Long Il.land), 2 Huntington Quadrangel, Melville, 

Nrw York 1174G. {j(j5-28\lO. 
JFK Airport, P.O. Box 3G1, JFK Airport Station, Jamaica, New York, 

11430. (iHii-2890. 
La Guardia Airport. 

Buffalo l}i"triet, Chipf-ID 512 FB, 111 'Yest Huron St., Buffalo, N.Y. 14202. 
716~4;~2~3420: 

Bufi:llo, N. Y., Niagara Square Station, 1:.S. Courthomm, Buffalo, New 
York 14201. 4.:32-3218. 

Hochpster Task Force. 
Rurlington J)i~trict, Chipf-ll Elmm10d Ave., Burlinp:ton, Vermont. 802 ·832-

0331: Burlington, Vt., P.O. Box 141), Burlington, Vermont G5401. 832-6288. 
Hartford District, Chief-TIm. ·110 FB, 4;iO 1\l11in St., Hnrtford, Conn. 203-244-

357G: l1artford, Conn., 450 :\lain Strcrt, Hoom 628-E, Hartford, Conn. 06103. 
244-:3230. 

l'IIanhattan Di~trict, Chkf-120 Church St., New York, N. Y. 10007.212-26-1-
2020. 

Hl'w York, N. Y. 
New York Ta;;k Force, 201 Varick Street, Room 1148, New York, N.Y. 

10014. 6(}0-3541. 
Port~mouth District, Chirf-G7 Central St., :Manchester, N.H. 03101: Concord, 

New Hamp"hirl', Fedrral .Buill:ling and Post Office, 55 Pll'll~allt Street, P.O. 
Box 1314, Concord, Nrw Hnm]J~hirc 03301. 834--1784. 

Providpncr District, Chief-103 Broadway, Rm 20G, Providence, R.I. 029'10. 
401-838-5277: Providence, R.I., Po,;;t Officr and Fedpral Exchange Terrace, 
Room 232, Exchange Terracl', Providence, RI. 02U03. 838-4322. 

Mlrl-Atlalliic Region (Regiol1s iJ, 3, 4) 
AHC-I, Mid-Atlantic, 2 Penn Center Plaza, Room l400-A, Philadelphia, Pa . 

19102. 215-597-2122: 
PhiladPlphitt (3), 'William J. Green Federal Building, 000 Arch Street, 

Philadelphia, Pa. 19100. 597-9530. 
Baltimore, Md. (4). 

Baltimore District, Chief-Room 717, FB, 31 Hopkins Plaza, Baltimore, Md., 
301-962-3173_ 

Baltimore, Md. (Reg.), 955 Federal Building, 31 Hopkins Plaut, Baltimore, 
MarJla~d 21201. 922-4800;. . ' 
"a~hmgton, D.C., 400 SIxth Street, S.W., Room 2;)58, Wasbmgton, D.C. 

20024. 755-7960. 
Newark District, Chief-1504C, 970 Broad Strept, Newarl& N.J. 201-341-2145: 

Newark, N.J., Federal Office Building, 970 Broad i:itreet, Newark, N.J, 
07101. 341-6060. 

Newark Airport. 
Philadelphia District, Chief-New Fedrral Building, Room 7408 Dist. Sixth 

and Arch Streets, Philadelphia, Pa. 215-597-2250: Philadelphia, Pa. (Reg.). 
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Pittsburgh District, Chief-FB 1000 Liberty Ave., Pittsburgh, Pa. 15222. 
412-722-5678: Pittsburgh, Pa., Federal Building, 1000 Liberty Ave., Room 2306, 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 15222. 412-722-3390. 

Richmonl District, Chief-FB Room 5026,400 N Eighth St., Richmond, Va. 
801-925-2252: Norfolk, Va., 870 North Military Highway, Room 211, Norfolk, 
Va. 23502. 939-6729. 

Wilmington District, Chief-844 King St., Room 3418, Wilmington, Del. 
19801. 302-487--£020: Wilmington District Office, Courthouse, Customs House 
and Federal Office BUilding, 844 King Street, Hoom 5305, \'Vilmington, Delaware 
1980l. 487-6185. 

ARC-I, Southeast, FOB Rm. 655, 275 Peachtree St. N.E., Atlanta, Ga. 30303. 
404-526-6515: 

Baltimore ('1). 
Miami (5), 8400 N."'iV. 53rd Street, Miami, Florida 33166. 820-4870. 
New Orleans (8), 1001 Howard Avenue, New Orleans, Louh:;iana 70113. 

613-6841. 
Atlanta District, Chief-FOB 275 Peachtree St. N.E., Atlanta, Ga. 404-

285-4632: 
Atlanta, Ga., Unitt'cl Family Life Building, 230 Houston Street, N.E., 

Suite 200, Atlanta, Ga. 30303.285-4401. 
Savannah, Ga., 430 Mall Bot;,levard, Suite C, Savannah, Ga. 31406. 

287-428SS. 
Birmingham District, Chief-2121 Building Rm. 218, 2121 Eighth Ave. N., 

Birmingham, Ala. 35203.229-1219: 
Birmingham, Ala., 236 Goodwin Crcst, Suite 520, Birmingham, Alabama 

35209. 229-0620. 
Mobile, Ala., 2 Office Park, Suite 216, Mobile, Alabama 36609. 534-2831. 

Columbia District, Chief-FOB Rm. 310, 901 Sumter St., Columbia, S.C. 
29:?Ul. 677-57i>3: 

Columbia, S.C., 2611 Forpst Drive, P.O. Box 702, Columbia, S.C. 677-5251. 
Charleston, S.C., 1529 Highway 7, Suite 5 and 6, Charleston, S.C. 29407. 

677-4531. 
Jackson District, Chief-301 N. Lamar St. Rm. 504, Jackson, Miss. 39205. 

601-490-4281: Jackson, Mis:;., FirJ>t Federal Builuing, 525 East Capitol St., 
P.O. Box 22G31, Jackson, l\Iis"ii'~ippi 39205. 490-4400. 

JackHonville District, Chi(>f-400 We"t Bay St., Jacksonville, Fla. 946-2963: 
Jack:;onville, Fla., 4077 Woodcock Drive, Suite 210, Jack8onville, Florida 

32207. 94G-35ti6. 
Miami, Fla. (Reg.) 
Palm Beach, Fla., 700 Clematis Street--Rm. 253, West Palm Beach, 

Florida 33402. 3;;0-7263. 
Orlando, Fla., 1080 W('odcock Rd., Suite 180, Orlando, Fla. 32803, 

U4!J-6312. 
Tampa, Fla., Barnett Bank Building, 1000 Ashley Drive, Tampa, Florida 
33602. 826-2178. 

Naf<hville District, Chief-493 New Cthse., Nashville, Tenn. 37202. 852-5449: 
NUf'hvillp, Tenn., U.S. COUl'tholL~e Annex-Rm. 929, 8th and Broadway, 

P.O. Box 118B, Nashville, Trnn. 37202.852-5988. 
Memphis, Tenn., Federal Building-Rm. 401, 167 North Main Street, 

Memphi!', Tenn. 38103. 222-3396. 
Greensboro District, Chief-Rm. 245, Greensboro, N.C. 919-275-9111: 

Greensboro N.C., 925 West Market Street-Rm. 111, Greensboro, N.C. 
27401. 670-5458. 

'Wilmington, N.C., 3!l09-D Oleander Drive, Lambe Young Building, Wil­
mington, N.C. 28401. 674-9573. 

Central Region (Regions, 4, 6, 1) 
ARC-I, FOB-Room 7532, 550 Mam St., Cincinnati, Ohio 45202. 513-684-

3363: 
Baltimore (4). 
Detroit (6), 357 Federal Building, 231 West Lafayette, Detroit, Mich. 

48226. 226-7290. 
Chicago (7), 1800 Dirksen Federal Building, 219 South Dearborn Street, 

Chicago, TIlinois 60604. 353-7875. 
Cincinnati District, Chief-FOB Room 3504, 550 Main St., Cincinnati, Ohio 

45202. 513-684-2528: 
, Cincinnati, Ohio, Federal Office Building, 550 Main Street, P.O. Box 1196, 

Cincinnati, Ohio 45201. 684-3671. 
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Columbu~ Ohio, Federal Office Building, 85 Marconi Blvd.-Rm. 120, 
Columbus, ullio 43215. 1:43-5694. 

Cleveland District, Chief-Rm. 465, Federal Building, J 240 E. Ninth St., Cleve~ 
lanel, Ohio 44199. 216-522-3230: Cleveland, Ohio, 601 Rockwell-Rm. 300, 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114.293-3705. 

Indianapolis District, Chief-FB Rm. 545, 575 N. Pennsylvania St., Indianapolis, 
Ind. 331-7788 (317): 

Indianapolis, Ind., 575 N. Pennsylvania, Room 267, Indianapolis, Ind. 
46204. 331-7977. 

Hammond, Ind., Federal Building, 507 State Street, Room 407, Hammond, 
Ind. 46320. 333-5321. 

Louisville District, Chief POB, 6th and Broadway, Louisville, Ky. 40202. 
502-352-5341: Louisville, Ky., Federal Building, 600 Federal Place, Room 1006, 
Lonisville, Ky. 40202. 352-5908. 

Detroit District, Chief-477 FB, Detroit, Mich. 313-226-7220: 
Detroit (Reg.). 
Grand Rapids, Mich., 166 Federal Building, U.S. Courthouse, 110 

Michigan N.W., Grand Rapids, Mich. 49502. 372-2541. 
Parkersburg District, Chief-I.D. 425 Juliana St., Room 4102, Parkersburg, 

W. Va. 26101. 301-923-1242: Charleston, W. Va., 22 Capital Street, Charleston, 
West Virginia 25324. 924-1425. 
Miuwest Region (Regions 1, 10) 

ARC-I Chicago, One N. Wacker Dr. 10th Fl., Chicago, Ill. 60606.312-353-3757: 
Chicago, Ill. 
Kansas Cit~r, ]\10., U.S. Courthouse, 811 Grand Avenue, Suite 211, Kansas 

City, Missouri 64106. 758-2631. 
Aberdeen District, Chief-155 Fourth Ave. Southeast, Fourth Ave. &; Wash­

ington St., South Aberdeen, S. Dak 57401. 605-782-7221: Sioux Falls, S. Dak., 
400 S. Phillips, Room 309, Sioux Falls, S. DaIr. 157102. 782-2421. 

Chicago District, Chief-Dearborn St., Chicago, IlL 60604. 312-353-3294: 
Chicago, Ill. (Reg.). 

Des Moines District, ChiC'f-309 FB, 210 Walnut Rt., DC's Moines, Iowa 50309. 
51;j-862-4445: Des l\Ioines, Iowa, U.S. CourthouSl', P.O. Box 1784, Des Moines, 
Iowa 50309. 862-4700. 

Fargo District, Chipf-653 Second Ave., Fargo, N. Dakota. 701-237-5143: 
]\Iinot, N.D., 123 Southwest First St., Room 414, ]\Iinot, North Dakota 58701. 
701-838-5481 (Non FTS). 

ilIilwaukee Di!:ltrict, Chief-FB Rm. 538-571 E. Wisconsin Ave'J Milwaukee, 
Wi:;. 53202. 414-363-3904: Milwaukee, Wi~c., Frderal Building & U.S. Court­
house, 517 East Wiscom,in, Room 232, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202. 362-3$95. 

Omaha District, Chief-903 FOB, 106 So. 15th St., Omaha, Nebr. 68102. 402-
864-3596: Omaha, Nebr. New Federal Building 215 North 17th Street,P. O. Box 
661, Downtown, Omaha, Nebraska 68101. 864-4222. 

St. Louis District, Chief-Cthse, Rm 751, 1114 Market St., St. Louis, MG. 
311-279-4019: 

St. Louis, Mo., Suite 200 Chromaloy Plaza, 230 South Central Ave., 
St. Louis, 1fjf'souri 63105. 279-4891. 

Kansas City, 1\10. (Reg.). 
St. Paul District, Chief-476 FB, U.S. Cthse. 316 Robert St., St. Paul, Minn., 

612-72.'5-7466: 
Minneapolis, Minn., Federal Building, 110 South Fourth Street, Room 

402, Minneapolis, l\1inn. 55401. 725-2783. 
Duluth, Minn., Federal Building & U.S. Courthouse, 515 West First 

Street, P.O. Box 620, Duluth, Minn. 55801. 783-9498. 
Springfield District, Chief-Rm. 328, 325 W. Adams St., Springfield, Ill. 217-

95:5-4160: 
Chicago, Ill. (Reg.). 
Mt. '-ernon, Ill., FedC'ral Building, 105 South Sixth Street, P.O. Box 148, 

Mount Vernon, Ill. 62864. 618-244-4363 (Non FTS). 
Southwest Region (Regions 8, 10, 11, 1B) 

ARC-I, Dallas, 7839 Churchill Way( Dullal'l, Tex. 75251. 214-729-5995: 
New Orleans Regional Office 8), 1001 Howard Avenue, New Orleans, 

Louisiana 70113. 682-6841. 
Kansas City Regional Office (10), U.S. Courthouse, 811 Grand Avenue, 

Suite 211, Kansas City, Missouri 64106. 758-2631. 
Pallas Regional Office (11) Earle Cabell Federal :Bldg., 1100 Commerce 

Street, Room <lA5, Dallas, Texas 75202. 749-3631. 
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Denver Regional Office (12), U.S. Custom House, Room 336, P.O. Box 
1860, Denver, Colorado 80201. 327-3951. 

Albuquerque District, Chief-Federal Bldg, Gold Ave. S.W., Albuquerque, 
N. l\1ex. 505-766-25!i'i: . 
- Albuquerque District Office, First National Bank Eatlt, 5301 Central Ave., 

Albuquerque, New ::'.Iexico 87108. 474-3287. 
Deming Di!'trict Office, P.O. Drawer 4!i9, Deming, New Mexico 88030. 

474-5511 uRk for 546-8823. 
Austin District, Chief-Room 367, FOB, 300 E. 8th St., Austin, Tex. 501-

734-5206: 
Auo;tin District Office, 55 North Interregional Hgwy., P.O. Box 8, Austin, 

Texas 78767. 734-5!i31. 
Houston District Office, 1540 Esperson Bldg., 815 ·Walker Street, Houston, 

Texus 77002.527-4331. 
Sun Antonio DiRtriet Office, 1800 Central Building, 1802 N.E. Loop 410, 

Sun Antonio, Texas 78217. 730-4!i93. 
EI Paso District Office, 4110 Rio Bravo, Suite 100, El Pal'o, Texa,:; 79902. 

572-7920. 
Corpus Christi District Office, 723 Upper N. Broadway, P.O. Box 2443, 

Corpus Christi, TE'xa" 78403. 734-3236. 
Del Rio District Office, 3!i05 Highway 90, West, P.O. Drawer 1247, 

Del Rio, Texa,; 78840.7:30-7241. 
Eagle Pas~ District Office, P.O. Box AH, Eagle Pass, Texas 78832. 730-

7236. 
McAllen District Office, 3017 S. 10th St.r{'et, P.O. Box 338, McAllen, Tl'xas 

78501. 734-4fi!i2. 
Laredo District Office, ~Iann Road and Santa l\Iaria Ave., P.O. Box 408, 

Laredo, Texas 78040. 73 Ll--WI6. 
Brownsville District Office, 2100 Boca Chiea Blvd., Suite 305, Browns­

ville, Texa" 78520. 734-8258. 
Falcon II{'ights District Offic{', Customhouse Building No.1, P.O. Box 5, 

Falcon Hpight!", Tpxas 78.'j4fi. 734-4628. 
Cheyenn{' Di:<trict, Chi{'f-80fi FOB, 21st and Car{'y StR., Chey{'nne, Wyo. 

307-328-243fi: Cheyenne District Office, FE'deral Cpnter, 2120 Capitol Ave., 
Room 8020, Cheyennp, Wyoming H2001. 328-2391. 

Dallm; District, Chipf-Roolll llF-37, U.S. Cthse. and FOB, 1100 Commerce 
St., Dallas, Texas. 214-74!l-1817: 

Dall:1s, Texa" (Re'g.). 
Lubbock m,;trict Office, 3302 67th Street, Bldg. No.2, Lubbock, Texas 

79413.7:38-7344. 
l\1idland District Office, 100 East Wall Street, P.O. Drawer 2668, Midland, 

Texas 71l701. 738-1217. 
Denver Dj,;trict, Chief-8th Floor, 1050 17th St., Denver, Colo. 80202. 303--

327-4247: Denver, Colo. (Reg.) 
Littlp Rock Dbtrict, Chipf-FOB 700 ",r. Capitol Avf.'., Little Rock, Ark. 501-

740-6261: Little' Hock District Office, One -Union National Plaza, Suite 850, 
Little Hock, ArkalH<as 72201. 740-52fiii. 

New Orleans District, Chief-348 FOB, South St., New Orleans, La. 70130. 501-
682-2323: 

New Orleans, La. (Reg.). 
Baton Rouge DiRtrict Office, 4560 North Boulevard, Suite 118, Baton 

Rouge, Louisianu 7080n. 6il7-4254. 
Oklahoma City District, Chil'f-FOB, Room 4045,200 N.vV. 4th St., Oklahoma, 

City, Okla. 73101. 405-231-5041: 
Oklahollla City District OfficE', Old FedE'ral Building, 215 N.W. 3rd Street, 

Roo1l1250, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73102.736-4141. 
Tulsa District Office, 333 \-V. 4th Street, RooUl 3335, Tulsa, OklahoUla 

74103.736-7611. 
IViehita District, ChiE'f-Room 214, IRS Bldg., 412 S. Main St., Wichita, 

Kansas. 316-752-6401: \Hchita District Office, 202 'Vest First Street, Room 505, 
Wichita, Kansas 67201. 752-6601. 

WC3lern Region (Regiolls12, 13, 14) 
.ARC-I, Ran FranCisco, 525 Market St., 29th Floor, San Francisco, Calif. 94105. 

4l5-556-6451: 
DenVE'r, Col (12). 
SE'attle Regional OfficE' (13), 221 1st Avenue West, Suite 200, Seattle, 

Washington 98119.399-5443. 
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Los Angeles Regional Office (14), 350 So. Figueroa St.-Suite 800, Los 
Angeles, Cal. 90071. 798-2650. 

Boise District, Chief-FB U.S. Cthse, 550 W .I<'ort St, Boise, Idaho. 208-
~88-2500: Boise District Office, American Reserve Bldg., 2404 Bank Drive, 
Suite 212, BOise, Idaho 83705. 588-2826. 

Anchorage District, Chief-310 K St., Anchorage, Alaska. 907-265-5466: 
Anchorage District Office, Loussac-Sogn Building, 429 D Street, Room 

306, Anchorage, Alaska 99501. 399-0150 ask for (907)277-7638. 
Fairbanks District Office, Federal Building, 200 Cushman Street, P.O. 

Box 670, Fairbanks, Alaska 99707.399-0150 ask for (907)452-1951, ext. 190. 
Helena. District, Chief-302 FB, Helena, Mont. 406-585-5352: Great Falls 

Dbtrict Office, 1111 14th Street South, P.O. Box 2887, Great Falls, Montana 
59403. 58,3-1366. 

Honolulu District, Chief-113B Union Mall, Suite 701, Honolulu, Hawnii 
!Hl813. 808-546-8644: Honolulu District Office, FAA Building, 4th Floor, 1833 
Kalakaua Avenue, Honolulu, Hawaii 96813, 556-9000 ask for Honolulu. 955-
0391/0287. 

Los Angeles District, Chief-POB 300 N. Los Angeles St, Room 5016, Los 
AngPll':<, Calif. 213-791:;-2670: 

Los Angell'S Airport Office, 600 \Yorldway, P.O. Box !H160, Los Angeles, 
Calif. !l0009. 966-6495. 

San Diego District Office, 510 A Street, Suite 300, San Diego, Calif. 921Ol. 
895-5654. 

Los Angeles, Cal. (Reg.) 
Calexico District Officl', 632 Imperial Ave., P.O. Box J, CalexiCO, Calif. 

92231. 894-2440. 
Tecate District Office, Port of Entry-Tecate, P.O. Box 07, Tecate, Calif. 

92080. 895-5000 ask for (714)426-2900. 
Phoenix District, Chief-FB 230 N First Ave 4th Fl, Phoenix, Arizona. 602-

261-3781: 
PhoC'n,x District Office, Valley Bank Center, Suite 1980, 201 North 

Central, Phoenix, Arizona 85073. 261-4866. 
Nogale" Di:;trict Office, P.O. Box 39, Mile Post 41/2, U.S. Highway 89, 

Nogalps, Arizona 85621. 764-4727. 
Tucson District Officp, Tucson International Airport, P.O. Box 27063, 

Tucson, Arizona 85726. 726-6533. 
San Luis District Officp, P.O. Box 445, San Luis, Arizonu. 85349.261-2578. 
Douglas District Office, 2130 15th Street, P.O. Box 1294, Douglas, 

Arizona 85607. 261-3900 uHk for 364-443L 
Portland District, 0hief-Fpd Bldg. 1220 Thi d Avf', Portland, Or 97204. 

508-423-3201: Portland District Office, Georgia Pacific Building, 900 S. W. 
Fifth Ave., Suite 1515, Portland, Oregon 972Q4. 423-3371. 

Reno District, Chipf-Room 3-102, FB, 300 Las Vegas Blvd S., Las Vegas, 
Nev. 702-598-6264: Las Vegas District Office, F<>derul Bldg. & U.S. Courthouse, 
300 Las Vegas Blvd. South, P.O. Box 1602:1, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101. 598-6343. 

Salt Lake City District, Chief-447-465 South 4th East, Salt Lake City, 
Utah. 801-588-5901: Salt Lake City District Offic!', Federul Building, 125 South 
State Street, Room 2218, Salt Lake City, Utah 84138. 588-4156. 

San Francisco District, Chief-450 Golden Gate Ave., Room 4044, San FranCisco, 
Calif 94102. 415-556-4280: 

San Francisco District Office, 450 Golden Gate Ave., Box 36035, San 
FranCiSCO, Calif. 94102. 1i56-6771. 

Sacrmnento District Officp, Federal Building, 2800 Cottage Way, P.O. 
Box 4599, Sacramento, Calif. 95825. 468-4205. 

Fresno District Office, P.O. Box 72, Fresno, Calif. 93707. 467-5402. 
Seattle District, Chief-Room 2498, 915 Second Ave, Seattle, Washington 

98174. 206-399-5141: 
Se:tttle Rpgional Office, 221 Jst Avenue West, Suite 200, Seattle, Wash­

ington 98119. 399-5443. 
Spokane District Office, U.S. Courthouse, 920 W. Riverside, P.O. Box 

1504, Spokane, Washington 99210. 439-5342. . 
Blaine District Office, 170 C Street, P.O. Box 1680, Blaine, Washington 

98230. (206) 332-8692 (Non FTS). 
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ApPENDIX II 

INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 

S~;CTION 6851. TlmMINATION OF TAX.<l.BLE YEAR 

(a) Income Tax in Jeopardy 
(1) Il1 general.-If the Secretary or his delegate finds that a taxpayer cll'~igns 

quickly to depart from the United States or to remove his property therefrom, or 
to conceal himself or his propl'rty therein, or to do any other act tending to prej­
udice or to render wholly or partly ineffectual proceedings to collect the income 
tax for the current or the preceding taxable year unless such proceedings be 
brought without delay, the Secrl'tary or his delegate shall declare the taxable 
period for such taxpayer immediately terminated, and shall cause notice of such 
finding and declaration to be given the taxpayer, together with a demand for 
immediate payment of the tax for the taxable period so declared terminated ancl 
of the tax for the preceding taxabll' year or 80 much of such tax as is unpaid, 
whether or not thl' time otherwise allowed hy law for filing return IUlcl paying the 
tax has expired; and such taxes shall therl'upon become immediately due and 
payable. In any proceeding in court hrought to enforce payment of taxes marIe 
due and payable hy virtue of the provisions of this :section, the finding of the 
Secretary or his delegate, made as herein provided, whether made after notice tu 
the taxpayer or not, shall he for all purpo,;Gs presumptivl' evidence of jeopardy. 

(2) Corporation ill liqlliclation.-If the Secretary or his delegate finds that the 
collection of the income tax of a corporation for the current or the preceding tax­
able year will be jeoparrlizl'rl by the distribution of all or a portion of the a~"('t" of 
such corporation in the liquidation of the whole or any part of its capital stock, the 
Sl'cretary or his delegate shall declare the taxable period for such taxpayer im­
mediately terminated and shall cause notice of such finding and declaration to 1)(' 
given the taxpayer, together with a demand for immediate payment of the tax 
for the taxable period so declared terminated and of the tax for the preceding 
taxabll' year or so much of such tax as is unpaid, whl'ther or not the time oth('rwi:<e 
allowed by law for filing return ancl paying the tax has expired; nnd such taxes 
shall thereupon become immediately due and payable. 

(b) Reopening of Taxable Period-Notwithstanding the termination of the 
taxable period of the taxpayer by the Secretary or his delegate, as provided in 
subsection (a), the Secretary or his delegate may reopen such taxable perior! ('aeh 
time the taxpaycr is found by the Sl'cretary or hiR dell'gate to have rl'ceiYed in­
come, within the current taxable year, since a termination of the period under 
subsection (a). A taxable period so terminaterl by the Secretary or his delegate 
may be reopened by the taxpayer (other than a nonresident alien) if he files with 
the Secretary or hiR delegate a true and accurate return of the items of gross 
income and of the deductions and credits allowerl under t,his title for such taxable 
period, together with such other intormation as thl' Secretary or his delegatI' may 
by regulations prE'scribe. If the taxpayer is a nonresident alien the taxable period 
so terminatC'Cj may be reopener! by him if he fill'S, or cau~e8 to be filE'd, \\ith the 
Secretary or his delegate a true and accurate return of his total income derived 
from all sources within the United States, in the manner prescribed in this title. 

(c) Citizens-In the case of a citizpn of the United 8tates or of a possessioIl of 
the Uniterl States about to depart from the United States, the Secretary or his 
delegate may, at his discretion, waive any or all of the requirements placed on the 
taxpayer by this section. 

(d) Departure ot Alien-Subject to such exceptions as may, by regulatioIls, be 
prescribed by the Secretary of his delegate-

(1) No alien shall depltrt from the United States unless he first prornres 
from the Secretary or his delegate a certificate that he has complied with all 
the obligations imposed upon him by the income tax laws. 

(2) Payment ot taxes shall not be enforced by any proceedings under the 
provisions of this section prior to the expiration of the time otherwise allowecl 
for paying such taxes if, in the case of an alien about to depart from the 
United States, the Secretary or his delegate determines that the collection 
of the tax will not be jeopardized by the departure of the alien. 

• 

-
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(e) Furnishing of Bond Where Taxable Year Is Closed by the Secretary or His 
Delegate-Payment of taxes shall not be enforced by any proceedings under the 
provision.;; of this section prior to the expiration of the time otherwise allowed for 
paying such taxes if the taxpayer furnishes, under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary or his delegate, a bond to insure the timely making of returns with 
respect to, and payment of, such taxes or any income or excess profits taxes for 
prior years. 

SECTION 6861. JEOPARDY ASSESSMENTS OF INCOME, ESTATE, AND GIFT TAXES 

(a) Authority for Making.-If the Secretary or his delegate believes that the 
assessment or collection of a defiCiency, as defined in section 6211, will be jPop­
ardized by dday, he shall, notwithstanding the provisions of section 6213(a), 
imnlediatt'ly assess such deficiency (together with all interest, additional amounts, 
and additions to the tax provided for by law), and notice and demand shall be 
made by the Secretary or his delcgate for the payment thereof. 

(b) Deficiency Letlers.-If the jeopardy asse~sment is mad<1 bpfore any notice 
in respect of the tax to which the jeopardy assessment relates has been mailed 
under section 6212(a), then the S<1cretary or his delegate shall mail a notice under 
such subsection within 60 days after the making of the assessment. 

(c) AmOUNt Assessable Be/ore Decision of Tax Court.-The jeopardy assessment 
may be made in respect of a defiCiency greater or less than that notice of which 
haH been mailed to the taxpayer, despite the pro"i~ions of section 6212(c) p:ro­
hihiting the determination of additional deficipncies, and whether or not the 
taxpayer has theretofore filed a petition with the Tax Court. The Secretary or 
his delegate may, at any time before the decision of the Tax Court is rendered, 
abate such assessment, or any unpaid portion thereof, to the extent that he 
believes the IlSSE'flSment to be excessive in amount. The Secretary or his delegate 
shall notify the Tax Court of the amount of such a~se:i"ment, or abatement, if 
the petition is filed with the Tax Court before the nlaking of the assessment or is 
subsequently fil<1d, and the Tax Court shall have jurisdiction to redetermine the 
entire amount of the deficiency and of all amounts assessed at the same time in 
connection therewith. 

(d) Amount A.;ses8able Aflel' Decision of Tax Court.-If the jeopardy assessment 
is made after the dech'ion of the Tax Court is rendered, such assessment may be 
made only in respect of the deficiency determined by the Tax Court in its decision. 

(I.') Expiralioll of Right to Asse8s.-A jeopardy aesessment may not be made 
after the decision of the Tax Court has become final or after the taxpayer has 
filed a petition for review of the decision of the Tax Court. 

(f) Collection of Unpaid Amounts.-When th<1 petition has bepn filed with the 
Tax Court and when the amount which should have been asse,~sed has been detpr­
mined by a decision of the Tax Court which has become final, then any unpaid 
portion, the collection of which has been stayed by bond as provided in section 
6863(b) shall be collE'cted as part of the tax upon notice and demand from the 
Secretary or his delpgate, and any remaining portion of the assessment shall be 
abated. If the amount already collected exceeds the [,mount determined as the 
anlOunt which should have been assessed, such excess shall be credited or refunded 
to the tmq)ayer as provided in section 6402, without the filing of claim therefor. 
If the amount determined as the amount which should have been assessed is 
greater than the amount actually asses~ed, then the difference shall be assessed 
and shall be collected as part of thp. tax upon notice and demand from the Secre~ 
tary or his delpgate. 

(g) Abatement if Jeopardy Does not Exist.-The Secretary or his delegate may 
abate the jeopardy assessment if he finds that jeopardy does not exist. Such 
abatement may not be made after a decision of the Tax Court in respect of the 
tieficiency has been rendered or, if no petition is filed ",1th the Tax Court, after 
the expiration of the period for filing such petition. The period of limitation on the 
making of assessments and levy or a proceeding in court for collection, in respect 
of any deficiency! shan be determined as if the jeopardy assessment so abated 
had not been made, except that the running of such period shall in any event be 
suspended for the period from the date of such jeopardy assessment until the 
expiration of the 10th day after the day on which such jeopardy assessment is 
abated. • ... 1 

.. 
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

Syllabus 

LAING 

V. 

UNITED STATES ET AL. 

CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SECOND CIRCUIT 

No. 73-1808. Argued January 21, 1975-RC'arguC'd October 15, 1975-Decided 
January 13, 1976 1 

These cases in\'olY(~ two income-tax payers whose taxable years were t('rminated 
by the Internal R('venue S('rvice (IRS) p'ior to their normal expimtion dates 
pursuant to the jeopardy termination provbions (If § 6851 (a)(l) of thC' Intprnal 
Rl'venue Code of 1\)54 (Code). which allow the IRS immediately to terminate a 
taxpay('r's taxable p€l'iod when it finds that the taxpaypr intends to commit ::my 
act tpnding to IJl'C',iudice or rendpr inpfIpctunl the collection of his income tax for 
the current or prec('ding taxable year, Under * 5851 thl' tax is dul' immediatdy 
upon termination, and upon such termination th(' taxpayer's taxable yenr comes 
to a elose. In eaph case, after the taxpayer failed to file a return or pay the tax 
as"I'~sed as demanded, thp IRS levied upon nnd sPized property of the taxpay('r 
without having SPilt a notice of dl'fieiency to the taxpayer, a jurisdictional pre­
requisite to a taxpnyer's refund suit in the Tax Court, and without following the 
othel' procedures mandated by § {j861 et seq. of the Code for the nssessment and 
collection of a deficiency \\'hose collection is in jeopardy. 

The Governmt'nt contends that such pIOcedUll's are inapplicable to a tax 
liability at'ising after a § 6851 terminat.ion bl'cal!~C' f'llch liability i8 not a "dl'fi­
.riency" within the meaning of § 6211 (a) of the Code, where the torm is defined 
l\S the amount of the tax imposed ll'sR any amount that may have been reported 
hy the taxpayer on his return. In No. 73-1808 the District Court held that a 
deficiency notico is not r<'quired v .. hpn a taxahlp pniod is terminated pursuant 
to § 6851 (a)(1), and dismissed the taxpayer's snit for injunctive and declamtory 
relief on the ground, iniel' alia. that it was prohibited by the Anti-Injunction Act, 
§ 7421 (a) of the Code, and the Court of Appeals affirml'd. In No. 74-75 the 
Dbtl ict Court granted the taxpaypr injunctive l'l'lief, holding that the Anti­
Injunction Act was inapplicable because of the II{:-)'s failure to follow the pro­
cl'durcl' of § 6861 et seq., and the Court of Apppuls affirmed. Held: Based on the 
plain language of the statutory provisions at i:>8uP, their place in the legislative 
schelllC', and their legislative history, the tax owing, but not reported, at the time 
of a § 6851 termination is a deficiency whORe a13SeRsment and collection is subject 
to the procedurPR of § 6861 et seq., and hPllcP because the DiRtrict Director in 
each case failed to comply with thcsp rl'quirCllll'llts, the taxpayers' suits were not 
.barred hy the Anti-Injunction Act. Pp. 7-2'l. 

(n) Under the statutor;\' definition of § 6211 (a), the tax o'wing and unreported 
after a jeopardy termination, which in thesp cuses, as in most § 6851 terminations, 
is the full tax dUe, is clearly a deficiency, there being nothing in the definition to 
suggest that a deficiency can arise only at the conclusion of a 12-month taxable 
year and it being sufficicnt that the taxable period in question has come to an 
end and t,he tax in qnestion is due and unreported. Pp. 11-13. 

(b) To deny a taxpayer subjected to a jeopardy termination the opportunity 
-to litigate his tax liability in the Tux Court, as would be the case undpr the Gov­
ermmmt's view that the uIll'('ported tux due after a jeopardy termination is not 
(1 deficiency and that hence a deficiency notice is not required, would be out of 
keeping with the thrust of the Code, which generally allows income-tax payprs 
uecess to that court. Pp. 14-15. 

(c) The jeopardy assesr,ment and termination provisions have long been treated 
in a closely parallel fashion, and there iiS nothing in the early codification of such 
provisions to suggest the contrary. Pp. 15-21. 

No. 73-1808, 496 F. 2d 853, reversed and remanded; No. 74-75, 493 F. 2d 
1211, affirmed, 

1 Togpther with No, 74-75, tJlIitc(/ States et al. v. Hall, on uppeul to the United Stutes 
Court of Appeuls for the Sixth Circuit. 

.... 
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MARSHALL. J., delivered the, opinion of the Court, in which BRENNAN, STEWAUT, 
WHITE, andPO\YELL, JJ., joined. Bur;NNAN, J., filed a concurring opinion. BLACR.­
¥UN, J., filed a dis~lCnting opinion, in which BURGIm, C. J., and Rr;HNQUIST, J., 
joined. STEVENS, J., took no part in the consideration or decision of the cases. 

AUC;UST 4, 1976. 
Memorandum to: All Regional Commissioners, All Service Center Directors, 4lld 
. All District Directors. 
From: Director, Intelligence Division CP:I:P. 
Subject: High-level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Project. 

We are transmitting to the Chiefs; Intelligence Staff, under separate cover, a 
list of individuals who have been identified by the Drug Enforcement Admin­
istration (DEA) as DEA Class I violators, along with related information also 
furnished by DEA. 

The material is being sent to the Chiefs, Intelligence Staff for processing in 
accordance with the interim guidelines contained in this memorandum. The inter­
im gUidelines, which are restricted to the processing of the information we received 
from DEA on Class I violators, al~o include instructions for the processing and 
evaluation of these items by the district Intelligence Division after the items are 
referred there by the service c~nters. 

We aRk that the Chiefs, Intelligence Staff give the highest priority to the process­
ing of this information. 

The interim guidelines, presented below, should be followed until the Mem­
orandum of Understanding between DEA and IRS is implemented by instructions 
issued in an Internal Revenue Manual document. 
Service Center Processing of DBA Project Information Items 

(a) The information furnished by DEA concerning DEA Class I violators will 
be referred to in this memorandum as "DEA Project information items." 

(b) The Chief, Intelligence Staff at the Service Center will: 
(1) on a priority basis, proce8s the DEA Project information items, transmitted 

by the National Office, in accordance with Manual Supplement 93G-164,1 "Cen­
tralized Evaluation and Processing of Information Items." dated March 4, 1976; 

(2) insert the words, "DEA I" in Item 6n. of each Form 3949, Intelligence 
Information Item; and 

(3) on a priority basis, send a photocopy of the information item, without 
initial evaluation, to the appropriate Chief, Intelligence Division, along with 
pertinent returns, transcripts, and other available data. 
Distdct Processing of DBA Pmject Information Items 

(a) The DEA Project information items will be evaluated by the Chief, Intelli­
gence Division, using established IRS standards. 

(b) To assist in the evaluation of the information item, the Chief, Intelligence 
Division may supplement the information furnished by DEA: by contacting the 
10cltl'BEA. Q:ffice; by making other limited inquiries described in IRM 9311.2:(3); 
or by gathering information on the individual in accordance with Manual Supple­
ment 93G-152,2 Information Gathering Guidelines. 

(c) The items evaluated as lacking criminal potential will be returned to the 
Chief, Intelligence Staff or referred to the district Audit or Collection function, 
as appropriate . 

(d) It is contemplated that the final Project instructions will require the Chief, 
Intelligence Division, to notify the Director, Intelligence DiviSion, through, 
channels of any DEA Project information item that is lacking criminal potential. 
This determination would not be finalized until any authorized Information 
Gathering was completed. The notification will provide sufficient data to the 
Director to explain why the individual was not selected for Intelligence investi­
gation. However, such reports. should not, be submitted until the final Project 
instructions are issued. 
Intelligence Division Rec01'dkeeping Requirements 

(a) All Project activity will be considered as within the Special Enforcement 
Program (SEP). 

1 CR 1 (15) G-l03. 41G-l08. 45G-250. r>1G-132, 5 (11) G-65. 71G-14. 92G-35. 95G-61. 
2 CR 1 (1t;) G-91. 41G-l05. 42G-328, 45G-231. 51G-H8, 5 (12)G-25. G1G-3. 71G-9. 

94G-57. 
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(b) A special program code is not being assigned to this Project. Instead, the 
:appropriate existing SEP program code will be used. (See B. (6) of Exhibit 400-3 
of IRM 9570, Case Management and Time Reporting System Handbook.), 

(c) National Office Project Number 21 has been assigned to track Project 
.activity under the Case Management and Time Rcporting System. Accordingly, 
each region and each district will establish It project number, using National 
Office Project Number 21 as the first two digits. (See 300 of IRM 9570, Case 
Management and Time Reporting Systl;)m Handbook.) 

The above instructions will be reissued in the Internal Revenue Manual in 
accordance wit,h IRM 1254. 

THOMAS J. CLANCY. 

REGIONAL COMMISSIONERS, DISTRICT DIRECTORS, DIRECTOR OF INTERNATIONAL 
OPERATIONS AND INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 

Director, IRS Data Center of the Internal Revenue Service: 
On July 30, 1976, a copy of a J\Iemorandum of Undcrstanding between the 

Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) and the Internal Reyenue Service 
(IR:-:i) was s!'nt to all regional commi~sioners and district directors. The procedures 
for identifying and reporting of all narcotics casrs are set forth herein. These 
procedure;. are effective immediately. These procedurrs are contained in a manual 
supplement, prr~ently in clearance, which sets forth the guidelines for the imple-
mentation of the DEA-IRS agreement in its entirety. • " 

All narcotics cases will derive from two sources. The first source will be claEs 1 "' 
violators information. 

Items recrived from DEA (both termination and nontermination cases) under 
the DEA-IRS agrerment, dated July 27, 1976. 

The second source will be all other cases having a narcotics feature. 
Cm'l'ent procedurrs do not provide for a special source code for the identifica­

tion of narcotics ca;;es on the Form 1247, rxamination record (Rcrip) 01' on the 
Form 5546, audit return charge-out (AIMS). Source code (16). DE A/narcotics, 
has bcen assigned to identify all narcotics cases. The source code on all narcotics 
cases currently assigned should be changed to source code 16. Source code 16 will 
he m;ed on all futUre requisitions of cases having a narcoticR feature. In districts 
opeJ'Uting under scrip, procedures for changing source codes are in 142(10)2 of 
IRM 4810, audit reports handbook. In districts operating under AIMS, procedures 
for changing source codes are in t'xhibit 200-9 of IRM 48(13) 1. ALMS-use of 
forms and special handling procedures. 

Current proct'durt's do not prOvide for special activity codes for time applica­
tions of narcotics cases on Form 4502, audit technical time report, report symbol 
NO-CP-A-l71. 

The first three (3) digits (first segment) of the six (6) digit activity code will 
he the numbers reflected in item 11. Code activity, Form 1247. Where there is no 
f<'turn. COde 193, Forlll 1040-unallocated, "'ill be used for individuals and cod<, 
281, Form 1120-unallocated, will be used f')r corporations. ActiYity codell 193 
and 281 cunnot be used to requisition returns. When the first three digits of the 
uctiYity code is e~tablished, time charged to the unullocated codrs will be dis­
tribut<,d in accordance with the procedures outlir,ed in section (12) 34.263(2). 
IRM 4!i1O, audit l'<'ports handbook. 

The last three (3) digits (second s<'gment) of the six (6) digit activity code will 
he determined m; follows: Fourth digit, technique, for revenue agents ",ill ulways 
be three (3). 

Fifth digit, category, will always br five (5), narcotics rplatrd. 
Sixth digit, special fpaturp, will be one of the rcHowing four codes: 

Code 4-Narcotics tcrmination-DEA class I violators 
Code 5-Narcotics tE'rmination-Other 
Code 6-Narcotics non-tprmination-DEA cluss I violators 
Code 7-Narcotics non-tprnlination-OthE'r 

Special instructions "'ill be issued in October 1976 for a one-time update of 
AIIIIS. 

JOHN L. WEDICK, Jr. 
Director, Audit Division. 

.. 
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Howey,!;ll', in any othel' significant case not included in this categol'Y, the Chief, 
Intelligence Division will consult with regional counsel as to the potential impact 
of t.he dual pl'osecution policy as early as practicable in the investigation. 

The application of the dual-prosecution policy, the preceding notwithstanding, 
will continue to be determinable on a case-by-case basis. 

This material will be reissued in the Law Enforcement Manual. 
DAVID GASTON, 

Director, Criminal Tax Division. 
PARRY MCCALL, 

Acting Director, Intelligence Division. 

OCTOBER 20, HJ76. 
Internal Revenue Service memorandum to: All Regional Commissioners, All 

Service Center Directors, and All District Directors. 
From: Deputy CommisRioner CP:I:P. 
Subject: High-level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Project. 

This memorandum contains additional interim instructions for implementing 
the High-level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Project. Prior interim instructions 
were is~ued in the following documents: 

(a) Memorandum, dated Augnst 3, 1976, addressed to all Regional Com­
mi~,;ioners and DiBtrict Directors, from the Commissioner; 

(b) Mcmorandum, dated August 4, 1976, addressed to all Regional Commis­
~ion('rs, Service Center Directors, and District Directors, from the Director, 
Intelligence Division; 

(c) Telegram, dated August 6, 1976, addressed to all Regional Commissioners 
and District Director", from the Director, Audit Division; 

(d) Telegram, dated August 16, 1976, addressed to all ARC's (Intelligence) 
and District Directors, from the Direetor, Intelligence Division; 

(e) Telegram, dated August 17,1976, addressed to all Regional Commissioners 
and District Directors, from the Director, Audit Division; and 

(f) Telegram, dated Auguflt 2;5, 1976, addresRed to all ARC's (Intelligence), 
District Directors, and Regional Counsels, from tht' Acting Director, Intt'lligence 
Division and the Director, Criminal Tax Division, Office of the Chief Counsel. 

Regional Responsibilities 
Regional officials will ciosely monitor all aspects of the Project to ensure that 

Project objectives, as set forth in the IRS~DEA lVlemorandum of Understanding, 
nre achieved. 
District Processing of DEA Class I Illformation Items 

DEA Class I information jtems evaluated as lacking criminal potential but 
which have apparent 01' posHible Audit 01' Collection potential will be refE'ITed by 
the Chief, Intelligence Division direct to the Chief of the Audit or Collection 
activity in the district. 

ThE' Chiefs of the Audit and Collection activities in the district will E'stablish 
sufficient controls to ensure that all DEA Cla><s I information itemfl are evaluated 
eXPeditiously and in accordanc(' with established IRS standards. 

DEA ClaSH I iuformution items determined by the district Audit and CollE'ction 
activiti('s not to have civil potential will be returned promptly to the Chief, 
Intelligence Division, who will make n. record of the disposition and forward the 
infol'mntion item to the Chief, Intelligence Staff. The Chi('f, Intellig('nc<' Staff 
will process the informution it<,m as an item determined to lack civil potential 
(see Section 5.039 b (3) of Manual Supplemc-nt 93G-164, CR: 1(15)G-I03, 
41G-I08, 45G-250, 51G-132, 5(1l)G-65, 71G-14, 92G-35, and 95G-61, "C('u­
tralized Evaluation and Processing of Information Items," dated March 4, 1976). 

It is contemplated that th(' final Project iURtructions will J'E'quire the Chief, 
Intelligence Divi~ion to submit periodic reports on the status and disposition of the 
DEA Cluss I information items furnished by DEA through the National Office. 
Accordingly, ('uch Chief should keep a r('cord of such items, pending further 
im,trnctions. It i" also contempluted thut n copy of the report will be required to be 
f1l1'ni"hed to the Chief, Intelligencc Staff so that he/she may update the Central­
ized Information Item System. 
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AllsISTANT REGIONAL COMlIUSSIONERS (INTELLIGENCE) AND DISTRICT DIRECTORS, 
INTERNAL REVENUE SImVICE 

lIIGlI-LEVEL DRUG LEADERS TAX ENFORCEMENT PROJECT 

Each Chief, Intelligence Division shull immediately review all open Int,elligence 
Division cases in the district inventory involving high-level drug leaders ani 
financiers. Those eases thut meet the criteriu for SEP-1 or SEP-3!t (Strike force) 
should immediately be reclassified as within the high-level drug leuders tax en­
forcement project. Districts will update the statistical record on each such case 
that qualifies fcr inclusion in the project by entering the designated project 
number (national office project number 21 prefix) in item 57 of form 4930. 

Each Chief, Intelligence Division will- submit a statistical report on project casps 
in inventory to the ARC (Intelligence) by close of business August 25, 1976. The 
chief will report the total number of project cases in inventory, including those 
reclassified in accordunce with the above instructions. The totul will be further 
broken out to show the number of cases originuting from the DEA class I li8ts 
furnished by DEA to the national office, the number of cuses picked up from 
existing SEP-I cases, and the number of cases picked up from existing SEP-3a 
cases. 

The ARC (Intelligence) will transmit the consoliduted report, broken out by 
district, to CP:1:0 vi:t facsimile by close of business August 26, 1976. 

THOMAS J. CLANCY, 
Director, Intelligence Division. 

AUGUST 17, 1976. 

REGIONAL COMMISSIONERS, DISTRICT DIRECTORS, DIRECTOR OF INTERNATIONAL 
OPImATIONS AND DIRECTOR, IRS DATA CENTER OF THE INTERNAL REVE­
NUE SERVICE 

(MSARD) (INFO: MSOICDC) This establishE's an audit division interim 
manual reporting system for high-level drug trafficker cases. 

Guidelines for high-IevE'1 drug traffickers program are outlined in the memo­
randum of understanding between the Internal Revenue Service and the Drug 
Enforcement Administration, copy sent to all regional commissioners and district 
directors August 3, 1976. 

To effectively monitor this program, we request the following information for 
the month ending July 31, 1976: 

1. Number of all cases in process which involve narcotics. 
2. Number of all cases closed which involve narcotics. 
3. Deficiencies on all closed cases which involved nurcotics. 
The report from the regional offices for the month of July is due to the Director, 

Audit Division, CP:A:S:S, no later than August 27, 1976. Subsequent monthly 
reports will be due by the 25th of each succeeding month. Negative replies are 
requested. An automated system of reporting is currently being developed. 

Reporting symbol to be used for this report is NO-CP:A60(P). 

[Telegmphlc Message) 

JOHN L. WEDICK, Jr., 
Director, Audit Division. 

AUGUST 25, 1976. 
All Regional Counsel and Branch Offices, IRS. 
All Assistant Regional Commissioners (Intelligence), IRS. 
All District Directors, IRS. 

The Office of Chief Counsel (IRS) and the 'l'ax Division, Department of Justice, 
have agreed to entertain prosecution recommendations involving taxpayers in­
cluded in the high-level drug leaders tax enforcement project previously con­
victed and sentenced to terms of imprisonment of up to five years. This considera­
tion is to be primarily applicable to project cases involving DEA Class I taxpayers. 

... -
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Processing Project Cases 
SufficieI)t controls will be established by the Ch~efs of thE' district Intelligence, . 

.!udit, and Collection activities to ensure that all Project cases in the acti,,-ity's 
inventory are investigated, el>amined, and processed expeditiously. . 
Intelligence Division Reporting P.rocedures 

The Intelligence Division in the National Office will primarily rely upon the 
Case .l.\:Ian[lgemc.-:t and Time Reporting System for Project statistical data to 
monitor field activity and to periodically report on progress and accompliHhment~ 
to IRS, Treasury~ and other interested officials. Therefore, it is essential that the 
di:ltrict Intelligence function continuously ensure that the statistical record on the 
System is both accurate and eurrent. 

As a part of the automated Intelligence l'eporting system, a special source code 
hus been established to permit identification and seln'egation of Intelligence 
Division Project ca,.;es involving individuals classified as DEA C1a~s I Violators, a~ 
distinguished from other Project cases. Accordingly, source code "12, DEA I" will 
be entered in Item 14 of Form 4929, Intelligence Case/Project Record (Initial), for 
Project cases and activity concerning individuals identified by DEA as Class I 
violatorR. Existing source codes will be used for other Project cases and activity 
(see B. (14) of Exhibit 400-3 of IRM 9570, Case Management and Time lleporting 
System Handbook). Any Project case involving an individual subsequently clas­
sified by DEA as a Class I violator will be recoded to indicate source code "12, 
DEA I," by usc of Form 4930, Intelligellce Case/Project Record (Turnaround). 
In addition, if the district received notification of the DEA Class I classification 
other than through the National Office, the Chief, Intelligence Division will notify 
the Director, Intelligence Divi.~ion that the case has been so classified, by a state­
ment in the month-end memorandum report required below. 

The Case Management and Time Reporting System will be used to track all 
Intelligence cases involving individuals engaged in illicit dealings in narcotics, 
including those narcotics cases not coming under this Project. The "illegal activity 
code" will be used to track these latter cases. Therefore, it is important that the 
statistical record 011 each narcotics case, whether or not included in the Project, 
reflects an illegal activity code in the "050" series (see B. (17) (b) of Exhibit 400-3 
of IRM 9570, Case Management and Time Reporting System Handbook). The 
statistical record on each narcotics case should immediately be reviewed by the 
district and updated, as necessary, to ensure the record is accurate with respect to 
the illegal activity code. 

Some manual reporting will be required to augment the data from the automated 
reporting system. Accordingly, each Chief, Intelligence Divi~ion will submit a 
month-end Project report, through the District Director, to the Art C (Intelligence) 
for consolidntion and submission to the Director, Intelligence Division (Attention: 
CP:I:O). The report is to be submitted to reach the National Office by the 20th 
day of the subsequent month. The initial report will be prepared as of September 
20, 1976. Negative reports are required. The month-end reports (Report Symbol 
NO-CP:I-60) will eontain the following information: 

(a) a brief summary of noteworthy Project activities during the month, including 
action on cases of significance j and 

(b) in the initial report, a separate attachment listing all cases included in the 
Project as of September 30, 1976. The subsequent monthly reports will contain a 
separate attachment listing cases placed into the Project since the prior rep0rt .. 
The list will include the following information: 

1. Taxpayer's name. 
2. Taxpayer's address. 
3. Years under investigation. 
4. Case number. 
5. Whether or not disclosure has already been granted. 

Information from the above lists will be transmitted by the National Office to 
the Department of Justice, in accordance with their request, to enable Justice to 
request disclosure for the Narcotic and Dangerous Drug Section of the Criminal 
Division and for the appropriate U.S. Attorney. 

The above instructions will be reissued in the Internal Revenue Manual in 
accordance with IRM 1254. 

W. E. WILLIAMS. 

81-443-77--4 
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OCTOD-ER 15, 1976. 

ASSIST.\NT REGIONAL CO~!MISSIONERS (AUDIT), DISTRICT DIRECTORS, ApPEL­
LATE BRANCH OFFICBS, REGIONAL COMMISSIONERS, ASSISTANT REGIONAL 
COMMISSIONERS (ApPf;LLATE), DIRECTOR OF INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS, 
SBRVICE CENTER DIRECTORS, AND DIRECTOR, IRS DATA CENTBR OF THE 
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 

Per the teletype dated August 6, 1976, addressed to all Regional Commissioners 
!l.nd District Directors, audit divisions were instructed to identify all income 
tax returns having an illegal nl1rcotics feature by assigning special source code 16. 

These instructions provide for updating the aims data base for all illegal nar­
cotic" returns curreni;ly in audit and appellate inventories and for returns sub­
>,cquently identified. as having illegal narcotics features. In addition to the Rpecial 
;;ouree code, the following special project codes have been assigned to further 
identify these returns. 

Description Special Project 
DEA Class I-Termination ________________________________________ _ 
DEA Class I-Jeopardy ___________________________________________ _ 
DEA Class I-Other ______________________________________________ _ 
N on-DEA-Termination __________________________________________ _ 

~ ~~=E~1 betlFe~~~~= ==== == = == = ======= === = = = == = ===== = ===== == = ===== 

Cociea 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Thi" is to enable audit and appellate divisions to monitor and report program 
re;;ults. 

Th(' narcotic;; feature of a case will control its designation for purposeg of re­
porting result;;, inventory, and time. Thutl, a case with dual features, e.g., narcotic$ 
and strike force, will be designated as a narcotics case. 

For returns currently in inventory, effective immediately, audit and appellate 
managers will: 

(1) Prepare a form 6340 (A11dit Correction Request) for each identified return 
in their area as follows: 

(a) Attach audit Label in item 1. 
(b) Enter 16 in item 26. 
(c) Enter 81-in the shaded area to the right gf preprinted item 80 (it is 

mandatory to enter the dash (-» following 81. 
(d) Enter the appropriate one digit special project code following the dash 

in item 81. 
(e) Sign and enter their audit organization code or appellate office code 

in item 90. 
(2) Forward the forms to the terminal serving their functional area. 
(3) ARsociatt' and retuin the form 3349 with the case :file when the form 5349 is 

rcturned by the terminal operator. 
The terminal operator will proeeRS the form 5349 in the normal manner. The 

tprminal will accept the item number 81 input even though thi~ item is not pre­
printpd on the form 5349. 

On an ongoing basis, the above procedures will be followed by audit and al1pel­
late managers immediately when a return in their area is identified as having an 
illegaillarcotics feature. 

For SUbsequent changes to the special project code, follow the same processing 
procedure above, entering 81- in the shaded area to the right of the preprinted 
80- and the new special project code. 

Audit divi;;ion will continue to submit the interim manual reports for drug 
trafficker casps required per teletype dated August 17, 1976, to all Regional 
Commissiom·rs and all District Directors until notified by the national office that 
thp automated Rystem is fully implemented. 

Bpginning with the October report, appellate divi~ion monthly report con­
f('rpc:;' manhours (report symbol NO-CP:AP-6), submitted on form 2289, appel­
lnte offices should include the following data: 

DEA class I Non·DEA 

1 Number of \'Iork units in inVentory-End of month ___________________________________________________________ _ 
(a) Tax years within work units._. __ • __________________________________________________________________ _ 

2 Total hours expended on work units this month (open and closed) _____________________________________ • _______ _ 
3 Number of work units closed this monlh ______ • _____________________________________________________________ _ 
" Cumulative hours expended on work units closed this month __________________________________________________ _ 

.. 

.. 

...... 

• 

• 
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If an appellate office has a ncgative report for the month, this should be indi­
cated on the Form 2280. 

The above procedures will be incorporated in the IRM as soon as possible. 
JOHN L. WEDICK, Jr., 

Director, Audit Division. 
H. S. ROSFELD, 

Acting Dil'ecloT, Appellate Division. 

NOVEMBER 6, 1976. 

ALL ARC's (INTELLIGENCE) .\ND ALL DISTRICT DIRECTORS OF THE INTERNAL 
REVENUE SERVICE 

HIGH~LEVEL DReG LEADERS T.\X ENFORCEMENT PROJECT 

In my memorandum of August 4, 1976, you were advised that the final instruc­
tionR on the above project would I'l'quire the Chief, Intelligence Diviidon to 
notify the Direetor, Intelligence Division of any DEA class I information item 
that is not selected for intelligence investigation. It has become necessary to 
request the submission of those reports now, rather than await the issuance of 
the implementing manual supplement. In addition, procedures are provided for 
a,,~ociating a copy of the report with the related DEA class I information item. 

Each DEA class I information itt'm already evaluatrd as lacking intelligence 
pot€'ntial and each DEA class I information item evaluated in the future as 
lacking intelligence potential, will be the subjeet of a separate clmdng report from 
the Chi€'f, Intelligence Division to the Director, Intelligence Division. This 
evaluation would not be finalized until all authorized information gathering is 
completed. 

The report will be in memorandum form, will provide sufficient data to explain 
why the individual was not ~€'lected for intellig(>nce inve~tjgation, and will indi~ 
cate what disposition wa~ made of the DEA class I information item. 

The original,; Gf the clo~ing reports on DEA olat's I information items evaluated 
through October 31, 1976 a8 lacking intelligence potential wiiI be submitted by 
the Chief, Intelligence Division to the ARC (Intelligence). The ARC (Intelli­
gence) will prepare a summary-type report explaining the major reasons for non~ 
selection and will transmit the report, along ~ith the original of each of the closing 
reports, so as to reach the Director, Intelligence Division (attention: CP;I:O) 
b~' November 22, 1976. 

For subsequent periods, the Chief, Intelligence Divi1:ion will submit the orig­
inals of the closing reports for the month to the ARC (Int€'lligellce) at the end 
of the month. The ARC's summary-type report, aecompanied by the originals 
of the closing reports, ,,,ill be submitted to reach the Director, Intelligence Divi­
sion (attention: CP:I:O) by th€' twentieth day of the subsequent month. 

The Chief, Intelligencr Division will attach a copy of the closing report described 
above to the DEA cla!:'" I infor~ation itrm when it is referred to the di"trict audit 
or collection function, for retention in the audit or collection case fill', or when it 
is closed to file. Copie" of the clo!:'il1g re.ports relating to DEA class I information 
items referred to the district audit or eollection function or cIo8ed to file prior to 
thc issuancr of this tel€'grum will be tmn8mitted by the Chief, Intrlligence Divi­
sion to the appropriate function for association with the relatcd information itrm . 

Thel>e instructions "ill be reissued in the Internal Revenue Manual in accord­
unee with IRM 1254. 

THOM.\s J. Cr,ANCY, 
Dinclor, Intelligence Divi8ion. 

AUDIT AND INVESTIGATION 

P-4-86-APPROVED JUNE 17, 1068 

Rewards determined by value of informaUon furnished.-C!aimB for rewarrl (Form 
211) will he paid commen!'urate with the value of thf' information furnil'hed 
vohmtarily and upon thl:' informant's own initiative with l'(>l'pect to taxes, finc!>, 
(mel jJenalticf' (but not interest) collected. The amount of reward will be deter­
mined as follows: 
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(1) for specific and responf'ible information which caused the investigation 
and resulted in the recovery, the rew;' 1 shall be 10 percent of the first 
$75,000 recovered, 5 percent of the nexti,OOO and 1 percent of any addi­
tional recovery, with the total reward not exceeding S:!i0,000; 

(2) fur information which caused the examination and which was of value 
in the determination of tax liabilities, although not sppcific, and for informa­
tion which was a direct factor in the recovery, th3 reward shall be 5 percent of 
the first $75,000 recovered, 2H percent of the next $25,000 and % percpnt 
of any additional recovery, with the total reward not exceeding $50,000; 

(3) for information that caused the investigation but which was of no 
value in the detprmination of the tax liability, the rewards shall be onc per­
cent of the first $75,000 recovered and % pprcent of any additional recovery, 
with the total reward not exceeding $50,000. 

Combination of reward rates may apply in certain cases.-If the recovery is 
attributable to information within two or more of the above categories, the 
respective rates of reward shall be applied-as for example where the examination 
discloses additional taxes based on adjustments some of which are and some of 
which are not related to the subject matter of the inform:ttion supplied, or where 
the examination proceeds to other taxp:tyers not indic:ttecl by the informant. 

No reward paid if less than $:35.-No rpward will be paid if the recovery was so­
small as to call for payment of less than $25.00 under the ubove formula. 

Grounds fOl' rejecting claims.-Claims for reward will be rejected for the foHow­
ing reasons: 

(1) information furnished by informant was of no value; 
(2) information furnished by informant was already known to the Service 

or available in accessible public records; 
(3) where payment of a reward would be inappropriate, for example, 

when the informant participated in the evasion scheme or prepared the return 
for the taxpayer with the knowledge that taxes were being evaded; 

(4) informant obtained, or furnished, the information while a Department 
of the Treasury employee; 

(5) informant obtained the information as part of his/her official duties 
as an employee of any other Federal agency; 

(6) informant obtained or furnished the information while a State officer 
or member of a State body or commission having access to Federal returns, 
copies or abstracts; 

(7) payment would be contrary to State or loca,llaw. 

p-4-87-APPROVED FEBRUARY 6, 1961 

Taxpayers to be notified of assessments under bankruptcy provisions.-Appropriate' 
letters advising the taxpayer of the assessment of tax liability under the bankruptcy 
provisions of the Internal Revenue Code will be issued by District Directors in 
all such cases on all open years where deficiencies have been determined and no 
assessments made, including cases in the gO-day status; and cases before any 
regional Appellate Division, including cases docketed oy the United States 
Tn.'C Court. 

Conferences m!Ly be granted bankrupts, but only on determination of tax.--If the 
taxpayer protests the dej;prmination set forth in the letter referred to above, and 
requests a conference, such conference will be held in the office of the District 
Director solely for the purpose of determining the correct tax liability and will ""-
relate to all open years as to which protest has been made unless the case is under 
consideration by the reg:vnal Appellate Division. Only one conference will be held 
unless it develops that additional information can be furnished which has a 
material bearing upon the tax liability, in which case the conference may be 
continued at a later clate. 

P-4-88-A'PPROVED SEPTEMBER 28, 1976 

J eopm'dy assessments to be ~Ised sparingly and assessment to be 1'easonable in 
amtiunt.-Jeopardy assessments should be used sparingly and care should be taken 
to avoid excessive and unreasonable assessments. They should be limited to 
amounts which reasonably can be expected to protect the Government. Each 
jeopard~T assessment must rC'ceive the personal approval of the District Director, 
or the Director of International Operations. (Policy statement P-4-84, concerning 
evaluation of the overall interests of enforcement of the law where both criminal. 
and civil aspects of cases are involved, will be followed.) 
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Conditio7ls under which jeopardy assessments may be made.-A jeopardy assess­
ment will not be made by the Service without the existence of at least one of the 
three following conditions: 

(1) The taxpayer is or appears to be designing quickly to depart from the 
United States or' to conceal himself/herself. 

(2) The taxpayer is or appear;; to be de"igninl!; quickly to place his/her or 
its property beyond the reach of the Governm, 'nt either by removing it from 
the United States, by concealing it, by transferring it to other persollS. or 
by dissipating it. 

(3) The taxpayer's financial solvency is or appears to be imperiled. (This 
does not include cases where the taxpayer becomes insolvent by virtue of the 
accrual of the proposed assessment of tax, penalty and intel'e~t.) 

Prior National Ojfice noNfication required in certaill c!lse.;.-Notwithstanding the 
exi~tence of one or more of the above-cited conditions, in any case which might 
cause serious inconvenience to the general public, a jeopardy assessment ~hould 
not be made without prior notification of the appropriate Division Director in the 
N ntional Office having functionall'upervil'ion o\'£'r the initiating function in dis­
trict offices. Example" of sueh CaRei' include banks, newspapers, insurance com­
p!lIlief', hospitals, and public utility companies. 

Taxpayer's request for reconsideratioll of jeopardy asscsmlcl1t action will be 
expedited.-A taxpayer's written requE'st f,'r reeon:;ideration of the DirE'ctor's 
decision that collection of the tax was in jeopardy, or that thE' amount of the 
a~",p"sm('nt was pxce~~ive, will be considered immediately. 

Arlmil!1'stratil'8 re/lieU's will be proridecl.-1:pon 'w>citten rE'quE'~t, a taxpayE'r will 
be provided an administrative review by the person rpsponf'ible for the District 
Conference function or Regional A.ppellate Divbion. If 11 case is unagreed after 
Dbtrict Conference, a tnxpaYE'r may request a regional Appellate conference in 
ca"p,~ under its jurj,'diction. In either E'vpnt, the rE'vipw will he conducted expe­
ditiously. Action to abate all or a part of the tax or to b;-:ue a statutory notice of 
of defiCiency, if necessary, "ill be initiated hy the function responsible for the 
final determination. 

Jcopf'.rdy asscs,m!entJ illl'olvil1g alcohol, iob(TCCO and firearms taxes.-Jeopardy 
a""e"'Hnents involving nlC'ohol, tobacen and firt'armR taxps are procC'ssed by service 
c('nters \~hen requested by a regional director of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms. 

P-4-8I1--APPROVf;n S};PTr:lIIm;R 28, 1976 

Termination of taxable period to be uscd sparingly and assessmellt to be reasor/able 
ill antoulIl.-Termination of taxable period and al'S('~SIllent should be used 
sparingly and care should he tali:C'n to avoid e:,cessive and unreasonable assess­
ments. They should be limited to amounts which reasonably can be expected to 
equal the ultimate tax liability for the terminated period. Each termination of 
t:txable period and assessment must receive the personal approval of the District 
Director or the Director of International Operations. (Policy statement P-·1-84, 
concerning evaluation of the overall intere;;t~ of enforcement of the law where 
both criminal and civil aspects of cus€'I' are inyolved, will be followed.) 

Conditions under which termination of taxable period and asscssment may be 
l/Iade.-A termination of taxable period and a"Sl'ssment will not be made without 
the exi:-tpnce of at least one of the three following conditions: 

(1) The taxpayer is or appears to bl' de~igning quickly to depart from the 
"United States or to conceal himself/herself. 

(2) The taxpayer is or appear':! to be designing quickly to place his/her or 
its propert~T beyond the reach of the GovE'rnment either by removing it from 
the United States, or by concealing it, or by transferring it to other persons, 
or by disBipating it. 

(3) The taxpayer's financial solvency is or appears to be imperiled. (This 
does not include cases where the taxpayer hE'comes insolvent by virtue of 
the accrual of the proposed assessment of tax, and penalty, if any.) 

Taxpayer's request for reconsideration of terminaUOH asseSI>'1nent action will be 
expedited.-A taxpnyer's ,witten requ(>st for reconsideration of the Director's 
decision that ter!l:tination of the taxable period was necessary because collection 
.of the tux was in jeopardy 01' that the amount of the assessment was excessive, 
,rill be considered immediately. 

AdmiMstrative reviews will be pl'ovided.-Upon a written request, a taxpayer 
will be provided an administrative review by the person responsible for District 
ConferencE' or Regional ApPl'llnte Division. If a case is unagreed after a District 
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Conference, a taxpayer may request a regional AppeaUate conference in cases 
under its jurisdiction. In either event, the review will be conducted expeditiously. 
Action to abate all or a part of the tax or to issue a statutory notice of deficiency, 
if necessary will be initiated by the function responsible for the final determination. 

1'-4.-9G-Al'l'ROVED FEBRUARY 2, 1961 

Convenience of the Government to determine where examination is made.-The 
convenience of the Government will be the principal consideration in the transfer 
of returns from one district to another for examination. As a general rulp, a deter­
mination of the place or places whpre the books and records of the taxpayer are 
located, or where the principal investigative work is to be performed, or where 
the major controversial issues can most conveniently be disposed of, will control 
the decisions of field officers in such matters. 

P-4-91-APl'ROVED APRIL 28, 1972 

Purpose of class l(fe system of depreciation (ADR).-The ba~ic purpose of the " 
Class Life Asset Depreciation H.ange (ADR) System is to provide a progressive 
and equitable system of tax depreciation for capital inveRtment while at the same 
time minimizing controversies involving deprt'ciation dt'ductiong. 

Class life system must be adopted in its totality.-The Service will assist tax­
payers in every reasonable manner in overcoming mechanical and procedural 
problems that they may have in adopting the claf's life system. The Service will 
not seE'k out or overempha~ize relatively minor problems in the application of the 
ruleR of the I:'ystem in order to invalidate "tW election and adoption of the system. 
At the same time, the Service must take a firm view of the totality of the SYf'tem 
as enacted and authorized by Congress to ensure that the baHic concepts of the 
f'ystem are adhered to through substantial compliance with all of the requirements 
for accounting find r('cord keeping of the f'yf'tem. Taxpayers must follow all 
requirements of the It<'g11Iations applicable to an election to use the class life 
system for a taxable year, and may not manipulate the system by using some 
of its parts, such as asset guideline period8 or repair nllowances, without accepting 
the consequences of such othpr parts of the f'Yf'tem as the pre.:'cribed rule~ for 
retirement accounting, computation of allowable depreciation, recognition of 
gain or IOSR, and record kl~eping and reporting requirements. 

Alternative oj class l(fe si/stem.-Taxpnyers who do not elect the clnss life f'ystem 
must determine and justify the useful lives and salvage values of their deprecinb!(l 
property on an a"~et (or aSRet account) ba~is without reference to the class life 
system of deprC'cintion or any of it, parts. 

Compliance with infomzation rep'.'I'lillg requiremel1ts is essenlz'al.-Taxpayer:<' 
compliance with the data filing reqmrements is required so that the Service will 
be able to monitor, update, and improve the sy~tem. 

Question 2. IRS hm, bsued quarterly reports on the NTTP program ever l'ince 
its inception in 1971. I would nppreciate it if you could send the Committee a 
complete set of the reports and if there are any gaps in the reporting system, 
please explain the reason. Furthermore, since the Rigning of the Memo of Under­
standing with the Attorney General and the Secretary of the Treasury and the 
establishment in your words of the High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement 
Program, what reporting f'ystem hns been e"tablished? Can you "end a. copy of 
any reports on the activities under this program since its inception? 

Response. From the inception of our Nnrcotics Traffickers Project (NTP) 
until August 1973, we submitted monthly progress rcports to the Treasury 
Department. The Internal Revenue Service assumed full responsibility for A'-

administering the NTP in August 1973, at which. time we discontinued monthly 
reports to Treasury. 

We again initiated our Treasury reporting with the submission of a report 
covering the quarter ending March 31, 1974. Thereafter, we submitted a report 
for fiflcal year 1974 and one covering the period July 1974 through March 1U75. 
No other reports were submitted from this period until July 1, 1975 when our 
efforts to deal with tax evasion by narcotics traffickers were made a part of our 
regular anti-fraud programs. Copies of the above-mentioned reports are attached-. 

Since the inception of the High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Project, 
we have been reporting monthly to the Deputy Secretary of the Treasury George­
Dixon. Attached are copies of the five reports submitted thus far. 

j 
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AUGUST 17,1971. 
To: Director, Office of Law Enforcement. 
From: Acting Assistant Commissioner (Compliance) Internal Revenue Service. 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigation of Narcotics Traffickers-

Progress Report. 
In accordance with the request of Acting Secretary Charles E. Walker dated 

July 7, 1971, we are submitting the following report of our progress in implement­
ing the above program. 

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 

Procedures have been developed to expedite the investigation and processing of 
cases, to enable us to track the progress of all cases selected for inve::;tigation, and 
to provide U8 with certain stati::ltical information reflecting the overall progre>ss 
being made toward achieving our objectives. Copies of field instructions will be 
submitted to your office at an early date. 

MANPOWER SELECTION AND ASSIGNMENT 

One-hundred-six Intelligence Division Special Agents, one-hundred-six Audit 
Division Revenue Agent::;, ancl nine Group Supervisors from euch function htwe 
been identified and assigned to the project to date. They are highly experirncf'e! 
agents who are performing at or above journeymen level. The majority of them 
have experience in connecting racketeer investigations. 1Vfany of thE'm haVe> con­
side>rable expertise in determining unreported income through the u,:e of infHrect 
mE'thods (net worth and bank deposit computation!') ; a technique that will proh­
ably be required in a majority of the cases since most narcotics traffickers do not 
maintain accounting record". 

The assignment of the initial group of agentfl was bused upon a revi!'w of all 
cases involving allegcd narcotics traffickers presently und!'r investigation or 
examination by the Internal Revenue Service Intelligf'ncc llnd Audit Divi~iun~: a 
review of the number of middle and upper-echelon traffickers furnillhpd by tl1l' 
Bureau of Customs and the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangprous Drugs; and It 

review of the combined intelligence of Cu~toms, I.R,S, and B.N.D,D, regarding 
concentrations of illegal narcotics activities. 

Hiring authority for additional clerical personnel to support technical personnel 
assigned to the program hall been authorized. Recruitment activity is also und('r­
way to hire 200 agents in the Audit ane! Intelligence Divisions to restore the 
gcnera1 program. 

Staffing has been provided in the National Offices of the Intelligence and Audit 
Divisions for implementation of the program, 

TRAINING Ol' ASSIGNED PERSONNEL 

A curriculum has been developed in cooperation with TrraQ ury'11 Consolidated 
FE'deral Law Enforcement Truining Center, the Bureuu of Cu..~toms, and the 
Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs for orientation of Internal Revenue 
Service Intelligence and Audit Division personnel. The orientation will be pre­
sented by Customs, B.N,D.D. and I.R,S, personnel and will include discussions 
by representatives of the Intclligence and Audit Divisions rl'garcling techniqul's 
used in on-going investigations in the Service which are directed at narcotics 
traffickers. 

Three three-day sessions have been schE'duled to be conducted at the Trcmmry 
Law Enforccment School. The first session was hf'ld August 10 through 12 ane! 
two additional sessions are scheduled for August 24 through 26 and Septembt'r S 
through 10. The first two sessions are (lesignecl to provide orientation for 212 
special agents and revenue agents together with 18 Hupervisol's assigned to the 
project, The third session will provide orientation primarily for all affected Dis­
trict Division Chiefs, 

Similar orientation sessions will be held as additional personnel are assigned to 
theprogmm. 

TARGET SCLECTION 

A review of all cases in Intelligence and Audit Division inventories disclosed 
that we are currently directing our attention to approximately 490 subjects who 
are alleged to be involved in narcotics trafficking in some manner. The names of 
these subjects will be submitted, together with information concerning their 
alleged involvement in narcotics trafficking, to the Target Selection Committee. 
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We have received a lhlt of 88 middle and upper-echelon traffickers from the 
Bureau of Customs on which we are assembling information from the files of our 
field offices. We are also obtainiI1g income tax returns for use in evaluating these 
subjects as possible targets. 

Dossiers are being prepared on all the above-mentioned subjects setting forth 
our overall intelligence concerning their narcotics trafficking activities and an 
initial evaluation of their tax potential. These dossiers '\\ ill be presented, when 
completed, to the Target Selection Committee. 

OPERATIONAL ,'.CTIVITIES 

During the implementation period of the program, we are continuing the exist­
ing Intelligence and Audit investigations of narcotics traflickC'r case,; presently in 
inventory. Threc-hundred-forty of the four-hundred-llinety subject:,; mentioned 
in the section of this report dealing with Target Selection are pre~l'ntly unrkr 
invel'tigation by the Intelligence Division. We have determinecl, at thi" time, that 
approximatdy 50 of these ca:W8 have significtlIlt prosecution potl'Iltinl. 

Approximatdy 140 of the above Intdligence and Audit cases are Strike Force 
tttrget:3. 

LEON C. GmmN, 
Acting Assistant Commis::iollcr (Compliance). 

SEPTm,lBlm 15, 1971. 
To: Director, Office of Law Enforcement. 
From: Acting Assit\tant Commissioner (Compliance), Internal Revpnu(' Service. 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigation of Narcotics Traffickers-

Progress Report. 
The following is our monthly report of progress in the captioned program. 

ADMINISTRATION 

An Internal Revenue Service ~lanual Supplement implementing the Narcotics 
ProjPct was approved and issued August 31, 1971. OthH i::<suu11ces containing 
f'pl'l'ific guidelineR for Audit and Intelligence lWrtmnnel as~igned to thl' Project 
have been fOl'wardl'd to your office for review. Special reporting requirements for 
the Project will be issued separately. 

MANPOWER 

The' Intelligpncl' Division has selected 106 Spl'cial Agents and 10 snpervi1;ors 
while the Audit Division hal' selected 108 Revenue Agents and 9 BuperviRors for 
Il~:-;ignment to thiR Project. All have attended three-day orientation ses:::ion::: at 
tIll' Tn'asury IAl,w Enforcl'ment School conducted jointly by the Internal Revenue 
14ervil'c, the Bureau of Customs, and the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous 
DrugI'. VI' earl' now in the proce>iS of setting up quarters for these agents in the 
I11tpl'l1ltl Hevenue Districts coneprned. In the meantime, the agl'ntR are engaged 
in gutlH'ring hack ground information on prospective targets and performing other 
tasks directpd to making the Project fully o]wrational as soon as possible. 

As f'tated in our last report, hiring authority for clerical personnel to support 
tl'chnical p('J'~omlel assignl'd to the Project was issued. Authority was aL~o iSBued 
to hire technical personnl'l to rl'plac(' those assigned to the Project. However, 
before the additional hirl's were accomplishl'd the Internal Revenue Service's 
temporary hiring fr(>eze was issued. During the brief period in which the hiring 
authorities w(>re in effect 12 agents and :l clerks were hired. Tho additional re­
cruiting will be continued as soon as current rl'strictions are rescinded. 

T.iROET SgLECTION 

DossiE'rs Wl're preparE'd and submitted to the Target Selection CommitteE' on 
132 cases from prpsent Internal Revenue inventories and on an additional 88 
sUhjPcts identified by the BW'eau of Customs as middle- and upper-echelon 
narcotics traffickers. 

I .: 
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At a meeting of the Committee on AUgust 31, 1971, 54 targets were selected 
for inclusion in the Project. All information relating to these subjects was a~sem­
bled and the appropriate Chiefs, Audit and Intelligence DivisionEl, were advisrd 
Uti September 9, 1971, that these cases were to be a part of the Narcotics Project 
and investigated in accordance with establiElhed procedures. One of the selected 
targets was for Audit examination only. Twenty-nine of these targets werc selected 
from prE'sent I.R.S. inventories. 

The Committee rejected 14 potential subjects for various reasons and withheld 
final decision on 22 others to await the assE'mbling of further information 01· 
because the subjects were already Strike Force targets plior to the President's 
announcement or the Narcotics Project on JunE' 17, 1971. Decision on the Strike 
Force cases will be made at a later date. Approximately 130 possible subjects are 
presently being considered by the Committee. 

We anticipate that the Committpe will splect in excE'SS of 75 additional subjrcts 
in thE' VNY near future. The additionHl ~ubjects will, in all probability, result in 
the pstablishing of case inventorips in all of the I.R.S. districts involved in the 
Project. 

Dossiprs arp in the proceRS of bPing prppared on approximately 300 subjects 
identified by the Bureau of NarcoticH and Dangprous Drugs. Data furniRhed by 
B.N.D.D. covering these subjects was forwarded to various I.R.S. district!" on 
Septemlwr 10, 1971, to obtain additional information to assist the Target :::lelec­
tion Committee in making their sl'lections. 

OPERATIONS 

The manual supplpments ppnding review contain instructions for the cIMing of 
invpstiglltioIlS (trter it has been dptprminpd the!'p i~ llO criminal potential. It is 
anticipated thnt the inventory of cases will be built up to approximately 400 and 
maintained at that 1('\"('1 through thl! identification and sl'Ipction of Ilew targets. 

At present, our invpntory is 53 joint investigations and one independent audit. 
LEON C. GHEEN, 

Acting Assistant C01mmssioller (Compliance). 

OCTOBER 18, 1971. 
To: Director, Offiee of Law Enforcement 
From: As.;j,.;tant Commi~~ionl'r (Compliance) 
Subject: Prf'sidential Program for Tax Investigations of Narcotics Traffickers­

Progress Report 
Following is our monthly report of progrel'S in the subject program. 

ADMINISTRATION 

The guidelines for Intelligence and Audit personnel assigned to this projPct arC' 
being revised to include suggl'stion:< made by your office. The revised guidl'lims 
will be resubmitted to you for final comment before being distributed to the field. 

Chief Counsel is preparing guidelines for Regional Counsel which will Htrp,,~ the 
need for expeditious review of Narcotics Project investigatiye reports and more 
active participation by Rl'gional Counsel while the case is in the investigator~r 
stage. Similar guidelines will alf;o be issued to Regional Appellate stuffs to H8;':ure 
that top priority wiJ1 be given to civil mlpects of the project aH well as criminul 
aspects. 

TARGET SELECTION-MANPOWER 

As of October 1, 1971, II total of 145 joint illve~tigationfl und 12 independent 
audits had been selected. Internal Revenue Service suggested 47 of these, Custom~ 
suggested 63 and 47 were suggested by BNDD. These cases, plus targets which 
will be selected in early October, will provide inventories for most of the agent,; 
assigned to the project. Although very little ::.hifting of personnel has been re­
quired up to thi":: time, we do anticipate problemR in large metropolitan areas such 
as New York City and Miami, where there is ulrludy II flhortage of experiencrd 
llgeuts. A continuation of the present trend in target selection may necessitate 
shifting personnel into those areas or closing out iIlYestigations now being con­
ducted as part of the Strike Force Program and using t10lle agents in the N urcotics 
Project. We will keep you adviscd of developments in this area. 
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OPERATIONS 

During this period the Director, Intelligence Division, and the Assistant Di­
r('ctor, Audit Division, addressed the District Directors of our Mid-Atlantic 
negion relative to the high priority being placed on this project. At the same time, 
the Assistant Director of the Intelligence Division and the Project Managers of 
the Intelligence and Audit Divisions addressed the Intelligence Division Chiefs 
of our North-Atlantic Region on the same subject. Ttese meetings included top 
management from New York City, Philadelphia, Baltimore, Pittsburgh, Boston, 
Buffalo and Newark. Similar meetings or visits will be made to aU cities where 
the narcotics problem is acute. 

The Chiefs of the Intelligence and Audit Divisions in districts where sub~tantial 
Project workloads have been identified will meet in \Vushington for the purpo~e 
of assisting in the development of plans designed to assure the most expeditious 
completion of Narcotics Project investigations. . 

Attached is a schedule f'howing the geographic diHtribution of those Narcotics 
Project cases that have been Helected, together with the posts of duty of the special 
ugents and revenue agents thus far a,;signed to the Project. Approximately 200 
udditional names are now pending in the Target Selection Committee or scheduled 
to be presented to the Committee after additional background information is 
obtained by field p('rsonnel. Agents at posts of duty w~c.~e the workload has not 
reached optimum proportion" are being utilized to ,(>{, "'e this additional back­
ground information. 

LEON C. GREEN, 
Acti1lg Assistant Commissioner (Compliance). 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED TARGETS 

Revenue Special 
agents agents Examinations Investigations 

North Atlantic region________________________________ 24 26 1 60 
Boston, r~ass___________________________________ 2 2 ______________ 1 

~~~1i~nN.~~~~~~::::~_~:::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~ ____________ ~_ 1~ 
Mid-~~~~ti~t~~gi~n~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: U ti :::::::::::::: 3~ 

Baltimore, Md., and District of Columbia___________ 4 4 ______________ 4 
Newark, N.L___________________________________ 5 5 ______________ 4 

South~!~1dr~~~~:~~-~: :~:~~~~~ ~~~~ ~~ ~~:::::~~: :~:~~~ 1~ 1~ -------- ----3- ---- --------22 
Atlanta, Ga_____________________________________ 5 4 ______________ 1 
Columbia, S.C_ _ ______ __ __ ________ __ __ __ ______ ________ ____ __ __ 1 ___________________________ _ 
Greensboro, N.C _________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Jacksonville, Fla________________________________ 10 10 3 20 
Nashville, Tenn_________________________________ 1 1 ___________________________ _ 

Central region______________________________________ 11 11 ______________ 7 
Cleveland, Ohio _____ ____ _ _ ____ __ ____ __ __ __ __ ____ 2 2 ___________________________ _ 

. PneJr~~~p~lfs~-ln(c:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: f f :::::::::::::: ~ 
Midwest reglon_____________________________________ 13 13 3 8 

""'i~I~l~1c.~~~l~~~;;;~i~;~~~~~~~~~;;; '! ---------t:~~~~~~~~l:::=::::j 
Western region_____________________________________ 18 18 5 21 Honolulu, H~wali.___ __ __ __ __ __ _ _ _ _ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ______ __ ____ ____ __ __ __ _ _ __ ______ __ __ __ 2 

Los Angeles, Cali!.._____________________________ 8 8 5 10 

~~I~e~!~e A~ilti.-ii tali::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ____________ ~ _____________ ~_:: :::::::::::: t 
San Francisco, CaIiL____________________________ 8 8 ______________ 7 

Total, United States __________________________ _ 106 108 12 145 

NOVEMBER 8, 1971. 
To: Director, Office of Law Enforcement. 
From: Acting Assistant Commissioner (Compliance) Internal Revenue Service. 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigation of Narcotics Traffickers 

Progress Report. . 
Following is our monthly report of progress in the subject program: 

., 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

55 

ADMINISTRATION 

The guidelines for Intelligence personnel assigned to this project have heen 
approved and are now being printed and diRtributed to our field offices. The 
guidelines for Audit personnel have been unofficially cleared with all interested 
officials and will be forwarded for final clearance immediately. Chief Counsel will 
then issue guidelines to Regional Counsel which will incorporate their activity 
with the activities of the Audit and Intelligence Divisions. Similarly, the Appellate 
and Collection Divisions will follow up with guidelines to coincide their activities 
with the overall project goals. 

TARGET SELECTION-MANPOWER 

The Target Selection Committee met on October 7th and 27th, on which dates 
32 (mel 21 targets were selected, re~pectively. During the month of November the 
Committee will complete its con8ideration of all of the targets initially suggested 
by the three agellcies participating in the project. The completion of these con­
siderations will provide us with a more definite idea of where we should concentrate 
the manpower to be expended. A geographical spread of the targets selected as of 
Noyember 1, 1971, together with manpower assigned, is attached. 

Our experience to date indicates a need for revision of our original manpower 
projection. Accordingly, we arc analyzing the needs in all di8tricts and will with­
draw manpower requirements where anticipated targets did not materialize and 
will reallocate those requirements to the districts where there is a greater inventory 
of cases. The reallocations will be completed and included in our ncxt report . 

..\.<; you know, we have had several conferences with Treasury and Office of 
l\Iu!!agement and Budget officials relative to the Prrrormunce IVleaflurement 
Sy"tnn and are in the process of designing a system to meu,,"ure the effectiveness of 
thi,; project. Nece~surily, becau<;e of the lack of historical data in these types of 
ca~e~, we have had to rely on data compilecl on the ov('rull racketeer-type cases 
in projecting accomplishments. The projections, although not clearly defined at 
thi . .; time, predict a higher rate of succesi' in both the civil and criminal areas, in 
udrlition to a lower manpower expenditure, than was accomplished in our prior 
racketeer programs. The~e predictions are based, primarily, on the premise that 
lower inventorieH per agent will allow the agents to concentrate their energies 
on specific targl~t<;. Thh;, coupled with the instructions which have been issued to 
agr'nts urging withdrawal from cages with limited potential at the earliest date 
po,,~ible and the increased assi~tance of Chief Counsel and the ~rtlX Division of the 
Dppartment of Justice in grand jury and othpr legal action", will, we believe, create 
a momentum which ha,; not been achieved in prior programs. 

OPF.RATIONS 

Conferences were held in our National Office on November 4th anrl 5th, 1971, 
relative to narcotics investigations being conducted in Miami and Los Angeles, 
respectively. These conferences, which were attended by district, regional and 
National Office representat·ives of the Audit and Intelligence Divisions, representa­
tive;; of the office of Chief Counsel, nlHI your office, covered an analysis of selected 
targets, progress made in the inve:-;tigation of tho~e targets and any existing or 
anticipated technical, legal or manpower problems. 

Both of the above districts havEo> adopted the team approach in efforts to obtain 
prosecutions of significant traffickers in the shortest time possible. 

Los Angeles has identified an organizn.tion which, in addition to dealing in 
multi-kilo quantities of heroin, cocaine, and marijuana, is engaged in a variety 
of illegal acts such as gambling, prostitution and credit card frauds. The organiza­
tion has apparently also invested the profits from illicit enterprises in legal enter­
prises, such as shoe stores, clothing stores, night clubs and real estate. The district 
is attempting to identify the assets of the entire organization. It will then attempt 
to segregate the leaders' shares of the assets and thuf;: prove unreported i.'1.come on 
the net worth basis. 

The Miami organization appears to be morc fragmented than in Los Allgeles, 
but is concentrated in the Latin American popUlation of that city. The targets 
on which the team approach is being applied were selected because they appeared 
to be the most promising of the targets assigned. This approach, we believe, has 
two advantages as it will provide us with several quick prosecutions and will also 
enable the assigned agents to penetrate the system and more clearly define the 
'organizational structure now being utilized by the traffickers. The team approach 
will then be applied to the most significant traffickers in the city. 
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On November 8, 1971, our ::\Ianhattan District reported the first indictment to' 
be rl'turned in this project. The taxpayer involved, Dominick J. :i\Iarcone, was 
indictl'd for failing to report a $190,000 bribe which hl' had received to quash a 
nmcotics charge which was then pending in the New York City courts. l\larcone, 
a bail bond~man who was closely involYl'd with numerous narcotics traffickers, 
was nlso indicted for conspiracy and e:-.:tortion. The case is being coordinated with 
Nt'w York City authorities. 

In the civil aren, statutory noticl's have nlready been issupd to ont' targrt in 
Florida involving npproxim:Ltely s('wn and one-half millions of dollms. Nonp of 
the deficil'neies are dirpctly rplated to narcot.ieR trafficking although tht' targl't is 
a known traffickpr nnd has ])t't'n mTpstpd with largp quantitief' of marijuana in his 
posspssion. The civil route was takl'n in this case becnu~e of thl' targl't'[, rl'cpnt 
conviction of murder. 

Lr-;ON C. GRImN, 
Acting Assistant Commissioner (Compliance). 

DEClmBlm 15, 1!l71. 
To: Dirl'ctor, Officp of Law Enf0rCpn1C'nt 
From: Acting Assistant Conllnb;;ioIlPr (Compliancp), Internal Rpyenm' SprvirC'. 
SubjPct: Rpsidpntial Program for Tax Inv('stigation of Narcotics Tra.l1ck.-'r;: 

ProgTPss Rl'port Novpmlwr. 
Following is our monthly report of progre8s in the subject program: 

AD:lIINISTRATION 

Proposed Audit guidl'linrs hnvl' bl'en aJlJlJ"OvPd by Y0ll!" officl'. We will now 
prr.pare and i8Rue guidl'linl's for Appellate and Chipf Coun::<pl. 

Several conrerences haye bl'en hPld with Trea;;ury nnd Office of Managl'l1lent and 
Budget offil'ial,; relative to the Pl'rformancl' :~l'Il'aRUreml'nt ~y"tem. Hugg{·"LjollR 
ofi'erl'd b~' tho~e officials are now bring incorporated into a final report which will 
be submittl'd to Commi:<;;ioner Walter;; for approval. Thl' l'Pj)ort should be sub­
mitted to the Office of ~Iuuagl'ment and Budget prior to thl' next rpporting datI'. 

TARGET SELECTION-MANPOWER 

The target Bell'etion Committee ha" now Relected two hundred and eightY-ReV{'n 
targets, two hundred and "ixty-four of whieh reprrsent joint investigations and 
twenty-thrl'e indpIlPndeut ,lUdits. One investigation has been closed due to con­
viction of the target by anothl'r agpncy. Proposed withdrawal", for lack of criminal 
potential, are now pendin;!; in the Target Selection Committl'e. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
In our October report we advised that we were analyzing our manpower pro­

jections as some imbalance" were apparl'nt bptwPl'n work load and our original 
estimates of manpower needs in the vnrious Internal Revenue Districts. \Ve have • 
determined thnt it is impractical to de~ignatl' manpower need" on a day-to-day 
basis from the N ntionnl level. Because it is "till relatively difficult to make an 
accurate projl'ction of each area'" needs, we have advised the district chiefs that, 
in the futurp, the identity of targets will be forwarded to them with instructions 
te, initiate immediate inyp"ti{l;ationfl or examinntions. In the e\"pnt manpower 
shortages exi;;t in the di;;trictH, they. will request our Regional offices for relil'f, 
with the National Office entering into the problem when Regional shortage::; 
n~~ ~ 

OPER.\TIONS 

An indit:tment has bepn returned in St. Loui!:, Missouri, charging Gregory 
Taylor with income tax fraud and filing false rpturns. Taylor has It lengthy crimi­
nal record including a narcotics conviction in 1!l57. Additional tax and penalties 
{or the years 1!l(j(j-19GS, inclut'ive, are in exc(':<s of $20,000. 

In Chicago, Illinois, during the initial interyiew of target Willie Mose Horton, 
it was diRclo~ed that the' taxpa:n'r wa~ in possession of fire'arms. As II orton has 
been convicted of n felony the' "pecial agent contacted the Alcohol, Tobaccll & 
FirearmR Division. Sl'arch warrants were then executpd and Horton was arre;;tpd. 
As Horton has a lengthy criminal record a 8ub"tantial sentence is anticipated. 
Mter sentcncing n deci::lionwill be made as to whether the tax investigation will 
CeJntinue. 

• 

• 

• 
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Our Baltimore Di<'trict haR submitted two prosecution recommendations and 
our Indianapoli.: District haH submitted one. All three of these cases are IlOW in the 
Tax Division, Department of Justice for review. . 

Name, district, and date to Tax Division: 
. . Alfonso B.. Turner, Baltimore: November 22, 1971. 

James Thomas Westcott, Baltimore: September 24, 1971.* 
Furman E. Miller, Indianapo1i:;: November 3, 1971. 

Seizures of money in connection with jeopardy asses'!ments and clo£,ing of tax 
years amount to approximately $530,000 us of this date. The seizure of this money 
for taxes stemmed from arrcflts and seizurell by local and Federal enforcement 
ngencies for narcotics violations within their jurisdiction. 

Conferences were held in our National Office with Brooklyn and Manhattan 
District officials, along with North-Atlantic Regional officials and our Austin 
District and Southwe::;t Regional officials. Nationnl Office visitations were made 
to Chic::~o and Detroit, and a regional chiefs meeting in Philadelphia was attended 
by the l~arcotics Project Managers and the Director, Intelligence Division. With 
the exception of DetrOit, all of these meetings were attended by the Director of 
Chief Counsel's Enforcement Division. In addition to discussions of actual targets 
at each of the confer<'llCe:l, a great deal of time was devoted to means of expediting 
the program. Counsel, in particular, emphasized the importance of involving our 
attorneys in legal problems as they occur, at> opposed to reviewing the:;e matter:; 
after the fact. 

A schedule showing the location of our selected targets is attached. 

Attachment. 

JOHN F. HANLON, 
Acting Assistant Commissioner (Compliance). 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED TARGETS 

Special 
agents 

Revenue 
agents Examinations Investigations 

Nort~i~tlantic region___________ ____________________ 24 26 1 6~ 

!~~i~n~~.~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~:~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ------------r ------------r ~~ ~~ ::~: ~~~:~~ 1~ 
Mid-~~~~~\l;~~i~~~~=::::::=:::::::::::: =::::::::::: -- ---------If -- ---------If :::::::: :::::= d 

Baltimore, Md., and District of COlumbia___________ 4 4 ______________ 6 

~~ifaaJ~(p~i~~Pa:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~ :::::::::::::: ~ 
Pittsburgh, Pa ---- -- -------- -- -- ---- ---- -- ---- ---- ------------ ---------------------------- 3~ Southeast region____________________________________ 16 16 3 

g;~~¥~~~f~:= =::::::=:=:::::::::::=:::::: :::::: :::: ::::~: ____________ !_ ::========== ==-------- -----~ Jacksonville, Fla___ ___________________________ 10 10 3 34 

Cent~~1~~:~~~~~i~l~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~1~1~~~~ I} I} ~~~~~~~~~~~~F~~~~~~~~~~~i 
Midwest reglon_____________________________________ 13 13 3 13 Chicago, 111.___________________________________ 8 8 1 11 

SI. Louis, Mo _________ .__________________________ 5 5 2 ~ 

Southwest region____________________________________ 12 12 1 2 
Albuquerque, N. Mex____________________________ I ____________________________ 6 
Austin, Tex____________________________________ 6 7 1 11 
~~~~;~fif:::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~ :::=:::::=:::: § 

Western region_____________________________________ 18 18 5 28 Honolulu (Hawaii}_______ _ _ __ __ ___ _ __ ____________________________________________________ __ 2 
Los Angeles, CaIiL __ ~ __________________ ~--------- 8 8 5 I~ 

~~lter~M!ikiJiaii::::: :::::: :::::::: :::: :::::: ____________ ~ _____________ =_ :::::::: :::::: 1 
San Francisco, Cali!.____________________________ 8 8 ______________ I~ Seattle _________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Total, United States_ __________________________ 106 108 13 198 

*This target was selected by the Tnrget Selection Committee on October 21, 1971 , and, 
in oi·dpr to expedite review, the Tax Division hns been lldvise<l that this is a Narcotics 
'Traffickers Project cnse. 
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JANUARY 7, 197G. 
To: Director, Office of Law Enforcement. 
From: Acting Assistant Cummissioner (Compliance) IntE'rnal Revenue Sen'icE'. 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigation of Narcctics Traffickers 

Progress Report for ]'.Ionth of December 1971. 

ADMINISTRATION 

Audit guidelinE's (Manual SupplE'mE'nt 42G-27ii) htlYE' bE'en issued to field 
pE'rsonnel. Collection, Appellate, and Chief Counsel guidelines will be issued in 
the near future. 

Our Fiscal Division il'l prE'pming guidelinE's to the fiE'ld for rE'porting the co,;t of 
the program which will assist Ull in preparing quarterly reports to the Office of 
:Managemcnt and Budget relative to that phase of our Performance Measurement 
SystE'm. It will also enable us to quickly Hpot any difficult.iE's which would affect 
our cost project. We hav(' designed a computpIiz<,d case control system which will 
enable us to maintain an up-to-date list of all c!l.~es in tIl(' program, as well a,; aid 
us in tracking the cases from the time of assignment to the field through th(' 
U.S. Attorneys' officeR and the courts. Information will h(' fed into thE' computprs 
on a daily basis and printouts will be available on a two or three day notice. 

TARGET SELECTION-MANPOWER 

On December 16, 1971, the Target Sel('ction Committee s('lE'cted 36 targct.~, 
9 of which were for independent audits and 27 of which \\'('1'(' joint investigation~. 
All of these targ('ts were tp(' result of IRS submissions. The Committ('(' has, a~ of 
December 31, 1971, sE'lpcted a total of 323 targ<'ts, 289 of which were s('lected :\" 
joint invE'stigations and 34 as examinations. Thirteen inyestigations have be('n 
closed, 8 by prosecution recommendations and 5 by withdrawals. Two additional 
withdrawals are pending with the Target Selection Committ('c. SE'ven independent 
examinations ha:ve also bE'('n closed. Taking into con4idemtion the cases pending 
in the Committee, our preHent inventory includes 274 joint i!l\'estigations t,nd 
27 examinations. 

OPERATIONS 

In our opinion, the Prog,Tam in Revenue if! now w('ll und('r way. vVe ha\'(~ 
('mphasized and the field has responded to our caution to continue to wmel! 
a~signed targets as to whether t.hey meet the guidE'line;.; of being upper or middle 
echelon operators and are proper subjects in IUS investigation or examination,. 
that is, do they have eith('r civil or criminal reyenue potential. 

As a result of this emphasis, some targets Selected during the early stages of 
the program have been c1o~ed, and as "e gain experience and improve upon our 
Intelligence gathering, as well !I.e; emphasiz(' more thorough background inve;;ti­
gation prior to submitting a name to the target selection committee, we expect 
the revenue potential of our inventory to increase, which in turn will have a 
direct effect on Revenue's contributions to and impact on the Narcotics Program .. 

The tcam concept, wherein geveral agents are assigned to the fOame target, 1m.; 
been successfully utilized in several of our di~trict'l, and we ar(' encouraging its 
use in other districts wh('n appropriat('. Thi'l conccpt resultcd in two indictnH'nt'" 
in :Miumi and one complaint bdng filed in Detroit during the month of Decemlll·r. 
S('veral other indictments appear imminent. A Los Angeles target has involved 
as many as twenty agents in the investigation. 

The aforementioned indictm.mts received substantial publicity. The Detroit 
complaint resulted in an appearance on television by the U.S. Attorney, who 
announced that the indictm('nt was the result of the President's Narcotics PIo­
gram. The defendant, Henry :Marzette, Jr., was described by the press as a 
"kingpin" in Detroit's heroin underworld. Marzette is a former Detroit policeman 
who scrved time for a 1956 conviction on Federal narcotics ClIal"g€s. 

The Miami indictments involved Frank Rodriguez and Jose Alvero, both of 
whom are well known by F('deral and local authorities as heroin traffickers. ThE' 
fact that they were tal'l~ets in the program was not disclosed to the press by the 
S('rvice for fear of preJudicing their cases as neither was the subject of prior 
narcotics arrests. 
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In all three of the above cases, on-site reviews were made by Regional CounFel 
and Tax Division attorneys, thereby practically eliminating the time usually 
consumed in our review process. 

Counsel from both agencies also participated in a civil contempt proceeding in 
Chicago which resulted in the incarceration of a third-party witness who refuRed 
to testify concerning substantial payments to an Austin Dhltrict target. The 
witness, Charles Hajna, Jr., refused to testify before a Fedpral Grand Jury, 
claiming his Fifth Amendment privilege. The U.S. Attorney, ufter telephonicalJy 
di~cussing the matter with our Chief CounsPl's office and the offices of the Crim­
inal and Tax Divisions, requested and received authorization to file a petition for 
a Grant of Immunity. The Fedeml Court then immunized Sajna who again re­
fU'led to te!itify. He was plac('d in the custody of the U.S. Marshal for a period 
of up to eighteen months, or until he agrees to testify. Sajna is now lodged in the 
Cook County Jail in Chicago. 

We have reque>'ted reports from all districts relative to j(>opardy assessment 
and tax year closings concerning all narcotics traffic·kers whether or not they are 
included in the program. These assessments, which are numerous, are being mad<' 
in conjunction with raids by local and Federal authorities where large sums of 
money are seized along with narcotics. As an example of the volume of thi>t 
activity, we hnve been advised by our Atlanta District that a total of $71,OUU 
has been seized since September 15, 1971. The nationwide figures \yill be reported 
to you in a subsequent report. We believe that these assessments are in keeping 
with our advice to the field that maximum use be made of our civil as well /1'; 
criminal sanctions in order to reduce the profits of narcotic trafficking. 

A geographical schedule of targets selected is attachpd. In vipw of the increased 
activity in the program, future reports will include a schedule of district inventorit·s 
and case dispositions. 

Attachment. 

LEON C. GREEN, 
Acting Assistant Commiss'iollcr (Compliance). 

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTiON OF SELECTED TARGETS 

Examinations Investigations 

2 
4 

21 
5 
2 
3 

41 
Region total. ______________________________ • __ • ___ ._ ••• ________ •• __ • _____ • 13 78 

Mid·Atlantic region: Baltimore. Md __ •••• _ •• _., _________ • __ ._. ____ •• _____ • ______ •• ____ • __ •• __ • ___ •• ________ .___ 6 
Newark. N.J • ___ ._ •• _____ • ___ • _. __ • _______ • __ • _________ • ___ •• ________ • __ • ____________ .____ 18 

~f~;~~~J~~Jr~~ =~::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::~:::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1 
-----------------Region total. _____________ •• ________________________________________________ • ___ ._ __ __ __ 36 

====== 
Southeast region: 10 

!~~~f!;;1~f~~~~II~I~~ImIllfflIffII~f~fIIlf~~~IffIlIfI~IIfIfIIIIfI~ff~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 3! 
Region tolal. _________________________________________________ '- __________ =========51 
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GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED TARGETS-Continued 

Examinations Investigations 

Central ragion: Detroit, Mich ••. _____ • ___________________ • ______ ._ --.- -- _____________________ •••••• __ • ___ _ 23 
4 
3 ~~~~r;g3~i6hl~~:::::::::::: :::: :::::::::: ::::::: ::::::::: :::::::: :::: :::: :::: :::::::: :::: 

Region total.. __ •• ___ ._. _______ •• _ ' __ "'" __ • ____ • ____ ., _______ ••• __ •• ___ -..• _. _. ___ • " _ _ 30 

!~idwest region: Chicago, ilL. _ •. ____ • ____ .. ___ . ______ ..••. _ •.• _., _. __ • ___ ._. __ • _. ___ • _. __ ._ 1 11 
SI. LOUIS, Mo. _ ••• _. ___ • ___ • _____ • _______________________ • _____ • ____ ... ___ ._ 2 2 

------------------Region total. •• __ • __ • _____ • ___ • ____________________________________ •• ___ ._ 3 )3 

Southwest region: Albuquerque, N. Mex ... _. ________ .. __ . ____ • ______ ........ __ .. ___ .. __________ 6 

g~~~~~,Jiir.~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::= 1 I 
New Orleans, La. _________ • ____ • ____ .. __ ., _______ • ___________ .. _________________ -_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_________ 5 

Region lolal _______________________________ • ____ .. __________________ • _____ ====2=====31 

wes~~~~f!~~~?~~~~i~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~: ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ------.-----r ~ ~ 
Seattle, Wash __ • __________ • ____ . ____ ._ __ __ __ ____ __ ________ __ __ ____ __ ________ ____ __ ____ ____ 5 

-------Region total. __________________________________________________________ .__ 50 

====== U.S. totaL _________________________________ • ______________ .______________ 34 289 

To: Director, Office of Law Enforcement. 
From: Assistant Commis15ioner (Complial1cr). 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigation 

Progress Report for :Month of January H)72. 

ADMINISTRATION 

FEBRUARY 17, 1972. 

of Narcotics Traffickers 

During the w('ck of January 16, 1972, our Assistant Regional Commissioners, 
Intelligencc held a four-day conference in our National Office. One full day of 
this conference was devoted to the Narcotics Program. In addition to your 
appearance, pr('sentation15 were made by our National Office personnel and Dr. 
Golding of your office, who described the computerized information system 
which he is designing. Representatives of the Customs Service aL'lo briefed us on 
the systems now being employed by narcotics traffickers to import and distribute 
drugs and discussed the progress made in recent investigations in determining 
the flow of currency among narcotics traffickers. Comments of the Assistant 
Regional Commissioners indicated that a tremendous amount of enthusiasm is 
being exhibited by the agents assigned to the program. 

In January, members of the National Office Staff reviewed project operations 
in eleven key district offices. Each case was reviewed in depth with the assigned 
speCial agents, revenue agents anti thcir supervisors. These joint Intelligence-
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Audit visits will be continued. Their priiriary purpose is to ftirnisl1maxirnum 
assistance to the field when needed, and to assure that expeditious handling is 
given to all targets selected. '. . . 

. Our PerforlflanceMeasurement System report for the second quarter, fiscal 
year 1972, h.as be~n ~om'pl~te'd. Our projected ac~ompli~h~ents for that quarter 
were met With tlie exceptLOn ot the number of mvestlgatlOns completed. This 
was due to the fact that we concentrated on investigations with the:best ctinHni1l1 
potential. All n:result we exceeded our projections for both indictments and 
convictions. The number of non-prosecution reports now being processed indicates 
that the· t~ird quarter report will reveal sufficient closings to meet projectioI)s. 

'l'ARGET SELECTION 

On. January 17, 1972, the Target Selection Committee selected 53 'ttirgets, 
47 of which were designated as joint investigations and the remaining 6 were. 
designated as AudiUargets. All of these targets were the result of IRS submissions . 
Thus far, the Committee has selected 376 targets, 336 of which are joint targets 
and 40 are independent Audit targets. 

OPERATIONS 

The Intelligence Division has been making a concentrated effort to identify, 
upper n.nd middle echelon traffickers who would be proper subjects of IRS in­
vestigations. Case development programs have been initiated in most districts 
and, as a result, the Target Selection Committee has been furnished sufficient 
information to enable them to make meaningful evaluations of suggested targets. 
An indication as to the'success of this approach is the fact that the Committee 
selected 89 targets during December 1971 and January 1972, all of which were 
IRS sUbmissions. 

Attached to this report is a schedule setting forth the current inventories in the 
Narcotics Traffickers' Project and the results, to date, relative to case disposition. 

Of the 10 prosecution recommendations 5 have been indicted and 1 was con­
victed. The latter, Gregory Taylor of St. Louis, Missouri, received a sentence of 
five years incarceration and a $3,000 fine . 

The 18 Audit targets closed to date are summarized below: 

Number of 
targets 

Tax 
assessed 

Termihations of taxable years ________________________________ .. __________________ 14;2,495,966 
Examin·ed Cases_____ ____ __ ____ __ __ ____________ ____ __ __ __ ____ ______ ____ __________ 4 _____________ _ 

~~0l'u~!~~;;::;~~;~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::: 1i:~~~:~~~ 
'I' otaL _______________ • _____________ • ___ • _______________ • ________________ 18 16, 68l, 738 

Duplicate assessments of about $3 million are included in the termination :md 
jeopardy assessment figures. This duplication is frequently necessary because the 
oWn.et~hip of the funds is not determinable when these assessments are made. 
Altogether, we seized $11506,524 from narcotics traffickers who were arrested with 
large- sums of money ann narcotics in their possession. 

That figure includes $488,530 sei:z;ed from the 14 targets shown in the summary 
above. 

Attachmants. 

81-443-77--5 

JOHN F. HANLON, 
Assistant Commissioner (Compliance). 
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GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF DISTRICT INVENTORIES AND CASE DISPOSITIONS 

Independent audits 

Open Closed 

Joint 
investi­
iations WID 

Prose­
cutions, 

North Atlantic region: 

~~~t~~: ~~~s:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::----------z- i :::::::::::::::::::::::: Brooklyn, N.V ______________________________ 1 <4 24 _____________________ _ 

~~~f~~totiri:Vt.:-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ :::::::::::::::::::::::: Hartford, Conn.___________________________________________________ 6 _______________________ _ Manhattan, N.V _____________________________ 5 1 42 ____________ 1 

-------------------------------Region lotaL ____________________________ ====6========b=1 =_= __ =_= __ =-=--=-=--==== 

Mid-Atlantic rellion: Baltimore, Md _____________________________________________________ _ 

f~}~f~~J.~~l~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
9 ___________ 2 

23 ______________________ _ 
7 _______________________ _ 
6 _______________________ _ 
1 _______________________ _ 

-------------------------------Region tolal _____________________________________________________ _ 46 ___________ _ 
2' 

=========================== 
Southeast region: 

g~!~~~~:~f~~~:::=:=::=:===:::::=::::=:::=:::::::::::::::::::::: Jacksonville, Fla____________________________ 5 3 
Nashville, Tenn ____________________________________________________ _ 

15 ______________________ _ 
1 _______________________ _ 
1 ____________ 1 

37 1 2' 2 _______________________ _ 

Region 10IaL ____ ,, ________________________ ----5--------5-6---------3 

=========================== 
cen'c1~~:f~~~; Ohio_________ ____ ________ ____________ ____ __ __ ________ ____ 5 _____________________ _ 

p.,eJf~~~p~lf~'jn(C::::::::::::::::::::::::::~-::::::::::::::::::::: 2~ __________ ~_ t 
-------------------------------

Region tolaL _____________________________ =_=--=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=--=-=-===3=1====1 ====2 

Midwesl region: 

~n~~Ew~~:=:=::=::::====:=::::::::::::: __________ ! _____ ------~-
9 2 . __________ _ 
1 ____________ 2' 
1 _____________________ _ 

-------------------------------------Region 10taL _________ • ________________ _ 3 2 11 2 

Southwest region: Albuquerque, N. Mex____________________________________ 1 5 .1 ___________ _ 
Jlustin, Tex ______ 1 19 _______________________ _ 

g~~~~r,T ~~I~-::::::::: == ======:::::::::: ::::=::::=:::::: :::::: :::::: ! :::::::::::::: :::: :::::: 
New Orleans, La _____________________________ --_-_-__ -_--_-_--_-_-_--_-_--_-_-__ -_--____ 6_-_-_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_-_-_-__ -_--_-_--_-

Region 10Ial ______________________________ =--=-=--=-=--=--=· _=_=.,===2====3=3 ====1=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=-

Weslern region: 

~g~~r~ru~cA:~~1~~_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:: 1 :::::::::::::::::::::':: 
Los Ange,les, CaliL_________________________ 2 .3 17 .-----------------------Phoenix, ArIZ_______________________________ 1 1 10 _______________________ _ 
PorUand, Oreg ___ " ___________ .. ____________________________________ • 2 _______________ " ______ ~ 
San Francisco, Cali!.________________________ 7 ____________ 17 _______________________ _ 
Seattle, Wash _________________ . ___ ; _________________ -_--_-_--_-_"_--_-_--_-_--____ 6_~_-_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_-_-_--_-_--_- • 

Region 10Ial ____________________ .. _________ ===1=0====4===""5=7=_=--=-=--=--=-=--=-=--=-=--='~--=-=--=-' 
U.S. TolaL______________________________ 22 18 321 10 

MARCH 8, 1972. 
l\,femoranclum to: Director, Office of Law Enforcement. 
Frolll: As~istant Commissioner (Compliance). 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Im'estigativn of Narcotics Traffickers· 

Progress Report for Month of February] 972. 

ADMINISTR.\TION 

Collection Division guidelines have been approved by your office and are being 
printed for issuance to field personnel. Similarly, Chief Counsel's instructions w<!re' 
distributed to their regional offices on February 7, 1972. 
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During February, Bob Lund and BiII Parker met with John E. Ingersoll, 
Director, Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs, relative to our joint efforts 
to curtail narcotics trafficking. In an effort to promote closer liaison between our 
respective field offices, Mr. Ingersoll agreed to issue a directive to his field offices 
outlining our objectives in the project and encouraging a free flow of information 
between the two agencies. :Mr. Ingersoll will also have a letter prepared for the 
Attorney General's signature requesting disclosure authorization relative to tar­
gets selected by the Target Selection Committee. This wiII enable our field offices 
to pass on to the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs information en­
countered in tax investigations which relates to substantive narcotics violations. 
Mr. Ingersoll will also alert his agents to our jeopardy And tax year closing pro­
cedures a,nd urge them to immediately notify our district offices when large sums 
of cash are seized in narcotics raids. 

A conference was held in February between Audit, Intelligence and Alcohol, 
Tobacco & Firearms (ATF) representatives to develop procedures to assure fur­
ther involvement of ATF in the Narcotics Project. Manual instructions are being 
prepared designating ATF area supervisors as mandatory points of contact 'fOl" 
liaison and coordination with other IRS Narcotics personnel. In order to provide 
for a full exchange of intelligence, tht'se instructions wiII require that ATF be 
advised of all narcotics targets in a particular area. Ongoing investigations will be 
carefully coordinated to avoid duplication of effort. Manual instructions will 
briefly describe the more common offenses under ATF jurisdiction, t()gether with 
procedures for referring suspected violations to ATF. 'Ve feel that ATF can play 
a valuable role in the fight against narcotics traffickers. 

TARGET SELECTION 

On February 8, 1972, the Target Selection Committee selected 37 targets, 33 of 
which were designated as joint investigations, and the remaining 4 were selected 
as Audit targets. Thus fur, the Committee has selected 413 targets, 369 of which 
were joint targets and 44 were assigned as Audit targets. 

OPERATIONS 

The Intelligence Division has been making extensive use of the "team" ap­
proach in this program. The best example of this probably is the Los Angeles 
District's investigation of Thomas Reese and his top lieutenants. The Reese 
organization purportedly is engaged in multi-kilo narcotics trafficking and other 
illegal activities, such as prostitution and gambling. We have been conducting 
surveillance of the Reese organization for ten to fifteen hours each day. In addition 
to five special agents from the Intelligence DiVision, the following organizations 
huve assisted with manpowp-r and equipment, including a police helicopter: . 

Number 
Organization oJ U(/lJIltll 

Los Angeles District Attorney ______________________________________ - 2 
Los Angeles Sheriff-Narcotics Division______________________________ 3 
Los Angeles Police DepartmenL ___________________________________ -' 2 
State bureau of nareotics___________________________________________ 2 
Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs___________________________ 2 Customs ________________________________________________________ . __ . 2 

'_._-
Total agents____________________________________ ____ ________ 13 

This approach. bas produced early results, and prosecution of Ulysses J. Hicks 
has been recommended for income tax evasion (Sec. 7201)" for the years 1969 and 
1970. )iicks is considered to be an important member of the Reese organization. 
It is anticipated that similar results ",HI soon be realized on other members of the 
organization. 

Six reports were submitted in February recommending prosecution of Narcotics 
Traffickers Project targets, This brings the total prosecution recommendations to 
siJ.:teen as of the enel of February. The ttttachment to this report is a geographical 
schedule which sets forth target selections, case dispositions and current 
inventories. 

Attachment. 

JOlIN F. HANLON, 
Assistant Commissioncl' (Compliance). 
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~OINT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
H'lYENTORIES 

Joint target 
selection Prosecutions WID 

'!' Open 
c~ses 

'North Atlantic regio"" ________________ _ 97 6 87 
----------------------------------.--~------3 

4 
27 

S 
2 
6 

36 
1 

Albany, N.V _____________________ 3, _________________________________________ .: 
Soston, Mass ________ ,_____________ 4 ________________ •• _______________________ _ 
iBrooldyn, N.V ____________ ._______ 28 ______________ 1 _____________ _ 
!Buffalo, N.V ___________ •••.••• __ 8 ___ • ___ ._ •• _____ ••• __ ._ ••• __ • ___ •• _____ _ 
;Burlington, VL ___ •• __ ••• ___ .•• _._ 2 __________ ••• __ • __ ••• __ • __ •• ___ • __ ._._.~ __ 
:Hartford, Conn ________ • ____ •.. __ ._ 7 _._._. ____ ._ 1 _____________ _ 
IManhattao, N.V _. ______________ •• _ 44 1 1 6 
Providence, R.I. _________ . ___ •. _. 1 _________ . _____ . __ • ______ • ______ • ____ • __ _ 

45 
====~====~==================~ Mid-Atlantic regioo •• __ •• ___ .__________ 50 5 _____ .•• __ • ______ • ______ ~ __ _ 

----------------------------~------9 
23 
7 
5 
1 

Baltimore, Md ______ ._ .•• ________ • 12 3 ___ ' _____ ._. ______________ ._ 
Newark, N.J •. __ • _____ .__________ 24 1 ___ ._. _____ . __ •••••••. _ •.. __ 
Philadelphia, Pa_ ••••• _._ ••• _ ••• __ 7 __ • ______ ._. ___ ..• _ •• _ •..• _. ___ .. ______ • __ 
:PiUslJUrgh, Pa. ___ ••.••••. _ •• _ .• _. 6 1 ___ •.• ____ ._ •• __ . ___ • _____ _ 
'Richmond, Va •••• ______ • __ ._______ 1 ______ ••. ______ ••.• ____ •• ____ . ___ .• _. __ 

====~====~~====~====~===== 
55 :>outheast [egioo. _______ • _________ ••• ______ 6_3 ______ 3 _____ 2 _____ 3_' ____ _ 

14 
1 
1 

37 
2 

Atlanta, Ga •••• ____ • __ • _______ .___ 16 __ • __ . ____ .__ 1 1 
Columbia, S.C_ •• ___ ._ .•• ____ • __ •• 1 • __ • __ ._. __ • ______ •.• _._ .• __ ._ •• __ .•• ___ _ 
Greensboro, N.C •• ___ . ____ • __ .~... 2 1 __ •• _. __ ._ .. _ ••• _________ • __ 
Jacksonville, Fla. ___ ••• __ • __ •..•• _ 42 2 1 2 
Nashvill e, Tenn. _._. __ •. __ ._ •.• _._=====2=.==_",,=, '=_=='_",'= __ =_=_'",_=' '='=_'='='==_'='=' '=='='_='= __ ='= __ ='= __ ='='=' ===== 

Central region ____ -____ • _______ ., __ ._._ 36 3 1 _. __ ..•• _ .•• __ 32 -------------------------------------------2 
5 

20 
5 

Cincinnati, ohio __ ._ •• _________ ._._ 2 •• ___ • ___ • ___ • __ •.. ___ ••• _. __ •.• _. __ . ____ _ 
Cleveland,Ohio _______ .___________ 5 ________________ . _________ • ____ • ________ _ 
Detroit, Mlch_. __ •• _______________ 23 2 1 ________ • ___ • 
Indianapolis,lnd_. ______________ ._ 6 1 ___ •. ______ . ___ • ______ • ____ _ 

====~====~=============== Midwest region ___________ • ______ .____ 21 2 •. __ , ___ •• _ .• _ ~'3 --------------------------------- 14 
1 
1 

Chicago, IIL _______ • __________ .__ 17 1 2 _____________ _ 
st Louis, Mo __ .________________ 3 2 __________ • ____ . ___________ _ 

Sl. Paul, Minn ______ • _____________ =====1 =_= __ = __ =_= __ =_= __ ='= __ ='= __ =_= __ ='= __ = __ =_= __ ='= __ ='=._=_= __ = __ =_= __ ===== 
Southwest region _____________ •• _______ 40 _____________ 1 _____________ _ 38 ------------------------------------5 

20 
I 
2 
1 

Albuquerque, N. Mex _____________ _ 

~~r!~: I:::::=:::=:==::::::::::=: 
Denver, Colo ___ ._ •• ____ . ______ ._. 
New Orleans, La_. __ . ____________ • 

6 ___ • _______ .__ 1 _._ •••• _____ _ 
24 _________________________ • ____ . _________ _ 
1 __ . ___________________ • _________ • _______ _ 
2 _________________________________________ _ 
7 _____________________ . ________ . __________ _ 

162 
====~====~=================== Western region ____ •• ______ .__________ 62 1 ___ •• ____ ._ •• __ ._ ••.. ______ _ 

-----------------------,-------------------1 
6 

16 
l,U 

3 
1 

17 
7 

Anchorage, Alaska_._._. __ ._ •••• _. 
,Honolulu, Hawaii ••••• __ . ____ ••••.• 
!Los Angeles, Cali!.._ •• _. __ .. ___ •. _ 
IPhoenix, ArIZ._._. __ . ______ •• _ •.. _ 
flor,tlano, Orea. __ ••.. ____ • __ •• _ .• _ 
'!lenn. Nev_._. __ ••. _. ___ . __ •.. __ ._ 
San Francisco, Cali!. •• _ •• ____ .• __ _ 
Seattle, wash •• __ ._ ••.. _. ________ • 

1 _______ . ________________________________ _ 
6 ___ ._. _________ •. _______________ ._. ___ _ 

17 1 ___ . __ • ____________________ _ 
10 __ . _____ . ____________ • _____ . __ • _________ _ 
3 ________________________ . ___________ • ___ _ 
1 _________________ • ______ • _______________ _ 

17 _. _______ • ____ • _________ •• _______________ _ 
7 _____ • ___ • _________ • ___ • _________________ _ 

1335 ====~====~=================== Total _____ • _________ . ___ •• __ .__ 369 16 10 9 

1 T.his fu:ur,e ,Ipdudes 1 larget selected for au~it only which was subsequently referred to the Intelligence Division. 
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AUDIT T,~RGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION oF' TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, ArlO DISTllICT 
INVENTORIES 

North Atlantic regiOIl _______________ _ 

Audit 
cases 

selected 

11 

Received from 
intelligence 

WID Transfer 

Closed 

Termination 
of 

Examined assessment 

3 
6 ___________ _ 

7 

Open 
Inventory 

13 
80slon _________________________ ----2 -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -_-__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -_ ---2-__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ 

~~~f~%n::::::::::::::::::::::: __________ ~_ t :::::::::::::::::::::::: __________ ~_ ~ Manhattan ___________________ .- 4 1 6 ____________ 1 HI 

Mid-Atlantic region (Philadelphia>_____ 1 0 __________ ~_________________________ 1 
Southeastragion____________________ 10 2 3 4 ____________ 11 

Atlanta ________________________ -__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_----1----1-_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_----2 
Greensboro_____________________ 1 ____________________________________ .. _________ 1 
Jacksonville____________________ 9 1 Z 4 ____________ 8 

Central region (Detroit>_ .. ___ • ______ _ Midwest reglon ____________________ _ 1 
5 

1 _________________ . _________________ _ 
2 ________________________ 2 2 

5 
-----------------------~----~ Chlcago________________________ 3 Z ________________________ 4-

SI. Louis_______________________ 2 ___ -_-______________________________ 1 
====~====~============~~==~ Southwest region____________________ 2 2 ________________________ 2 2 

----------------------------~~ Albuquerque___________________ 1 ________________________ 1 1 
Auslin _________________________ ==="'1====1=-_=--;;-;;,--;;,-;; __ ;;, __ =_;; __ ;; __ ~-=--;;,-;,--=-===':'1 ====::,,1 

Western region_____________________ 14 ____________________________________ 3 11 

Los Angeles____________________ 5 ____________________________________ Z 3' 
Phoenlx________________________ Z ____________________________________ 1 1 
San Francisco___________________ 7 ________________________________________________ 7 

========~==============~====== Total________________________ 44 10 9 4 14 45 

To: Director, Office of Law Enforcement. 
From: Assistant Oommissioner (Oompliance). 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tn..'{ Investigation 

Progress Report for Month of :\1arch 1972. 

ADMINISTRATION 

APRIL 11, 1972. 

of N!lrcotics TraffickerS' 

During March, Ohiefs and ARO's Intelligence and Audit Divisions, represent­
jng major Internal Revenue Service Districts, attended meetings which were 
held in Alexandria, Virginia. Representatives from your office, Chief Oounsel's 
office and the IRS National Office staff addressed the meetings. The principal 
reason for holding these sessions (there were two two-day meetings) was to offer :L 
forum for "problem area discussions" and to give the participants the opportunity 
to verbalize their ideas on how the operation and administration of this important 
program might be improved. 

Discussions at the meetings included the use of tax year terminations and. 
jeopardy assessments. It was Ilpparent that maximum use of our procedures in; 
this area has contributed significantly to our goals of taking the profits out of 
narcotic trafficking. It hns also served to cement our relations with the enforce ... 
ment community as accolades have been received from enforcement officials iIl 
many of our districts concerning our use of the procedures. 
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Comments during the meetings also indicated significant improvements in 
our criminal case review procedures. This is evidenced by the two convictions 
which occurred in Miami, Florida, during the last two weeks. Both of these cases 
were selected by the Target Selection Committee on September 22, 1971, and 
assigned for investigation on September 29, 1971. The investigations were com­
pleted and reviewed by Service and Justice attorneys by December 23, 1971, on 
which date they "vere forwarded to the United States Attorney for processing. - • 

TARGET SELECTION 

The Target Selection Committee met twice in March. On March 14, 1972, 71 
targets were selected; 55 were designated as joint investigations; and the remain­
ing 16 were selected as Audit targets. On March 29, 1972, 46 targets were selected. 
AIl were aSSigned for joint investigations. Thus far, the Committee has selected 
472 joint targets and 58 Audit targets for a total of 530. You will recall that our 
PMS report projected total selections, as of June 30, 1972, of 400 target~. Total 
selections by that date probably will excet'd 600 and could reach the 700 figure. 

OPERATIONS 

The Narcotics Traffickers Program iR now showing tangible results. In :March 
alone, 8 joint investigations were completed which re~u1ted in prosecution rec­
ommendations, and 12 were concluded with n(;nprosecution recommendations. 

Through March 31, 1972, completed Audit examinations, relative to selected 
targets, have resulted in proposed assessments of $10.5 million in additional taxes 
and penalties. Spontaneous assessments. i.e., terminations of tax years and jeop­
ardy assessments involving arrested narcotics violators (including 12 targets), 
totaled an additional $21.2 million. Seizures of cash and property reported, thus 
far. totaled nearly $4 million, of which $3.6 million was cash. 

To date, 24 joint investigations have been concluded with prosecution recom­
mendations. Of these, 12 have progressed to the stage where the subjects have 
been indicted. The trials of 4 of those 12 targets have been concluded with all 
defendants involved having been found guilty. Two of the convictions relate to 
case~ that were initiated under other programs, and subsequently adopted into 
NTP. 

Th' attachment to this report is a geographical schedule which sets forth target 
selection, case dispositions and current inventories. 

JOHN F. HANLON, 
Assistant Commissioner (Compliance). 

Attachments. 

To: Director, Office of Law Enforcement 
From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance) 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigation 

Progress Report for Month of April 1972. 

ADMINISTRATION 

l\IH 10, 1972. 

of N arrotics Traffickers 

In April, the IRS designated 36 employees (33 special agents and 3 revellue 
agents) to be assigned as IRS liaison officers to the Drug Abuse Law Enforcement 
(DALE) program. It is anticipated that through close coordination and efficient 
exchange of intelligence information DALE and NTP can complement each other, 
and both will make significant contributions to the federal anti-drug oompaign. 
The Audit and Intelligence Divisions arc making arrangements to conduct a two­
day seminar in Washington which will be attended by all of the agents assigned. 
The purpose of the seminar is to familiarize the Representatives with NTP and to 
define the role they will play in the DALE program. Disclosure statutes and general 
operating policy will also playa major role in the discussions. 

.. . 
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On April 26, 1972, a manual supplement was issuedcavering Appellate Division 
tprocedures in this program. Procedures have now been established in all operating 
-divisions and the Office of the Chief Counsel. 

TARGET SELECTION 

The Target Selection Committee met on April 27, 1972, and selected 73 targets. 
'Of these, 56 were designated as joint targets and the remaining 17 were selected as 
Audit targets. Thus far, the Committee has selected 528 joint targets and 75 
Audit targets for a total of 603. 

OPERATIONS 

Significant progress was made. during April toward developing a computer 
'Program involving telephone toll calls between major narcotics traffickers. We are 
now in the process of making a "test run" based on toll information in our posses­
sion. In the event this proves successful we ">ill solicit similar information relative 
to all targets currently under investigation. We anticipate that the information, 
when correlated, will not only assist the field in ongoing investigations but will 
'Contribute significantly to the identification of other major traffickers. 

. We are also in the process of obtaining information from our field offices which 
will enable us to include all targets in the Bureau of Cllstoms' computer system 

. (Customs Automatic Data Processing Intelligence Network-CADPIN). When 
<completed, we believe this will contribute materially to both agencies' narcotics 
programs. Customs investigators will automatically become aware of the fact that 
we have information relative to the individuals concerned. At the same time, 
agents and inspectors at border crossings will be alerted to our interest in the 
travel habits of the targets, and to cash or other valuables which may be declared 
'at such crossings. 

A quantitative evaluation of the results, thus far, in the Narcotics Traffickers 
Project relating to prosecution recommendations, indictments, convictions, and 
!Civil dispositions indicates that we have exceeded our projections in practicnlly all 
categories outlined in our Performance Measurement System Report. It is antic­
ipated that this trend will continue and that overall results will continue to 
surpass previous expectations. 

Through April 30, 1972, completed audits of selected targets have resulted in 
proposed assessments of $12.8 million in additional tax and penalties. Of this 
.amount, regular assessments accounted for $3.6 million and jeopardy assessments 
for $9 million. Spontaneous assessments, i.e., terminations of tax years and jeop­
:ardy assessments involving arrested narcotics violators (including 16 targets) 
totaled $25.8 million. Total assessments, since the inception of this program, total 
in excess of $38 million. Seizures of cash and property reported to date amount to 
$5.6 million, of which $4.8 million was cash. 

To date, 70 joint investigations have been concluded, 29 of which resulted in 
prosecution recommendations. Of the latter, 14 have advanced to the stage where 
the subjects have been indicted, The trials of 5 of those defendants have been 
·concluded with all of them having been found guilty. 

The attachment to his report is a geographical schedule which sets forth target 
:selections, case dispositions, and current inventories. 

J. C. STIGAi\URE, 
Actina Ass1'stant Commissionel' (Compliance). 

Attachment. 

MAY 10, 1972. 
Memorandum to: DiNctor, Office of Law Enforcement. 
From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance). 
Subject: Pr0sidential Program for Tax Investigation of Narcotics Traffickers 

Progress Report for Month of April 1972. 

ADMINISTRA~lON 

In April, the IRS designated 36 employees (33 special agents and 3 revenue 
agents) to be assigned as IRS liaison officers to the Drug Abuse Law Enforcement 
(DALE) program. It is anticipated that through close coordination and efficient 
exchange of intelligence inf(lrmation DALE and NTP can complement each other, 
and both will make significant contributions to the federal anti-drug campaign. 



, The Audit ':lnd Intelligence' Divisions at", making arrangements to conduct a two­
dlliy semi)1.ar in Waahington which will be attended by all of the agents assigned. 

, The purpose of the seminal' is to familiarize the Representatives with NTP and 
to define the role they will play in the DALE program. Disclosure statutes and 
general operating policy will also playa major role in the discussions. 

On April 26, 1972, a manual supplement was issued covering Appellate Division 
, procedures in this program. Procedures have now been established in all operating 

divisions and the Office of the Chief Counsel. 

TARGET SELECTIGN 

The Target Selection Committee met on April 27, 1972, and selected 73 targets. 
Of these, 56 were designated as joint targets and the remaining 17 were selected 
as Audit targets. Thus far, the Committee has selected 528 joint targets and 75 
Audit targets for It total of 603. 

OPERATIONS 

Significant progress was made during April toward developing a computer pro-
, gram involving telephone toll calls between major narcotics traffickers. Weare 
now in the process of malting a "test run" based on toll information in our posses­
sion. In the event this proves successful we will solicit similar information relative 
to all targets currently under investigation. We anticipate that the information, 
when correlo.ted, will r ,ot only assist the field in ongoing investigations but will 
contribute significantly to the identification of other major traffickers. 

We are also in the process of obtaining information from our field offices which 
will enable us to include all tat'gets in the Bureau of Customs' computer system 
(Customs Automatic Data Processing Intelligence Network-CADPIN). When 
completed, we believe this will contribute materially to both agencies' narcotics 
programs. Customs investigators will automatically become aware of the fact 
that we have information relative to the individuals concerned. At the same time, 
agents and inspectors at border crossings will be alerted to our interest in the 
travel habits of the targets, and to cash or other valuables which may be declared 
at such crossings. 

A quantitative evaluation of the results, thus far, in the Narcotics Traffickers 
Pl'oject relating to prosecution recommendations, indictments, convictions, and 
civil dispositions indicates that we have exceeded our projections in practically 
all categories outlined in our Performance Measurement System Report. It is 
anticipated that this trend will continue and that overall results will continue to 
surpass previous expectations. 

Through April 30, 1972, completed audits of selected targets have resulted in 
proposed assessments of $12.8 million in additional tax and penalties. Of this 
Amount, regular assessments accounted for $3.8 million and jeopardy assessments 
for $9 million. Spontaneous assessments, i.e., terminations of tax years and 
jeopardy assessments involving arrested narcotics violators (including 16 targets) 
totaled $25.8 million. Total assessments, since the inception of this program, total 
in excess of $38 million. Seizures of cash and property reported to date amount 
to $5.6 million, of which $4.8 million was cash. 

To date, 70 joint investigations have been concluded, 29 u[ which resulted in 
prosecution recommendations. Of the latter, 14 have advanced to the stage where 
the subjects have been indicted. The trials of 5 of those defenllants have been 
conciuded with all of them having been found guilty. 

The attachment to this report is a geographical schedule which sets forth 
target selections, case dispositions, and cur,rent inventories. 

J. C. STIGAMIRE, 
Acting Assistant Commissioner (Compl1'ance) .. 

Attachmen'Q 
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JOINT TARGETS-GEQGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTII:rN OF. TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISrO$HlONS, ANP DI5TRlCT 
I NVENTORI ES 

Joint target 
selection Prosecutions WID 

Transfer 
to audit Open cases 

North Allantic region__________________ 124 6 11 6 101 
Albany, N.Y ______________________ ---~3-_~ __ -__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -__ -----3 
Boston, Mass_____________________ 9 __________________________________________ 9 
Brooklyn. N.Y____________________ 29 2 4 _.--__________ 23 Buffalo, N,Y ______________________ 9 ________ .. ______ ._ ..... ________________ .__ 9 
Portsmouth, N.H__________________ :1 _____________ • ____________________ ._______ 2 
Harlford, Conn____________________ 10 ______________ 2 ______________ 8 
Manhattan, N.Y ___________________ 60 4 5 6 45 
Providenc.~ R.I___________________ 1 __________________________________________ 1 
Augusta, "'aine__________________ 1 _________________________________________ 1 

====~====~====~~=========== Mid-Allantic region____________________ 93 6 2 ______________ 85 

Baltimore, Md ____________________ ----19c------3-----1c--__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ ----1-5 
Newark. N.J _____________ --______ 29 1 1 ______________ 27 
Philadelphia. Pa_________________ 23 _________________________________________ 23 
Pittsburgh, Pa____________________ 12 2 ____________________________ 10 
Richmond, Va _____________________ ====l"'O=_"'_"' __ =_=_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ ='='_=_= __ =._=_,,; __ =_= __ ,,;_= __ =_= __ ~ __ ======l;;O 

Southeast region______________________ 82 4 1 3 68 
AUanta, Ga ______________ • ________ ----,1-9-_-_-__ -__ -_-__ -__ -_-__ -----2,-------1------1-6 
Columbia, S.C ___________ .________ 5 __________________________________________ 5 
Greensboro, N.C__________________ 10 1 _______ .____________________ 9 
Jackson, Mlss_____________________ 1 __________________________________________ 1 
Jacksonville, Fla__________________ 43 3 5 2 33 Nashville, Tenn__________________ 3 ______________________________________ 3 

Birmingham. Ala _________________ =====l=_=_= __ =_= __ =_== __ =_== __ =_== __ =-=-==--=-=--=-==--==-=--=-=--==-=--",,-,--=,==--=====1 
Central region________________________ 50 4 2 ... ___ ~_______ 44 

----------------Cincinnati, Ohio___________________ 3 ___________________ ._____________________ 3 
Cleveland, Ohio______________ 7 _____________ ~ _________________________ 7 
DetrOit, Mich_____________________ 32 l 2 __ .___________ 27 
Indianapolis,lnd •• ________________ 7 1 ____________________________ 6 
Parkersburg, W. Va_,_____________ 1 ________________________ • ______ .__________ 1 

====~_=_====~====~~==========7 Midwest region ______________ .________ 36 3 2 ______________ 31 

-----------------------------Chicago, IIL_____________________ 29 1 2 ______________ 26 
SI. louis, Mo__________________ 5 2 ____________________________ 3 
St Paul, Minn____________________ 1 __________________________________________ 1 
Milwaukeo, Wis _______ " ___________ =====1=_=_= __ ==_= __ =_=_== __ =_= __ ==,= __ =_==."==_= __ =_== __ :=_=' = __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_== __ =====1 

Sol.lthwesl region _______ .____________ 60 2 11 ______________ 47 

------------------------------------I\lbuquerQue, N, Mex •• ___________ 8 ______________ :1 ______________ 6 
Austin, TelL______________________ 32 2 6 ______________ 24 
DaUas. Tex______________________ 1 _____________ 1 ____________ 0 
Denver, Colo_____________________ 7 __________________________________________ 7 
New Orleans, La__________________ 12 ______________ 2 _____________ 10 

==================================== Western region_______________________ 83 4 6 ______________ 75 

-------------------------------------------Anchorager.Alaska________________ 1 _________ .. ________________________________ 1 
Honolulu, NawaiL________________ 7 ________ ~ ______ .________________________ 7 
Los Angeles, Calif_________________ 19 I ~ __ ,__________ 14 
Phoenix, Ariz_____________________ 16' ______________ 1 ______________ 116 
Portlana.Oreg________________ 8 ______________________________________ 8 
Renal. Nev_______________________ 2 __________________________________ ~______ 2 
Salt ake City, Utah_______________ 2 _________________________________________ 2 
San FranCiSCO, CaIiL______________ 21 2 t ______________ 119 
Seattle, Wash.____________________ 7 1 ___________________________ 6 

=====~============~=====~~==~ Tolal__________________________ 528 29 41 9 451 

I This figure includes 1 target selected for audit only which was subsequently referred to the Intelligence Division. 
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AUDIT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, APR. 3D, 1972 

Received from 
intelligence Closed 

Termina-
Audit cases 

selected 
tion of, Open, 

WID Transfer Examined assessment inventory 

North Atlantic region _______________ _ 21 11 6 7 -------------------------------------Boston_________________________ 2 ____________________________________ 2 __ .. ______ .. __ 
Brooklyn _________________ .. _____ 11 4 ____________ .. ___________ 4 11 
Hartford ____ .. ___ .. _______ .. _______ .. ___ .. ______ 2 _______________________ .. ____________ 2 
Manhattan_____________________ 8 5 6 1 1 17 

Mid·Atlantic region__________________ 6 2 ____ .. _____ .. _________ ..... _____________ 8 

---------------------------------------------Baltimore ___ ...... _ .... ___ .. __ .... _ .. ___ 1 1 ___ .. _____________________ ' __________ .. 
Newark _____ .. _ .. ______ .. ________ .. 3 1 ...... _ .............. _ ........ _ ........ _ ............ _ .. __ .. .. 
Phiiadelphia ____ .. __ ...... _ .... ____ .... _ 2 _________ .... __ ...... _____ .. ___________ .... ___________ .. 

Southeast region_ .... ____ .. ____________ 14 7 6 .... _________ _ 

Atlanta ________________ .. ___ .... ___________ .. __ 2 1 .. ______________________ _ 
Greensboro_____________________ 3 _______ .. _ .. __ .. _ .. _____ .. _ .. ___________ .. ____________ _ 
Jacksonville _________________ .. __ 11 5 2 6 ___________ .. 

Central region _____________________ _ 2 __________ _ 1 ___________ _ 

2 
4 
2 

18 

3 
3 

12 

2 
DetroiL _____________________ .. _-__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ ------2-_-__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -_ -----1-_-__ -__ -_-__ -__ -__ -------
Indianapolis____________________ 1 __________________ .. ____________________________ _ 

Midwest region_____________________ 10 2 ____________ 2 9 
-------------------------------------Chicago________________________ 7 2 _____ .. ______ 1 1 7 

St. Louis_______________________ 2 ____________________________________ 1 1 
St. Paul_______________________ 1 ________________________________________________ 1 

================================ Southwest region____________________ 11 4 2 II) 
------------------------------------~ Albuquerque___________________ 1 2 ____________ 1 

Austin ____________________ .. ____ 2 6 ___________ .. 3 1 4 
Dallas ___________ .. _____________ 1 1 ___________________________________ 2 
Denvei________________________ 1 _____________ .. __________________________________ 1 
New Orleans_______________________________ 2 ____________________________________ 2 

Western region_____________________ 18 3 20 
los Angeles ____________________ -------5-------4-_-_-__ -__ -_-__ -_-__ ----2 ----1------6 
Phoenix________________________ 4 1 ____________ 1 ____________ 4 
Reno_________________________ 1 ________________________________________________ 1 
San Franclsco___________________ 7 1 __________________________ .. ____ ~___ 8 
Seattle_________________________ 1 ________________________________________________ 1 

================================ , TotaL _______ .. ______________ 75 41 16 12 97 

To: Director, Office of Law Enforcement. 
From: Assistant Commissioner (ComnJiance). 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigation 

Progress Report for Month of May 1972. 

JUNE 9,. 1972. 

of Narcotics Traffickers 

• 

... 
.. 

-
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,ADMINISTRATION 

In May, a member of the Intnlligence Division's National Office staff spoke 
before a group o{ agents of the BQ-reau of Customs. The agents in attendance are 
all scheduled to be assigned to foreign posts of duty. The purpose of the presenta­
tion was to familiarize the agents with the Narcotics Traffickers Project and to 
solicit their aid in obtaining information from overseas sources relative to the 
financial aspects of narcotics smuggling. 

The Operations Branch of the Intelligence Division's National Office is being 
reaHgned. The realignment will provide for the involvement of the entire branch 
in NTP instead of the limited personnel now assigned. Branch personnel will be 
in a better position to service our field offices with regard to all functions. This 
will give the field one course contact point in the National Office for all programs. 

The realignment should not adversely affect NTP as the position of Project 
Manager will be retained. The Project Manager will continue to have overall 
responsibility for NTP with all target selections, NTP projects, and case closings 
under his control. He will also have the responsibility of overseeing the project 
with the objective of achieVing geographical and organizational coverage, while 
the day-to-day coordinating activity will be maintained by the Branch as a whole. 

TARGET SELECTION 

The Target Selection Committee met on May 31, 1972, and selected 116 targets. 
Of these, 102 were designated as joint targets and the remaining 14 were selected 
as Audit targets.Thus far, the Committee has selected 629 joint targets and 89 
Audit targets for a total of 718. 

The report for April 1972 reported a total of 603 targets. During May it waPJ 
determined that an individual who operates in various states was identified as a 
target in two districts. In light of this, the target total as of April 1972 has been 
changed to 602 targets. 

OPERATIONS 

Through May 31, 1972, completed audits of selected targets have resulted in 
proposed assessments of $13.4 Inillion in additional taxes and penalties. Of this 
amount, regular assessments accounted for $4.2 million and jeopardy assessments 
for $9.2 million. Spontaneous assessments, i.e., terminations of tax years and 
jeopardy assessments, involving arrested narcotics violators totaled $36.1 million. 
Assessments since the inception of the program total in excess of $49.5 million. 
Seizures of cash and property, reported to date, amount to $7.8 million, of which 
$6.7 million was cash. 

A Manhattan target, described by BNDD as the most substantial narcotics 
trafficker ever identified, was the subject of the largest assessment to date in the 
project. A jeopardy assessment of $2,834,700 for the year 1971 was executed and 
$1,678,100 in cash was seized. The funds were originally seized by the Bureau of 
Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs; and following the establishment of the jeopardy 
assessment, they were turned over to the IRS. The actual transfer of the money 
received substantial newspaper publiCity in New York. 

111 May, 11 joint investigations were completed with prosecution recommenda· 
tions, and J 7 were concluded with nonprosecution recommendations. To date, 
99 joint investigations have been concluded, 40 of which resulted in prosecution 
recommendations. Nineteen of the individuals involved have already been in­
dicated. To date, 6 of the indictments have been disposed of with convictions. 

1'he attachment to this report is a geograpWcal schedule which sets forth target 
selections, case dispositions, and current inventories. 

JOHN F. HANLON, 

Attachment. 
Assistant Commissioner (Compliance); 
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JOINT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC OISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
I NVENTORI ES, MAY 31, 1972 

Joint target 
selection Prosecuticns 

Transfer to 
WID audit Open tases 

NOrth-Atlantic region__________________ 135 18 6 104 
-------------------------------------------Albany, N.Y ______________________ 3 __________________________________________ 3 

Boston, Mass_____________________ 10 _________________________________________ 10 
Brooklyn, N.Y ____________________ 32 2 6 __ .____________ 24 
Buffalo, N.Y ______________________ 9 __________________________________________ 9 
Portsmouth, N.H__________________ 3 __________________________________________ 2 
Hartford, Conn____________________ 11 ____________ 2 ______________ 9 
Manhallan, N.Y___________________ 66 5 10 6 45 Providence, R.J ___________________ 1 __________________________________________ 1 

Augusta, Maine-__________________ ====~l=.-o=-:=--=-"'-.=-~-_=_= __ ~-=-~--"'-"'--=-=--=-~--=-=--=-=--=-~-=--=-=--=-=-=====1 
Mld-Allantic region____________________ 131 10 4 ______________ 117 

------------------------------------Baltimore, Md___________________ 19 4 1 ______________ 14 
Newark, N.L_ __________________ 42 1 3 ______________ 38 
Philadelphia, Pa__________________ 37 __________________________________________ 37 
Pittsburgh, Pa____________________ 15 3 ____________________________ 10 
Richmond, Va_____________________ 18 __________________________________________ 18 

====~====~====~~====~====~ SQulheast region______________________ 86 7 9 3 68 
-------------------------------------------Allanta, Ga_______________________ 19 ______________ 3 1 15 Columbia, S.C__ _ _________________ 5 __________________________________________ 5 

Greensboro, N.C__________________ 12 1 ____________________________ 11 
Jackson, Mlss_____________________ 1 __________________________________________ 1 
Jacksonville, Fla__________________ 44 16 6 2 ~1 Nashville, Tenn___________________ 4 ________________________ ____________ 4 
Birmingham, Ala__________________ 1 _________________________ _____________ 1 

======================~========== Central region________________________ 67 5 4 _____________ 58 
Cincinnati, Ohio ___________________ -----s-_-_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-_--__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ ------6 
Clevoland,Ohio___________________ 7 __________________________________________ 7 
Detroit, Mich_____________________ 46 3 4 ______________ 39 
Indianapolis,lnd__________________ 7 2 ____________________________ 5 
Parkersburg, W. Va________________ 1 __________________________________________ 1 

====~========================~ Midwest region_______________________ 42 3 3 ______________ 36 
------------------------------------Chicago, IIL____________________ 31 1 3 ______________ 27 

SI. Louis, Mo_____________________ S 2 ____________________________ 3 
St. Paul, Minn____________________ 1 _________________________________________ 1 
Milwaukee, Wis___________________ 1 __ ________________________________________ 1 
Springfield, 111.___________________ 4 _____________________ .____________________ 4 

===== Southwest region _______________ ~______ 66 2 12 ______________ 52 

-------------------------------------------Albuquerque, N. Mex _______ .______ 8 ______________ 2 ______________ 6 
Austin, Tex_______________________ 35 2 6 _____________ 27 
Dallas, Tex_______________________ 2 ______________ 1 ______________ 1 
Denver, Colo_____________________ 7 ___ " _____________________________ .________ 7 
New Orleans, La__________________ 12 ______________ 3 ______________ 9 
Little Rock, ArL----------------====2=--=-:=--=-:=--"'-c=--=-=--=-=--""-_=_:= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ ;=_=--=-=--,,,-:=-=--======2 

Western region_______________________ 102 8 1 89 
------------------------------------Anchorage, Alaska______________ 1 __________________________________________ 1 

Honolulu, Hawail__________________ 7 ____________ __ 1 ______________ 6 
Los Angeles, CaliL_______________ 29 3 5 1 20 Phoenix, ArIZ_____________________ 20 ______________ 1 ______________ 220 
Porllana,Oreg ______ ._____________ 9 ________________________________________ 9 
Reno, Nev________________________ 2 __________________________________________ 2 
Salt Lake City, Utah_______________ 2 __________________________________________ 2 
.San Francisco, Cali!.._____________ 22 2 1 ______________ 220 
Seattle, Wash _____________________ ====I=O _====;=1 =_=--=-=--=--=-=--=-=--=-=,-;=-=--=,=--=--=-=--======9 

TotaL________________________ 629 140 58 10 524 

I Includes 1 prosecution case on a Newark target. This case involves a violation of title 18, sec, 1503, The Newark lax 
case is still open. 

• This figure includes 1 target selected as an audit target which was subsequently referred to tho. Intelligence Division. 

.. 
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AUDIT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 

I NVErtTORIES, MAY 31, 1972 

Received from 
Audit intelligence 
cases ---------

selecled WID Transfer 

North Atlantic region _______________ _ 25 18 

Closed 

Termina­
tion of 

Examiner! assessment 

7 

Open' 
invenlory 

-------------------------------------Albany_________________________ 1 ____________________________________ ______ 1 
Boslon_________________________ 2 __________ ~_________________ ________ 2 ___________ _ 
Brooklyn_______________________ 10 6 ________________________ 4- 12 Hartford _ ____ ______ ________ __ __________ __ __ 2 ______________ __ ______ ____ ________ __ 2 
Manhattan_____________________ 12 In 6 4 1 23 

Mid-Atlantic region _________________ _ III 
4 ___________ • ____________ . __________ _ 

14 
Baltimore _____________________ _ 1 1 ____________________________________ 2: 
Newark ______ , _______________ _ 6 3 ____________________________________ 9 
Philadelphia ___________________ _ 
Richmond _____________________ _ 

2 _____________ .__ ____________ __________________ __ 2 
1 ___________________________________ . _______________________ _ 

====~==~~==~====~~========~ SJutheast region___________________ 14 9 10 ____________ 16 

Atlanla<____________________________________ 3 1 Z ____________ 2 
Greensboroc__________________ 3 _________________________ ~________ ________ __ ____ 3 
Jacksonville____________________ 11 6 2: 8 .___________ l! 

Central region______________________ 3 4 ____________ 1 ____ -_______ 5 

DelroiL_______________________ 2 4 __ ._________ 1 ____________ 5 
Indianapolis____________________ 1 __ __________________ ________________ ________ __ __ 1 

Mfdwest region_____________________ 12 3 ____________ 2 12 
Chicago _______________________ _ 
Sl Louis ______________________ _ ~ __________ ~_:::::::::::: _________ : t If 
St. PauL __ .-___ .. ____________ _ 1 __ __ ____ _ _ __ _ _____ __ __ ____ __ ______ __ __ __ ____ ____ 1 

Southwest region ___________________ _ 12 ___________ _ :==""2===~1() 

Albuquerque___________________ 1 2 ____________ 1 ! 
Austin_________________________ 2 6 ____________ 3~ .. 
Dallas_________________________ 1 1 __________ _______________________ 2 
Denver _______________ ""_______ 1 __________________________________ ______________ 2 
New Orleans_______________________________ 3 ____________ 1 _______________________ _ 

Western regioo____________________ 18 8 1 3 1 23 

HawaiL__________________________________ 1 __________ ________ ____ ______________ 1 
los Angeles____________________ 5 5 1 2 l' 8 
Phoenix_____________________ 4 1 ____________ , ___________ 4 
Reno_________________________ 1 ______________________________________________ 1 
San. Francisco___________________ 7 1 ____________ _______________________ 8 
Seattle___________ ______________ 1 _____ .. _ __ __ ______ ___________ ___ ______________ __ 1 

TOlaL_______________________ 87 58 10 2:4 12 ils 

To: Director, Office of Law Enforcement. 
From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance). 

JULY 13', 1072. 

Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigations of Narcotics Traffickenr 
Progress Report for Month of June 1972. 

In June, supplemental guidelines were issued to the IRS DALE representa­
tives. Subsequently, two DALE representatives were aSE'rgned to assist the Na­
tional Office staff in the preIJaration of a manual supplement on IRS participa­
tion in the DALE Program. The supplement has been completed and is currently 
beIng reviewed. 

All of the DALE representatives are scheduled to attend ,. two-day seminar 
to define their responsibilities and to discuss the relationship between DAL :! and 
NTP. 
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Members of the National Office Intelligence Division staff have been meeting 
regularly with Dr. Edwin 1. Golding of your staff. Progress has been made toward 
implementation of the Narcotics Traffickers Information System which was 
developed by Dr. Golding. It is anticipated that 1;he output from this computer 
system will provide your office, as well as IRS district offices, with valuable 
information on identified targets. 

TARGET SELECTION 

The Target Selection Committee met on June 2Jl, 1972, and selected 75 targets. 
Of these, 68 were designated as joint targets and 7 werc selected as Audit targets. 
Thus far, the Committee hM selected 699 joint targets and 94 Audit targets for a. 
total of 793. 

For the first time, since the inception of the program, all of the selected joint 
targets were not referred to the district offices for investigation. The Phoenix 
District does not have sufficient manpower available to conduct additional investi­
gations at this time. Consequently, 10 target cases are being retained in the 
National Office until such time as the manpower situation improves. We have 
exceeded our commitment of 400 technical positions assigned to this program, and 
without a supplemental appropriation additional manpower simply is 
not available. 

Manpower shortage has become a critical pro;blem for a number of districts. 
-They 'willlikely be in the same position as Phoenix very soon. A study is currently 
being made and a detailed report on thi'l situation" as it effects the entire program, 
will be submitted to your office during July 1972. 

OPERATIONS 

In June, 11 investigations were initiated on individuals who allegedly are 
members of the "Brotherhood of Eternal Love." 'rhe Brotherhood is an organiza­
tion which i" inten,ational in scope and, according to knowledgeable lawenforce­
ment officials, controls the flow of all hashish from Afghanistan. The 11 Brother­
hood targets nre considered to be financiers and operational leaders of this smug­
gling system. It is anticipated that if the results of these investigations are positive 
additional Brotherhood targets will be recommended to the Target. Selection 
Committee. These investigations are being coordinated with BNDD and Customs. 

In Vermont, U.S. Customs agents seized $300,000 and a small quantity of 
hashish from three individuals at the Canadian border. IRS was notified and 
immediate steps were taken to terminate the subjects' tax years, and assessments 
were made against each individual. The money was subsequently turned over to 
IRS to satisfy the assessments. 

Through June 30, 1972, completed audits of selected targets have resulted in 
proposed assessments of $13.6 million in additional taxes and penalties. Of this 
am.ount, regular assessments accounted for $4.4 million and jeopardy assessments 
for $9.2 million. Spontaneous assessments involving arrested narcotics violators 
totaled $40.6 million. Assessments, since the inception of the program, total in 
excess of $54.2 million. Seizures of cash and property reported to date amount ta 
$8.5 million, of which $7.2 was cash. 

In June 1972, 16 joint investigations were completed with prosecution recom­
mendations snd 20 were concluded 'with nonprosecution recommendations. To 
date, 134 joint investigations have been completed, 56 of which resulted in prosecu­
tion recommendations. Twenty-two of the individuals involved have been indicted 
and 7 of the indictments have been disposed of with con;victions. It is interesting 
to note that the Performance Messurement Systems Report for Fiscal Year 1972 
projected 40 prosecution recommendations, 8 indictments and 4 convictions. 

The attachment to this report is a geographical schedule which sets forth targe~ 
selectionS, case dispositions and current inventories. . 

. JOHN F. HANLON, 
Assislant Commissioner (Compliance). 

Attachment. 

....... 
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JOINT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIDNS, AND DISTRICT 

INVENTORIES, JUNE 30, 1972 

Joint tareet 
selectIon Prosecutions WID 

Transfer 
to audit 

Open Joint 
cases 

>North Atlantic region__________________ 146 11 24 6 105 

----------------------------------~ Albany, N. Y __________________ .. ___ 3 _________________________________________ 3 
Augusta, Maine___________________ 1 __________________________________________ 1 
Boston, Mass_____________________ 10 1 ____________________________ 9 
Brooklyn, N.Y ____________________ 37 2 a ______________ 27 
Buffalo, N.Y ______________________ 9 _________________________________________ 9 
Hartford, Conn____________________ 12 ______________ 3 ______________ 9 
Manhatta~, N.Y___________________ 71 8 12 6 45 Portsmoum, N.H_________________ 2 ______________ 1 _____________ 1 

Providence, R.I __________________ =====1=-=--=-=--=-=-=--=-=-,,;--;,;-;-;:--~-;-_;:_;,;_; __ ;,;_; __ ;-;,;-;,--;,;-,;-;:--;-;,--;:-;-;,-====~l 
Mid-Allantic region ________________________ l_4_2 ____ 1_0 _____ 7 _-_--_-_--_--_-_--_-_--____ 1-.::.25 

Baltimore, Md____________________ 22 4 1 _ .. ___________ 17 
Newark, N.J______________________ 43 1 5 ____________ 37 
Philade phia, Pa__________________ 38 ______________ 1 ______________ 37 
Pittsburgh, Pa____________________ 15 5 ___________________________ 10 
Richmond, Va_____________________ 23 __________________________________________ 23 

Wilmington, De'--______________ ====I=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=--=-=--=_= __ =_= __ =_= __ ;_= __ =_= __ = __ =_= __ =_:; __ ====,.;,1 
Southeast region_____________________ 99 12 13 3 72 ------------------------------------Atlanta, Ga_______________________ 19 ______________ 6 1 12 

Birmingham, Ala_________________ 2 __________________________________________ 2 
Columbia,S.C__________________ 5 1 ____________________________ 4 
Greensboro, N.C__________________ 13 1 __________________ .. _________ 12 
Jackson, Miss____________________ 1 ___________ . ____ ._______________________ 1 
Jacksonville, fla__________________ 54 10 7 2 136 
Nashville _________________________ ====5= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ = __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_:= __ =_= __ = __ =_:=_= __ = __ =====5 

Central region________________________ 75 5 3 ______________ 67 

-----------------------------------------Cincinnat'.Ohio___________________ 9 __________________________________________ 9 
Cleveland,Ohio___________________ 7 __________________________________________ . 7 
Detroit, Mich_____________________ 51 3 3 ______________ . 45 
Indianapolis, Ind__________________ 7 2 ____________________________ 5 

Parkersburl!, W. va ________________ =====I=-=-=--=-=--=-=--~-=-;--:,;;-;--;-;, __ ;-;--;-:,;;--=-;,;;;;--=-=--;-=--;-;--=-=-- 1 
Midwest region_______________________ 45 5 4 ______________ =====3=6 

Chicago, 111..___________________ 31 3 4 ______________ 24 
r.1Hwaukee, Wis__________________ 1 __________________________________________ 1 
St. Louis, MD____________________ 8 2 ___________________________ 6 
St. Paul, Minn____________________ 1 _________________________________________ 1 

Springfield, "'-___________________ =======4 =_=--=--=-=--=-",--=-==--=-=--=-=--=--",-=-=--=--=-",--=-=--=-=--=-",,-c=-=-====4 
Southwest region______________________ 67 2 16 ______________ 49 

--~------------------------------------Albuquerque, N. Me~______________ 8 _____________ 2 ___________ ~__ 6 
Austin, Tex______________________ 36 2 9 ______________ 25 
DaUas, Tex_______________________ 2 ______________ 1 ______________ 1 
Denver, Colo_____________________ 7 _________________________________________ 7 
litti,) Rock, Ark___________________ 2 __________________________________________ 2-
New Orleans, La _______ ~ __________ ====1=2=-=-=--=-='--=-=--=-=--=-~====4=-""-",,--=-=-=--=-=--,,,-=--=====,=8 

Western region ___________________________ 12_5 _____ 1_1 ____ 1_1 __________ 10_4 

Anchorage/.Alaska________________ 1 __ .-______________________________________ 1 
HDnol~lu, nawaii ___ '_______________ l~ 41 61 ------------1-- 8 
Los Angeles, CaUL_______________ '" 23 Phoenix, Ariz ________________ :____ 31 '. 3 1 ______________ 21 28 
Portlano, Oreg____________________ 11 ______________ 1 ____________ 10 Reno, N~v __________ ~ ____ ~_______ 2 _________________________________________ 2 
Salt Lake City, Ulah______________ 2 ______________________________ .. __ ~_ .,____ 2 
San Francisco, Calif._____________ 24 2. 1 . ___ ~.:... ______ . 2 22 
Seattle, Wash ____________________ ====I"'O=====I=====I=-=-=--=-=-= __ =_= __ =_=--======8 

Tota'--________________________ 699 156 78 10 558 

1 Includes 1 prosecution case on a Newark target. This case involves a violation of title 18, sec. 1503. The Newark tax 
case is still open. 

2 This figure includes 1 target selectad as an audit target which was subsequently referred to the Intelligence Division • 
• The above-listed figure Includes 10 targets which were selected in June 1972, DUt because 01 "manpower shor.ages" 

were not assigned to the district offices. These cases are being retained in the office of the program manager, Intelligence 
until such time as the Phoenix district has sufficient manpower to conduct the investigations. 
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AUDIT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, RIflE 3D, 1912 

North Atlantic region _______________ _ 

Audit 
cases 

selected 

26 

Received from 
intelligence Closed 

Termina­
tion of 

WiD Trapsfer Examined assessment 

24 6 } 7 

Open 
inventory 

42 -------------------------------------Albany _______________ ______ ____ 1 __ __ __ __ __ ____ ____ ____ __ __ ____ ____ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ 1 
Boston_________________ ________ 2 ________ __ __________________________ 2 ___________ _ 

~~~f~~n __ :::::::::::::::::::::: _________ ~~_ N :::::::::::::::::::::::: __________ ~_ 1~ 
Manhattan_____________________ 13 12 6 7 1 23 Portsmouth______________ ______________ __ __ 1 ___ ___ __ ____ __ __ ______ ______ ____ __ __ 1 

//ild-Atiantic reglon___ ______________ 11 6 ____________________________________ 17 

2 
11 
3 
1 

20 
At!3nta ___ .________________________________ 6 1 2 ___________ _ 
r,;; eensboro__ ___________________ 3 _______________________________________________ _ 5 

3 Jacksonvllle____________________ 11 7 2 8 ___________ _ 12 

Central region______________________ 3 4 ____________ 2 ___________ _ 5 

DetroiL_______________________ 2 4 ____________ 2 ___________ _ 4 I.;dianapolls__ ________ __________ 1 _______________________________________________ _ 
1 

Midwest region ____________________ _ 12 
4 ___________ _ 

2 2 12 ---------------------------------------------Chlcago ____ • _______________ _ 
SI. Louis. ___________________ . _ 

9 4 ____________ 2 1 
2 __________ ._________________________ 1 10 

J St. Paul _______________________ _ 1 _______________________________________________ _ 1 
====~==~~==================== Southwest region____________________ 16 ____________ 8 2 14 

Albuquerque___________________ 1 2 ____________ 1 
Auslln_________________________ 5 9 ____________ 5 1 DaJl3s __________________ ~______ 1 1 ____________ 1 _______ .. ___ _ 

1 
8 
1 oath'er________________________ 1 _________ • ____________________________________ _ 1 M.w O[leans_______________________________ 4 ____________ 1 ___________ _ 3 

West~rn reglo.:. _______ .____________ 20 11 9 1 22 
t' ~nolulu ________________________________ • __ 1 ___________________________________ _ 1 
Los Angeles____________________ 5 6 1 8 1 
Phoenix________________________ 4 1 ____________ 1 ___________ _ 3 

4 Portland_ _ _ ____ __ __ ________________________ 1 ___ • _______________________________ _ 
1 

~:~oFrancfscii.:::::::::::::::::: ~ ---------T::::::::::::::~~:::::::::::::::::::: 1 
10 Seattle. _________________ .____ __ 1 i, ___________________________________ _ 2 

TotaL.______________________ 94 78 10 38 1~ 132 

AUGuf$T 16, 1972. 
1Vlemomndum to: Director, Office of Law Enforcement. 
From: Acting Assistant Commissioner (Coro.pliance). 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigations of Narcotics Tra,ffickers 

Progress Report lor J'.d:onth of July 1972. 

• 
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ADMINISTRATION 

In July, four tw.o.day meetings were held in the Natiorull Office. Intelligence 
Division Chiefs representing 22 of our major district~, along with their N'.rP 
group supervisQrs, met with the National Office Staff to evaluate the various 
district operations. Representatives from your ,office and Chief Counsel's office 
addressed the meetings. The primary reason for conducting these meetings was to 
discuss various investigative teclmiques being utilized throughout the country 
in this program and to identify problem-; encountered in field investigations. It is 
anticipated that similar sessions will be held periodically in order to offer a forum 
for "idea exchanging." 

Discussions at these meetings indicated that as a result .of our activity in this 
program the Internal Revenue Service has established strong relationships with 
state and local enforcement agencies. One of the reasons for tins is the extensive, 
expeditious use of spontaneous assessments. The law .enforcement community 
recognizes the important role that the Interual Revenue Service is pla;tring in the 
federal anti-drug campaign, and we are receiving cooperation at all ~evels. 

During the week of July 17, HJ72, the IRS-DALE Representative, attended a 
three-day seminar conducted by DALE. At the conclusion of this seminar the 
representatives attcllded a one-day meeting conducted by the IRS Narcctics 
Program Manager. The representatives were given the opportunity to discuss 
matters of mutual interest with you and members of the National Office Staff. 
A manual dupplement detailing their auties and responsibilities is currently 
being reviewed and should be issued shortly. 

Our computer analysis of traffickers' toll calls (Operation ROJA) has become 
{)perational, and we have received our first printout from the Data Center. 
Although we encountered some problems gaining access to computer time, these 
problems appear to have been resolved. We are optimistic that we will be able 
to have some output to the districts within the month of August. 

TARGET SELECTION 

The Target Selection Committee met on July?'":, 1972, and selected 53 targets. 
Of these, 43 were designated as joint targets and to were selected 8.S Audit Targ{lts. 
Thus far, the Committee has selected 740 jot;j' targets and 104 Audit targets 
for a total of 8H. As in June, manpower shortage.'l have required Us to retain some 
of the selected targets in the National Office. 

OPERATIONS 

'rhrough July 31, 1972, completed audits of selected targets have resulted in 
proposed assessments of $32.2 million in additional taxes and penalties. Of· this 
amount, regUlar assessments accounted for $4.9 million and spontaneous ~S68S­
:rp.ents for $27.3 million. Spontaneous assessments involving arrested narcotics 
violators, who a'l;) not targl;)ts of this program, totaled $30.3 million. Total assess­
ments made since the inception of the program exceeded $62.5 million. Seizures 
of cash and property amounted to $9.8 million, of which $8.4 million was cash. 

In July, 3 joint investigations were completed with prosecution recomID6uda­
tions, and 20 were concluded wJth 1l0nprosecution recommendations. To date, 
155 joint investigations have been completed, 59 of which resulted in. prosecution 
recommendations. Twenty-five of th<:l individuals involved have been indicted 
and 7 of the indictments have been disposed of with convictions. The remaining 
34 prosecution cases are being reviewed. 

The attachment to this repo1;t is a geographical schedule which sets forth 
target selections, case dispositions, and cvrrent inventories.· 

JOSEPH G. MCGOWAN, 

Attachment . 
Acting Assistant Commissioner (Compliance). 

81-443-77--6 
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JOINT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, JULY 31, 1972 

Joint 

sel~~rFoe~ Prosecutions 

North Allantic region _________________ _ 151 11 

WID 

35 

Transfer 
to audit 

6 

Open joint 
cases 

99 ------------------------------------Albany, N.Y ______________________ 4 ______________ 1 _____________ 3 
Augusta, Maine___________________ 1 __________________________________________ 1 
Boston, Mass_____________________ 10 1 ____________________________ 9 
Brooklyn, N.Y____________________ 39 2 9 ___ .__________ 28 Buffalo, N.Y _____________________ 11 _____________ 3 ______________ 8 
Hartford, Conn.___________________ 12 ______________ 3 ______________ 9 
Manhattan, N.Y___________________ 71 8 17 6 40 Portsmouth, N.H_________________ 2 __ .___________ 2 __________________________ _ 
Providence, R.L__________________ 1 ___________ ______________________________ 1 

====~====~====~==========~~ Mld·Atlantic region____________________ 148 11 12 ______________ 125 
------------------------------------Baltimore, Md__________________ 25 5 1 ____________ 319 

Nowark( N.J______________________ 45 1 8 ______________ 3 36 
Phllade phia, Pa__________________ 39 ___ 2 _______ ,______ 37 
Pittsburgh, Pa____________________ 15 5 1 ______________ 9 
Richmond, Va____________________ 23 __ ._______________________________________ 23 

Wilmington, Del.. _________________ ===="'l:,_"'_=--=-=-=--=-=--=-=--=-= __ =-=--=-=--=-=--=-=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=====1 
South'last region______________________ 1J4 12 15 3 84 

------------------------------------Atlanta, Ga _______ .--------------- 24 ______________ 6 1 17 Birmingham, Ala _______ ,___________ 5 _. ________________________________________ 5 
Columbia, S.C____________________ 5 1 ________________________ .___ 4 
Greensboro, N.C__________________ 13 1 _________________ __________ 12 
Jacllson, Mlss.____________________ 1 ___ _____________________________________ 1 
Jacksonville, Fla~_~_______________ 60 10 9 2 t 3 39 Nashville, Tenn___________________ 6 __________________________ .. ________ ______ 6 

====~====~====~============? Central region_________________________ 80 4 ___________ . __ 71 

----~~----------------------------Cincinnati, Ohio___________________ 9 __________________________________________ 9 
Cleveland, Ohio___________________ 7 ____ "_____________________________________ 7 
Detroit, Mich____________________ 52 3 4 _____________ J 45 
Indlanapolis,lnd__________________ 7 2 __________________ ._________ 5 
Parllersburg, W. Va ______ '-________ 1 ___ ~______________________________________ 1 

Louisvi lie, Ky _____________________ ====,=4=-=-_=-=-=--=-=--=-=-=--=-=-=--=-=--=-=-'=-=-=--=-=-=--=-= __ =-=-=-_=-=-=-=====4 
Midwest region_______________________ 44 2 ______________ 37 

--------~~~-------------------Chicago, 111.._____________________ 30 3 2 ______________ 25 
Milwaukee, Wls___________________ 1 ________________ ' _____________________ .. ____ 1 
St. Louis, Mo _________________ .___ 8 2 ____________________________ 6 
St. Paul, Minn____________________ 1 __________________________________________ 1 
Sprir,~eld, 111.___________________ 4 __________________________________________ 4 

====~====~====~~=========== Southwest region ______________ ~_______ 75 3 17, ______________ 55 

----------------------------~-------------AI~~querque, N. Mex______________ 10 ______________ 2 _____________ 8 
AUstin, Tex ________ • __________ ._._ 37 2 10 _____________ 25 
Dallas, Tex_______________________ 3 1 1 ______________ 1 
Denver, Colo_____________________ 7 _____ ~ ________ ~ __ ._~_______________________ 7 
Little Rock, Ark _____________ .. _____ 2 __________________________________________ 2 

, New Orleans, La__________________ 13 ______________ 4 __ "__________ 9 

Oklahoma City, Okla _______________ ====3= __ =-=--=--=-=--=-=--=--=-=-=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=====3 
Western region ______ "________________ 123 12 11 105 

--------~--------------------------Anchorage, Alaska________________ 1 __________________________________________ 1 
Honolulu, Hawaii._________________ 10 1 1 ______________ 8 
Los Angeles, Calil.._______________ 34 5 6 1. 22 
Phoenix, Ariz_____________________ 31 3 1 ______________ 2328 
Portia no, ,Oreg ________ .-__________ 11 ___ .c_________ 1 ______________ 10 
Reno, Nev __ '______________________ 2 __________________________________________ 2 
Salt Lake City, Utah_______________ 2 ___________________________________ ~____ 2 
San Francisco, Calif_______________ 26 2 1 ______________ 224 

Seattle, Wash _____________________ ====l=l=====l ====~1=-=-=--=-=-=--=-=--=-=--~======9 
TotaL_________________________ 740 I 59 95 10 577 

I InclUdes 1 prosecution case on a Newark target. This case involves a violation of title 18, sec. 1503. The Newark tax 
cas~ is stlU open. 

'This figure includes 1 target selected as an audit target which was subsequently referred to the Intelligence Division • 
• These figures include targets which have been selected, but because of "manpower shortages" were not assigned 

to the distnct offic~s. These cases are being retained in the office of the program manager, Intelligence until such time 
as SUffiCient manpo~iCr to conduct the investigations becomes available. 

• 

.. 

.: 
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GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTiON OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DEPOSITiONS, AND DISTRICT INVENTORIES, 
JULY 31, 1972 

Audit 
cases 

selected 

Received from 
intelligence Closed 

WID Transfer Examined 
Term. 

assess. 
• Open 
Inventory 

North Atlantic region________________ 29 35 6 9 7 ~4 

~~~~g~=:==::::::::::::::::::::: ~ _________ ~_::::::::::::::::::::::----- '---T ___________ ~ 
Brooklyn_______________________ 11 9 ____________ 1 4 l5 
Buffalo____________________________________ <I ___________________________________ 3 
Hartford__ _____________________ 1 3 ____________________________________ 4 
Manhattan_____________________ 13 17 6 II 1 2.7 Portsmouth_________________________________ 2 ____________________________________ 2 

Mid·Atlantic region__________________ 12 11 ____ ---____ 1 ____________ 2Z 
Baltimore _______ -______________ 1 _______________________ ... _________ _ 
Newark._______________________ 7 7 ____________ 1 ___________ _ 
Philadelphia____________________ 2 2. _____ ; ____ .... _ •• ___________________ _ 

kt~~~~~gd~::::::::::::::::::::-------T __________ :_:::::::::::~~::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Southeast region____________________ 16 15 <i 10 ___________ _ 

AtiaRta____________________________________ 6 1 2. ___________ _ 

~:~~~~~~~~=:::::::::::::::::: § ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Jacksonville___________________ 12 9 2 8 ___________ _ 

-Central region______________________ 3 5 _______ ~__ 2 _________ _ 
oetroiL ____________ :___________ 2 5 ____________ 2 ___________ _ 
rndianapolis.___________________ 1 ________ ~ ___________________________________ _ 

2. 
13 
4 
1 
2. 

24 

5 
1 
3 

15 

5 
1 

Midwest region____________________ 12 4 ____________ 2 2 12 

---------------------------------------------. gtt~k:::::::::::::::::::: 9 . 4 -~_--.. ____ • 2. 1 l~ 
St. Paul________________________ r ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ___ .:~ _____ ~_ 1 

====~==~~========~==~====~ outhwest region __ ._________________ 8 17 ____________ 8 2. 15 

---------------------------------------------Albuquerque___________________ 1 2 ___________ 1 
AUstin________________________ 5 10 ____________ 5 1 Dallas __ ~______________________ 1 1 ____________ 1 ___________ _ 
Denver ___ : _____________ ~--"-__ 1 _____________________________________________ _ 
NewOrleans______________________________ 4 ___________ 1 ___________ _ 

Western region ____________ ~ ____ "____ 24 ' 11 1 11 1 

Honolulu _____ ----------- • ______ • ______ J___ 1 .-----_" _____________ .. ___________ _ 
Los Angeles___________________' - 5 6 -1' 9 1 Phoenix.: _____________ C _____ "C_ 4 1 ____________ 1 ___________ _ 
Portland __________________ ~ ________ ._____ 1 __________ • _______________________ _ 

~:~oF,:aiicfSco::::::::::::::::=: 1~ ------r--r::::::::::::----------r:::::::::: 
Sea!lle.~ ______________ -______ 2 1 ________ ~ ________________ : _______ ~ __ -

TOlaL. ______________________ . 104. - 98 10 43 _ 12 

SEl'TEMBE:R. 13, 1972. 

Memorandum to: Deputy Assistant Secretary for Enforcement. . -,;.: 

1 
9 
1 
1 
3 

24 

1 
2 
4 
1 
1 

12. 
3 

157 

From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance). 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigations of No.rcotiGs Traffickers 

Progress Report for Month of August 1972. 
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ADMINISTRATION 

In August, the computer analysis of telephone toll calls made by selected targets 
disclosed that targets in Nashville, Atlanta, and Philadelphia had caned a target 
in New York. Further inquiries revealed that some of these individualR, along with 
other targets, had met in Houston, Texas, in July 1971 and appear to be closely 
connected in a large-scale narcotics distribution system. Identification of the 
system should lead to additional members of tIns organization. Dr. Edwin Golding 
has cooperated in the computer project and is currently designing a program that 
will expedite the ll,nalysis through the further URe of computers. This will be of 
great assistance and will be a significant contribution to NTP. 

During the month of August, a meeting was held with Mr. Philip Snlith, 
Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs, who advised that llNDD is anxious 
to offer the Internal Revenue Service assistance in obtaining information from 
foreign countries. They ,yill also be furnishing information on American Nationals 
involved in international narcotics trafficking. 

l.'ARGET SELECTION 

The Target Selection Comnlittee met on August 30, 1972, and selected 72 
targets. Of these, 63 were designated as joint targets and 9 were selected as Audit 
targets. Thus far, the Comnlittee has selected 803 joint targets and 113 Audit 
w,rgets, for a total of 916. Manpower shortages continue to exist and 45 targets are 
now being retained in the National Office. 

NARCOTICS PROJECT ASSESSMENTS 

During the Ii-month period ended August 31, 1972. total assessments proposed 
against selected targets amounted to $35.0 million in additional taxes and pennI ties. 
Of this amount, assessments resulting from examinations accounted for 526.6 
nlillion including jeopardy assessments of $18.9 million. Termination of taxable 
period assessment'S against targets amounted to $8..4 million. Spontaneous assess­
ments involving arrested narcotics violators who are not targets of this program 
totaled $31.2 million. Thus, total assessments against tal'get and non-target cnses 
amounted to $66.2 million. Seizures of cash and property amounted to $11.0 
million, of which $9.3 million was cash. 

OPERATIONS 

Twenty joint investigations were completed Yvith prosecution recommendations 
and 11 were concluded with nonprosecution recommendations in August. To date, 
186 joint investigations- have been completed, 79 of which resulted, in prosecution 
recommendn.tions. Thirty-nine of the individuals involved· h!we been indicted and 
11 of the indictments have been disposed of with convictions. The remaining 29 
prosecution cases are being reviewed. 

The Swiss Ministry of Justice recently disclosed that it had frozen more than 
$500,000 hidden in secret Swiss bank accounts by international narcotics traffickers. 
The freezing of three numbered accounts marked the. first moves against the use of 
Swiss banks by narcotics traffickers. One of the drug operators, who had $104,000 
in a secret account, is an Audit target under investigation in the program. 

The attachment to this report is a geographical schedule which sets forth target 
selections, case dispositions, and current inventories. .." . 

Attachment. 

JOSEPH G. l\lcGOWAN, 
Assistarn Cormnlssioner (Compliance). 



-

81 
JOINT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSlTIONS, AND DISTRICT 

INVENTORIES, AUG. 31, 197Z 

Joint 
target .Prosecu-

selection tions WID 
Transfer Open Joint 
to audit cases 

'North Atlantic region________________ 165 14 38 6 iOa 
----------------~-------------

Joint 
targets 

sele<.ted, 
held in 

national 
office I 

9 
Albany, N. V ____________________ 4 ____________ 1 ____________ 3 . ___________ _ 
Augusta, Maine_________________ 1 ___________________________________ 1 ___________ _ 
Boston, Masso__________________ 19 3 ________________________ 16 9 
Brooklyn, H.Y __________________ 40 2 10 ____________ 28 ___________ _ 
Buffalo, N.V ____________________ 12 _____ .______ 3 ____________ 9 ___________ _ 
Hartford, Cor.n__________________ 12 1 3 ____________ 8 ___________ _ 
Manhattan, N.y_________________ 74 8 19 6 41 ___________ _ 
Portsmouth, N.H________________ 3 ____________ 1 ____________ 1 _______ • ___ _ 
Providence, fl.!. ________________ 1 ____________________________________ 1 ___________ _ 

============~~~~~====~~~ 'Mid-Atlantic region__________________ 160 12 11 __ ._________ 1.37 11 

--------------------Baltimore, Md__________________ 30 6 1 ____________ 23 4 
Ilewark, N.L__________________ 50 1 1 ______ ._____ 42 7 
Philadelphia, Pa________________ 39 ____________ 2 ____________ 37 ______ • ____ _ 
Pittsburgh, Pa__________________ 15 5 1 _________ .... 10 ___________ _ 
Richmond, Va ___ .. ______________ 24 _________________________________ . __ 24 ___________ _ 
Wilmington, DeL_______________ 1 .. _____________________________ , •. ",,,====1=_= __ =_=_= __ =_= __ = __ 

:Southeast region .. ___________ .______ 120 15 15 3 85 7 

--------------------------------------------Atlanta, Ga __________ .__________ 28 3 6 1 18 ___________ _ 
Birmingham, Ala .. ______________ 5 ____________________________________ 5 ___________ _ 
Columbia, S.1)__ ________________ 5 1 ______ _______ __ _ ___ 4 ___________ _ 

~:~~~;~,o~ls~:~-:::::::::::::::: 11 __ . _______ ~_::::::=:::::::=::=:::::: 13 -------,---
Jacksonville, fla________________ 61 10 10 2 2 3~ -----------=; Nashville, Tenn_________________ 6 ____________________________________ 6 ___________ _ 

================================ 'Central region ___________________ .. _ 90 6 ____________ 75 5 

------------------------------~-------------Cincinnati, Ohio .. _______________ :13 ____________________________________ 13 __________ __ 
Cleveland,1lhio________________ 8 __________ __________________________ 8 __________ __ 
Detroit, Mich___________________ 56 7 6 ____________ 43 5 
lndiana~olis, Ind_ .. __ .. _________ 8 2 ___________________ .. ___ 6 __________ __ 
louisvll E, Ky .. _________________ 4 __________ • _____________________ -__ 4 __________ _ 

Parkersburg, W. Va .... __________ ====l"'_,;_;, __ ,;_= __ ,;_"' __ ,;_;, __ ,;_,; __ ;,_,; __ ;_,; __ ;,_;_ ;, __ ;,;_;; __ ;,;_;; __ ;,;;_,; __ ;,_====1;;,;;_;, __ ;;;_;;_,,;_;, __ ;,_,;; __ 

IMidwest region _________________________ 4_9 _____ 7 ____ ~_-_-_--_-_--_-_--_-_-_____ 40_--_-_-_ .. _-_--_-_--
C~ica~,~ IIL_. _____________ ... _ 30 3 2 _______ .. ___ 25 __________ __ 
MllwallRee, W,S ______________ .• __ 2 ____________________________ ._______ ~ _____ .... __ _ 
Sl Louis, Mo ________ .--_______ 12 4 _____________ .... _______ 8 ____ .. _____ _ 
Sl Paul, Minn. ______ .. ___ ... ___ 1 ____________________________________ 1 ___________ _ 
Springfield, III. _________________ ====4==_=_", __ =_== __ ==_= __ = __ =_= __ =_= __ ==_="=_= __ ='= __ ==_ = __ = __ ==_== __ =_====4=_==,== __ =_= __ =_= __ = __ 

'Southwest region __________________ .. 75 3 17 ____________ 56 ___________ _ 

----------------------------------------------Albuquerqua, N. Max____________ ta ___________ 2 ____________ 8 ___________ _ 
Austin, Tex_____________________ 38 2 10 ____________ 26 __________ __ 
Dallas, Tex_________________ 3 1 1 ____________ 1 ___________ _ 
Denver, Colo___________________ 7 ____________________________________ 7 ___________ _ 
little Rock, Ark_________________ 2 ____________________________________ 2 __________ ._ 
New Orleans, La________________ 13 ____________ 4 ___________ 9 __________ _ 

Oklahoma City, Okla .. ___________ ====3= __ =_=_== __ =_= __ "'_= __ ==_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_=_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_=_====3= __ =_=,_=_= __ =_= __ =:_ 
'Western region ___________ .~________ 142 19 17 1 107 13 

----------------------------------------------Anchorage, Alaska______________ 1 ____________________________________ 1 ______ • ____ _ 
Honolulu, Hawaii________________ 10 1 1 ____________ 8 ______ • ____ • 
los Angeles, CaIlL_____________ 40 6 10 1 23 ___ • _______ _ 
Phoenix

1 
Ariz___________________ 34 3 2 ____________ 330 13 

Portlana, Oreg__________________ 12 ____________ 1 _____ .. _____ 11 ___________ _ 
Reno, Nev _____ .. _______________ 2 _____ --------. _____________________ .. 2 _ .. _______ _ 
Salt lake City, Utah_____________ 2 ___ .. _______________________________ 2 __________ __ 
San Francisco, Calif..___________ 27 5 2 ____________ 321 ___________ _ 
Seattle, Wash ___________________ ,====14====4====I==_;,; __ =_,; __ ;,_,; __ ;,_= __ ====9= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ _ 

Total .. ______________________ 803 279 107 10 609 45 

1 Because of manpOWer shortages thase cases are being r6t~ined in the office of the program manager, intelligence, 
until such tima as sufficient manpower to condUct the investigations tecomes available. They are Included in the open 
Inventories pf these districts. 

~ Includes 1 proseCUtion case on a Newark largel. This case Involves a violation of title 18, sec. 1503. The NeWark ta~ 
case is still open. 

I This figure inclUdes 1 targtt seier ted as an audil target which Was subsequently referred 10 the intelligence division. 
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JOINT TARGETS.- GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS. CASE DISPOSITIONS. AND DISTiller 
INVENTORIES. AUG. 31. 1972 

Received from 
Audit Intelligence 
cases ----:-----

selected WID Transfer 

Closed 

Termi­
nation of 

Examined assessment 
Open 

inventory 

North Atlantic region________________ 34 38 6 18 7 53 

~~~~~~::_::=====:::::::::::::: ~ __________ ~_:::=:::::::::::::::::: ::----------2-___________ : 
Brooklyn_._____________________ 12 10 ____________ 2 4 16 
Buffalo____________________________________ 3 ____________________________________ 3 
Hartford_______________________ 1 3 ____________ 1 ____________ 3 
Manhattan_____________________ 13 19 6 15 1 22 Portsmouth________________________________ 2 ____________________________________ 2 

Mid·Atlantic region __ •• ____ •••• __ • __ _ 12 11 _______ • ___ _ 1 ___________ _ 22 -------------------------------------Baltimore_.____________________ 1 _______________________________ _ 2 Newark _____________________ ••• 7 7 ___ .. __ .____ 1 _ .. ________ _ 13 

~rr~~~~~~;~:-:::::::::::=:==:::: __________ :_ j ::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Richmond______________________ 2 _______________________________________________ _ 
4-
1 
2 

Southeast reglon __________________ _ 17 16 3 11 ___________ _ 25 -------------------------------------Atlanta ________________________________ ~___ 6 1 3 _. _________ _ 4 

~~~~~~~~~~:::::=::::=::::::::: ~ :::::::::::::=::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::: Jacksonville ____________ .. _______ 13 10 2 8 __________ ._ 
1 
3 

17 
Central region _________________ .____ 3 6 ____________ 2 ___________ _ 7 

DetroiL_______________________ 2 6 ____________ 2 _. ________ ~_ I> I ndlanapolis__ __ ______ ______ __ __ 1 _______________________________________________ _ 1 
====~==============~==~~==~ Midwest region_____________________ 15 4 ____________ 3 2 14 ------------------------------------

~~i~l~s::::::::=::=::=:==:=:=: ~ __________ ~_:==:=====:== j t 10 
3 SI. PauL ______________ ._______ 1 _______________________________________________ _ 1 

====~==~~========7===~====~ Southwest region___________________ 17 9 2 14 
--------------------------------------------Albuquerque___________________ 1 2 ____________ 1 

Austin.________________________ 5 10 ____________ 6 1 1 
3 Dallas_________________________ 1 1 ____________ 1 ___________ _ 1 Denver _ _ _ _ ________ __ __ ________ 1 _______________________________________________ _ 1 

New Orleans_______________________________ 4 ____________ 1 ___________ _ 3 

Western region_____________________ 24 17 12 1 29 
Honol ulu.______ ____________ ______________ __ 1 ____________________________ ~ ______ _ 
Los Angeles___________________ 5 10 1 9 1 Phoenlx_.______________________ 4 2 ____________ 1 ___________ _ 

1 
6 
5 Portland ___________ ._______ ________ ____ __ __ 1 ___________________________________ _ 

Rer.o ___ • __________ ____________ 1 _______________________________________________ _ 
San Francisco__________________ 12 2 ____________ 2 ___________ _ 
Seattle •• _______________________ 2 1 _________ • _________________________ _ 

1 
1 

12 
3 

TotaL ______________________ _ 113 109 10 56 12 164 

OCTOBER 13, 1972. 
To: Deputy Assistant Secretary for Enforcement. 
From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance) CP:I:O. 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigations of Narcotics Traffickers 

Progress Report for Month of September 1972. 
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ADMINISTRATION 

In September, representatives of IRS, Customs, ATF, Secret Service and Main 
Treasury attended a ;meeting with an official of the Office of National Narcotics 
Intelligence (ONN!). The mis:;ion of this new agency has been defined as service 
for other agencies. They are trying to determine what information is available 
on narcotics traffickers and. how they will be able to service the various bw en­
forcement agencies involved in the federal anti-drug campaign. Further meetings 
will be held in order to determine what assistance ONNI will offer the Narcotics 
Traffickers Program. . 

A meeting was held with the agent in charge of the Bureau of Custom's Money 
Monitoring Project. In connection with that Project, Customs has compiled a 
Financial Document Collection System (FDCS) in which 37 individuals have 
been identified who are listed in FDCS and CAD PIN. We expect to initiate 
background inquiries on all of these subjects. 

The Program Manager (Intelligence) met with the agent-in-charge of all 
narcotics intelligence gathering for the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous 
Drugs for the New York Metropolitan Area. It was agreed that a monthly meeting 
between BNDD and the IRS narcotics group supervisors from Manhattan, 
Brooklyn and Newark would be beneficial. Such a meeting would keep them all 
abreast of our program and should aid in developing new targets. 

On Tuesday, September 19, 1972, membas of Narcotics Section (Audit) made 
a presentation to the Regional Fraud Anmysts. The objectives and accomplish­
ments to date in the program were outlined and the analysts were encom'uged to· 
offer advice and suggestions on improving the Narcotics Program. 

TARGE',V SELECTION 

The Target Selection Committee met on September 26, 1972, and selected 95 
targets. Of these, 86 were designated as joint targets and 9 were selected as Audit 
targets. Thus far, the Committee has selected 889 joint targets and 122 Audit 
targets, for a total of 1,011. Manpower shortages continue to exist and 68 targets 
are now being retained in the National Om.ce. 

NARCOTICS PROJECT ASSESSMENTS 

During the 15-month period ended September 30, 1972, total assessments 
proposed against selected targets amounted to $35.6 million in additional taxes 
and penalties. Of this amount, Msessments resulting from examinations accounted 
for $27.1 million including jeopardy assessments of $18.9 million. Tet'mination of 
taxable period Rssessments against targets amounted to $8.5 million. Spontaneous 
assessments involving arrested narcotics violators who are not targets of this 
program totaled $33,3 million. Thus, total assessments against target and non­
target easel' amounted to $68.9 million. Seizures of cash and property amounted 
to $11.7 million, of which $10.1 million was in cash. 

OPERATIONS 

In Septemr.er, 13 joint investigations were completed with prosecution recom­
mendations and 20 were concluded with nonprosecution recommendations. To 
date, 219 joint Investigations have been completed, 92 of which resulted in pros­
ecution recommendations. Forty-six of the individuals involved have been 
indicted and 15 of the indictments have been disposed of with convictions. The 
remaining 31 ,cases are being reviewed. 

The attachment to this report is a geographical schedule which sets forth target 
selections, case dispositions and CUl'l'eI),t inventories. 

JOHN F. HANLON, 
Assistant Commissioner (Compliance). 

Attachmen'~. 



JOINT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION' OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND OISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, SEPT. 30, 1972 

Joint 
targets 

selected 
Joint Open held in pending 

sel~~[f;~ Prosecu- Transfer joint national indict- Convic-
tions WID to audit cases office' ments tions 

North Atlantic region _______ _ 174 16 39 6 Il3 9 
------------------------------------------------~ Albany, N.Y____________ 6 __________ 1 __________ 5 _____________________________ _ 

Augusta, Malne_________ 1 ______________________________ 1 _____________________________ _ 
Boston, rtass___________ 19 3 ____________________ 16 9 2 _________ _ 
Brooklyn, N.Y__________ 43 3 11 __________ 29 __________ ~ 1 Buffalo, N.Y ____________ 14 __________ 3 __________ 11 _____________________________ _ 
Hartford, Conn__________ 13 1 3 __________ 9 _____________________________ _ 
Manhattan, N.Y _________ 74 9 19 6 40 __________ 1 _________ _ 
Portsmouth, N.H________ 3 __________ 2 __________ 1 _____________________________ _ 
Providence, R.I._______ 1 ______________________________ 1 _____________________________ _ 

==~====~==~======~==~========== Mid·Atlantic region ,_________ 190 12 16 __________ 162 23 2 4 

----------------- -----------------------Baltimor~\ Md__________ 32 6 2 __________ 24 4 2 3 
Newark, I'.L___________ 54 I 10 __________ 43 8 ___________________ _ 
Philadelphia, Pa________ 39 __________ 3 __________ 36 _____________________________ _ 
Pittsburgh, Pa__________ 38 5 1 __________ 32 11 __________ 1 
Richmond, Va___________ 26 ______________________________ 26 _____________________________ _ 
Wilmington, DeL_______ 1 ______________________________ 1 _____________________________ _ 

==~==~====~==~==~============~ Southeast region____________ 123 21 19 80 1 12 5 
----~------------~----~---------------Atlanla, Ga_____________ 29 4 ti 1 18 _____________________________ _ 

Birmingham, Ala________ 5 ______________________________ 5 _____________________________ _ 
Columbia, S.C__________ 5 2 ____________________ 3 __________ 2 _________ _ 
Greensboro, N.C________ 14 1 1 __________ 12 ____________________ 1 
Jackson, Miss___________ 1 ______________________________ 1 _____________________________ _ 
Jacksonville, Fla________ 62 14 12 2 234 1 10 4 Nashville, Tenn_________ 4 ______________________________ 7 _____________________________ _ 

==~====~==~======~====~======~ Central region______________ 98 10 7 __________ 81 7 4 2 
-----------------------------------------Cincinnati,Ohio_________ 16 __________ 1 __________ 15 1 ___________________ _ 

Cleveland,Ohio_________ 3 ______________________________ 8 _____________________________ _ 
Detroit, Mich___________ 59 7 6 __________ 46 6 3 1 
Indianapolis,lnd________ 10 3 ____________________ 7 __________ 1 1 
Louisville, Ky,___________ 4 ______________________________ 4 _____________________________ _ 
Parkersburg, W. Va______ 1 ______________________________ 1 ____________________________ _ 

==~~==~==~======~========~==~ Midwest regiOrT_____________ 62 9 5 __________ 48 __________ 2 2 

----------------------~~---------------Chicago, 111.____________ 39 3 5 __________ 31 __________ 2 ________ _ 
MilwaUkee, Wis________ 2 ______________________________ 2 _____________________________ _ 
Omahaj Nebr___________ 2 ______________________________ 2 _____________________________ _ 
St. loUIS, Mo___________ 12 6 ____________________ 6 ____________________ 2 
St. Paul, Minn__________ 3 ______________________________ 3 ___________________________ _ 
Springfield,III__________ 4 ______________________________ 4 ______________ . ______________ _ 

==~~==~==========~============== Southwest region____________ 82 5 21 __________ 56 _____________________________ _ 

Albuqu~rque; N. Mex____ 10 1 3 __________ 6 _____________________________ _ 
Austin, Tex_____________ 40 2 12 __________ 26 _____________________________ _ 
Dallas, ;ex'_____________ 3 1 1 __________ 1 _____________________________ _ 
Denver, Colo____________ 11 1 1 __________ 9 _____________________________ _ 
Little Rock, Ark_________ 2 ______________________________ 2 _____________________________ _ 
New Orleans, La________ 13" __________ 4 __________ 9 _____________________________ _ 
O~lahoma City, Okla_____ 3 ______________________________ 3 _____________________________ _ 

==~~~~==~==~==~==~~==~===7 Western region__ ___________ 160 19 20 122 28 6 
-------------------------------------------------Anchorage, Alaska______ 1 ______________________________ 1 _____________________________ _ 

Hanolulu, HawaIL______ 10 1 1 __________ 8 _____________________________ _ 
Los Angeles, Cali!.._____ 40 6 10 1 23 __________ 1 _________ _ 
Phoenix, Arlz___________ 51 3 3 __________ 846 28 ___________________ _ 
Portlana,Oreg__________ 13 __________ 1 __________ 12 _____________________________ _ 
Reno, t'iev______________ 2 ______________________________ 2 _____________________________ _ 
Salt Lake City, Ulah_____ 2 ______________________________ 2 _____________________________ _ 
San Francisco, Calif_____ 27 5 2 __________ 321 __________ 3 _________ _ 
Seattle, Wash___________ 14 4 3 __________ 7 __________ 2 1 

==~================~==~========== TotaL______________ 889 92 127 10 662 68 31 IS 

, Because of "manpower shortages" these cases arc being retained in the office of the program manager, intelligence 
until such time as sufficient manpower to conduct the investigations becomes available. They are included in the open 
inventories of these districts. 

2 Includes 1 prosecution case on a Newark target. This case involves a Violation ottiUe 18, sec. 1503. T~e Newark tax 
case is still open. 

'This figure includes 1 target selected as an audit target which was subsequenUy referred to the Intelligence Division. 
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AUDIT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SElECTIO;iS, CASEllISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRIct 
INVENTORIES, SEPT. ;(9,197.2 

Audit Received from intelligence 
cases ---'-.----=--

selected WID Transfer 

Closed 

Termina· 
t;on of 

Examined assessment 
OpelT 

inventory 

North Atlantic region. ___ .... _____ .~- 36 39 6 21 7 53' 
Albany __ • ________________ .. ____ 6 1 .... _____ • ________ ... ______________ 7 
Bost~n __ •• _____ • ______________ • 2 ________ .. ________________ .. ________ 2 __________ __ 
Brooklyn.______________________ 12 11 ____________ 3 4 16 
Buffalo_______________________ 1 3 ______ .. ________________________ .. __ 4 

~~rn~~t~an~~===:=========::::= II 1~ . ·--------6· I} --------T 2~ Portsmouth_________ ______ ______ ______ __ _ ___ 2 ______________________ .. __ __ ____ __ __ 2 

Mid-Atlantic region__________________ 13 16 __ • ______ .__ 6 ___________ _ 

Baltimore ____________ .. ________ 1 2 ____________ 1 ______ • ____ _ 
Newark________________________ 8 10 ____ • 3 .. • 

~rA':~~!~~~~::=:=::::::::=::::::-------.--z. ~ :::::====== __________ :_::========== Richmond______________________ 2 ____________________________ • _________________ __ 

S~utheast region_ .. ________________ 17 19 3 16 __________ ._ 

i!~~V~~-~~========::====:=::=:------·---~-.. --.. ----~-==:=::::::~:=:::::::::~:========:~:: Jacksonville .. ___ .. _____________ B 12 2 13 ___________ _ 

Central region .... __________________ 4 7 ____________ 4 ___________ _ 

Cineinnati. _________________________ .. ______ 1 ____ • ___________________________ .... 

PneJf~~~pofis:::::::::=:::::::::: r ____ .. ____ ~_::::==:::::: ___ . ______ :_:::::::::::: 

Honolulu ___________________ .. __ .. __________ 1 .. _ .. _________ .. __________________ .. 1 
los Angeles __________ .. ________ 5 10 1 9 1 6 
Phoenix _________________ .. _____ 4 3 ____________ 1 _____ .. ____ 6 
Portland.__________________________________ 1 ___ . _____________________________ . __ 1 
Reno__________________________ 1 ________ _.____________________________________ 1 
San Franciseo___________________ 12 l ____________ 2 ____________ 12 
Seattle_________________________ 3 3 ____________________ • __ .____________ 6 

TotaL.______________________ 122 127 10 73 12 174 

To: Deputy Assistant Secretary for Enforcement. 
From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance) CPo 
Subject: Presidential Program f01' Tax Investigations 

Progress Report for Month of October 1972. 

ADMINISTRATION 

NOVEMllER 17, 1972. 

of Narcotics Traffickers 

During the month of October, preliminary steps were taken toward the formu· 
lation of Project l11INT (Monetary Intelligence on Narcotic TrafIickerR). This 
project will attempt to determine the methods used by narcotic traffickers to 
conceal ownership of assets and to trace the flow of funds and securities into and 
out of this country. We are hopeful that Project MINT will provide assistance 
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and coordination to the various districts in developing financial intelligence for 
the Narcotic Program. It will operate in conjunction "lith Strike Force 18. 

We are in the process of compiling the data necessary to input all NTP targets 
into CADPIN (Customs ADP Intelligence Networ1;;). Although we have encountered 
some technical and manpower problems, we are optimistic that we will have this 
accomplished by the end of this year. This will give us access to monetary intel­
ligence gathered by Customs, and will also enable us to track all NTP targets in 
and out of the United States. 

A Central Law Enforcement Information and Communication System for 
Treasury Enforcement Agencies is to be established by December 31, 1972. This 
system will provide a common communication network linking Treasury Enforce­
ment Agencies to a central treasury computer system. We anticipate installing 
terminals in the National Office and every Regional Office by March aI, 1973. 
In the interim, we will have coverage throua;h Intelligence or ATF terminals at 
all of the above locations by the end of this ;\"ear. 

We have queried all of our districts relative to requests for foreign information 
needed in narcotic investigations. As this information is received and assimilated 
it will be forwarded to your office. 

The gathering of quality narcotic intelligence is the foundation upon which 
this program is built. In this regard, the Narcotic Program Manager and the 
Technical Development Branch, Intelligence Division, National Office have been 
working With various Regional Offices to develop training programs for narcotic 
intelligence gathering. We have scheduled seminars for the Central and Southwest 
Regions for the latter part of this year. 

TARGET SELECTION 

The Target Selection Committee met on October 30, 1972, and selected 96 
targets. Of these, 73 were designated as joint targets and 23 were selected as 
Audit Targets. To date, the committee has selected 962 joint targets and 145 
Audit Targets for a total of il07. Manpower shortages continue to exist and 75 
targets are now being retained in the National Office. 

NARCOTICS PROJECT ASSESSMENTS 

During the 16-month period ended October 31, 1972, total assessments proposed 
against selected targets amounted to $37.9 million in additional taxes and penalties. 
Of this amount, assessments resulting from examinations accounted for $29.3 
million including jeopardy assessments oi $18.9 million. Termination of taxable 
period assessments against targets amount2d to $8.6 million. Spontaneous assess­
ments involving arrested narcotics violators who are not targets of this program 
totaled $40.2 million. Thus, total assessments again3t target and non-target cases 
amounted to $78.1 million. Seizures of cash and property amounted to $13.3 
million, of which $11.5 million was in cash. 

OPERATIONS 

In October, an income tax indictment was returned against the head of a major 
heroin network on the West Coast. This indictment was the end result of an in­
tensive investigation by our special agents using a "team" concept and working 
,closely with various Federal and State narcotic investigative agencies. 

During the month of October, 43 joint investigations were completed. Twenty­
five resulted in prosecution recommendations and 18 were concluded with non­
prosecution recommendations. Thus far, 262 joint investigations have been 
completed, of which 117 resulted in prosecution recommendations. Seventy-six 
of the individuals involved have been indicted and 18 of the indictments have 
resulted in conviction. 

The attachment to this report is a geographical schedule which sets forth target 
selections, case dispositions, and current inventories. 

JOHN F. HANLON, 

Attachment. 
ASS1'slant . '''mmissioner (Compliance). 
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DECEMBER 21, 1972. 

'To: Deputy Assistant Secretary for Enforcement, Office of the Secretary. 
:From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance) CP:I:O. 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigations of Narcotics 'frafiickers 

Progress Report for Month of November 1972. 

ADMINISTRATION 

During the month of November, the Director and Program Manager, Intelli­
gence Division met with John Ingersoll, Director BNDD. The purpf)ce of the 
meeting was to U13SE'SS the program to date and determine what could : c :lone by 
both agencies to accomplish the overall program objectives. Subsequently, 
arrangements were made for the Program Manager to be briefed on the six 
operational programs BNDD has throughout the world. We have also made 
arrangements to have all of our targets run against the new BNDD classification 
system to determine their current level. 

'Ve have been working closely with U.S. Customs Service in their Financial 
Monitoring projects. Arrangements have been made for Intelligence personnel 
(one full time and two part time) to work with C!lstOms on the Project. Customs 
is going to brief the Director, Intelligence on these projects in December. We 
arc hopeful that these projects will provide significant narcotic intelligence for the 
overall program. 

The President signed the 4.5 million dollar supplemental appropriation for the 
narcotic program. "\Vhen the additional hiring is accomplished, this w.Jl bring us 
to a total strength of 270 revenue agents and 368 special agents working full 
time on the program. In order to support the additional personnel two special 
agents have been hired to work in the National Office under the direction of the 
Narcotic Program Manager-Intelligence. Their primary responsibility will be 
Target Selection and the: 'sill work closely with the districts in identifying new 
targets. 

,Ve are making arrangements to have all of our NTP targets checked against 
the Interpol Central Index System. In addition, we are setting up a permanent 
alpha file on NTP targets for Interpol so that any intelligence developed by 
them will be transmitted to the Program Manager. We have also furnished a 
list of NTP targets to the Narcotic Program Manager, ATP for intelligence 
purpases. 

TARGET SELECTION 

The Target Selection Committee met on N.ovember 28, 1972, and selected 68 
targets. Of these. 57 were designated as joint targets and 11 were selected as 
Audit Targets. To date, the committee has selected 1,019 joint targets and 156 
Audit Targets for a total of 1,175. Manpower shortages continue to exist in 
Intelligence and 88 targets are now being retained in the National Office. 

NARCOTICS PR.oJECT ASSIGNMENTS 

During the 17-month period ended November 30, 1972, total assessments 
proposed against selected targets amounted to $39.7 million in additional taxes 
and penalties. Of this amount, assessments resulting from examinations accounted 
for $30.5 million including jeopardy assessments of $19.4 million. Termination of 
taxable period aSRessments against targets amounted to $9.2 million. Spontaneous 
:assessments involving arrested narcotics violators who are not targets of this 
program totaled $42.8 million. Thus, total assessments against target and non­
target cases amounted to $82.5 million. Seizures .of cash and property amounted 
to $14.6 million, of which $12.4 million was in .cash . 

.oPERATIONS 

During the month of November, 24 joint investigations were completed. 
Eight resulted in prosecution recommendatiom: and 16 were concluded with 
tax prasecution recommendations. Thus far, 286 joint investigations have been 
completed, of which ·125 resulted in prosecution recommendations. Eighty-two 
of the individuals involved have been indicted and 21 .of the indictments have 
resulted in convictions. 

The attachment to this report is a geographical schedule which sets forth 
target selections, case dispositions and current inventories. 

J.oHN F. HANL.oN, 
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AUDIT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
• INVENTORIES, NOV. 30, 1972 

Closed 

Received from Termina-
Audit intelligence Referred tion of 

targets ------- to intel- assess-
selected WID Transfer Iigence Examined ment 

North Atlantic reglon_ ________________ 46 48 4 26 7 

Albany__________________________ 7 1 _____________________________ • _________ _ 
Boston___________________________ 4 _______________________________________ 2 

BBrUoffOakloIY_n_-_-_-_--__ -_--_-_-_-__ -_-_-_-_--_-__ --_-_-_-__ - 13 13 __________ 3 5 4 3 4 ____________________ 2 _________ _ 
Hartford_________________________ 1 3 ____________________ 1 _________ _ 
Manhattan_______________________ 18 25 6 1 18 1 Portsmouth_________________________________ 2 _______________________________________ _ 

Open. 
inventory 

63 

8 
2 

14 
5 
3 

29' 
2 

Mid-Atlantic reglon____________________ 18 21 __________ 2 10 __________ 27 
Baltlmore ________________________ ---2---2-_-__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -_-__ -__ -__ ---4 
Newark__________________________ 11 12 _________ 1 8 __________ 14 
Phlladelphia______________________ 2 4 __________ 1 2 _________ 3 

kl~~~~rigt::::::::::::::::~::::::: ~ ________ =_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ Wilmington _____________ .. ___________________ 1 ________________________________________ 1 

Southeast region______________________ 18 21 3 __________ 14 __________ 28 
Atlanta _________________________ -__ -__ -_-_-__ -__ ---6----1-_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_---4-_-__ -_-__ -_-.. _-_---3 
Birmingham______________________ 1 __________________________________________________ 1 
Greensboro._____________________ 3 1 ______ ~________________________________ 4 
Jacksonville _______________ . ______ 14 14 2 __________ 10 __________ 20 

Central region_______________________ 10 8 __________ 1 4 __________ 13 

CincinnatL_______________________________ 1 ________________________________________ 1 
Cleveland_ _____________ __________ 6 __________________________________________________ 6 
DetroiL_________________________ 3 7 __________ 1 4 __________ 5· 
I ndianapolis____ ____ ______________ 1 __ __________ ______________ ____ _____ __ __ __ __ __ ____ 1 

Midwest region_______________________ 27 8 __________ 2 2 28 

~~i~a~kee::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~ ________ ~=:::::::::::::::::: ________ : _________ ~_ 1~ Omaha_ •• __ • _________________ ~___ ! ____________________ .. _ __ ______ ______________ ____ __ 1 
SI. Louls.________________________ 9 ____________________ 2 __________ 1 6· 
St. PauL __________ .______________ 1 __________________________________________________ 1 
S pri ngUeld_________ ______________ 3 ____________________ .___ ______ ____ __________ ____ __ S 

Southwest reglon_ •• ___________________ ===11===2="3= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_=_.=_=._=_= __ =_= __ ===1=3===2:=====1:=:'9' 

Albu~uerqu£ _____________________ ------3-__ -_-._-_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -__ -_-__ -_---1-------2 
Austin___________________________ 13 ____________________ 8 12 
DaUas___________________________ 1 ____________________ 1 __________ 1 
Denver ______________ ••••.• _..... 1 1 •• ______________________________________ 2' 
New Orleans_______________________________ 5 ____________________ 3 __________ 2 

Western region______________________ 27 32 6 17 1 36 
Honolulu___________________________________ 1 _______________________________________ 1 
Los Angeles_ ___ ______________ ____ 5 13 1 __________ 14 1 4 
Phoenix ••• _______________________ 4 6 __________ 1 1 __________ 8: 
Portland___________________________________ 4 ________________________________________ 4-
Reno __ __________________________ 1 ____ _____ _ ____________________________ __ __ ________ 1 
San Francisco ••• _________________ ~2 5 __________ 5 1 _________ 11 
Seatt(,l ___________________ ""______ 5 3 ___________________ 1 __________ T 

Total._________________________ 157 161 10 15 87 12 214-
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.1Ai-tUARy 11, 1973.­
'To ~ Deputy Assistant.Scm:e.tary.ior .Enforcement,. G.ffice.of..theSecretary_ 
From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance) CP:I:O. 

,Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigations of Narcotics Traffickers 
Progress Report for M01;lth of December. 1972: 

AIiMINISTRATION 

During the 1:ll0~th of December, the U.$. Cilstoms .. Service bl'kfecP;he Director, 
Intelligence DLvislOn and members of w,s staff on CUstoms' Financial Monitoring 
projects. Emphasis will continue to be placed on these projects by both agencies. 
Significant narcotics intelligence, benefl.cial ·to Customs and IRS, sh;ould be 
forthcoming from these efforts. 

The. Bureau uf Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs furnished the Intelligimce 
Division with a listing of the major narcotic violators included in their ·new Geo­
Drug Enforcement Program (G-DEP). The names included ma).ly significant 
'violators who were previously unknown to the IRS. This information is being 
disseminated to our district offices with instructions to do· extensive backgI;ouncr 

investigations· in order to determine· if the subjects would make appropriate 
targets for the Narcotics Traffickers Program. 

TARGET SELECTION 

The Target Selection Committee did not me~t in December. The meeting was 
• held on January 4, 1973. 

• 

• 

•• 

• 

• 

N.UWOTICS PROJECT ASSESSMENTS 

During th:: IS-month period ended DE-cember 31; 1972, total assessments pro­
posed against selected targets amounted to $41.3 million in additional taxes and 
penaltieli. Of this amount, assessments resulting from examinations accounted 
for $32.2 million including jeopardy assessments of $19.9 million. Termination of 
taxable period assessments against targets amounted to $9.1 million. Spontaneous 
assef'sments involving tl.nested narcotics violators who are not targets of this 
program totaled $46.3 million. Thus, total assessments against target and non­
target cases amounted to $87.6 million. Seizures of cash and property amounted 
to $15.5 million, oi which $13.2. million was in cash. 

OPERATIONS 

][luring DecembE:r, 47 joint investigations were completed. Seventeen resulted 
in prosecution recommendations and 30 were concluded with nonprosecution 
recommendations. Thus far, 333 joint investigations have been completed, of 
which 141 resulted in prosecution recommend2.tions. Sixty-sLx of the individuals 
involved have been indicted and 22 of the indictments have resulted in convictions. 

The attachment to this report is a geographical schedule which sets forth target 
:seleotions, case dispositions and current inventories. 

.JOHN F. HANLON. 
Attachment . 
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JOINT TARGETS.-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DiSPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, DEC. 31, 1972 

Joint 
targets 

Joint 'Open 
selected, 

Pro!- held in Total 
tar?et ecu- Transfer Joint national indict· Convic-

selectIon tions WID to a~dit cases office 1 ments tions. 

North Atlantic region ___________ _ 196 20 52 G 118 12 6 ---------------------------------------Albany, N.y_. _____ • ______ ._ 7 ________ 1 __ ._______ 6 _ •• _._. ____________ • ___________ _ 
Augusta, Maine_____________ 1 ______ .___________________ 1 ___ • ___________________________ _ 
Baston, Mass.______________ 20 3 _.________________ 17 10 2 1 
Brooklyn, N.Y _ • ______ ._____ 46 4 13 _. __ ._____ 29 ___ • ___ ._ •• _ 3 1 
Buffalo, N.Y ________ .______ 17 1 4 __ ._______ 12 2 __ • __ • ___________ ._._ 
Hartford, Conn_.___________ 15 1 3 __ ._______ 11 _______________ • ___ • _________ ~ __ 
Manhattan

ii 
N.Y. __________ ._ 80 11 29 6 34 _ •• ______ •• _ 1 _________ _ 

Porumout , N.H ________ ._._ 4 ________ 2 __________ 2 ________________ • ___________ • __ _ 
PrOVidence, R.I _________ • ___ "====6=_=_=._=_=_= __ =_= __ =_=_="_=.=_= __ =_= __ =_=_= __ ===6=_= __ =.=_", __ ",_= __ =_=_", __ ",_,;._,;;_",_,; __ ,;;_,;_,;; __ ,;;_,; __ ,;;_,;;_,; __ ; 

Mid·Atlantic region. _.__________ 194 23 33 137 24 11 7 

Baltimore, Md __________ ._._ 34 9 2 1 22 5 7 6. 
Newark, N.L______________ 55 2 13 _________ 40 9 1 ________ _ 
Philadelphia, Pa •• ______ .___ 40 1 15 __ ._______ 24 ___ • _____ •• _ 1 _________ _ 
Pittsburgh, Pa_.____________ 38 9 2 _. ___ •••• _ 27 10 2 1 Richmond, Va_ ••• ___________ 26 2 ______ • _________ ._ 24 __________________ • ____________ _ 
Wilmington, Del. • ________ ._===1= __ =_=_ .=_=._===1= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_=_=._=_=_.=_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_=_= __ =_= __ =.= __ =_= •• =_ 

Southeast region ____________ ._._ 154 31 28 3 92 2 21 5 
---------------------------------------Atlanta, Ga ____________ •• ___ 31 9 10 1 11 ____ ._______ 4 ______ • __ _ 

Birmingham, Ala •• ______ .___ 12 ._. __ • ___ • ______ .________ 12 ____________________________ • __ _ 
Columbia, S.C._._._________ 5 2 _______ • __ • ___ .___ 3 ___ • ___ •• ___ 2 _________ _ 
Greensboro, N.C ___ ._______ 14 3 2 __________ 9 ____ • ___ •• __ 1 1 
Jackson, Mlss_._ •• _. ______ ._ 3 _. ______ • ___________ ••• ___ 3 ________________ • __________ • ___ _ 
Jacksonville, Fla • _______ .___ 81 2 16 16 2. 47 2 3 144 
Nashville, Tenn. ____________ ===8=-0===1=-=--=-=--=-=-=--=.=--=-=-.=-=-==7=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=-=--=-=--=-=--="=._=_ 

Central region_ •• _____ ._________ 122 12 10 __________ 100 6 3: 

---------------------------------------Cincinnati,Ohlo •• ---•• ----- 17 ____ .___ 1 ________ ._ 16 1 _____________ ._" ____ . Cleveland,Ohio ____ .________ 19 __ • ______ • __________ ._____ 19 __ • _____________________________ _ 
Detroit, Mich ______ • __ ._____ 68 9 9 __________ 50 7 4 2. 
Indian~polis, Ind __ • ___ •• _._ 11 3 ______ .___________ 8 ____________ 2 . T 
Louisville, Ky _________ •• ____ 6 ___ •• _____________ ._______ 6 ________ • _______ • ______________ ~ 
Parkersburg, W. Va •• ________ 1 __ ._. __________ ••• __ ._ •• __ 1 ______________ ._. ___ • __________ _ 

======~==~================~==~ Midwest region. ____ .___________ 73 16 9 __ ._______ 48 5 7 2.-

----------------------------~---------Aberdeen, S. Dak __ .________ 1 _. ________________ ._______ 1 ___ "_ •• _____ •• _. ________ c ______ _ 

Chicago, IiL ______ • ____ • ___ ._ 39 8 9 --•• ------ 2.2.
4 

----------2--________ 2 __ -_-_-_-_. r_-__ ._-_-_ Des Moines, lowfi._._. __ .___ 4 _________________________ _ 
Milwaukee, Wis __ .__________ 3 1 _____________ ._.__ 2 ____ ._._____ 1 ______ ~_ •• 
Omaha, Nebr .______________ _ 2. ______ • ________ • __ •• __ .___ 2 _____________ ~_ •• ". ___ • ________ ~ 
St. Louis, Mo._____________ 12 6 ___ •• ____ • ______ ._ 6 ____ ._______ 4. 2. 
St. Paul, Minn_. _____ •• __ •• _ 4 .---------.---------.----- 74 ----------3---.-.-_-.-_-_-_-.-_-_--_-_- -_-_ .. -_" -...• -_-_' 
Sjllingfield, 1II ••• ____ • ____ ~_====8===I=-=-=-.=c-='-=--=-'='--=-=--=-=--==,========='¥'====;o: 

Southwest region •• __ • ____ • __________ 9_, ___ I0 ___ 2_4_-_-_--_-_--_-__ ~ __ 6_1_.-_._:-_-_--_-_-__ • ___ 4_-_-_-~~~--------~ 
Albuquerque, N. Mex ___ .____ 10 3 3 ____ ••• _.. 4 ___________________ ~ ___ ~_~~"_. __ _ 
Austin, Tex_. _____ ••• __ .____ 43 4 13 __________ 26 ____________ 2. _________ _ 
Dallas, Tex ______ ._._.______ 7 1 1 __________ 5 ____________ 1 _. ______ _ 
Denver, Colo_. __ • _______ •• _ 11 1 2 _____ •• ___ 8 _____________ • _______________ •• _ 
Little Rock, Ark. ____ • ____ •• _ 3 ______ ._._. ______ ••• __ .___ 3 _. __ ._._. _____ • _______________ ._ 
New Orleans! La ___ .________ 17 1 5 _ ••• ______ 11 ______ • __ .__ 1 _________ _ 
Oldahoma Oi y, Okla. __ •• ____ 3 __________________________ 3 _. ___ • __________ ._. ____ •• _. __ • __ 
Wichita, Kans._ ••• ________ ._ 1 __________________________ 1 _______________________________ _ 

======================================= Western region ••• ___________ .___ 185 29 122 18 11 3 
Anchoragel.Alaska ____ ._____ 1 1 _______ ••• _. ______________ ._. _____________ • ______________ _ 
Honolulu, nawaiL ______ .___ 10 1 1 _______ .__ 8 • _____ • ___________ • ____________ _ 
Los Angeles, CaIiL _____ ._._ 40 7 14 1 18 ___ •• __ • ___ • 2 1 
Phoenix, Ariz ____________ .__ 57 4 7 __________ 4 47 18 2 1 
Portlano,Oreg_. ___ ._. ____ ._ 18 4 4 ______ •• __ 10 ___ • _____ ._. _______________ • ___ _ 
Ren0i.Nev _________ • __ ._____ 4 ___ .______ 1 __________ 3 ___ • ______ •• _. __ •• _. _____ ._ ••• _. 
Salt ake City, Utah •• _._____ 6 ___ • _________ ._._._ •• _____ 6 _____ • _________________________ _ 
San Francisco, CaIiL. __ .____ 30 7 5 __ •• ______ (19 •. ____ ._. __ • 4 _____ • ___ _ 
Seattle_ Wash_. ___________ •• ===1=:9===5===-"3=--=-=--=-=-.=--==I~1,=_=.=--=.=-.=_= __ =_.====3====1 

TotaL ___ • ____ •• __ • __ •• _ 1,019 141 191 11 678 69 66 22 

1 Because of manpower shortages th~se cases are being retained in tha oltice of the program manager, intelligence, 
until such time as sufficient manpower to conduct the investigations becomes available . 

• Includes 1 prosecution case on a Newark target. This case inVolves a violation of title 18, sec. 1503. The Newark tall 
case is still open. 

a They are Included in the open Inventories of these district!. In addition, 1 defendant was acquitted • 
• This figure Includes 1 target selected as an audit target which was subsequently referred to tho Intelligence division. 
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AUDIT TARGETS.-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECT)ONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, DEC. 31, 1972 

Received from 
Audit intelligence 

targets 
selected WID Trans!er 

North Atlantic region •••••••••••••••• 46 52 G 

Referred 
to intelli· 

gence 

4-

Closed 

37 

Opon 
Inventory 

63 

Aalobsatonlyl.............. ••..••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 7 1 _ •..••••••••••••• _ •••••••••• _ .• ~. 8 
4 ••••••••••.••••••••••.•• _.......... 2 2 

Brooklyn....................... 1~ 13 ••.••.•• ,... 3 10 13 
Bullalo •••••••• _.............. 3 4 .••••.•••••••••••••.•••• 2 5 
Hartford....................... 1 3 ••••.••••••..•• ~........ 1 3 
Manhattan..................... 18 29 6 1 22 30 
Portsmouth................................. 2 •••••••.••.•••••••••••••••.••••••••• 2 

Mid·Atlantic regiop. .•••••••.•••••••• 18 34 •.••..•••••• 2 12. 38 
------------------------------------~ Baltimore...................... 2 3 ••••••••••..••.•••••••.••.•••••••••• 5 

Newark.................. .••••• 11 13 ••••..•••••. 1 9 14 
Philadelphia.................... 2 15 •.••..•••••• 1 2 14 
Pittsburgh •••••••••.•••••.•••• _ 1 2 ••.•••.••..•••••••••••.•••••••••.••• 3 
Richmond...................... 2 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 
Wilmington................................. 1 .•••.••••••••.•••.••.••• 1 ..••••••••.• 

Southeast (egion.................... 18 28 3 ••.•••••••.• 20 29 

Atlanta.................................... 10 1 . """"" 7 .4 
Birmingham.................... 1 ••.••••.•••• _.................................. 1 
Greensboro..................... 3 2 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _.. 5 
Jacksonville.................... 14 16 2 •••.••••••.. 13 19 

Central region...................... 10 10 •••••.•••••• 4- 15 

Clnclnnati.................................. 1 •.•••..••••.••••••.•••.••••••••.•••• 1 
Cleveland...................... 6................................................ 6 
DelrJiL .••••••••••• _.......... 3 9 .•••..•••••• 1 4 7 
India~apolls.................... 1 ••.•.••.•••..•..••.•.•..••••••••...•••.•••.•••.• 1 

Midwest region •.• _................ 27 9 .•••••••.••• 2 29 , 
Chicago........................ 11 9 ..•••.••••.••.•••• _.... 4 16. 
Milwaukee..................... 2 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Z. 
Orr.~ha......................... 1 ••••..•••..•••••••••.••••••.•••..•••••••••••••.• 1 
St. Louis ...•••• c............... 9 ••••••..••.•.••••••••••• 2 1 6. 
St. Paul .. _.................... 1 •••..••..••••.....••.•.••••.••.••••..••.••••..•• 1 
Springfield~ ••.•••••..••••••. ~.=. ====3=.= .• =.= .. = .• =."",,=,=,,=,=,,:=,=.,=,,=,=,·,=,=,,=,= •• =.= .• =.= •. =.= •• =.= •• =.= .• = •• ====3 

Southwest region.................... 11 24 """""""""""" 15 20 -------------------------------------Albuquerque •••.••• _.......... 1 3 •••.•••• _.............. 2 2 
Austin......................... 8 13 •.•••.••.•••••• ~........ 9 12

1
, 

Dallas._._ •• _ ••.•.••••••.•• _... 1 1 •....•...•..••.•.•..••.• 1 
Denver........................ 1 2 •• __ ••••••. c •••••• _................ ·3 
New Orleans ••••••••..••••••••• ===.: .. '= ====5"'.=.= •• =.= •• =.== .. =.= •• =.~_= .. =.= .• =.= .. =.====3======2::, 

Western region..................... 27 35 1 6 21 36 
----------------------------------~~ 110nolulu ••••...•••••..••••••. __ ._.......... 1 •••••• _............................ 1 

Los Angeles.................... 5· 14 1 •..••• _.... 15 5 
Phoenix........................ 4 7 •••.•••.•••• 1 . 2 g. 
Portland. _ .••••••• _........................ 4 •••••••••• : ........... __ •••••••• _.... 4 
Reno.. ••••••••••••••.•••...••• .1 1 ••••.••.•. -•••.•••.• .".. ... ~ •••• --.... 92. 
Sail franCisco .•••.•••••• _.·...... 12 ~ •• : .• : •••• ::::e.~.~ ••.. ~ .• '. 5 •. >' 31 7 
Seattle~ •••...••••.••••••.• ~ •••• ====5==============":"'======== 
, TQtal. •••••••••••.•••••.••• _ 157 ,1~2 10. . 15 114 230, 

--------------------------~--------~~--~----~77--·~ 

• 1 . FEBRUARY 1();1~7q,;". 
Memorandum to: Deputy Assistant Secretary' for Enforoement" Office of- the. 

Secretary. .' . " " .. 
Front ::AS'sistantCommissione1- (CQmpliance) GP:1 :0. . 
Subject: Presidential. Pl'ogm:mfor T.ax Investigations ,011; Narcotics Tl'affibkel>s.\ 

. Progress Report.ior Month of Jm:.uary, 1973. 
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ADMIN1sTRATION 

During the month of January, Dr: Edwin I. Gblding of your staff met with 
,'epresentatives of the Audit and Intelligence Divisions. The subject of these 
meetings was effective utilization' of the Nareo Traffickers Computer System. 
The information contained in this system is available for interfacing with other 
data banks. Dr. Golding has 'strived to minimize clerical wOl'k fOl' the Service 
while presenting opportunities for computer systems to complement each other. 

'Meetings with representatives of the Office of Management and Budget were' 
Illso held during January. OMB suggested that the quarterly Performance 
lVIanagement System (PMS) Report be consolidated as inuch as possible and 
thut new areas of measurement be included in future reports. The PMS report 
for the second quarter of Fiscal Year 1973 reflects some adjustments as requested 
byOMB. 

The Narcotic Program Manager-Intelligence has heen designated as the IRS 
representative on the Cabinet Committee on International Narcotics Control 
(CGINC) Research and Development Subcommittee. We forwarded a report to 
the committee through your office detailing IRS's participation in the overall 
.llnti-drug effort. We are optimistic that the committee will provide a forum for 
the exchange of narcotic intelligence. 

TARGET SELECT10N 

The Target Selection Committee met on January 4, 1973 and selected 61 
targets. Of these, 41 were designated as joint targets and 20 were selected as 
Audit Targets. To date, the committee has selected 1060 joint targets and 177 
Audit Targets for [J, total of 1237. Intelligence Division manpower shortages 
continue to exist in some districts and 49 joint targets are now retained in the 
National Office. 

NARCOTICS ,PROJECT .\SSESSMENTS 

During the 19-month period ended January 31, 1973, total assessments proposed 
ngainst selected targets amounted to $50.7 million in additional taxes and penalties. 
Of t,his amount, assessments resulting from examinations accounted for $34.3 
million including jeopardy assessments of $20.7 million. Termination of taxable 
periOll assessments against targets amounted to $16.4 million. Spontaneous 
assessments involving arrested narcotics violators who are not targets of this 
program totaled $51.3 million. Thus, total asseSEments against target and non­
target cases amounted to $102.0 million. Seizures of cash and property amounted 
to $16.7 million. 

Ol'ERATIONS 

During the month of January, 54 joint investigations were completed. Twelve 
resulted in prosecution recommendations and 42 were concluded with. non­
prosecution recommendations. Thus far, 386 joint investigations ha.ve been 
completed, of which 153 resulted in prosecution recommendations. Seventy-two 
of the individuals involved have been indicted and 25 of the indictments haNe 
resulted in convictions. 

The convictions in January of two significant narcotics traffickers sh.ould be 
lloted. An individual, identified as the major source of heroin and cocaine, in the 
Fort Wayne, Indiana area, was convicted on three counts ot tax evasion and 
received the maximum sentence allowed under the law, 15 years in prison and a 
$30,000 fine. A Detroit heroin wholesaler with nationwide connections was 
convicted on two counts of tax evasion and sentenoed to serve 10 years in prison. 

During January, [J, Brooklyn target, described by BNDD as a primary supplier 
for pure heroin throughout the eastern seaboard, was indicted for income tax 
violu.tions in addition to related narcotic charges. The individual's 1972 tax year 
was terminated and an assessment of $7 million was made. Through coordinated 
efforts in Las Vegas, New York and Atlanta, aSEets totllling approximately $1.5 
willi on have been levied on. 

The attaohment to this report is a geographical sebedule which sets forth 
target selections, case dispositions and current inventories. 

JOHN F. HANLON, 
Attachment. 
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:JOINT TA'UETS-GE03RA?HIC DISTRIBUTION OF TA~GET SELECTlONS, PASE OISPDSlTIONS, AND OlSTR1CT 
INVENTORIES, JAN. 31, 1973 

Technical 
personnel 
assigned 

Joint 
target 
selee- Prose­

tion cutions WID 

Trans .. 
fer to 
audit 

Open 
joint 
cases 

Joint 
targets 

selected 
held in 

national 
off.:.e 1 

Total 
indict- Convlc­
ments tions 

North Atlantic region ____________ :... __ --;61;---'1~9:;_9 _--'-2-;::3 __ 6';-1 __ --'6:....---=1""13;-=:--:.;:-::.:--:.;:-::.:--:.;:--=-_..:.7 __ -=2 
Albany, N.Y________________ 1 7 2 1 ________ 4 _______________________ • __ 
Augusta, Maine_____________ 1 1 ________________________ I ________________________ -_ 
Boston, Mass_______________ 5 20 3 ________________ 17 __________ 2 1 
Brooklyn, N.Y ______________ 18 48 5 17 ________ 229 ._________ 4 1 
Buffalo, N.Y________________ 4- 17 1 4 ________ 12 ____ " ____________________ _ 
liartford, Conn_____________ 5 15 I ~ _____ !1 _______________________ .--
Manhattan, N.Y ________ ,____ 25 lH 11 34 6 231 __________ 1 _______ _ 
Portsmoutn, N.H______________________ 4 ________ 2 __ ._____ 2 _________________________ _ 
Providence, R.i.____________ 2 6 ________________________ 6 _________________________ _ 

==~~~==~==~====~============ Mid-At!antic reeion_____________ 47 206 26 38 143 24 15 7 
Baltimore, Md______________ 8 36 9 3 1 23 5 8 ______ _ 
Newark, N.!..______________ 11 59 2 17 ________ 241 9 2 ______ _ 
Philadelphia, Pa____________ 13 46 2 15 ________ '30 __________ 2 _______ _ 
Pittsburgh, Pa______________ 9 38 9 2. ________ 27 10 2 1 Richmond; Va _____ -________ 6 26 4 ________________ 22 __________ 1 _______ _ 

Wilmington, oel_ --- ---- ----=--""-=--=-=--;;-:"'-=7::1:=--=--=-,:,-:=--=",,:,:;,1 =-",--=-=--c;:-"'--""-=--=c--,;-=--=-=--=-=--=-~--=--;;-:;--~-:;--;;-:;--;;-:;--==--
Southeast region________________ 55 150 31 35 91 __________ 21 ______ __ 

Atlanta, Ga_________________ 5 31 9- 10 I 11 __________ 4 _______ _ 
Birmingham, Ala____________ 4 12 ________________________ 12 _________________________ _ 
Columbia. S.C ______ .. _______ 5 5 2 ________________ 3 __________ 2 _______ _ 
Greensboro, N.C____________ 4 16 3 2 ________ 11 __________ 1 ______ _ 
Jackson. Miss______________ 4 3 ________________________ 3 ______________ ., __________ _ 
Jacksonville, Fla____________ 28 85 ~ 16 24 2 44 __________ 14 _______ _ 
Nashville, Tenn_____________ 5 8 I ________________ 7 _________________________ _ 

Central region _____________________ 4,5 _--:13;:;0,.-__ 1_3 __ 1...,3;-._._--_-_-_--_--:10;-;5,--__ ~2----'6:...=--:.:-::.:--:.:-~--
Cincinnati, Ohio____________ 7 11 ________ 2 ________ 15 1 _______________ _ 
Cleveland,Ohio_____________ 10 22 ________________________ 22 _____________ .. __________ _ 
Detroit, Mich______________ 14 72. lQ 10 ________ 253 1 4 _______ _ 
Indianapolis. Ind___________ 8 12 3 1 ________ 8 __________ 2 _______ _ 
louisvl!le, Ky_______________ 5 6 ________________________ 6 _________________________ _ 
Parkersburg. W. Va_________ 1 1 ____________ .___________ 1 _________________________ _ 

==~~~==~==~====~============ Midwest region _________________ :........_...::.38:........ __ ...:7.,.n __ .::..16:........_...:1:.:5--'-:.:-.::..--:.:-.::..-_:.;:_:........-::5:;.0 ___ ::..5 __ ..:.7--,-=-:=--:.:-::-::..:--
Aberdeen, S. Dak_______ ______________ I ________________________ 1 _________________________ _ 
Chicago, IlL_______________ 15 43 8 12 ________ 23 __________ 2 _______ _ 
Des Moines, lowa___________ 1 4 ________________________ 4 2 _______________ _ 
Milwaukee, Wis_____________ 4 4 1 ________________ 3 __________ I _______ _ 

Omaha, Nebr_______________ 2 1~ ------6-------2"=_-_-_-_-_--__ - 2 --------------------------SI. LOlliS, Mo_______________ 7 27 __________ 4 _______ _ 
SI. Paul. Minn______________ 3 4 ________ I ________ 3 _________________________ _ 
Springfield, i1L____________ 5 8 1 ________________ 7 3 ______________ _ 

==~~~==~==~====~============ Southwest region_______________ 31 95 10 29 ________ 55 __________ 4 ______ __ 
AlbulIIlerque. N. Mex_______ 1 10 3 5 ________ 2 _________________________ _ 
Austin. Tex________________ 12 43 4 15 ________ 24 __________ 2 _______ _ 
Dallas. Tex.________________ 3 7 1 I ________ 5 ________ 1 _______ _ 
Denver. (1010_______________ 4 11 1 3 ________ 7 _________________________ _ 
Little Rock, Ark_____________ 1 3 ________________________ 3 ________ __ 

@~~~;~~~~t~~I~:~~~~::: ~ Ii :==:=:~:~~::::~::::=:=:: I~ :::==:==~~~:;;~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Western region ________________ :........ __ 5:,.5 __ 191 ~4 41 1 121 18 12 3 

~~~~f~laf.eA~~W~~.--::::::::: 1 l~ i -----T=~::=:==--"--T=:==:==::=~::::::=::::::: 
los Angeles, CaliL_________ 20 40 7 15 I 17 __________ 2 1 
Phoenix, Ariz_______________ 9 59 7 II ________ 242 18 2 1 
Portlana,Oreg______________ 5 18 4 4 ________ 10 _________________________ _ 

~:~°l.a~~vciiY~-uia-Ii::::::::: I : :::::::: ______ ~_:::::::: ~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
San Francisco. <:aIiL_______ 11 33 9 5 ________ '24 __________ 4 _______ _ 
Seattle, Wash_______________ 4 20 5 4 ________ 11 __________ 4 I 

National office__________________ 4 -_______ ---___________ ---- -____________ . _________________________ _ 

T otal __________________ _ 338 1.060 153 233 11 679 49 72 25 

I Because of "manl)oy/er shortages" these cases ar,e btin.& r~tained in the offi~e Gf the program manager, Intelligence. 
until such time as sufficIent manpower to conduct the JOveshgatlons becomes avaIlable. 

'This iigure includes targets selected as Qudit targets whlc~ were subs~que~tly ra~erred to the Intelligence Division. 
s ·Includes bprpsecution case on ~ Newark target. This case Involves a Violation of tItle 18, sec. 1503. The NeWark tax 

• case is stiil open. 
~ Note: In addition. 1 deiendant W2l acq~l\\ed. 

81-443-77--7 
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AUDIT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC OISTRIBUTIOt! OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, JAN. 31, 1973 

Audit Received from intelligence Referrals 
targets -------- accepted by 

selected WiD Transfer intelligence Closed 
Open 

inventory 

North Atlantic region________________ 46 61 4 44 65 
----------------------Albany________________________ 7 1 ____________________________________ 8 

Boston_________________________ 4 ____________________________________ 2 2 

~~Wa~~_"::::::::::::=:::==:=::: 1~ 1~ :::::::=:::: __________ ~_ 1~ 1~ 
Hartford_______________________ 1 3 ____________________ . ___ 1 3 
Manhattan_____________________ 18 34 6 1 27 30 Portsmouth_______________________________ __ 2 ____________ ________ ________________ 2 

Mid-Atlantic region__________________ 32 37 ____________ 2 14 53 

Baltimore______________________ 2 3 ________________________ 4 
Newark________________________ 11 15 ____________ 1 9 If 
Philadelphia____________________ 16 16 ____________ 1 2 29 
ki~~~~~gg:::::::::::::::::::::: ~ __________ :_::::::::::::::::::::::::-------- ,-i" ~ Wilmington ________________________________ , 1 __________ __ ____ ________ 1 ___________ _ 

Southeast region____________________ 18 37 3 24 33 
Atlanta ________________________ -_ .-_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_---1:-0----1-_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ ----7-----4 
Birmingham____________________ 1 ________________________________________________ 1 
Greensboro_____________________ 3 2 ____________________________________ 5 
Jacksonville____________________ 14 25 2 1 17 23 

central reg;on _____________________ _ 12 
13 ___________ _ 

19 -------------------------------CincinnatL.________________________________ 2 __________ .. _______________________ ._ 2 
Cleveland______________________ 7 ________________________________________________ 7 
oetroi'-________________________ 4 10 ____________ 1 5 8 
Indianapolis____________________ 1 1 ____________________________________ 2 

Midwest region_____________________ 31 17 ____________ 37 
------------------------Chicago________________________ 15 14 ____________ 1 6 22 

Milwaukee____________________ 2 ------------------------------------------------ 21 Omaha_________________________ 1 _______________________________________________ _ 
St. Louis-______________________ 9 2 ___________ 2 1 8 
St. PauL______________________ 1 1 ________________________ 1 1 
Springfield_____________________ 3 ________________________________________________ 3 

Southwest region ________________________ 1_1 ____ 2_9_-_--_-_-_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_-_-_--_-___ =_=_1=6_=_=:_=_=_=_=_=_2=4 

Albuquerque___________________ 5 ________________________ 2 4 
Austin_________________________ 15 ________________________ 10 13

1 Oallas_________________________ 1·________________________ 1 
Ocnver._______________________ 1 3 ____________________________________ 4 
New Orleans ___________________ = __ =_= __ =_= __ =_= __ =_====::'5=_=_= __ =_=_= __ =_= __ =_= __ "'_,... ___ -'''---:-:0-==='''3===='''''2 

Western region _________________________ 27 ____ 4_1 ________ 8 ____ 23 _____ 38 

Honolulu ______________ ~-------------------- 1 ------------------------------------ 61 
LO$ Angeles ___________ ~________ 5 15 1 ------------ 15 10 
Phoenlx________________________ 4 11 "___________ 1 4 
Portland___________________________________ 4 ------------------------------------ 42 Reno__ ________________________ 1 1 ___________________________________ _ 
San Francisco___________________ 12 5 ____________ 7 3 78 
Seattle________________________ 5 4 _______________________ 1 

,';'===~====~==~~==~====~ Total..______________________ 177 235 10 19 134 269 
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MARCH 13, 1973. 
JYIemorandum to: Deputy Assistant Secretary for Enforcement, Office of the 

Secretary. 
From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance) CP:I:O. 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigations of Narcotics Traffickers 

Progress Report for Month of February, 1973 . 

ADlII1NISTRATION 

During the month of February, a meeting was held with the Deputy Regional 
Directors of the Bureau of Narcotics and Dang:erous Drugs. The purpose of this 
meeting was to inform them of the Narcotics Traffickers Program, its objectives 
and accomplishments to date. They were receptive and interested and voiced 
their continued support for the program. 

A four-day training seminar l'egarding the Treasury Enforcement Communica­
tion System (TECS) was held during the week of February 26 at the Bureau of 
Customs, Cadpin Computer Center in San Diego, California. All enforcement 
agencies of Treasury participated. The agenda of the seminar consisted of a phase 
of traini!tg necessary to develop a critical area of teclmical expertise, essential 
to the Narcotics Traffickers Program. 

TARGET SELECTION 

The Target Selection Committee met on February 14, 1973 and selected 110 
targets. Of these, 81 were deSignated as joint targets and 29 were selected as 
Audit targets. To date, the committee ha!> selected 1143 joint targets and 20& 
Audit targets for a total of 1349. Intelligence Division manpower shortages 
continue to exist in most districts. Because of this, 52 joint targets are now being 
temporarily retained in the N !1.tional Office until manpower becomes available. 

NARCOTICS PROJECT ASSESSMENTS 

During the 20-month period ended February 28, 1973 total assessments pro­
posed against selected targets amounted to $53.0 million in additional taxes and 
penalties. Of this amount, assessments resulting from examinations accounted 
for $37.1 million including jeopardy assessments of $21.6 million. Termination of 
taxable period assessments against targets amounted to $16.5 million. Spontaneous 
assessments involving arrested narcotics violators who are not targets of this 
program totaled $53.9 million. Thus, total assessments against target and non­
target cases amounted to $107.5 million. Seizures of cash and property amounted 
to $17.7 million, of which $14.4 million was in cash. 

OPERATIONS 

])uring the month of February, 42 joint investigations were completed. Twenty~ 
seven resulted in prosecution recommendations and 15 were. concluded with 
nonprosecution recommendations .. Thus far, 428 joint investigations have been 
completed, of which 180 resulted in prosecution recommendations. Seventy.-six 
of the individuals involved have been indicted and 29 of the indictments hav~ 
resulted in convictions. 

William Hitchcock, a nephew of Andrew Mellon, former Secretary of ,Treasury,. 
WIIS indicted on February 21, 1973. The case involves three counts of ta'1 evasion 
for the years 1966-68. Taxes and penalties recommended total $33.5,000. 1-Ir • 
Hitchcock is a target of the Narcotics Program. He is allegedly a financier of the 
Brotherhood of Eternal Love. The BrotherhoOd is an jnternational drug smuggling 
organization. . ... 

The attachment to this report is a geographical schedule which sets fortb' target 
selections, case dispositions and current inventorie~. . 

. 'JOHN F. H.\NLON. 
Attachment •. 
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JOINT TARGETS.-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, ANO DISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, FEB. 28, 1973 

Joint 

JoInt 
targels 

selected, 
Technical target Trans· Open held in Total 
personnel selec· Prose· fer to joint national indict· Convic· 
assign eo tion cutions WID audit cases office 1 mJnts tions 

North Atlantic region._ ••••.••••• :......_--;61~-2.:.,07:;__--2;;_4 __ 6.9 __ ...:c6_.-"1;:.:10:-= •• :.:: •• ;:.:.:.:: .. ::.:.:: .• =--_..:.7 __ .....::2 
AA'banYt' N .. Y ,.~............. 11 ~ 2 1 .•.•.••• 41 ••.••...••••••••.•••••••.. 

ugus a, Il'alOo •.•.•••. _... • •.••••.••...••••••••...• • •••••.•.•.•••••..•••••••• 
Boston, Mass ••.••.•••••••• 6 20 3 ..•••••••••••••• 17 •..•••.••• 2 1 
Brooklyn, N.Y............... 19 48 5 21 •••••••• 223 .••.•• _.. 4 1 
Buffalo, N.y................ 4 17 1 4........ 12 •••...•••• _ •••.•••••••••• 
Hartfor~, Conn.............. G 15 1 6 •••.•. _. 8 ••••••••••••••• _ •••••••••• 
Manhattan, N.Y .••••.• _..... 21 88 12 34 6 ~7 •.••••••.• 1 .•..•.•• 
Portsmouth, N.H............ 1 4 """" 2 •• ,..... 2 •••.•••••••••.••••.••••.•• 
Prov iaence, R.I •••••• - ••.•. ===:;2:===7=.=.= .• =.:c .. :=.==o::'1=.=.~ •• :::.~ •• ~.==:=?6.~.;;;';;;";;;';' ';;;',;";';';';';-';';;' -;;;';;;";';';' _;';';;" 

Mid·Atlantic region ••••.•. _ ...... "O...-_....:,47;;-.....:2"'09;,-_.;:2.;;.8 __ 4"'1 __ ..:;.-_.;:14il::-_.....:l..:.7_......:1~7,...-_....;,7 
Baltimore, Md.............. 9 36 9 4 1 22 .......... 8 6 
Newark, N.L ............ _ II 61 2 19 ........ 240 9 2 ....... . 
Philadelphia, Pa ... _........ 21 46 3 15 •. "'''' 2 29 ••.••••• _. 3 ....... . 
Pittsburgh, Pa __ ........... 5 38 10 2 ........ 27 8 3 1 
Richmond, Va ............. _ 6 26 4 •••••••••• _. __ •. 22 •••••• __ .• 1 ...... .. 
Wilmington, DeL .••. ___ ... 1 2 •••• __ •• 1 .... ____ 1 • __ ....... _ .............. _ 

Southeast region ...... __ ... _ •••• =--__ 5:.;7:--......:1.:;70::-_.:.34.;,...._..::3~5--~3--9;8;....--.:.7 _-=2:::2 __ ..:::10 
Atlanta, GII ••••.. _______ •••• 7 33 9 10 1 13 ••... _.... 4 2 
Blrmin&.ham, Ala ........... _ 5 12 •• _ •• _______ ._ ......... _ 12 •• __ .... 00. __ •• _._ •• _._._ •• 

Columbia, S.C ........ __ ...• 5 5 " _ •••••••• __ ..... 2 •• _ •• _ .• _. 2 1 
Greensboro, N.C ... _ •• _ •• _.. 4 16 3 1 •• ,..... 12 .......... 1 1 
Jackson, Mlss .... _......... 1 3 .................... _... ~ ............... _ ......... . 
Jacksonville, Fla .... _....... 29 93 317 24 2 50 7 15 '6 
Nashville, Tenn ............. ===6=====8==",2= •• =.= •• =.=.= .. =.= •• =.= •• =.===6=_~.=._=.= •. =.~ .. =.= .• =.= •• =.= •• =.=.= •. =.=.-

Central region, •••••. _ ... __ •••• _.=--_......:4O.;,...._.::13;.:9,..-_.:.17:..._....:1:.;:3....:.::-.::.-::.::. •• ::.:.......::11;;..,0 5 
CincinnEJi, Ohio............. 7 19 .... __ ._ 2 ., •• _... 17 - 3 ••.. _ ••••••• _._ 
Cleveland,Ohio_._. __ ••.•••• 9 25 .•...• _ •.• _ •.. _ ..• _..... 25 3 _._ .. __ .•••••••• 
Detroit, Mich ............. _. 11 75 13 10 •.•.•.• , • 53 ._........ 4 3 
Indianapolis, Ind. "'_''''_' 8 13 4 1 ••••.•.• 8 •• _._.... 2 2 
Louisville, Ky .............. _ < 6 •••••.•••.•••••• _.00 .. ___ 6 _ ....... _ .. _ ........ _ ..... . 
Parkersburg, W. Va......... 1 1 _ ..... _ •• _ ... _ •• _ •••• __ 1 ••• _ ... ___ ...••••• _._ •• _ •• 

Midwest region •••••.. _. __ ••••• _=--_-';44;.-_.::.;92;-_.;:17'--_...:cl..:.5...:c . .:: •. ::.::.~.::.::.:. __ 6:.;2;.-__ ::.:3 ___ ..:.7 __ .....::2 
Aberdsen, S. Dak •• _._ ••• _.. 1 1 •.••• _ ...... _. __ • __ ._... 1 _ ••.•• _ ••• ___ ._ .... _ ••.• 
Chicago, IIL .. _. ___ ........ 15 50 8 12 •• _.____ 231 •• _. __ ..•• 2 ....... . 

~i~!~:~:~~~~~~::::::::::: l······~·:::::r=:=:=::::::::::··---·:-::::::::~:::::::i::::::::: 
Omaha, Nebr. .. __ •••••••••• Z 2 •••• _ ••• _ ••••• _____ ... _. 2 •• ___ •. _ ...... __ ..•••••• _. 
SI. LOUIS, Mo............... 9 18 6 2 .""'" 211 ._. __ •. _.. 4 2 

~~ri;g~el~;~n:::::::::::::===o:i==:'::~==::t~-.,;.;,; .. ':'.I~--;::;,;:;:=-;;.;::~==;==~=-=·'=·=--=··",'3;,·;;;::;;:;;;::;;:;-;;:=;;:;::;;:;;:: 
Soull\w~st reglon ............ c ... =--__ 4.:.;O,..-_...:c17:09;.-_.;:12~-...:c3-;,O..:.::. .. :: . .:: •• ::.::.:. __ 6:;7r-::·.::··:i:c.:: •• :: • .:: .. :...~.:.5..:.::. .. ::-.::-.:= .. 

~~~~X~~~~:~:~~~:::::::: II ~5 ~ 1~ ~::::::: 2~ ::::=:::::--'---a-:::::::: 
Cheyenne, Wyo~ _____ •• ,_". 1 1 ••• _ ..... __ ••. _ •.•• _.__ 1 •• ___ • __ •••••••. _ ....... ~" 

g:~~~'r:c~iQ::::::::::::::: 1~ H I k :::::::: ~ :::~:::~:: .. _ ... ~:::::~:: 
little Roclf, Ark .•..• _ .•• ___ • 1 3 _." .. c. __ .• ~ •••• _._ •• ___ 3 000_._. __ .•••• _ .......... . 
New Orleans, la ....... _... 7 18 1· 5 ..... ___ 12 •. _._ •• ___ 1 .< •••• _. 

Oklahoma City, Okla .. __ " .. _____ 1 ~ ________ .. ____ -' ______ ..... 3 . ...;. , 
Wlthlta, Kans .... _. ___ .------====I==:'==I=.=.= •. ,;.:: .• ;=.;,;.c= •• ~.:o .. ~.,; .. ;;-;.;;.;;--~==o:,;I,,;;:;;;;::;;;;:;::;;:;;;::;;:;;;:;;:-;;. -;:;;:;;.~-::;;;.;::;;;:;;-. 

Western region· ........ _ •••.••• =--_....:;62.;:--".:...:cZ:,;.17::-.:.... . ...:c4.;-8_ . ..:.< _4:.::5 __ ..::.:.._.:125=-__ 1:.:9:...._....:'1:::2 __ ...:'3 

~~i;~~TJ:~~~a:.~:..:::~::::::, .1 .. _ .. _~ ... " ... ~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::==!=::= 
~~~A~~e'Jes~~~I,h:::::::::: 26·'; ~~. < lY 1~ --CoOT l~ ::::::::::"-"Y'''---''i 
PhoeOl~ Arlz. ......... _ .. __ 11 61 8 11 .""'" 2 43 19 2 1 

i~~~;~~:~~;:9i~~~~~~~~~~~ j if :::::I~:"'---!-~~~~~~~~ 2 ii ~~~~~~~~~~:~::~~~~~~~~ 
Seattle, wash •. __ • __ ........ ===o5==;21===6~=~4,,;;.;; .. ;;;.;;.;.;;.;-==1;,;1';';;;';;;";;;-;;;-';;';;;"~=,;4===~1 

National Offico ... _ .... ____ ...... ===:=4=.=.= •. =.=.= .. =.= .. =.~ .. =.= .• =.= •• ='=' '=-='-='='",,00='="='="='=--='="='=-="='=";,;.;000;;;.; .. ;;.; •• ;';-;-;;--;';;';;;' ';;;" 
Total ... __ ••••. _ .... __ ... 355 1,143 180 248 11 713 52 76 29 

. 'Because of ni~npower'Shortages thesa cases are boing retained in the Ilffice of tho program manager, intelligence 
until such time as sufficient manpower to conduct the Investigations become,s available. ' 

2 This figure includes targets selected as audit targets which were subse~uentlY referred to the intelligence division. 
> Includes 1 prosecution case on a Newark target. This case involves a Violation of title 18, sec. 1503. The Newark tax 

case is still open. 
• III addition, 1 defendant was acquitted. 

• 

- • 

• 

• 

• 

"-

• 

• 



• 

• 

.~ 

.... 

• 

• 

• 

........ 

• 

• 

'~7 

AUDIT TARGETS.-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, ANO DISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, FEB. 28, 1973 

Received from Referrals 
Audit intelligence accepted 

targets 
W/O 'ransfer 

by intol- Open 
selected ligence Closed inventory 

North Atlantic reglon ______ . _________ 47 69 4 49 69 

~ol~at~~_-~_-_-_--__ -_--__ --_-_=-__ --_-_-_-_-_-_-_~-_-_ 7 1 ____________________________________ 8 _ _ _ 4 __________ .. _________________________ 2 2 
Brooklyn______________________ 13 21 ___________ 3 12 19 
Buffalo________________________ 3 Ii ________________________ 3 4 Hartford _________________ ._____ 1 6 _______________________ 1 6 
Manhattan_____________________ 19 34 6 1 29 29 Portsmouth________________________________ 2 _______________________ 2 ___________ _ 
Prpvldence_____________________ __ 1 ___________________________________ _ 

Mid-Allantic region _________________ _ 35 
39 ___________ _ 

3 14 57 
Baltimore ______________________ ---3 ---4-__ -__ -__ - __ -_-__ -_-__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -_ -----,.--6 
Newark_ ______________________ 13 16 ____________ 1 9 19 
Phlladelphia____________________ 16 16 _______ ____ 1 Z 29 Pittsburgh______________________ 1 2 ______________________________ 3 
Richmond______________________ 2 ________________________ 1 1 __________ _ 
Wllmlngton_________________________________ 1 ______________________ 1 __________ _ 

Soulheast region____________________ 18 37 3 30 
Atlanta _______ .. ___________________________ III 1 __ .. ________ 7-
Bi rmingham_ ______ ____________ _ I _____________________________________________ ---
Greensboro ______ .. _____________ 3 2 ____ .. ________________________ .. ___ _ 
Jacksonville____________________ 14 25 2 1 23 

Central regioo______________________ 16 13 _______ .____ 1 6 
ClncinnatL______________ ___ __________ ___ ___ 2 ___________________________________ _ 
Cleveland_ ______ __ ______ __ __ _ __ 7 _______ .; ______________ • ________________________ _ 
Detroit_________________________ 7 10 ____________ 1 6 IndianaIlOJis __ .-________________ 1 1 _________________________ • ________ ._ 
Parkersburg___ __ ___ _ ____ ____ ___ 1 _______________________________________________ _ 

Midwest region _____________ .----.. - 38 18 ____________ 3 9 

Chicago________________________ 21 15 ____________ 1 7 Milwaukee_ ___ __ ______ ____ ____ _ 2 _______________________________________________ _ 

gr.l~~is::::::::::::::::::::::: 15 ----------i-::::::::::::----------i----------T St Faul _____ ~ _________________ ~ 1 1 ________________________ 1 
Springfield ___________________ ._ 4 ____________ • ____________________ ._ ••• _________ _ 

Southwest region _______ .____________ 21 30 _______ •• __ • __ ._________ 18 

Albuquerque ..... __ ...... __ ........... ___ .. 1 5 .. ___ .. ___________ ........ _~__ 2 
Auslin _______ • __ • ______ • _____ ._ 17 15 ___________ • __________ ._ 12 
Dallas ___________ • _____ • __ ._ •• _ 1 1 _.--------.----._._.____ 1 Denver _. ____ ._. _______ ._______ 1 4 _________________ • _____ • __ • ____ •• __ _ 
New Orleans ________ • __ .___________________ S _____ .__________________ 3 
Wichita. __ •• __ • _____ ~ _____ •• ___ 1 __ • _____________ ow· _______ • _______ - __________ ._ 

27 

4-
1 
5 

17 

22 

2 
7 

10 
At 
1 

44 

2& 
2 
1 
g 
1 
3 

33 

4 
20 
1 
5 
2 
1 

Western region __ • __ ._. ___________ .__ 31 45 8 23 46 

flonolulu ________ ... _______ •• __ -__ -_-__ - __ -_-__ -_----z-_-_-__ -_-__ -._-_-__ -.--_-_-.. -_-__ -.-__ -__ -_-__ -_-__ -_-__ -_----:-2 
'-os A9&ellls._ .. _ .... ___________ 5 17 1 ___ • ____ ~___ 15 8 
Phoenlx ________ • _________ ------ 4 11 ______ ._____ 1 4 10 Portland_. _____________________________ .____ S ___________________ ._._____________ 1; 

Reno ___ ._____________________ 4 1 ------.--------.--------.---------- 58 
fia~ franci~cQ._ .. -___ • ___ "_____ 13 S ___ .________ 7 3 Seattle_._. _________________ .__ 5 4 ___ •• ____ .______________ 1 8 

TOlal. ___ • _________ • _________ ===?=OG===Z=SI====IP====ZO===1'"'49====='"'29=8 
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APRIL 16, 1973. 

Memorandum to: Deputy Assistant Secretary for Enforcement, Office of the 
Secretary. 

From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance). 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigations of Narcotics Traffickers 

Progress Rf~port for Month of March, 1973. 

ADMINIflTRATION 
. , 
Within the next month, a meeting is planned which will bring together Intelli­

gence and Audit Division Group Supervisors assigned to the Narcotics Program. 
Also, represemtatives from the National Office and the various Regional Offices 
will participate. 

The purpose of this meeting is to offer a forum for "problem area discussions" 
and to present opportunities for an exchange of ideas \7ith the objective of overall 
program improvements. Among the topics to be covered will be case development 
and investigative techniques with the emphasis on th'1se areas that have met 
with SU'(lcess. 

Another item of current interest to be covered if) the futare relationship between 
the Internal Revenue Service and the newly proposl~d Drug Enforcement 
Administration. 

TARGET ,LECT10N 

'I'he Target Selection Committee met on March 20, 1:173 and selected 82 
targets. Of these, 51 were designatcd as joint targets and 31 were selected as 
Audit targets. To date, the committee has selected 1192 joint targets and 237 
Audit targets for a total of 1429. Of the 732 open joint investigations, 47 are 
being retained in the National Office because of manpower shortages within the 
Intelligence Division. 

NARCOTICS PROJECT ASSESS!I!ENTS 

During thp- 21-month period ended March 31, 1973, total assessments proposed 
.against selected targets amounted to $57.9 million in additional 'liaxes and pen­
alties. Of this amount, assessments resulting from examinations . accounted for 
$40.8 million including jeopardy assessments of $22.3 million. Tf;rmination of 
taxable period assessments against targets amounted to $17.1 million. Sponta­
neous assessments involving arrested narcotics violators who are not targets 
·of this program totaled $58.2 million. Thus, total assessments ag'ainst target 
and non-target cases amounted to $116.1 million. Seizures of.cash and property 
.amounted to $19.1 million, of which $15.3 million was in cash. 

OPERATIONS 

During March, 50 joint investigations were completed resulting in 18 prosecu­
tion and 32 nonprosecution recommendations. To date, the completion of 476 
joint investigations has resulted in 197 prosecution recommendations. . 

Eighty-six individuals have been indicted thus far, resulting in 32 convictIOnS: 
On March 6, 1973, two NTPtargets were sentenced: . ' 
Samuel Harris, allegedly the largest narcotics dealer in Pittsburgh, Pe~~yl-

-yania, was sentenced to 48 months in prison and fined $13,000 upon conVIctIOn 
.on two counts of failure to file income tax returns and one count of income tax 
'evasion . 

.James Davis, Columbia, South Carolina, entered guilty pleas to three counts 
'Of a nine-count indictment. He was sentenced to 24 months in prison and given 
an additional three-year suspended sentence. Davis is known as one of the most 
active narcotics dealers in the Southeast. 

The U.S. Customs Servic0 and BNDD have recently been involved in an 
investigation of a massive international smuggling ring. As a result of this effort, 
the Internal Revenue Service has set up assessmcnts totaling 4.2 million dollars 
on five individuals. The Collection Division figured prominently in the successfu.l 
outr.ome of the above investigation, appropriately named "Operation Catchall." 

The attachment to this rcport is a geographical schedule which sets forth 
target selections, case dispositions and current inventories. 

JOHN F. HANLON. 
Attachment. 
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JOINT TARCiETS.-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SElECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, MAR. 31, 1973 

Technical 
personnel 
assigned 

Joint 
larget 
selec· Prose· 
tion cutions 

Trans· 
fer to 

WID audit 

Open 
jolni 
cases 

Joint 
targets 

selected, 
held in 
national 
office! 

Total 
indict· Con· 
ments victions 

North Atlantir. region ••• _________ 62 219 27 73 6 lIS __________ S 2 
Albany, N.Y _.______________ 1 7 2 1 ______ 4 ___________________ .. ____ _ 
AugUsta, Ma"ie ____ ~________ 1 1 ________________________ 1 _______________________ • __ 
Boston, Mass.______________ 6 20 3 1 ________ 16 __________ 3 1 
Brooklyn, N.Y______________ 18 55 5 23 ________ ~ 31 __________ 4 1 Buffalo, N.Y ________________ 4 17 1 4 ________ 12 ______________ • __________ _ 
Hartford, Conn______________ 5 18 1 7 ________ 10 ______________ • __________ _ 
Manhattan, N.Y_____________ 23 90 15 34 6 236 __________ 2 .. _____ _ 
Portsmouth, N.H____________ 2 4 ________ 2 ________ 2 ________________________ _ 
Providence, R.I_____________ 2 7 ________ 1 ________ 6 ________________________ _ 

==~~~====~~~~~~~~~ 
Mid-Atlantic reglon _________________ 5;;-0 _---:;;;-_-;-~--__'_;:_.-_;_-_=:;.:_--...:..--=;;_----;; 

Baltimore, Md______________ 8 
214 35 45 1 136 19 8 
36 12 4 1 19 8 \) 

Newark, N.L______________ 12 
Philadelphia, Pa____________ 15 
Pittsburgh, Pa______________ 10 
Richmond, Va_______________ 4 
Wilmington, Oel..___________ 1 

--------;r 62 3 18 - ... -_ ... --- , 42 2 -----.. -
48 6 15 ---_ ... --- • 28 .. _---.... _-- 3 -------2 38 10 3 ------- 25 .... -------- 3 
28 4 4 -------- • 21 ---------- 3 _ .. _-----

2 -------- 1 -------- 1 -------------- .. - -- ...... _-- .... 
==~~~==~==~================== 

Southeast reglon ________________ :....._...:..5,;-5 --=:2-...:..;;--~:_-_;_-....:.:;.:_--..:.::--=7_--~ 182 34 42 3 106 12 22 12 
Atlanta, Ga_________________ 7 34 9 12 1 12 __________ 4 3 
Birmingham, Ala____________ 6 12 _______________ .________ 12 _______________________ _ 
Columbia, S.C______________ 5 7 2 1 ________ 4 __________ 1 1 
Greensboro, N.C____________ 4 16 3 1 ______ 12 __________ 2 1 
Jackson, Mlss_______________ 1 4 ________________________ 4 _________________________ _ 
Jacksonville, Fla____________ 28 101 s 18 28 2 256 12 15 '1. Nashville, Tenn_____________ 4 8 2 _______________ 6 _________________________ _ 

Central region __________________ ===4:::7==:147:5:==719:====:1==3 =_= __ =_= __ = __ ==::=11:=4===6:===6:====::5 

Cincinnati, Ohio_____________ 8 19 2 2 ________ 15 3 _______________ _ 
Cleveland,Ohio----_________ 9 25 _______________________ 25 3 _______________ _ 
Detroit, Mich______________ 18 78 13 10 ________ 256 __________ 4 3 
Indianapolis,lnd---_________ 8 15 4 1 ________ 10 __________ 2 2 
louisville, I(y_______________ 3 7 _______________________ 7 _________________________ _ 
Parkersburg, W. Va_________ 1 1 ________________________ 1 ________________________ _ 

Midwest region _________________ ~::::44:::::.:cS:=:9~:::;18~:::~1~9:-~--~-.:.:-=_~-=_-=_= _= _=6~8::::.~-==-= _=_= _= _= :..==_ =_ =_==:oZ 
Aberdeen, S. Oak___________ 1 1 ________________________ 1 _________________________ _ 
Chicago, 111_________________ 15 51 g 16 ________ 2 31 __________ 2 _______ _ 
Des MOines, lowa___________ 1 4 ________________________ 4 _________________________ _ 
Fargo, N. Oak______________ 1 _________________________________________________________________ _ 
Milwaukee, Wis_____________ 5 8 2 ________________ 6 __________ 1 _______ _ 
Omaha, Nebr_______________ 2 3 ________________________ 3 _________________________ _ 
SI. LOUIS, Mo_______________ 8 19 6 2 ________ ~ 13 __________ 4 2 
St. Paul, Minn______________ 4 5 1 1 _______ 3 ______ ~ _______________ _ 
Springfield,IIL------------ 7 8 1 ________________ 7 3 ______________ _ 

==~==~===::==~?=====~=======7==== 
Southwest region ________________ :......_...:..34:-_-=-:11:;c3 __ .:,14:-_...:3:.;2...:-::-.:.:--::-;:.-_::_'----'6:;.9...:_::_.:.: __ ::_= __ ::_= __ =--_""5_-::-:.:;.--=-::-;;:0.-

~lbu!l;erque, N. Max________ 1 11 3 5 ________ 3 _________________________ _ 
Austin, Tex________________ 10 51 6 16 ________ ~ 31 __________ 3 _______ _ 
Cheyenne, Wyo____________ 1 1 _______________________ 1. ________________________ _ 
Dallas, Tex_________________ 5 11 1 1 ________ 9 __________ 1 _______ _ 
Denver, Colo_______________ 4 12 1 4 ________ 7 _________________________ _ 
.lillie Rock, Ark_____________ 1 3 ________ 1 ________ 2 ________________________ _ 
New Orleans, la__________ 8 20 3 5 ________ 12 __________ 1 _______ _ 
Oklahoma City, Okla_________ 2 3 _______________ .________ 3 _________________________ _ 
Wichita, Kans_______________ 2 1 _______________________ 1 _________________________ _ 

====6=6===22=0====<0====55=======1=01=====19====1=8====3 Western region _________________ '--_-=-,.--_-..,. __ ,;.," '-______ ...;;"c:-____ --''--__ _ 
Archorage!.Alaska___________ 0 1 1 _________________________________________________ _ 
Honolulu, Hawai!..__________ 4 16 6 ~ ________ 6 __________ 6 ______ __ 
Los Angeles, Calif._________ 20 46 11 22 1 12 ____ ._____ 2 ! 
Phoenix

iI 
Arlz_______________ 11 61 8 12 _______ 2 42 19 2 1 

Portlan ,Oreg______________ 8 22 4 5 ________ 13 _________________________ _ 
Reno, Nev__________________ 3 7 ________ 2 ________ 5 _________________________ _ 
Salt lake City, Utah_________ 1 9 ________ 1 ________ 8 ______________ • __________ _ 
San Francisco, CaJiL________ 14 37 14 5 ________ 2 24 __________ 4 _______ _ 

Seattle, Wash _______________ ====5==2=1===6===4=-=--=-=-_=-==1=1",-=-=--=-=-=--=-==4===1 

'National office. _________________ ===4~--~-=:--::-::'--=-=--;,-':'--~-:=-;,--';'-=:--:::-::'--;;-';--';'-';--~-=-=-';--==-~-~--;;-=--';'-';'--=-7.--:=-=--=-=--=:-::--=-=-=--=-=:-.~~ 
Total.___________________ 362 1,192 197 279 11 732 47 86 32 

1 Because of manpower shortages these cases are being retained in the office of the program manager, intelligence, 
l1nm such time as sufficient manpower to conduct the investigal!ons becomes available. 

2This figure includes targets selected as audit targel$ which Wer~ subsequently refetred to the intelligence division, 
> Includes 1 prosecution case on a Newark target. This case involves a violation of title 18, sec. 1503. The Newatk tax 

case is still open • 
• I n addition, 1 defendant was acquitted, 
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AUDIT TARGETS.-GEDGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, MAR. 31,1973 

Received from 
Audit intelligence Referrals 

targets --------accepted by 
selected WID Transfer intelligence Closed 

Opell 
inventory 

Norl" Atlantic region •• ______________ 49 73 5 55 61t 
Albany _________________ ._______ 7 1 ____________________________________ 8 
Boston _________________ .. __ •.•. 4 _________ ... _____ •••• _ ••••• _._ •• ___ ._ 2 2 
Brooklyn_...................... 13 24 ._ ••..•• _.__ 4 13 20 
Buffalo. _____ ••... __ ._......... 3 4 ._ •••••• _ ••••••• _._..... 3 4 
Hartford ••••• _ ••• ___ .•••. _ ••.. _ 1 7 •••.•..••. __ ._ .... _..... 1 7 
Manhattan •.••• __ ••. __ ....•..•. 21 34 6 1 34 26-
Portsmouth ••••• __ ._._ .•••. __ ••• _ •• ___ ••• _. 2 _____ ••••• ____ •• _ ••••• __ 2 __ ••• ____ •. _ 

• 

•• 

Providence •..•••••• _______ • __ • ___ •.•••.• _.. 1 ._ ............. __ •. _ •••• _ .• _. ______ ._ 1 ~ • 

Mid·Atlantic region .•••• ___ ••..• __ •.• 43 45 2 3 24 63 
Baltimore •• __ •• __ ._ •• _____ • ___ .----3----4----1-.-__ -.-__ -_-_.-.-._----3-----S 
Newarll •••.•••• _ ••••• _. ___ ••• _. 17 17 1 1 10 24 
Philadelphia .••..••••• _ •• __ .••. _ 18 16 ••••.•...•. _ 1 9 24 
Pittsburgh ..•••.. _ •••.••• _...... 1 3 ••.•.... ___ .••. _. ___ ._._._. ___ ._ •.. _ 4 
Richmond_. __ ._ ... _ •. _ ••... _ •• _ 4 4 ._. __ ....... 1 1 6 
Wilmington_. ___ • __ ••. _ •. __ ... _ •• ___ =.= •. =.= •• = .. ====1 ='=' '=' ="="='=' '='="='="='="=_'='='===",1=_=.=._=.= •• =.= .. ~._ 

Southeast region __ •• _. __ ••• _. ___ ._._ 18 44 2 39 2S 
-------------------------------------Atlanta •• __ • __ ._ .. _._ .. _ .•... __ •••.• __ •••• _ 12 1 _ •.• _ .. _.... 10 :> 

~~~~~i~~~:::::: :::: :::::: :::: ____ .. _. __ ~. --.------.1":::::::::::::: :::::::::::: :::::::::: t 
Greensboro •• _ •••• __ ••• _._._ •. __ 3 2 • __ •• _ ••• ___ •• ____ ._ ..... _.......... 5 
Jacksonville._. __ •• _____ . __ •.. __ 14 29 3 2 29 15. 

Central region. __ •• ___ • ____ ._ •••. ___ 18 13 __ ._ ..... _._ 8 2::' 

Cincinnatl ••• _ ••• ___ • _______ •• _. __ ••• ___ •.. _ 2 ._ ••• _._ •••••• _____ •••••••••• ___ ._._ 2 
Cleveland ••. _ .•• _ ••• ___ •• _ •• _._ 7 ____ ._. ___ •••.•••.••• __ • ______ •.... _._ .• ____ ._._ 7 
Oetroi!.._ .. _ .•.• __ .. __ • __ ._._._ 8 10 •. _......... 1 8 9 
Indianapolis .•. _ •• _._._. ___ ._.. 2 1 ._ ••....••••• _ •••.. __ ••••••. __ • __ •• _ :r. 
Parkersburg. _____ ._____________ 1 ___ ._. ____ ••.• ___ •• __ ._ .••• _._ •••••• __ •• _. __ .___ 1 

Midwest region_._._ •••• ___ ••• ______ 49 21 .....•...•. _ 14 50 

Km~aa~kee::::::::::::::::::::: 3~ __ •• __ •• _~~_::::::::::::. _________ ~._ ••• _____ ~:. 3i 
Omaha ••••• __ •• _. __ • ___ . __ ._... 1 _____ ••• _ •. __ ._._ •• ___ •• ________ •• _ ••••••• _ •••. _ 1 
Sl Louis ••••••.•••••••.••••• _.. 10 2 .•• __ •.••••• 2 1 9 
Sl PauL .................. _... 1 1 ••.•••••••..•••.• _ ••• _.. 1 I 
Springfield •••••• _ ••••••• _...... 3 _ ••••.•.•....• _ ...•••••••••••• _ •••.••••• _....... 3 

Southwest region •••• __ ••••• ____ •• _._ 27 32 .... ____ ...• 2 19 38 

Albuquerque •• _ •••••••• _. ___ •• _ 1 5 ______ •..•• ____ ._ ••• __ •• 2 4 
Austln •••• __ ••••• __ • __ •• _._.___ 22 16 _ ••• ________ 2 12 24 
Dallas •• _._ •• _._ ••• __ •••• _._.__ 1 1 ___ ._ ••• _ •••••• _. _____ •• 1 1 
Denver ••• _. __ ._._............. 2 4 .•• __ •••• _ ••••••••..•.• _ 1 5-
Little Rocll_................................ 1 _ •• _ •• _ •••.•.•.•••••••.••••.••• _._.. 1 
New Orleans ••.•••.••..•.•...•••••..• _...... 5 ••••..•..•.••.•••••••• _. 3 2 
Wichita .••••••••••••••••• _..... 1 .•••.••.••••••.....•••.••• _ •••••••••• _ ••.. _ ..•. _ 1 

Western region ••••• _ •••.•••••••••• _ 33 55 '27 55· -------------------------------------Honolulu •••••••••••••• _._ •.••• _ ••••• _ ••••• _ 4 •••••••••. _._ ••.•••••• _ •••••••• _.... 4 
los Angeles._.................. 5 22 1 •••.••••••.• 18 10-
Phoenix •••••• _ •••••••••••..•. _. 5 12 .. __ •••••••• 1 5 11 
Portland ••••••••••... _ ••••••• _ ••••••• __ .___ 5 ••• ___ ••••••• ____ .• ___ .. _ •••• _._. __ • 5· 
Reno. __ •••• _. ___ ._ •• _ .•. ___ .__ 4 2 • __ ..... _._. ____ •.• ______ ._. ____ ._.. 6 
Salt lake City ••••• ___ •••• __ •.•• ____ ._ ••••• _ 1 ___ ._. _____ •. _ ••..••• __ • _____ ••• __ •• 1 
San Francisco •••.•••.• __ •••••• _. 13 5 • __ . ___ .____ 6 3 9, 
Seattle •••• _ •••. __ • __ • __ ._ •• _.__ 6 4 ... __ ••• _._ •••••• _...... 1 9 

Total. •••••.••.• _ •.• __ ._. __ .• ====23=7===.:2"'83:=====:173 ===2=6====:1=8='6 ====:3::::'21 

MAY 17,1973. 
Memorandum to: Deputy Assistant Secretary for Enforcement, Office of the 

Secretary. 
From: Assistant Commissioner (Com-'pliance), CP:I:O. 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigations of Narcotics Traffickers 

Progress Report for the Month of April, 1973. 
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AD1.UNISTRATIVE 

During April a meeting was held with the U.S. Customs Service to determine 
the use of the "Report of International .Transportation of Clirrency or Monetary 
Instruments Form" for both agencies. The Customs Financial Investigative Unit 
h~s the responsibility !?r: storing these f?rms. ~h<ly anticipat~ tI:a~ by the begin­
mng of FY 74 they will have alphabetlzed prmtouts of all mdtvtduals detailed 
'on the forms. This information will be furnished to the National Office for dissemi­
nation to the field. This should provide invaluable assistance in ongoing investi­
gations as well as identifying new targets. 

We now have Treasury Enforcement Communication System terminals in all 
Qf our Intelligence Regional Offices. Representatives of the Intelligence Division 
have met with Chief Counsel and Disclosure Staff and determined that we can 
input the NTP targets into TECS. Initially the datn. elements will be limited to: 
name, address, taxpayer account number (Social Security Number) and date of 
hirth. In addition, it was determined that the above information could be input on 
Strike Force targets. Procedures are being implemented to protect against un­
.authorized disclosure of information from the system. 

TARGET SELECTION 

The Target Selection Committee met on April 19, 1973 and selected 72 targets. 
Of these, 50 were designated as joint targets and 22 were selected for independent 
audit. To date, the Committee has selected 1245 joint targets and 259 Audit 
targets for a total of 1504. Of the Audit tnrgets selected, 30 have been referred to 
the Intelligence Division for joint investigation. Of the joint targets, 541 have 
been closed, 702 cases are under active investigation and 32 are being retained in 
the National Office due to manpower shortages within the Intelligence Division. 

NARCOTICS PROJECT ASSESSMENTS 

During the 22-month period ended April 30, 1973, total assessments proposed 
Against selected targets amounted to $62.0million in additional taxes and penalties. 
Of the amount, aS8essments resulting from examinations accounted for $44.6 
miIIion including jeopardy assessments of $23.0 million. Termination of taxable 
period assessments against targets amounted to $17.4 miIIion. Spontaneous assess­
ments involving arrested narcotics Violators who are not targets of this program 
totaled $61.7 million. Thus, total assessments against target f -.J. non-target CIlses 
amounted to $123.7 million. S2izures of cash and property amounted to $20.1 
million, of which $16.1 million was in cash. 

OPERATIONS 

During April, 53 joint investigations were completed, resulting in 25 prosecution 
and 28 nonprosecution recommendations. To date, the completion of 530 joint 
investigations has resulted in 223 prosecution recommendations. 

One hundred and seven iIidividuals have been indicted thus far, result,ing in 38 
convictions. 

During the month 0,£ Aptil, a Federal Grand Jury in San Francisco indicted 
eight individuals on charges ranging from income tax evasion and conspiraoy to 
manufacturing and seIl1ng hallucinogenic drugs. 

Three members of the conspiracy, including the "King of LSD", Augustus O. 
Stanley, III, were charged with evadingtaxesill excess of $360,000. 

This investigation was conducted throughout the United States, as well as in 
parts of Europe and Central America. , 

On Friday> April 13, 19713, a massive narcotic conspiracy investigation ended 
when sealed indictments were :returned against 86 major heroin and cocaine 
dtl1llers in metropolitan New York. Among those indicted were eight NTP 
targets including the two key figures in this conspiracy, John Capra aud Herbert 
Sperling. A jeopardy assessment has been made against Sperling for approxi­
mately five million. doll~rs, while a :r.rosecution recommendation for income tax 
·evasion is currently pendi.ng against Capra. . 

In addition, Anthony Passero, a heroiJi importer from Brooklyn, allegedly 
having syndicate connections, was sentenced to thirty months in prison on income 
tax charges. . _ . . , 

Th'e attachment to this repott is. a geographical schedule which sets forth 
target selections, case dispositions and current inven:tories. 

JOHN F.I!<\Nl<QN. 
Attachment . 



102 • JOINT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, APR. 30,1973 

Joint 
targets --, 

Special Joir,t Trans-
selected, . 

Pros- Open held in Total 
agents target ecu- fer to joint nati:jnal Indict- Con-

assigned selection tions WID audit cases or!ce..! lTil!llts vlcti,;:;;'F .. --,,,:,-,,;:::,. 
North Atlantic region ________ 67 230 30 78 G 1:;:-2 14 4 • Albany, N.Y _ .. _________ 1 8 3 1 0 4 0 1 0 

Augusta, Maine _________ 1 1 0 0 0 - 1 0 0 0 Boston, Mass _____ .. ____ 7 20 4 2 0 14 0 3 1 Brooktyn, N.Y __________ 20 59 6 24 0 • 33 0 5 2 BUffalo, N.Y ________ .. __ 4 17 1 4 0 '13 0 0 0 
Burlin~ton. VL ________ 0 0 ~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 Hartford, Conn __________ 6 18 

15 
7 0 10 0 0 0 Manhattan, N.Y _________ 24 96 37 0 • 39 0 5 1 

Portsmout~, N.H ________ 2 4 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 Providence, R.I. ________ 2 7 0 1 0 6 0 G 0 
Mid-Atlantic region __________ 54 223 41 50 1 134 20 10 .... Baltimore, Md __________ 10 36 12 5 I 18 0 9 6 Newark

i 
N.J ____________ 14 64 4 19 0 '42 5 2 0 .-

Philade phia, Pa ________ 12 48 7 15 0 • 27 0 3 I Pittsburgh, Pa __________ 11 42 11 4 0 27 0 3 3 Richmond, Va ___________ 6 30 7 6 0 '18 0 3 0 
Wilmington, DeL _____ 1 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 

Southeast region ____________ 56 193 41 45 3 107 15 23 13 
Allanta, Ga _____________ 7 37 10 12 1 14 0 4 3 

..... 
Birmingham, Ala ________ 7 J2 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 
Columbi~, S.C __________ 3 7 2 1 0 4 0 2 2 tlreensboro, N.C _______ 5 16 3 1 0 12 0 2 1 • J&ckson, Mlss ___________ I 4 0 I 0 3 0 0 0 Jacksonville, Fla ________ 26 10f 323 30 2 • 56 15 15 , 7 
NashVille, Tenn _________ 7 9 3 0 0 6 0 0 0 

Central region ______________ 51 146 23 16 0 108 3 13 5 
Cincinnati, Ohio _________ 10 19 2 2 0 15 2 0 (j 
Cleveland, Ohio _________ 9 25 3 1 0 21 1 0 0 Detroit, Mich __ .. _______ 18 79 14 12 0 • 54 0 11 3 IndianaQolis,lnd ________ 10 15 4 1 0 10 0 2 2 Louisville, Ky ___________ 3 7 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 
Parkersburg, W. Va_. ____ 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 • Midwest region _____________ 45 105 19 22 7! 3 8 2 
Aberdeen, S. Dak _______ 1 1 Ii 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Chica~o, 111. .. __________ 17 52 8 18 0 230 0 2 0 
Des MOir,Js, lowa _______ 1 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 Fargo, N. Oak __________ 1 0 Q 0 0 0 '0 0 0 Milwaukee, Wis _________ 4 8 < 0 0 6 0 1 0 Omaha, Nebr ___________ 2 3 II 0 0 , 4 0 0 0 St. Louis, Mo ___________ 9 19 6 3 0 '12 0 4 2: SI. PaUl, Minn __________ 4 8 2 1 0 5 0 0 0 Springfield,III __________ 6 9 I 0 0 8 3 1 0 

Southwest region ____________ 40 115 15 36 66 5 U • Albuquerque, N. Mex ____ 1 11 3 6 0 2 0 0 0 Austin, Tex .. ___________ 12 53 6 17 0 232 0 3 0 Cheyenne, Wyo _________ 1 1 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 Dallas, Tex _____________ 6 11 2 1 0 8 0 1 0 Denver, Colo ___________ 5 12 1 5 0 6 0 0 0 Little Rock, Ark _________ 1 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 a New Orleans, La ________ 8 20 3 5 0 12 0 1 0 
Oldahoma City, Okla _____ 4 3 0 1 0 2 a 0 0 
Wichita, Kans ___________ 2 1 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 

.Western region _____________ 67 233 54 60 126 6 24 
Anchorage, Alaska ______ 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 a -. -. 80ise, Idaho ____________ a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 
Helena

j 
MonL _________ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Honolu u, Hawaii ________ 4 16 6 5 0 5 0 6 0 

Los Angeles, CaIlL _____ 20 52 11 22 1 18 0 2 1 
Phoeni~ Ariz ___________ 11 62 8 13 0 242 6 2 1 ~~. Portlan ,Oreg __________ 8 22 5 5 0 12 0 0 a Reno, Nev ______________ 3 9 0 2 0 7 0 0 0 
Salt lake CilY, Utah _____ 2 9 0 2 0 7 a 0 0 
San frailcisco, CaIiL ____ 14 38 17 6 0 221 0 10 0 Seattle, Wash ___________ 5 24 6 5 0 214 0 4 2 

Nationaloffice _____________ : 4 ______________________________ • _______________________________________ • . Tolal. _______________ 
384 I, 2~5 223 307 11 734 32 107 38 

'. I Because of "manpower shortages" these cases are being retained in the office of the program manager, intelligence. 
until such time as sufficient manpower to conduct the investigations becomes available. .' 

• This figure includes targets selected as audit targets which were su~sequently referred to the Intelligence DiVision. 
• Includes 1 prosecution case on a Newark target. This case involves a Violation .of title 18, sec. 1503. The Newark ta 

case is.stlll open. 
'·In addition, 1 defendant was acquitted. 
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AU!)IT TARGEfS-QEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTIO~ OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
INVEflTORIES, APR. 3D, 1973 

Received from 
Audit Intelligence Referrals 

targets ---...:....=-----acccpted by 
selected VI/D Transfer intelligence Closed 

Open. 
Inventory 

North AUantic reglon •.•••••••••••••• :.... ___ 4:;:9 ____ 7:..:8:........ ___ 6:........ ___ 6"'-__ -=6::.5 ___ -::;::;62 
Albany..................... •..• 7 1 ._ •• _ •• _ .. _ •••• _. __ .•.••••• _........ 8 
BOslon .•••• _. __ .••• o ••• _ •••.• _. 4 1 _ ••••• _ •• _ •.••• _.______ 2 . 3 
Brooklyn .•. ____ • __ • __ ••• ____ 13 25 _____ • __ .___ 4 21 13 
Buffalo .. __ ._. ____ •..•.••• _ •• __ 3 4 __ "'_' ___ '_ 1 3 3 
Hartford •••.. _____ ._ .. _ ••••••• _ 1 7 ____ ._. ___ ._ •••• ___ •••• _ 2 6 
Manhattan ••••••• ____ .•• _ .•• _.. 21 37 6 1 35 28 
Po!trmouth ••• _ ••••• __ •.•.••••• _. ________ .__ 2 ________ ._ •••• _ .. __ ._._ 2 •• ___ • ____ • 

PrOvidence_ •.•• _ ••••. _ .•• _._ •• _;.; •• ;_; •• ;;;_; .. ;::.; .. ~==~1,,;';::';";'::_;_';'::_;.';'::';;';";;';'.''';_;'';'::.;'';::'';'';'::';';'';;'; __ ;;.;._~====1 
Mid·Atlantic reglon •••.••. _ ••••••• _.:.... __ ...:4:;:8 ____ 4;.:9:........ __ .....:2'-___ 5'-__ ....::30'-___ ::.,:64 

B~ltimore •..••• _............... 4 1 __ •• _ •. _ ••. _ 4 6 
Newark._ •..•••• _ •• _........... 21 17 1 1 12 26 
Philadelphia •••••••••...•••••• _. 18 16 •••••••• _... 3 11 20 

ki~~~~~~h===:===::=:====:===:: 1 ~ ::===:::::::··-.. ·····i··-·-····-i· f 
WiJmington •..•..••••• _ ••••••••• "'.= •• ;.= •• ~.; •• =.= •• ====1=.=.= •. =.=-= •• =.=.-=-=-.=-=.=-= .. =.=.= .• ====1=.=._= .• ",'='_=-' 

Southeast region .• _ •••••..•.• ___ .. _. 23 46 4 4 51 18 
Allanta ........ _._._ ..•••••••••.•. _ ••• _.... 12 1 ••.• __ • ___ ._ 10 3 
Birmingham •.• _ •••....... ___ ••• 1 ...... _ •..•..•. _._._ ••• _ 1 __ ._._ ••• _ •.• _________ _ 
Columbia .• __ ._. ___ ••..•. _ •. ",. __ ••• __ ,... 1 ___ .. _ ••• _. ________ ._. __ ._._ •••••. _ 1 
Greensboro •••• _._ .••••. _ .... _.. 3 1 _____ •. _._ ••••••••••• _._ 1 3 
Jackson •• _....... .•••••••....•• 1 1 ••••.•..•••.• _ •••••••••.•• _......... 2 
Jac\lsonville ..••...•.•• ___ •.... _ 15 31 3 3 40 6 
Na,ilvill~ ___ •••••..••••••••••.•. 3 •••••••.•.......••••••••••.••..••.••••••••• _.... 3 

Central region ....... _ •••••••...•• _. 19 16 •••••••••••• 1 11 23 
GincinnatL ........ _........... 1 2 •••••••...••.•••• _...... 2 1 
Cleveland._ •••....•. _ •..••. _ .. _ 7 1 _ ••••• __ ..•. _ •••••••• _ ••. __ ._ •• __ .• 8 
DetroIL ................ _...... 8 12 _ •.••• _ •• _._ 1 9 10 
Indianapolis. _ .......... _ ••• _... 2 1 •• _ •.•.•.•• ___ •••.• _ ..•.•••••••••• __ 3 
Parkersburg •• _ ....•. _ ••••••• __ • 1 _ .....••••••• __ ..•....••..••• __ ._. __ .. _....... 1 

Midwest region ••.•. _ •.•••••••••.• _. 50 24 "_ •• ,_ ••• _. 6 15 53 

~Ili~f~kee::::::::::::::::::::: 3~ •••••• __ .=~.=::=:====:::._._ ... _ .. ~:_ ........ ~:. 3~ 
Omaha •••.. _ •••• _ •••. _ ..•••••• _ 1 ••• _ •••••.•••.•..•••..••••••••••• _._............ 1 
St. Louis ••..•••••••••• _ •..•..• _ 10 3 ••• _........ 2 1 10 
St. PauL ..•.•••••• _ •• __ ._..... 2 1 •••••• _._ .•.••..•. _..... 1 2-
Springfield ••.•••••• _ •••...•.•• _ 3 ••••••••. _ •.•.••••••••• _ ••••......••.••••••• ~_.. 3 

southwest region ••• _................ 31 36 .", .•. , .. ,. 2 21 
Albuquerque __ ._ •••. _.......... 1 6 ••••••.•..•. _ •. _ .•••••. _ 2 
Austin_ •• _..................... 26 17 •••••••••••• 2 13 
Dallas._ •...•••••••• _._ .•• _.... 1 1 ••.••••••••••••• _ •• __ ••• 1 
Denver. •••••••••• ______ •• _.... 2 5 ....... _ •••••••••••••• __ 1 
Little Rocl( ••.•.••• ~ ••••• __ ._ •• _ ••••••••••. _ 1 •. _ •••.....•.••.••••••••• _ •••••••••• 
New Orleans •••••.•..••••••••• _............ 5 •••• _._ •••• _ •••• _....... 4 
Wichita_ •••••• _._ .••••••••••• _. 1 ••• __ •.•...•••••••..•.••••• ___ .• _. __ ..•••.•••..• 
Oklahoma City •••.•• _ .• _.................... 1 ..•..••••••••••••••••••••••• _ ••• _ ••• 

Western region •• _ •••••••••••••• _._. 40 60 35 
Honolulu •• _ •.•••..•.••.•••••• ____ •• _ ••• _. 5 •••••••••••• _ ••.• _...... 1 
Los Angeles .•• __ .••.•••••••.••• 5 22 1 """""__ 19 
Phoenix .• _ •••• _ ... _ •.. _....... 5 13 ._.......... 1 7 
Portland •••••• _ •• _ •.•.••••.••••. _. ____ ••.• E........................ 2 
Reno._ ••..•.••• _ ••..•••..••.• _ 4 2 ••• _ ••••• _ •• _ •..•.•••••••••••••••••• 
Salt lake City_ .•••••••••••. __ ._. __ ••• _..... 2 •....• _ ..•• _ •• _ •• _ •• _ •.•••••• ~ ••••.• 
SDn Francisco................... 17 6 •..••• _ .• _.. 6 3 
Seattle ••••• __ ._ ••• _ ••••••••••• ~ 9 5 ••••••• _._ .•.•• _ ••• _._.. 3 

10taL ..••••••••••• _ ••••••• : 260 309 13 31 228 

44 
5 

28 
1 
6 
1 
1 
1 
1 

59 
4 
9 

10 
3 
6 
2 

g 
11 

323 



JUNE 18, 1973. 

Memorandum to: Deputy Assistant Secretary for Enforcement, Office of the 
Secretary. 

From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance) CP:I:O. 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigations of Narcotics Traffickers 

Progress Report for :r.1onth of May 1973. 

ADlIUNISTRATION 

A meeting of Narcotics Program Supervisors from both the Audit and Intelli­
gence Divisions was held in Dallas, Texas, on May 22, 23, and 24,1973. Personnel 
from the National Office, each Regional Office and representatives from the Office 
of the Assistant Secretary, BNDD, Customs and ODALE participated. 

• 

•• 

The main pmpose of the meeting was to provide an exchange of ideas for the 
improvement of the program, together ·with the identification of problem areas. 
Some of the topics covered in the. various sessions were: case development, effective ~ • 
use of confidential funds, effect of jeopardy and termination assessments OIl. .... 
prosecution cases and guidelines f()l' target selections. A memorandum detailing 
the meeting is being prepared and will be disseminated to all districts. . 

The apparent success of the meeting has generated interest in holding another 
Rimilar gathering in the futme, which would include some of those districts not 
in attendance in Dallas. ,... 

TARGET SELECTION 

The Target Selection Committee did not meet during IVIg,y. To date, there have 
been 1503 individuals selected, consisting of 1243 joint and 260 Audit targets. Of 
the joint targets selected, there are ctuTently 684 cases active, of which 22 are 
being maintained in the National Office due to manpower shortages within the 
Intelligence Division. 

Of the Audit targets selected, 34 have been referred to Intelligence for joint 
investigation. 

NARCOTICS PROJECT ASSESSMENTS 

DurinlS the 23-month period ended May 31, 1973, total assessments proposed 
against selected targets amounted to $71.6 million in additional taxes and penalties. 
Of this amount, assessments resulting from examinations accounted for $49.0 
million including jeopardy assessments of $24.4 million. Termination of taxable 
period assessments against targets amounted to $22.6 million. Spontaneous 
assessments involving arrested narcotics violators who are not targets of this 
program totaled $68.0 million. Thus, total assessments against target and non­
target cases amounted to $139.6 million. Seizures of cash and property amounted 
to $21.4 million of which $16.7 million was in cash. 

OPERATIONS 

During the month, 35 joint investigations were completed. These rcsulted in 
16 prosecution and 19 nonprosectuion recommenuations. As of May 31, 1973, the 
results of the program are as follows: 
Joint investigations completed_ _ ____________________________________ 579 
Prosecutions recommended_ _ _ _ _______________ ______________________ 240 
Indictments_____ _ _ _ ______ _ _ ___ __ _ __ __ _ _____ ___ _ _ __ __ __ _ _ __ _ __ ___ __ 112 
Con victions___ __ _ ___ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ ___ __ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ 45 

During the month, William E. Turner, Baltimore, Maryland; was convicted 
of income tax evasion and of failure to file retmns for each of the years 1970 and 
1971. 

Turner, dp"~ribed by the United States Attorney as "a danger to the commu­
nity," is suspected of having smuggled heroin into the country in the cadavers 
of American servicemen being returned to the United States. Turner allegedly 
belongs to a massive narcotics organization which hs.s upwards of 100 members. 
He faces a maximum of 12 years in prison on the tax charges. 

The attachment to this report is a geographical schedule which sets forth target 
selections, case dispositions and current inventories. 

JOHN F. HANLON. 
Attachment. 

• 

• 
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AUDIT TARGETS~G.EDGRAP'/lIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, MAY 31, 1913 

Received from 
Audit inleiligenee Referrals 

targels ------'----- accepted by 
selecled WID Transfer intelligence Closed 

North Atlantic region________________ 49 85 6 7 :69 

Open 
Inventory 

64 --------------------------------------Albany_________________________ 1 1 ____________ i ____________ 7 
Boston_________________________ 4 2 ________________________ 2 4 

~~Ja~~~=====:::::::::::::::::: 1~ 2~ ::::::::::::: ~§ 1~ HartfOrd_______________________ 1 7 _______________________ 5 3 
Manhattan_____________________ 21 42 6 1 36 32 

~~~~ide°n~~ __ :::::::::::::: :::: =:=:=:-~-:=:=--:;;;:=::==-=-====j=::;;;:;;::",=====:=:= -_:=:-=-:=:=::=:;;::;,,:=::;;;-=--=-=-,,;--;,,-=-_;;;:~--=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=i 
Mid-AtlanticIegion__________________ 48 58 2 5 . 38 65 

Baltimore______________________ 4 6 1 ____________ 6 5 
Newark________________________ 17 23 t 1 12 28 
Philadelphia____________________ 18 16 ____________ 3 l4 17 
Pittsburgh______________________ 5 5 ________________________ 1 9 
Richmond______________________ 4 7 ____________ 1 4 6 
Wilmi.ngton_________________________ ________ 1 ________________________ 1 ___________ _ 

Southeast region____________________ 23 49 4 4 57 15 

Atlanta____________________________________ 12 1 ____________ 11) 3 
Birmingham________ ______ ____ __ 1 ________________ ____ __ __ 1 _______________________ _ 
Cotumcia _ _ ____ __________________________ __ 3 __ __ ____ ______________ ____ __________ 3 
Greensboro_____________________ 3 1 ________________________ 3 1 
Jackson________________________ 1 1 ____________________________________ 2 
lack$onville____________________ 15 32 3 3 44 3 Nashvi/l.e_______________________ 3 ________ ____ __ __ __ ________________ ____ __________ 3 

,Central region______________________ 19 11 ________ ____ 1 11 24 

CineinnalL.____________________ 1 2. ________________________ 2. 1 
Cleveland______________________ 7 2 ___________ • _________ .______________ 9 
OetroiL_______________________ 8 12 ____________ 1 9 10 
India~apolis____________________ 2. 1 ___________________________________ 3 
Parkersburg____________________ 1 ________ __________ __ __ ___ _______ __ __ ____________ 1 

Midwelil region _________________________ 50 ____ 2_3_-_-_--_-_-__ -_--_-_-_______ 16 ____ 5_6 

Chicago________________________ 32 22. ____________ " 14 
Des Moines_______________ __ _______________ 1 ______ • ____________________________ _ 
Milwaukee_ ____________ ____ ____ 2 _______________________________________________ _ 
Omaha_____ ____ ______ __ __ __ __ __ 1 _______________________________________________ _ 
S!. touis_______________________ 10 3 ____________ 2 1 
SI. PauL_______________________ 2. Z ________________________ 1 
Springfield_ ____________________ 3 _______________________________________________ _ 

Southwestregion____________________ 31 38 ____________ ;I 26 

Albuquerque_ __________________ 1 6 ________________________ 3 
Ausl'o_________________________ 2

1
6 18 ____________ 2 14 

Oalla~---------________________ 1 ________________________ 1 
Denver ________________________ Z 5 ________________________ 4 
till!e' Rock___________________________ ______ 2 ___________________________________ _ 
New.Orleans_______________________________ 5 ________________________ 4 
Wichl!a _______________ . __ __ ____ 1 ______ .. _______________________________________ _ 
Oklaboma City__________________ ____________ I ____________ . ______________________ _ 

Western region_____________________ 40 66 45 

36 
1 
2 
1 

10 
3 
3 

41 

4 
28 
1 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 

54 
Honolulu___________________________________ J ________________________ 1 4 
tos Angeles____________________ 5 23 1 ____________ 24 5 
Phoeoix_.______________________ 5 17 ____________ 1 9 12. 
Portland___________________________________ 5 ________________________ 3 2 
Reno._________________________ 4 2 __ ._________________________________ 6 

Salt Lake City_____________________________ 2 ---------------------------------.-- 1~ 
San Francisco___________________ 17 7 ------------ 7 3 9 
Seattle _________________________ ~===9====5=-;;;-;,--,;-=-_=_= __ =-~-_",_", __ =--==-=-_=_", __ ===",,5=== 

TolaL ______________________ _ 2110 341 13 33 262 319 
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JOINT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC OISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, ANO OISTRICT 

INVENTGllIFS, MAY SI, 1973 

Joint 
targets 

Special Joint Pros· . Trans· Open 
selected, 

held in Total 
agents target ecu· fer to joint national indict· Con- • assigned selection tions WID audit cases office I ments victions 

North Atlantic- region •••..••• 67 228 36 8S 6 107 0 16 ~ 

Albany, tty: •••...••••• 1 8 3 1 0 4 0 1 0 
Augusta, Maine •...•••.• 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Boston, Mass •••••••..•• 7 20 4 3 0 13 0 3 1 
Brooklyn, N.y •••••.•.•• 18 59 7 24 0 232 0 6 2 
Buffalo, N.y •••••••••.•• 4 17 1 1i 0 212 0 0 0 
BUrlingto~ VL •••••..• 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Hartford, onn ••.••...•• 6 18 2 7 0 9 0 1 0 
Manhattan, N.y .••.•••.• 25 9~ 19 42 6 223 0 5 1 

~. Portsmouth, N.II ••.••••• 2 4 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 
Providence, R.I. ••..•••. 3 7 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 

Mid·Atlantic region ••••..•••• 53 223 42 59 2 123 21 11 

Baltimore, Md ••..••••.• 10 36 13 6 1 16 0 9 7 
Newark, N.L ..•.••••.•• 12 64 4 25 1 • 35 1 3 0 
Pniladelphia, Pa. ••••••• 13 48 7 15 0 , 27 0 3 1 
PittsbUrgh, Pa •••••. _ ••• 11 42 11 5 0 26 0 3 2 
Richmond, Va ••••••••••• 6 30 7 7 0 '17 0 3 1 
Wilmington, Del ••••••••• i 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 

Southeast region ••••.••••••. 51 193 43 48 4 102 14 23 14 

Atlanta, Ga •••...•..•••• 9 37 10 12 1 14 0 4 3 • Birmin[1,ham, Ala •.••..•• 5 12 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 
Columbl~, S.C •.•••.•••• 1 7 2 3 0 2 0 2 2 
Greensboro, N.C •••.•.•• 5 16 3 1 0 12 0 2 1 
Jackson, 1"1153 ___________ 1 4 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 
Jpcksonville, Fla •••..••• 25 108 324 31 3 , 54 14 15 '8 
Nashville, Tenn •••..•••• 4 9 4 0 0 5 0 0 0 

Central region ••••.••••••••• 49 146 26 17 0 104 13 5 

Cincinnati, Ohio ••••••••• 9 19 4 2 0 13 0 0 0 
Cleveiand, Ohio •• _ •••.•• 9 25 3 2 0 20 1 0 Q 

Detroit, Mich .••.••.•.•• 17 79 15 12 0 • 53 0 11 3 • Indianar,0lis, ind .••••••• 8 15 4 1 0 10 0 2 2 
Louisvil e, Ky •.•••..•••• 5 7 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 
Parkelsburg, W. Va •..••• 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Southwest region ••••••• _ •• _. 43 105 19 26 0 69 0 6 -Aberdeen. S. Dak._ ••••• 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Chicago, 111 ••. _._ ••• _ ••• 17 52 8 20 0 230 0 2 1 
Des Momes, Iowa •.•••.• 1 5 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 
Fargo, N. Dak •••. _ •.• _ 0 0 0 0 0 ,0 0 0 0 
Milwaukee, Wls ••••.. _ •• 5 8 2 0 0 " 0 1 1 

omaha! Nebr •••••••••• _ 2 3 0 0 0 '4 0 0 " SI. Lou s, Mo .• _ •• _._ ••• 9 19 6 3 0 , 12 0 4 4 • SI. Paul, Minn •••.•••• __ 3 8 2 2 0 4 0 0 0 
Springfield, ilL •••••• _ •• 6 9 1 0 0 8 0 1 0 

Southwest region ••••••••••.• 37 116 15 38 0 55 0 6 

Albuquerque, N. MelL ••• 1 11 3 6 0 2 0 0 1 
Austin, Tex •...•••.•• _._ 13 53 6 18 0 221 0 3 0 
Cheyenne, Wyo_ ..••••.• 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Dalias, Tex .• _ .•••• _ •••• 5 12 2 1 0 9 0 1 0 
Denver, Colo .•••••.••• _ 5 12 1 5 0 6 0 1 0 
Little Rock, Ark ••.•••••• 1 3 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 
New Orleans, La._ ...•.• 8 20 3 5 0 12 0 1 0 
Oldahoma City, Okla ••.•• 1 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 -. -i) Wichita, Kans ••••• _._ •• _ 2 1 J! 0 0 1 0 0 0 

,Western region •••• _ •••••• __ 66 232 59 66 124 6 25 

Anchorago, Alaska •• _ ••• 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Boise, Idaho._ •••• ___ •• _ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
'Helena

l 
MonL_ ••.. ____ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 '-41 

Honolu u, HawaiL. ___ ._ 4 16 6 5 0 5 0 6 0 
Los Angeles, Calil.. __ •. _ 21 51 11 23 1 26 0 2 1 
./'hoeni~ Artz __ • __ ._ .•• _ 11 62 9 17 0 , 37 6 2 1 
Portlan ,Oreg __ .. _ •••• _ 7 22 6 5 0 11 0 0 0 
Reno, Nev_. __ ._. ____ • __ 3 9 0 2 0 7 0 0 0 

·Salt Lake City, Utah ••• __ 1 9 0 2 0 7 0 0 0 
San Francisco, CaIiL ••• _ 13 38 20 7 0 218 0 10 0 • -Seattle, Wash._ ••••.•• __ 5 24 6 5 0 : 13 0 5 2 

NatIonal office ••• __ ._ •• _ .• __ 6 .. ___ ••.. _ •• ____ ..• __ ._. __ •• ____ •. _ .. _. _____ ._ .. _._. ____ •.• __ ._ ••. 

Total_. ____ ••• __ •.• __ 372 1,242 240 339 13 684 22 112 45 

I Because of "man~ower shortages" these cases are bein~ retained in the office of the program manager, intelligence, 
until such time as su Icient manpower to conduct the Invesllgations becomes available. 

'This figure includes targets selected as audit tar~ets which were subsequently referred to the Intelligence Division. 
3 Includes 1 prosecution case on a Newark target. ThiS case involves a viOlation of title 18, sec. 1503. The Newark tax case 

i; still open. 
, I n addition, 1 defendant was acquitted. • 
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JULY 25, 1973. 

Memorandum to: Deputy Assistant Secretary for Enforcement, Office of the 
Secretary. 

From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliltnce) CP:I:Q. 
tiubject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigations of Narcotics Traffickers 

Progress Report for Month of June, 1973. 

ADMINISTRATION 

During the month of June, legislation implementing the establishment of the 
Drug Enforcement Administration was passed. Simultaneously, the Bureau of 
Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs, the Office of National Narcotics Intelligence, 
the Office of Drug Abuse Law Enforcement and segments of the Bureau of Cus­
toms were merged into a single narcotics investigative agency. 

Liaison between the Internal Revenue Service and ODALE was accordingly 
terminated as of July I, 1973. However, each district was instructed to establish 
and maintain appropriate liaison with local DEA offices. In addition, effective 
liaison has been initiated at the National level. 

TARGET SELECTION 

The Target Selection Committee met on June 6, 1973, at which time a total of 
119 targets were selected. The 1622 targets selected to date consist of 1341 joint 
investigations and 281 independent Audits. Of the joint investigations initiated, 
there are 748 open cases of which 52 are being maintained in the National Office 
due to a manpower shortage. 

There have been 41 Audit targets subsequently referred to and accepted by the 
Intelligence Diyision for jOint investigation. 

NARCOTICS PROJECT ASSESSMENTS 

During the 24-month period ended JunR 30, 1973, total assessments proposed 
against selected targets amounted to $74.3 million in additional taxes and penalties. 
Of this amount, assessments resulting from examinations accounted for $51.5 
million including jeopardy assessments of $25.1 million. Termination of taxable 
period assessments against targets amounted to $22.8 million. Spontaneous 
assessments involving arrested narcotics violators who are not targets of this 
program totaled $74.4 million. Thus, total assessments against target and non­
target cases amounted to $148.7 million. Seizures of cash and property amounted 
to $22.8 million, of which $17.6 million was in cash. 

OPERATIONS 

During the month of June, 54 joint investigations were completed. Prosecution 
was recommended in 31 instances, while 23 cases resulted in nonprosecution 
recommendations. 

The results of the program as of June 3D, 1973, are as follows: 
Joint investigations completed ___________ .. ____________________________ 633 
Prosecutions recommended ___________________________________________ 271 
Indictments ________________________________________________________ 119 
Convictions_________________________________________________________ 51 

The attachment to this report is a geographical schedule which sets forth target 
selections, case dispositions and current inventories. 

JOHN F. HANLON. 
Attachment. 



108 

AUDIT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, JUNE 30, 1973 

Audit Received from intelligence Befereals 
targots accepted by 

selected '!lIP Traosfer inte.lligen~e Closed 
Open 

inventory 

North Atlantic region ____________________ 5_0 ___ ...;8P:...-___ S ___ -.:. ____ 7_7 ____ SO< 

Albany_________________________ 7 I ____________ I ____________ 7 
Boston_________________________ 4 2 ______________________ __ 2 4-
Brooklyn_______________________ 13 25 ____________ 4 27 7 
Buffalo________________________ a 5 ____________ I 3 4-
llartfonL______________________ 1 7 ________________________ 6 2: 
Manhattan_____________________ 2Z 45 S 1 37 35 Portsmouth_________________________________ '2 ________________________ 2: ___________ _ 
Provh\en~e _________________________ .. __ __ __ 1 ___________________________________ _ 

====~==~~==================== Mid-Atlaotic regloo ______________________ 50 ____ 60 ____ 2. ____ S ____ 4_4 ____ 6_2 

Baltimore______________________ 4 
Newark_______________________ 19 

G I ___________ _ 

25 I 2 
6 5 

13 3D 
Philadelphia____________________ 18 
Pittsburgh____________ __________ 5 
Richmond______________________ 4 

16 ____________ 3 
5 _______________________ _ 
7 ____________ I 

19 12 
I 9 
4 6 Wilmington ________________________________ _ 1 _______________________ _ 1 ___________ _ 

Southeast region____________________ 24 53 4 4 59 18 

Atlanta____________________________________ 13 1 ____________ 10 4-

~~~~b~~~~:::::::: :::::::::::: __________ ~_ -------- --3-:: :::::: :::: __________ ~ _:::::: :::::: -------- ---3 
Greensboro_____________________ 3 1 ________________________ 3 1 
Jackson________________________ 1 1 ____________________________________ 2: 
Jacksonville____________________ 16 3& 3 3 46 5 Nashville_______________________ 3 ____ ____ __ ___________ ____________ ____________ __ 3 

Total _______________________ _ 
281 363 13 41 292 

• 

• 

~. 

• 

• 

• 
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JOINT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 
" INVENTORIES 

Joint 
\a!g~ts 

selected 

• Sp~clal Jo10t Trans· Op~rl held Tn Total 
a,genfs tar~et Prose· I~t to joipl: n~tional indict, Convlc-

assigned selectIOn culions WID 'audit cases 'otticel ments tions 

North Atlantic region ••...••• 69 244 A4 88 6 123 6 17 
A\b.~y.,N.Y _______ ._ •• _ 1 8 " 1 0 '5 0 1 0 
Aug~, Main~, ___ . _____ 1 1 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 
Oost~n, l\1ass ___ • ____ • __ 6 21 4 3 a 14 0 3 2 Broo 'lyn, N.Y __ • ____ • __ 21 ti2 14 24 0 ~U 0 7 2 Buffalo, N.Y ____ • ____ • __ 5 18 1 5 0 Q 0 0 
BUllington, \'t. _. _______ a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Hartfprd, Conn __________ 6 19 2 7 0 10 0 1 0 ... Mli"nhattan, N.y _________ 2~ 103 20 45 6 ! 33 5 5 1 Portsmouth, N.1L _______ 5 '0 2 0 :I 1 0 0 
Provipence, R.I.. _______ 3 7- 0 1 0 6 0 a a 

Mid-Atlantic region _________ 53 233 45 61 2. 131 '6 ZZ 13 
Baltimore, Md __________ 10 38 13 6 1 18 0 10 7 Newark, NJ ____________ 12 68 4 27 1 238 6 3 0 
Philadelphia, Pa ________ 14 48 7 15 0 • 29 0 3 2 
Pittsburg~, Pa __________ 10 42 12 5 0 25 0 3 2 -..- Richmond, Va ___________ 7 32 9 7 {) '17 0 3 2 
Wilmington, DeL _______ 0 b a 1 0 4 0, 0 0 

Southe~st regloo ___________ 55 210 47 52 4 U3 19 23 16 • A!la'lla, Ga _____________ 8 39 10 13 1 15 0 4 4 
Birmingham, Ala .. ______ 3 13 3 0 \) ·n \) 0 \) 
Columbia, S.C __________ 1 10 2 3 0 5 0 2 2 
Greensboro, N.C ________ 4 19 3 1 0 15 0 2 1 
Jackson, Mlss ___________ 1 5 0 

31 
0 4 0 0 0 

Jacksonvilfe, Fla ________ 34 114 ~ 24 3 • 58 19 15 19 
Nashville, Tenn _________ 4 10 5 0 () 5 0 0 0 

Central region ______________ 47 166 29 19 0 119 6 13 
Cincinnati, Ohio _________ 9 19 4 2 0 13 0 0 () 
Cleveland, Ohio _________ 13 31 3 Z 0 26 6 0 0 

• Detroit, Mich ___________ 9 8!i 16 14 0 256 0 11 3 
Indianar.0lis, lnd.. ______ 9 20 5 1 0 14 0 2 2 Louisvil e, Ky ___________ 6 7 1 0 0 6 0 0 0 
Parkersburg, W. Va ______ 1 4 \l \) \) 4 0 0 0 

Midwest region _____________ 46 108 19 21 0 72 9 6 
Aberdeen, S. Dak _______ \) 1 0 \) 0 1 0 0 \) 
Chicago, IIL ___________ 18 53 8 20 0 231 0 2 1 
Des Momes, lowa _______ Z 5 0 1 () 4 0 0 (J 
Fargo, N. Dak __________ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0 
Milwaukee, Wis _________ 5 9 2 0 0 7 0 2 1 
Omaha, Nebr ___________ 2 3 0 1 0 '3 0 0 0 

• st. LOUIS, MO ____ • ______ 8 20 6 3 0 214 0 4 4 
SI. Paul, Mlnn __________ 3 a 2 2 0 4 0 0 0 
Springfield, 111 __________ 7 9 1 0 0 8 0 1 0 

Southwest leglon ____________ 4U 13il 16 43 74 6 2 
Albuquerque, N. Me~ ____ 2 15 3 Ii 0 6 3 0, 0 Austin, Tex _____________ 13 55 6 23 0 229 0 3 1 
Cheyenne, Wyo _____ -___ I 2 0 0 2 Z 0 0 0 Dallas, Tex _____________ 5 16 3 1 0 12 3 1 1 
Denver, Colo ___________ 3 13 1 5 0 7 0 1 0 
little Rqclr, Ark _________ I 3 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 

.... - Now orleans
l 

La ________ 7 20 3 5 0 12 0 1 0 
Oklahoma Ci y, Okla _____ 7 5 0 1 0 4 0 0 Q - Wichita, Kans ___________ 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Western region _____________ 5& iM 71 72 llb 9 2~ '4 
AnchQrage, Alaska ______ 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Boise, Idaho. ___________ 0 0 0 \l \l \) \) 0 0 -" Helena, MonL __________ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Honolulu, Haw~ii .• ------- 4 16 6 5 0 5 0 6 0 
Los Angeles, CaIiL _____ 19 52 17 23 1 11 0 5 1 
Phoenix

d 
Ariz ___________ 11 67 11 20 0 , 37 9 3 1 

portlan ,Oreg __________ 1 1.5 {; (; \) 13 () {) 0 
Reno, Nev ______________ 3 9 0 3 0 6 0 \) 0 
Salt Lake City. Utali _____ 1 9 1 2 0 6 0 0 0 - San Francisco, Cali!. ____ 12 42 22 7 0 221 0 10 0 
Seattle, Wash ___________ 6 29 7 6 0 '17 0 5 ~ 

Nationaloffice ______________ 6 _______ • __ • ____________________________________ . ___________ '"_. ___ • ___ • 

Total. _______________ 3/4 1,341 271 362 13 748 ~2 lw 51 

I Because of "manpower shortages" these cases are beinll retained In Ihe office of Ihe program manager, intelli&enLe 
until such lime as sufficient man~ower to condu,ct the Invest!gations becomes available. . ... 

2 This figure includes targels selected as audit tar~ets which were subsequenlly lefened to the Intelligence DI\ISlon. 
3 Includes 1 prosecution case en a Newark targe~. fhis case involves a Violation of title 18, sec. 15Ll. ',ne Nev.ark tax 

case is still open. . 
, In addition, 1 defendant was acquitted. 

81-443-77--8 
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AUCUST 22, 1973. 
Memorandum to: Deputy Assistant Secretary for Enforcement, Office of the 

Secretary. 
From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance) CP:I:O. 

• 

Subjeot: Presidential Program for Tax Investigations of Narcotics Truffioker£ • 
Progress Report for Month of July, 1973. 

ADMINISTRATION 

During July liaison continued with the newly created Drug Enforcement Ad­
ministration. Means to establish closer and more effecLive liaison will be predicated 
upon the finalization of the DEA reorganization plans. 

At the National Office, the Operations Brallch has assigned additional NTP 
duties to the functional Area Managers while the NTP Manager continues to be 
responsible for the overall administration of the program. The Area Managers will .. • 
activ0ly participate in the target screening process and will administer the con-
fidential funds for the program. 

TARGET SELECTION 

The Target Selection Committee met on July 16,1973, at which time a total of 59 
targets were selected. The 1681 targets selected to date consist of J 392 jOint in.­
vestigation and 289 independent Audit examinations. Of the joint investigations 
initiated, there are 726 open cases of which 37 are being maintained in the National 
Office due to a shortage of investigative resources. The 37 cases held in the Na­
tional Office represent a decrease of 15 cases from the previous month's total of 52 
cases. 

There have been 42 Audit targets subsequently referred to and accepted by the 
Intelligence Division for joint investigation. 

NARCOTICS PROJECT ASSESSMENTS 

During the 25-month period ended July 31, 1973, total assessments proposed 
against selected targets amounted to $77.2 million in additional taxes and penal­
ties. Of this amount, assessments resulting from examinations accounted for $54.4 
million. including jeopardy assessments of $25.6 million. Termination of taxable 
period assessments against targets amounted to $22.8 million. Spontaneous assess­
ments involving arrested narcotics violators who are not targets of this program 
totaled $77.9 million. Thus, total assessments against target and non-target cases 
amounted to $155.1 million. Seizures of cash and property amounted to $23.7 
million, of which $18.4 million was in cash. 

OPERATIONS 

During July, 48 joint investigations were completed. Prosecution was recom­
mended in 23 instances, while 25 cases resulted in non prosecution recommenda­
tions. 

The results of the program as of J"uly 31, 1973, are as follows: 
Joint investigations completed_ _ _ ___________________________________ 681 
Proseoutions recommended _________________________________ .-______ 294 
Indictments ___________________________________________________ ._ __ 128 
Convictions ___________________________________________ .___________ 54 

The attachment to this report is a geographical schedule which sets forth the 
target selections, case dispositions and current inventories. 

JOHN F. HANLON. 
Attachment. 

. ... -'. 
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JOINTTARGETs-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRiCT 
INVENTORIES, JULY 31, 1973 

Joint 
targets 

Special Joint 
selected • Traps- Open held In Tolal 

agents targel Prose- fer to joint national indict- Convlc· 
assigned selection cullons WID audit cases 1 office l ments lions 

NOlth AUanlic reglon ________ 75 m 47 93 6 n3 6 :n 8 
Albany, N.Y ____________ 1 9 3 1 0 5 0 1 0 Augusta, Maine _________ 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 (l 
Boston, Mass. __________ 8 21 4 3 0 14 0 3 2 Brooklyn, N.V __________ 22 65 14 25 0 26 0 7 4 Buffalo, N.V ____________ 6 18 1 8 0 9 0 0 p 
Burlington, VL _________ 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 • Hartford, Conn __________ 7 20 2 7 0 11 0 1 0 

~ Manhattan, N.Y ________ 25 104 21 46 6 3S 5 9 2 Portsmouth, N.H ________ 2 5 0 2 0 3 1 0 0 PrOVidence, R.I _________ 3 7 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 
Mid-Atlantic reglon __________ 56 236 48 66 2 120 5 24 13 

Baltimore, Md_. ________ 11 38 13 8 1 16 0 10 7 
Hew~lI\, I'U ___ • ________ 13 69 6 28 1 34 5 3 0 
Phil~delphia, Ps ________ 13 48 8 16 0 24 0 3 2 Pittsbulg:l, Pa __________ 11 42 11 5 0 26 0 3 2 Richmond, Va __________ 6 32 10 8 0 14 0 5 2 Wilmington, OeL ________ 2 7 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 

• Southeast region ____________ 53 212 57 55 4 99 3 25 16 
Atlanta, Ga _____________ 7 40 10 13 1 16 0 4 4 Birmingham, I\la _______ 4 13 3 3 0 7 0 0 0 Columbia, S.C .. ________ 1 10 2 3 0 5 0 2 2. Greemboro, N.G ________ 5 20 7 1 0 12 0 3 1 
Jackscn, 1.1155 __________ 1 5 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 
Jacksonville, FIB ________ 31 114 30 34 3 50 3 16 9 Nashville, Tenn _________ 4 10 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 

Gen\!alregion ______________ 57 176 34 25 0 itl 13 
Cincinnati, Ohio. ________ 9 19 6 3 0 10 0 0 0 

• Cleveland, Ohio _________ 10 35 3 4 0 28 8 () 0 Detroit, Mich ___________ 22 86 18 17 0 51 0 11 3 
Indianapolis, Ind ________ 9 21 5 1 () 15 0 2- 2 louisville, Ily ___________ 4 11 2 0 0 9 0 0 0 
ParkersbUrg, W. Va _____ 3 4 () 0 () 1\ 0 0 0 

Midwest region ____________ 47 120 20 31 0 74 3 6 
Aberdeen, S. Dak _______ 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 Chicago, lIL ____________ 19 59 9 23 0 27 a 1 
Des Memes, lowa _______ 2- G C 1 0 5 0 0 0 
Fargo, N' Dak __________ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Milwaukee, Wis _________ 5 11 2 0 0 9 0 2 1 

• Omaha, Nebr ___________ 2- 3 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 St. LOUlS, Mo ___________ 7 20 6 3 0 14 0 4 4 St. Paul, Minn __ • _______ 4 8 2 2. 0 5 0 0 0 
Springfield, lIL _________ 7 12 1 1 0 10 3 1 0 

Southwest region ____________ 39 135 18 4ti 0 74 6 6 2 
Albuquerque, N. Mex.. ___ 2- 15 3 6 0 6 3 0 0 Austin, Tex ____________ 13 59 8 25 0 29 0 3 1 
Cheyenne, Wyo ________ 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 Dallas, Tex _____________ 6 16 3 1 0 12 3 1 1 Denver, Colo ___________ 3 13 1 5 0 7 0 1 0 
Little Rocl(, Ark. ________ 1 3 0 2 0 1 0 0 () 

.-: New Orleans, La ________ 8 21 3 6 0 12 0 1 0 
Oklahoma City, Okla .. ___ 4 5 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 Wichita, Kans __________ 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Western region _____________ 65 262 70 71 129 30 4 
Anchorage, Alaska ______ 0 1 1 0 0 11 0 0 0 

~-' 
Boise, Idafio ____________ 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 Helena

l 
Mo~L. _________ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

r:onolu U, Hawaii ________ 4 16 6 5 0 5 0 6 0 
los Angeles, Cali!. ______ 20 57 13 23 1 20 0 5 1 Phoenix

d 
Arlz ___________ 11 68 12 19 0 37 6 3 1 POltian , Oreg __________ 7 25 6 6 0 13 0 0 0 

Ren~, Nev ______________ 4 9 a 3 0 6 0 0 0 - Salt Lake City, Utah _____ 1 9 1 2 0 6 Q 0 0 
San Francisco, Cali!. ____ 13 45 24 7 0 22 0 11 0 
Seattle, Wash ___________ 5 30 7 6 0 18 0 5 0 

National ~ffice ______________ 6 ______________________ .. ____________________ • _________________________ 

Tottl ________________ 
398 1,392 294 387 13 736 37 128 54 

l Includes targets selected for independent audit examinations which were subsequently referred to the Intelligence 

". DiviSion, cases transferred in from other districts, and other adjustments to the district inventories. 
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~UDIT TA~GETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOsmONS, AND DISTIlICT. 
INVENTORIES, JULY 31, 1973 

Received from 
Al'dit intelligence Referrals 

targets --------accepted by 
selected WID Transfer InteUigence 

North Atlantic reglon _______________ _ 50 95 6 7 

Closed 

lilt 

Open. 
inventory· 

56. -------------------------------------
~~~gX::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ~ :::::::::::: __________ ~_ ---------T r 
Brooklyn_______________________ 13 27 ____________ 4 30· 6. 
Buffalo________________________ 3 8 ____________ 1 3 7 
Hartford_______________________ 1 8 ________________________ 6 3. 
Manhattan_____________________ 22 46 6 1 44 29· Portmouth ___ • _ ____ __ __ __ __ __ ______________ 2 __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ ________ 2 ___________ _ 
Provldence ______________________________ . __ 1 _________ .... __ . _ _ __ __ __ 1 ___________ _ 

================~~========== Mid-Atlantic region__________________ 50 66 47 65 
-------------------------------------Baltimore______________________ 4 8 1 ____________ 6 7 

Newark________________________ 19 26 1 2 15 29 
Philadelphia____________________ 18 18 ____________ 3 19 14 
Pittsburgh______________________ 5 5 _________ .. _____________ 2 8 
Richmond._____________________ 4 8 _____ . ____ ._ 1 4 7 
Wilmington ______________ • ______ =-=-_=-=--=-=--~-=--=====1=-=.=--=.=-_=_=" .. _ _ ____ __ __ __ 1 ___________ _ 

Southeast region____________________ 24 55 4 4 60 19 
-------------------------------------Atlanta____________________________________ 13 1 ____________ 10 4 Birmingham _________ .__________ 1 2 ____________ 1 ____________ 2 

Columbia ________________________________ ._ 3 ______ . ___ ._ __ __ __ __ __ ______________ 3. 
Greensboro_____________________ 3 1 __ ._. _______ .. __________ 4 ___________ _ 
Jackson __ . _____________ ._______ 1 1 ________ .... ________________________ 2 
Jacksonville ___________ .. ____ __ __ 16 35 3 3 46 5 
Nashville_______ __ __ ______ ______ 3 _____________ . _. ___ . __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __________ __ 3; 

Chicago________________________ 34 25 _____ .______ 6 19 
Des Moines _____ ._._ ______ __ ____ ________ __ __ 1 ___________________________________ _ 
Mllwaukee ___ ._ .. _. __ __ ____ __ __ 3 __________ . ________ . _. _________________________ _ 
Omaha _________________ ._______ 1 1 ____________ 1 ___________ _ 
S1. Louis_______________________ 11 3 _________ .__ 3 3 
SI. PauL. .. ____________ ._______ 2 2 _____ . ___ .__ 1 1 
Springfield. _ _ ______ __ __ __ ____ __ 4 1 ___ ... __ . ___ . ______________________ _ 

Southwest region____________________ 38 46 _________ -__ 3 27 

Albuquerque___________________ 1 6 _____ . ______________ .. __ 3 
Austln _____________ .. ___________ 31 25 ___ . ________ 3 14 
DaIl3s ______ .__________________ 1 1 ________________________ 1 
Denver _____ .. __ . ________ .______ 2 5 . ________ .•.• _. _____ •. __ 5 
Little Rock. _____ .• ____ • __ __ ______ ________ __ 2 ____ •• _. _ •• __________ • _" • ___ • _____ _ 
New Orleans.: ___ ._._. ___ ._._. __________ •. _ 6 ____ __ __________________ 4 

~~i~~~ma 'city:::::::::::: :::::: _______ . __ :_ -.--------i-:::::::::::: :::: :::::: :::::::::::: :: 

Honolulu ___ •.• __________ • ____ __ ______ ____ __ 5 ____________________ ..• __ 1 
Los Angeles.___________________ 5 23 1 ________________ 28 
Phoenix _____ • __ ._______________ 6 19 ____________ 1 12 
Porlland ___ . _____ • _______________________ ._ 6 _____ • _____ • __ __ ______ __ 4 
Reno ___ •.• _ ...• _____ . ____ • __ ._ 4 3 ______ . __ . _____________ . _______ • ___ _ 
Salt Lake Clty •.• _. ______ .• ______________ .. _ 2 ______ .. _ ... __________ . _____________ . 
San Francisco _____ . ______ ._.____ 22 7 _____ . ____ ._ 8 3 
Soattle ___ • __ . ____ . __ . ___ .______ 11 6 ____ e ••••• __ 1 7 

==== 010 ___ •• __ ____ __ ______ __ ________ __ 1 ......... _ ... ____ . _.,_ . _ .. _ •. __ .. _. ___________ _ 
=~========-. ==== To!al _______________________ _ 289 391 13 42 312 

• 

• 
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Memorandum to: Director, Intelligence Division CP:I. 
From.: Chief, Operations Branch CP:I:O. 
Subject: Pre~idential Program for Tax Investigations 

Progress Report for J\lonth of August, 1973. 

SIGNIVICANT EVENTS 

OCTOD};n 4, 1973. 

of Narcotics Traffickers 

William Edward (Dog) Turner was sentenced on August 15, 1973, to ten years 
imprisonment on federal tax evasion charges. Turner, a major Washington! D.C. 
-drug dealer, was the principal distributor for an alleged conspiracy to smuggle 
heroin from Southeast Asia inside the rerrmins of American servicemen. Officials 
·described the conspiracy as one of the ten largest ht:roin smuggling operations in 
the world. 

On September 14, 1973, Drug Enforcement Administration officials turned over 
to the Service $967,430 seized in a narcotics case last year. The money was found 
in a suitcase on the back seat of a car in which NTP target Vincent C. Papa was 
a passenger. Papa is now serving a five year sentence in the Atlanta federal 
penitentiary after pleading guilty to tax evasion charges and possession of nar­
cotics. Papa stated that he would not have pled gllilty to the nlll'cotics charges 
if it had not been for the tax e\'a8ion charges. Papn has be-en implicated in the 
theft of heroin valued at $73 million. The heroin was stolen from the N. Y.C. 
Police Department evidence storage facilities. The heroin was originally seized !n 
the "French Connection" case. 

Close coordination with the Office of International Operations has resulted in 
the development of intelligc'llcC relating to the identification of middle and upper 
·echelon narcotic dealers in the U.s. who are purchasing heroin cutting materials 
from a source in Puerto Rico. The source is currently facing federal criminal 
conspiracy charges and a jeopardy assessment totaling $27,053.58 was ma.de on 
July 19, 1973. The assessment wu~ satisfied: as a result of distraint action by the 
Collection and Taxpayer Service Division, 010. 

AD::\IINISTn.~TrvE 

We are studying the ways and means of administering the NTP confid(mtial 
funds through either the Regional or district offices. The monitoring of the funds 
at the Regional level will allow Regional management to exercise its full responsi­
bility in this important area. 

Field managers are participating on the Target Selection Committee on an 
invitational basis. Managers from Philadelphia, Jacksonville, Manhattan and the 
Mid-Atlantic Regional Office have attended TSC mcetings. Meaningful partici­
pation by field managers has resulted in better target submissions from 1;hose 
. distri cts. 

TARGET SI~LECTION 

The Target Selection Committee met on August 23, 1973, at which time a total 
-of 49 targets were selected. The 1730 targets selected to date consist of 1422 joint 
investigations and 308 independent Audit examinations. Of the joint inve,ltiga­
tions initialed, there are 691 open cases in inventory of which 29 are being held 
in the National Office due to a shortage of investigative resources. The cases held 
in the National Office represent a decrease of 8 cases from the previous month's 
total of 37 cases . 

Attached to this report is a statistical analysis of program operations and a 
:geographical schedule showing other pertinent data. 

LEVOY G. VENA!lLJ~. 
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Statistical Analysis of Program Operations 

I-NARCOTIC TRAFFICKERS PIlOGRAM TAX ASSESSMENTS; II-SEIZURES ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE NARCOTIC 
TRAfFICKERS PROGRAM; III-NARCOTIC TRAFFICKERS I'ROGRAM FIELD STATISTICS-AUG. 31, 1973 

Fiscal year-
Cumulative 

1972 1973 1974 to date 

SCHEDULE 11 
NTP targets: Audit NTP assessments __________________________ ~.4 22.0 4.7 31.1 Audit jeopardy assessments ______________ .. _______ 9.2 15.9 .7 25.8 

Total audit examination assessments ____________ 13.6 37.9 5.4 56.9 
Termination oftaxable periods(assessments against NTP Wgets) _________________________________ 0 22.8 0 22.8 

Total assessments against NTP targets _________ 13.6 60.7 5.4 79.7 
Non·NTP targets: 

Spontaneous assessments of arrested narcotic 
40.6 33.8 7.4 81.8 violators ______________ ~ ______________________ 

Total assessments against larget and nontarg~t 
54.2 94.5 12.8 161.5 cases ____________________________________ 

SCHEDULE 111 Cash seized ________________________________________ 7.2 10.4 1.6 19.2 Other real property seized ____________________________ 1.3 3.9 .2 5.4 
Total amount of seizures ______ • ________________ 8.5 14.3 1.8 24.6 

SCHEDULE III 

Joint investigations com~leted------------------------ 134 499 100 733 Prosecutions recommen ed ____________ • ______________ 56 215 52 323 I ndictments ________________________________________ 22 97 16 135 Convictions _________________________________________ 7 44 9 60 

1 Figures in schedule I and II are in $1,000,000 increments. 

• 

• 

•• 

• 

• 

• 
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JOINT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE D1SPOSmO~s, AND DISTRICT 
INVENTORIES, AUG. 31, 1973 

Joint 
targets 

Special Joint Trans-
selected, 

Open held in Total 
agents tar!tet Prose- fer to joint national Indict- Convle-

• Jssigned selection culions WID audit cases I office ments tlons 
-.\ 

Allantk ;'egion. _____________ 72 257 58 103 6 98 2 21 8 
Albany, N.Y ____________ 1 9 3 1 0 5 0 1 0 Augusta, Maine _________ 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 Boston, Mass ___________ 10 22 5 3 0 14 1 3 2 
Broo~lyn, N.Y __________ 22 69 18 31 0 20 0 7 4 Buffa!o, N.Y ____________ 5 18 3 9 0 6 0 0 0 
Burlington, VL _________ 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 Hartford, Conn __________ 4 20 4 7 0 9 0 1 0 Manhattan, N.Y _________ 24 104 23 49 6 33 0 9 2 

• Portsmouth, N.H ________ 2 5 0 2 0 3 1 0 0 
"I Providence, R.I. ________ 3 7 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 

Mid-Atlantic region __________ 62 239 55 79 2 109 6 25 1& 
Baltimore, Md __________ 10 38 14 10 1. 14 a 10 9 Newark, N.L ___________ 15 71 6 28 1 37 6 3 0 
Philadelphia, Pa ________ 16 48 13 24 0 11 0 4 2 Pittsburgh, Pa __________ 11 42 12 8 0 26 n 3 3 Richmond, Va __________ .. 8 ,3 10 8 0 15 0 5 2 Wilmington, Oel. ________ 2 7 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 

Southeast region ____________ 55 217 59 65 4 90 2 28 16 

• Atlanta, Ga ____ ~ ________ 8 40 10 13 1 16 0 4 4 
Birmingham, Ala. ____ • __ 5 14 4 3 0 7 0 3 0 
Columbia,S.C __________ 0 10 ? 3 0 5 0 Z 2 
Greensboro, N.C ________ 5 20 'i 6 0 7 0 3 1 Jackson, Miss ___________ 1 5 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 
Jacksonville, Fla ________ 32 118 31 38 3 47 2 16 9 
Nashville, Tenn _________ 4 10 5 1 0 4 () 0 0 

Central region ______________ 54 180 37 38 103 4 14 6 
Cineinnati,Ohio _________ 10 20 6 4 0 10 0 1 0 
Clevel3nd, Ohio _________ 11 38 3 6 0 27 4 0 0 
Detroit, Mich ___________ 20 8S 20 27 () 39 0 11 4 

• Indiana~olis, Ind ________ 8 21 5 1 0 15 0 Z 2. Louisvil e, Ky ___________ 3 111 3 0 0 8 0 0 0 
Parkersburg, W. Va _____ 2 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 

Midwest region _____________ 56 121 23 34 0 669 3 S. 
Aberdeen, S. Oak. ______ 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Chicago, 111. ____________ 26 63 10 25 0 28 0 2 1 
Des Moines, lowa _______ 2. 6 0 1 0 5 0 () Il 
fargo, N. Oak __________ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Milwaukee, Wis _________ 6 11 3 0 0 8 0 2 1 
Omaha, Nebr ___________ 2 3 0 1 0 3 0 0 o· 
51. Louis, Mo ___________ 8 20 7 4 0 9 0 4 4 

• St. Paul, Minn __________ 4 a 2 2 0 5 0 0 0 
Springfield, 111. _________ 7 12 1 1 0 10 3 1 0 

Southwest region ____________ 36 137 Itl 50 0 71 6 6 s: 
Albuquerque, N. Mex ____ 1 15 3 6 0 6 3 0 0 Austin, Tex ____________ IZ 59 8 26 0 28 0 3 2: 
Cheyenne, Wyo _________ 1 12 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 
Dallas, Tex ____________ 3 17 3 1 0 IZ 3 1 1 
Denver, Colo ___________ 4 13 1 6 0 F.i 0 1 \l< 
LiHie Rock, Ark ________ 1 3 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 
New Orleans, La ________ 9 22 3 6 0 13 0 1 O· 

... >. Oklahoma Cily,Okla _____ 4 5 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 .. - Wichita, Kans ___________ 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Western region _____________ 60 Z68 73 81 122 6 32 5· 

Anchorage, Alasl<a _______ 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Boise,ldaho ____________ 0 2 0 0 0 2. 0 0 0 

~.' 
Helene. Mont ___________ 0 2 0 0 0 2. 0 0 0 
HonolulU, HawaiL ______ 3 17 6 5 0 6 {) 6 {) 

Los Angeles. Calif ______ • 20 57 14 24 1 20 0 7 1 
Phoenix, Ariz __________ 13 68 12 22 0 35 6 3 1 
Portland, Oreg _________ 5 26 6 7 0 13 0 0 0 
Reno, Nev _____________ 2 9 0 4 0 5 0 0 (), 

Salt Lake City, Utah _____ 1 9 1 2. 0 6 0 0 a • San Francisco, Calif _____ 13 45 26 9 0 16 0 11 1 
Seattle, Wash. __________ 3 31 7 8 0 17 0 5 2 

National office ______________ 1 • ____________________________________________________ -- ------ ---------
Totals _______________ 396 1,42Z 323 450 13 662 2.9 135 Go. 

.1 Includes targets selecte.d for independ~nt.audit examinations which were su.bsegue.ntly ref~rred to the Intel!i~encll 
Division, cases transferred 10 from other districts and other adjustments 10 the clslnct Inventones • . . 

• 
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.AUOIT TAllGETS-GEIJ'GRAPHIC DIStRI13UTlON OF TAnGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRICT 

INVENTORIES, AlIG. 31, 1973 

Audit Received from intelligence Referrals 
target:' accepted by 

selected WID Transfer intelligence Closed 
Open 

inventory 

INorth Atlantic region________________ 53 105 9d 67 

~~~1~t::::::-~:::::::::::::::: ~ ~ :::::::::::: __________ ~_ ----------2- ~ 
~~'lf~~~_-::::::::::::::::~::::: Ij 3~ :::::::::::: 1 3g 1~ 
~~m~~~~~:-:::::::::::::::::::~ t ---. ------ij-::::::::::::::::::::::::----------6- ~ 
Manhaltdn_____________________ 22 49 6 1 46 30 Portsmouth_________________________________ 2 _________ .______________ 2 ___________ _ 
Providence _______________________________ ._ 1 _____________ .. _ .. _., ..• 1 __ . __ ._ ... __ 

Mi~·Allantic region._________________ 55 78 Z 6 51 78 
Ba!timore ___________________ .__ 4 10 1 ____________ 6 9 
Newark._______________________ 19 26 1 2 16 28 
Philadelphia____________________ 18 25 ____________ 3 21 19 

k:~~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::: 1~ ~ ::::::::::::---------T ~ 1~ Wilmington. ________________ • __________ .__ __ 1 ____________ .___________ 1 __________ ._ 

====~==~~==~~====~~~ 'Soufheast region.___________________ 25 65 4 4 60 30 
--------------------------------Atlanta __ • ________________________________ _ n 1______ rn 

Birmln~ham.------------------- 1 ColumbIa _____________ • ___________________ _ 
2 ____________ 1 ______ • ____ _ 
3 ___________________________________ _ 

Greensboro .. _______________ .___ 3 6 _______ • ________ ._______ 4 
Jackson .• ___________ .__________ I 1 ________ • __________________________ _ 
Jacksonville ___ • ________ •• __ •• __ 17 39 3 3 46 Nashville __ .___________________ 3 1 ________ • _________________________ ._ 

Central reglon _____________ •• _______ 25 38 _< • ____ .____ 13 
------CincinnatL ___________ ••• ______ 1 4 __ ._____________________ 2 

Cleveland. ___________ ._._______ 9 6 ____________ 1 1 
DetroiL .. _______ • __________ .__ 12 27 ____ .___________________ 10 
Indlanapolis ___________________ • 2 1 __________________________________ _ 
Pa rkersbur~------- ________ .____ I _____ . ___ . ________________ . _________________ .. __ 

Midwest region ____________________ _ 58 36 < _______ • __ _ 11 26 

4 
2 
3 
5 
2 

10 
4 

49 

3 
14 
28 
3 
1 

57 

g~~c~gin-e;.:::::::::::::::::::: _________ ~~_ 2r :::::::::::: __________ ~_ 2~ __________ ~~ 
Milwaukee. _________ •• ___ ._____ 3 ______ • ______ •• _ ••••• ___ • ________ ••• __ .________ 3 
Omaha .. ______________________ • 1 1 ___ • __ • ___ • 1 1 _______ •• _ •. 
SI. Louis ______________ • __ •• _.__ 11 4 ____________ 3 3 9 
SI. PauL_. __ •• ______ •• _. __ •••• 4 2 ••• _________ 1 1 2 
Sprin.field •• _. _____ ._._ •• ___ •• _ 4 1 _________ ••• _____ • ______ • ___ • __ .____ 5 

-SouthWest regloh ••• __________ ._ •• ___ 39 50 ________ .___ 3 27 59 

Albuquerque __ • _____ .__________ 1 6 _____ •• _____ ._. ______ .__ 3 4 
Austin_. ____ ._. ________ •.• _ •• _. 31 26 ._._________ 3 14 40 Cheyenne .__________ _______________________ 1 ____________________________________ 1 
DallaL________________________ 1 1 ________________________ 1 1 
Denver __________________ ._____ 2 6 __ • ___________________ :_ 5 3 
Little Rock_________________________________ 2 __________________________________ 2 
New Orleans_______________________________ 6 ________________________ 4 2 
Wichita _______________ ._________ 3 1 _______________________ • ___ .________ 4 
Oklahoma City__________________ 1 1 _.__________________________________ 2 

-Western region _____________________ =-"--53 81 10 55 70 

Hgnolulu. _____________ •• __________________ _ 
Los Angeles____________________ 5 
Phoenix._______________________ 6 Porllahd __________________ • _______________ • 
Reno. _________________________ 5 
Sail Llike Cily _________ • ___________ • _______ _ 
San Francisco___________________ 25 
Seatlle._______________________ 12 

5 _____ ... ________________ 1 
24 1 ____________ 28 
22 _____ ___ __ 1 12 
7 ____ •. __________________ 4 
4 ____ •• _________________ • ___________ _ 
2 ____ . ______________________________ _ 
9 ___ • ________ 8 3 
8 ___ . ________ 1 7 

4 
2 

15 
3 
9 
2 

23 
12 

'0 I 0_ - - .-.--------.--- ---.. -- _______ ===:"':=1 =--=--"'--;';;-;'--cc:--:=-_=_= __ ='_= __ = __ :=:_= __ = __ = __ = __ =_= __ ;::' __ =_= __ '-'_= __ = __ :: __ :;=_==~1 
TotaL.______________________ 309 453 13 42 322 411 

• 

• 
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MAY 10, 1974. 
To: Assistn,nt Secretary for Enforcement, Tariff and Trade Affairs, and operations~ 
From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance) CP:I:O. 
Subject: Progress Report-Internal Revenue Service Narcotics Traffickers. 

Project (NTP) March, 1974. 

SIGNIFICANT EVENTS 

On March 22, 1974 ten NYC police officers were selected for investigation. 
under the Narcotics Traffickers Project. Five of the selected individuals have 
since become cooperating witnesses and the other five were indicted on AprU 19, 
1974. The police officers n,re accused of evading taxes on more than $300,OO(}' 
seized during arrests of large scale narcotic traffickers and on income earned from 
the sale of stolen narcotics. The indicted officers are former members of tbe' 
Special Investigative Unit, an elite and confidential investigative section of the 
New York City Police Department. 

On April 18, 1974 Ralph (the General) TutinO, an alleged member of one of 
New York City's major organized crime families, was arrested by special agents· 
of the Intelligence Division with the cooperation of agents of the Drug Enforce­
ment Administration. Tutino was indicted on April 13, 1973 on charges of at­
tempted income tax evasion and failure to file tax returns. Deficiencies and 
penalties totaled $67,000. Tutino was also wanted by the New York City Police 
Department on charges of hindering prosecution and conspiracy in connection 
with the murder of Anthony Lombardi. Police theorized that the slaying ap­
parently resulted from a dispute over a narcotic transaction. Bail on the tax. 
charges was set at $75,000. Tutino was subsequently turned over to New York 
City authorities. . 

Project Discovery is a pilot Drug Enforcement Administration-Internal 
Revenue Service joint intelligence effort initiated to identify significant narcotics 
traffickers and financiers operating throughout the United States. The Phoenix 
District was chosen as the pilot district since Arizona is a "corridor" state through 
which Significant amounts of narcotics are smuggled into the United States from 
Central and South America through Mexico. It is conservatively estimated that. 
one-hruf to two-thirds of all illegal drugs being used in the United States either 
originates or passes through Mexico. DEA is attempting to identify substantive­
narcotics cases while IltS is seeking information relating to internal revenue law 
violations. 

ADMINISTRATION 

On March 27, 1974 Manual Supplement 94G-51, Narcotics Traffickers Project,. 
was issued. The manual supplement realigned the functional responsibility of the­
project along established Service organizational lines. The Target Seleotion Com­
mittee (TSC) remains the responsibility of the Intelligence and Audit Division 
Directors .at the National Office. All target recommendations are screened by the 
regional offices prior to submission to the TSC. As a result of this change an 
immediate improvement was noted in the quality of targets being submitted. The­
authority to close NTP cases has been delegated to district offices. The manual 
supplement contains criteria for the selection of NTO cases. The method of dis­
bursing and monitOling confidential funds has been streamlined and the regional 
offices are closely monitoring such expenditures and reporting unUSUal expendi­
tures and problems directly to the Director, Intelligence. 

An Information Notice on Tel'min.ation Assessments was approved by the­
Director, Audit DivisiOn for distribution to all Audit technical persnnel. The 
document emphasizes strict adherence to Manual procedures on spontaneous· 
assessments and includes Audit guidelines for the revenue agents. Issuauce of the 
Notice is expected this month. 

TARGET SELEC'.I;ION 

The TSC now meets twice monthly in order to expedite the case selection 
process. The following tabulation shows the number of targets selected since the 
inception of the project and the total selected in Fisoal Yea\' 1974 (cumulative· 
to March 31,1974): 
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JOINT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF CASE WORKLOADS AND CASE DISPOSITIONS, FISCAL YEAR 
1974 CUMULATIVE TO MAR. 30, 1974-Continued 

Fiscal year 
1974 

Since 
inception 

~~~lt:e.~c.e.~~~.t.~~:e.s. __ :::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2~r I, ~~~ 
TotaL ••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••..•.•••••••••••••••••••••..•• ----3-3-7----1-, 9--5-9 

Of the joint investigations initiated there ar0 566 open caqes in inventory, 
down 182 cases from the 748 cases in inventory as of June 30, 1973. The Jackson-
ville District's inventory of 53 cases represents the largc:>t inventory of any single 
district. 

Proposed assessments against selected target cases for the 33·month period 
ended March 31, 1974 amounted to $76.5 million. Spontaneous assessments for 
the same cumulative period amounted to $134.1 million-$23.5 million assessed 
against target cases and $110.6 assessed against non-target calles. Thus, total 
assessments under the program amounted to $210.6 million. 

The amount of property and cash seized on the spontaneous assessments was 
$29.4 million. 

Attached to this report is a statistical analysis of project operations and a 
geographical 8chedule showing other pertinent data. 

JOHN F. HANLON. 
Attachments. 

JOINT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF CASE WORKLOADS AND CASE DISPOSITIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1974 
CUMULATIVE TO MAR. 30, 1974 

Special 
Joint Investi· Open Total agent 

man· targets !lations Prosecu· Joint indict· Convic· 
days I selection initiated tions WID cases 2 ments .tion3 

-North Atlantic region •••••••• 1,137 64 59 36 33 91 4 13 

Albany, N.y .•••.••••••• 39 1 1 0 1 5 0 1 
Augusta, Maine •••••••.• 7 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Boston, Mass •••••.•••.• 115 4 2 1 1 16 0 2 
Brooklyn, N.y ........... 459 31 31 20 3 24 0 3 
Buffalo, N.Y._ ••••.•..•• 58 0 0 4 5 5 1 0 
Burlington, VL ••.••.•• 28 2 4 0 0 4 0 0 
Hartford, Conn •••••••••• 81 1 0 3 2 6 2 1 
Manhattan, N.Y .••••.• _. 312 .25 20 8 17 24 1 6 
Portsmouth, N.H ••••.••• 9 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 
Providence, R.L ••••.•.• 29 0 0 0 2 5 0 0 

Mid·Atlantic region ....... __ • 660 23 34 24 56 73 8 11 

Baltimore, Md ..... ___ •• 120 5 6 2 8 14 0 5 
Newark( N.L. ___ .• _ •.•• 189 5 12 5 9 28 1 1 
Phi13de phia, Pa ••• _._._ 200 8 12 9 15 15 6 3 
PittsbUrgh, Pa ... _. __ ••• 109 0 0 2 14 10 0 0 
Richmond, Va ......... __ 42 3 3 4 9 6 1 2 
Wilmington, DeL _______ 0 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 

Southeast region .... _ ••• __ .• liCo. 43 46 22 43 80 10 12 

Atlanta, Ga .• _ ••• _ •• _ ••• 76 1! 5 7 6 9 3 3 
Birmin~ham, Ala •••• _ ••• 14 1 1 4 6 3 3 4 
Columb,a, S.C ••••••••• _ 14 0 2 0 2 5 0 0 
Greensboro, N.C •• _ ••••• 52 1 2 2 4 4 3 0 
Jackson, Mlss ........ _ •• 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 
Jacksonville, Fla •• "'" 412 28 35 8 18 53 0 5 
Nashville, Tenn ••••••.•• 38 2 1 1 4 4 1 0 

Cential region .............. 676 24 34 26 56 69 4 

Cincinnati, Ohio ....... _. 25 2 3 6 6 4 1 0 
Cleveland, Ohio._ •.• _ .•• 159 8 12 6 10 17 3 0 
Detroit, Mich ........... 323 5 14 10 26 30 2 2 
Indiana~olis, Ind .... _ •• 94 3 2 2 9 10 1 0 
Louisvil e, Ky ........... 57 6 3 2 3 5 2 2 
Parkersburg, W. Va ...... 18 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 
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JOINT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF CASE WORKLOADS AND CASE DISPOSITIONS, FISCAL YEAR 
1974 CUMULATIVE TO MAR. 30, 1974-Continued 

Special 
Joint Investi· Open Total agent 

man· targets ~ations Prosecu· joint indict· Convie-
days 1 selection in tiated tions WID cases' ments tion$ 

Midwest r.gion ••••••••••••• 787 35 50 13 20 95 3 4 

Aberdeen, S. Oak ••••••• 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 
Chic~o, 111.. ••••••••••• 338 24 31 7 11 46 0 0 
Des oines, Iowa ••••••• 2 1 1 1 0 5 a 0 
Fargo, N. Oak ••••••.•••• 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Milwaukee, Wis ••••••••• 98 3 5 3 0 10 1 2 
Omaha, Nebr •••••••.••• 2 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 
St. LOUIS, Mo ••••••••••• 242 0 4 0 3 17 2 2 
Sl Paul, Minn •••.• _ ••.•• 39 2 2 Z 1 3 (l 0 
Springfield, 111. ••••••••. 60 4 6 0 1 10 0 0 

Southwest region •••••••••••• 293 11 23 16 28 51 9 

Albuquerque, N. Mex •••• 10 1 1 1 0 3 0 0 
Austin, Tex. __ •••••••••• 96 5 8 6 11 18 2 5 
Cheyenne, Wyo •••.••••• 15 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 
Dallas, Tex ••••••••...•• 81 2 3 3 3 8 2 3 
Denver, Colo •••••••.••• 21 0 1 1 4 3 0 1 
Little Rock, Ark ••.•••••• 9 1 1 0 0 3 0 0 
New Orleans! lll ••.••••• 35 2. 5 5 7 5 0 0 
Oklahoma Ci y, Okla ••••• 7 0 2 0 1 5 0 0 
Wichita, Kans •••.•••.••• 19 0 2 0 1 4 0 0 

'Western region •••••.••••••• 906 56 63 17 58 107 10 9 

Anchorage, Alaska •••••• 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 
Boise, Idaho ••••••••.••• 12 2 3 Q 2 2 0 a 
Helena, MonL ••.••••••• 4 2 2 0 0 3 0 0 
Honolulu, Hawaii •••••••• 18 1 0 0 2 4 0 0 
los Angeles, Cal1f ••••••• 310 18 15 6 6 18 4 2 
Phoeni~ AriZ .•••••.•••• 164 6 15 2 22 19 1 1 
Portian ,Ore~ .••• _ •••• 139 2 2 0 6 10 0 0 
Reno, Nev .............. 43 1 0 1 0 3 0 0 
Salt Lake City, Utah ••••• 16 1 0 1 2 4 1 0 
San Francisco, Calif ••••• 125 13 16 5 7 27 2 5 
Seattle, Wash ••••••••••• 75 9 9 2 1l 15 2 1 

Prior period adjustments .•• _ ••••••••.. 10 ••.••••••••••.•.•.••••.. _ ••.••••••••••••••••.•.••••••• "'" 

TotaL ••••••••••.•••• 5,065 266 309 154 294 566 48 62 

1 4 weeks ending Mar. 3D, 1974. 
' Includes targets selected for indepedent audit examinations which were subsequently referred to the Intelligence 

DiviSion, cases transferred in from other districts and other adjustments to the district inventories. 

AUDIT DIVISION, NARCOTICS TRAFFICKERS PROGRAM: SUMMARY OF TAX ASSESSMENTS 

[In millions of dollars! 

Fiscal yeJr-

1972 1973 1974 (9 mo) Cumulative 

Proposed assessments: Target examinations •••••••••••• 23.2 28.4 24.9 76.5 

Spontaneous asseasments: 
7.7 15.0 .8 23.5 Target terminations ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Nontarget: 
22.5 46.9 104.4 Terminations ............................... 35.0 

Jeopardy •••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• ,. '" .8 4.2 1.2 6.2. 

Total spontaneous amounts ••••••••••••••••• 31.0 66.1 37.0 134.1 

Total assessments ••••••••••• ::::: ••••••••••• 54.2 94.5 61.9 210.6 
Seizures (cash and property) •••••••••••••••••.••••••• 8.5 14.3 6.6 29.4 
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NARCOTICS TRAFFICKERS PROJECT 
[Key statistics by quarter since inception) 

Fiscal year 1972 Fiscal year 1973 Fiscal year 1974 

2 4 2 4 2 3 Total 

Investigations completed _____________ 2 9 43 89 87 101 145 170 130 147 171 1,094 

Prosecution recommendations ____ 2 4 17 31 39 47 57 74 42 44 68 425 Withdrawals ____________________ 0 5 26 58 48 54 88 96 88 103 103 669 

Indictments/informations _____________ 1 4 7 11 20 23 20 33 9 12 27 167 Convictions _________________________ 0 1 2 3 9 6 14 16 24 17 21 113 
Cases in invento1 __________________ (1) 289 390 558 662 681 732 748 736 680 566 ______ 
Targets selecte (intelligence and 

109 214 207 261 220 165 253 193 139 89 109 1,959 audit) ___________________________ 

1 Not avail~ble. 
AUGUST 22, 1973. 

To: Deputy Assi"tant Secretary for Enforcement, Office of the Secretary. 
From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance) CP:I:O. 
Subject: Presidential Program for Tax Investigations of Narcotics Traffickers 

Progress Report for Month of July, 1973. 

ADMINISTRATION 

During July liaison continued with the newly created Drug Enforoement Ad­
ministration. Means to establish clo~er and more effective liaison will be predi­
cuted upon the finalization of the DEA reorganization plans. 

At the National Office, the Operations Branch has assigned additional NT? 
duties to the functional area managers while the NTP manager continues to he­
responsible for the overull administration of the program. The area managers will 
actively particiJ ie in the target screening prOCCBS and will administer the con­
fidential funds fur the program. 

TARGET SELECTION 

The Target Seleotion Committee met on July 16, 1973, at which time a total 
of 59 targets were selected. 'rhe 1,681 targets selected to date consist of 1,392 joint 
investigatiolls and 289 independent audit examinations. Of the jointinvestigations. 
initiated, there are 726 open cases of which 37 are being maintained in the na~ 
tional office due to a shortage of investigativE; resources. The 37 cases held in the 
national office represent a decrease of 15 cases from the previous month's total of 
52 cases. 

There have been 42 audit targets subsequently referred to and accepted by the· 
Intelligence Division for joint investigation. . 

NARCOTICS PROJECT ASSESSMENTS 

During the 25-month period ended July 31, 1973, total assessments proposed' 
against selected targets amounted to $77.2 million in additional taxes and penal­
ties. Of thisrunount, assessments resulting from examinations accounted for 
$54.4 million including jeopardy assessments of $25.6 million. Termination of 
taxable period assessments against targets amounted to $22.8 million. Spontaneous. 
assessments involving arrested narcotics violators who are not targets of this· 
program totaled $77;9 million. Thus, total assessments against target and non­
target cases amounted to $155.1 million. Seizures·of cash a.nd property amounted. 
to $23.7 million, of which $18.4 million was in cash. 

OPERATIONS 

During July, 48 joint investigations were completed. Prosecution was· 
recommended in 23 instances, while 25 cases resulted in nonprosecution 
recommendations. 

The results of the program as of July 31, 1973, are as follows: 
Joint investigations completed_ _ _ _ ________________ __________________681' 
Prosecutions recommended_ _ _ _ _ __ ______ __ ________ __ __ ________ __ __ __2941 
Indictments_______________________________________________________ 128, 
Convi;:tions__ _ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ _ _ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ 54: 

The attachment to this report is a geographical schedule which sets forth the· 
target selections, case dispositions and current inventories. 

JOHN F. HANLON •. 
Attachment. 
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'JOINT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS, CASE DISPOSITIONS, AND DISTRiCT 
INVENTORIES, JULY 31,1973 

Joint 
targets 

• Special 
selected 

Joint Trans· Open held in Total 
agents tar~et Prose· fer to Joint national Indict· Can vic-

aSSigNed selecllon culions WJD audit cases 1 office ments tions 

'Norlh Atlantic region ___ ••... 75 251 47 93 6 113 6 21 8 
Albany, N.Y _ ••..•.••..• ---1- 9 3 1 0 5 0 1 0 
Augusta, Maine •...••••• 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Basion, Mass •.•...••••• 8 21 4 3 0 14 0 3 2 
Broolllyn, N.Y __ ,"'_'" 22 65 14 25 0 26 0 7 4 
Buffalo, N.Y ....... ._ •.• 6 18 1 8 0 9 0 0 0 .' BUrlington. VL ........ 0 I 0 0 0 I a 0 0 
Hartford, Conn •••••••••• 7 20 2 7 0 11 0 1 0 
Manhattan, N.y •..•••.•. 25 104 21 46 6 38 5 9 2 
Portsmouth, N.H •..••.•. 2 5 0 2 0 3 1 0 0 
Providence, R.I ......... 3 7 0 I 0 6 0 0 0 

:Mid·Atlantic region .......... 56 il6 48 66 2 120 5 24 13 
Baltimore, Md .... _ .•••. 11 38 13 8 I 16 0 10 7 
Newark, N.J •• __ •••.•••• 13 69 6 28 1 34 5 3 0 . ..,. Philadelphia, Pa ........ 13 48 8 16 0 24 0 3 2 
Pittsburgh, Pa._._ •.•..• 11 42 11 5 0 26 0 3 2 
Richmond, Va ........... 6 32 10 8 0 14 0 5 2 , Wilmington, DeL •.••••. 2 7 0 I 0 6 0 0 0 

. Southeast region._ •• _ .•••••• 53 212 57 55 4 99 3 25 15 
Atlanta, Ga ••. __ ._ .• _._. 7 40 10 13 1 16 0 4 4 
Birmingham, Ala ••.• __ ._ 4 13 3 3 0 7 0 0 0 
Columbia, S.C._._ •. _ •• _ 1 10 2 3 0 5 0 2 2 
Greensboro, N.C •.. __ •• 5 20 7 1 0 12 0 3 I 
Jackson, Miss •••••• __ •.• 1 5 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 
Jacksonville, Fla .• _._ .•. 31 114 30 34 3 50 3 16 9 
Nashvilte, Tenn_ •••• _ ••. 4 10 5 0 a 5 a 0 0 

'Central region ___ ..• __ ••• _ .. &7 176 34 25 117 8 13 5 

• Cincinnati,Ohio ___ ..•. _. 9 19 6 3 0 10 0 0 0 
Cleveland,Ohio_. ____ •• _ 10 35 3 4 0 28 8 0 0 
Detroit. Mich ____ ._._. __ 22 B& 18 17 0 51 0 11 3 
'ndianapolls,'nd •• _._ •• _ 9 21 5 1 a 15 a 2 2 
Louisville, Ky ....... _ •.. 4 11 2 0 0 9 0 0 0 
Parkersburg, W. Va_._. __ 3 4 0 0 () 4 () () 0 

I Midwest region._ .••. _ •• __ .. 47 120 20 31 0 74 3 9 
Aberdeen( S. Dak._ •• __ . 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 a 
Chicago, rL._ ....... __ 19 59 9 23 0 27 a 2 1 
Des Moines, lowa_ ._ .• __ 2 6 () 1 0 5 0 0 0 
Fargo, N. Oak. __ ._ ..• _. 1 0 0 0 0 0 n 0 0 

• Milwaukee, \Vis ••• _ •• _._ 5 11 2 0 0 9 0 2 1 
Omaha, Nebr •• _ .••• _ •.• 2 3 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 
St.louis, Mo •• __ .•• ____ 7 20 6 3 0 14 0 4 4 
SI. Paul, Minn •••• _ •••• 4 8 2 2 0 5 11 0 a 
Springfield, 111. •• __ •. _ •• 7 12 1 1 0 10 3 1 a 

'Southwest region •••• _____ • __ 39 135 18 46 0 74 6 6 2 
Albu querque, N, Mex_ •• _ 2 15 3 6 0 6 3 0 0 
Austin, Tex •• __ .• _. ___ •• 13 59 8 25 0 29 0 3 1 
Cheyenne, Wyo ..... ____ I 2 0 0 0 2 0 U 0 
Dallas, TelC •. _ ••••••• _ •• 6 16 3 1 Q 12 3, 1 1 ... Qenver, Colo._. ___ ._._ 3 13 1 5 0 7 0 1 0 .- .. 
Litile Rock, Ark_._ ••• _._ 1 3 0 2 0 I a 0 '0 
New: Orleans, la, __ ... _._ 8 21 3- G 0 12 0 1 0 
Oklahoma City, Okla __ ._. 4 5 0 1 0 4 a 0 0 
Wichita, Kans_ •• ____ ._ •• 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 {) 0 

'Western regiorr ___ ._ ••• ___ •• 65 262 70 71 129 6 30 4 .... . Anchora~e, Alaska_. __ ._ 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Boise, I a~D .••• _._ •• _ .• 0 Z 0 0 0 2. 0 {) a 
Helena, MonL .. _._._ •• _ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

'Honolulu, HawaiL •• _ ••• 4 16 6 5 0 5 a 6 0 
'los Angeles, Calif._ •• ___ 20 57 13 23 1 20 0 5 1 
l'hoeni~ Ariz ••• ___ .•• __ U 68 12 19 0 37 6 3 1 

• Po[lIa" ,Orell' ••• ___ ._._ 1 25 6 6 0 13- 0 0 () 
Reno, Nev. __ .. _ .••• _c_. 4 9 0 3 0 6 0 0 0 
Salt Lake CilY, .Utah _____ 1 ,9 1 2 0 • .6. .• 0 .. a.,. _ " 0 
San trancisco, Calif .••.• 13 45 24 7 0 22 0 11 0 
Seattle, 'Wash_. __ . __ ._ ... 5 30 7 6 0 18 0 5 2 

'Nationaloffice._ •..• __ ._ .• _ 6 ..... ___ •• _ ••• ___ •• _ • ____ .• _._ ••.•••..•.•••.• __ • ___ ._ .•• , ••.••• _ .. , ... 
Total. ____ ._._ ••• _. 398 1,3n 294 387 13 726 37 128 54 

t Includes targets selected for independent audit examinations which were subsequently referred to the Intelligence 
lDivision, cases.translerred in from other districts and other adjustments 10 the district inventories, 

• 
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AUDIT TARGETS-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TARGET SELECTIONS CASE DISPOSITIONS AND DISTRICT IN· 
VENTORIES, JULY 31, 1973 

Audit Received from intelligence Referrals 
targets accepted by 

selected WID Transfer intelligence Closed 
Open 

inventury 

North Atlantic region ____________ • _____ 50 ____ 9_5 ________ 7 ____ 8_8 ____ 5_6 
Albany •••• ________________ .__ 7 1 __ ._. ___ •• _. 1 _____ .______ 7 
Boston .••. ___ . ______________ .__ 4 2 • ______ ••• _ ••• ___ .______ 2 4 
Brool<lyn •••• ________ • _________ • 13 27 __________ ._ 4 30 6 
Buffalo________________________ 3 8 • ________ .__ 1 3 7 
Hartford •• ____________________ 1 8 ____ • _________________ ._ 6 3 
Manhattan •• ___________________ 22 46 6 1 44 29 
Portsmouth_ •• ____________________ • ___ ._____ 2 ________________________ 2 ____ • ______ _ 
Providence ______________________________ .__ 1 ______________ .. _____ ____ 1 ___________ _ 

Mid·Atlantic region ______________________ 5_0 ____ 6_6 ________ 6 ____ 4_7 ___ -.:.65 

Baltimore__________________ ____ 4 8 1 ____________ 6 7 
Newark________________________ 19 26 1 2 15 29 
Philadelphia____________________ 18 18 ____________ 3 19 14 
Pittsburgh______________________ 5 5 ________________________ 2 3 
Richmond______________________ 4 8 ____________ 1 4 7 
Wilmington____________________ _ ________ __ __ 1 __ __ __ ____ __ ________ ____ 1 ___________ _ 

Southeast region____________________ 24 55 4 4 GO 19 

Atlanta____________________________________ 13 1 ____________ 10 ¢ 
Birmingham____________________ 1 2 ____________ 1 ____________ 2 
Columbia _ _ ____________________________ ____ 3 ____ ______ ________ __________________ 3 
Greensboro_____________________ 3 1 ________________________ 4 ___________ _ 
Jacllson_______________________ 1 1 ____________________________________ 2 
Jacksonville____________________ 16 35 3 3 46 5 Nashville_______________________ 3 _______________________________ •. ________________ 3 

Central region______________________ 23 25 ____________ 1 12 35 

Cinclnnati..____________________ 1 3 ________________________ 2 2 
Cleveland______________________ 7 4 ____________________________________ 11 
DetroiL______________________ 12 17 ____________ 1 10 18 
Indiananolis____________________ 2 1 ____________________________________ 3 
Parkers burg_____ __ _ _ __ ______ ___ 1 ____ __ __ __ ________ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ __ __ __ ______ __ 1 

Midwest region ____________________ _ 55 33 ___________ _ 11 23 54 -----------------------Chicago________________________ 34 25 ____________ 6 19 34-
Des Moines_________________________________ 1 ____________________________________ ,1 
Milwaukee_____________________ 3 ________________________________________________ 3 
Omaha_________________________ 1 1 ____________ 1 ____________ 1 
SI. Louis_______________________ 11 3 ____________ 3 3 8 
SI. PauL_____________________ 2 2 ____________ 1 1 2 
Springfield_____________________ 4 1 ____________________________________ 5 

Southwest region ________________________ 38 ____ 4_6_-_--_-_--_-_-____ -_-______ ~_27 _____ 54.:. 

Albuquerque___________________ 1 6 ____________ 3 
Austin_________________________ 31 25 ____________ 3 14 
Dallas_________________________ 1 1 ________________________ 1 
DenVer________________________ 2 5 __ "_____________________ 5 
Little Rock_ _ _______________________________ 2 ___________________________________ _ 
New Orleans_______________________________ 6 ________________________ 4 Wichita _ _ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ 3 _______________________________________________ _ 
Oklahoma City ____ ___ ___ ______ __ ____ __ ____ __ ____ __ 1 ___________________________________ _ 

Western region_____________________ 48 71 I' 10 55 

4 
39 

1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
1 

55 
Honolulu___________________________________ 5 ________________________ 1 4 
Los Angeles____________________ 5 23 1 ____________ 28 1 
Phoenix________________________ 6 19 ____________ 1 12 12 
Portland___________________________________ 6 _~______________________ 4 2 
Reno__________________________ 4 3 ____________________________________ 7 
Salt Lake City______________________________ 2 ___________________________________ 2 
San Franclsco___________________ 22 7 ____________ 8 3 18 
Seattle_________________________ 11 6 ___________ ~ 1 7 

010_ _ ______ __ ____ __ __ ____ __ ____ ___ 1 _" _____________________________________________ _ 

Total _______________________ _ 289 391 13 42 312 .. 339 

--------------~--------------------------------~~ 
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Memorandum to: Assistant Secretary for Enforcement, Tariff and Trade Affairs, 
and Operations. 

From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance) CP:I:O. 
Subject: Progress Report-Internal Revenue Service Narcotics Traffickers 

Project (NTP). 
Attached are NTP statistical summaries for Fiscal Year 1974 and a comparison 

of pertinent NTP statistics with prior years operations. Similar reports showing 
project accomplishments will be submitted on a quarterly basis. 

JOHN F. HANLON. 
Attachments. 

NARCOTICS TRAFFICKERS PROGRAM (NTP)-SUMMARY OF TAX ASSESSrr.nlTS 

[Dollar amounts in millions) 

Fiscal year 1972 Fiscal year 1973 Fiscal year 1974 Cumulative 

Cases Amount· Cases Amount Cases Amount Cases Amount 

Proposed assessments: 
Selected NTP cases •••••• __ ••••• 7S $23.2 455 $25.6 570 $32. 4 1,101 ~S2. 2 
Related cases. __ ••.. __ .•.•. ___ ._ 4 __ • ___ ..• _ 60 1.7 56 2.5 120 4.2 -------------------------------------TotaL. __ ••••• _ •• _ .• __ . __ ._. 80 23.2 515 28.3 626 34.9 1,221 86.4 

========================~====== 
Je~g~~~L.::::~~~~~~ ___ .~~~~.d.~~_ 35 18.8 53 6.3 22 9.0 110 34.1 

===================================== 
Spontaneous assessments: 

Selected NTP caSe!: Termina. 
tions .• ______ .. ____ •••.. ___ •• 36 7.7 24 15.0 7 .9 67 

Nonselected NTP cases: 
Terminations •• _ .•••••• _____ 542 22.5 1,780 46.9 1,3

3
62
5 

3
1
8 .. 5

3 
3,6

16
8
9
4 

Jeopardy_. _____ . __ •. _ .• __ .• 34 .8 100 4.2 

Total •••• ___ ._ ••• __ •• ___ • 612 31. 0 1,904 66.1 1,404 40.7 3,920 

Total assessments ___ • ____ • 689 54.2 2,419 94.4 2,030 75.6 5,138 
Seizures (cash and property) •• _ ••.•• ____ •• _._ 8.5 • __ ...•• 14.3 .•• _.... 8.1 •• _. __ • 
AmQunts actually collecte:!.. __ . ______ ••• __ ._. 7.1 __ .•• __ • to.9 __ • __ •• _ 16.5 __ • ____ • 
Estimated value of assets under levy and seizure as of June 30, 1974. ______ • __ •• __ . __ • ______ ._._. _____ .• ____ • ___ .• ___ . ________ • _____ ._ 

23.6 

107.9 
6,3 

137.8 

224.2 
30.9 
24.5 

3.6 

JOINT CASES-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF CASE WORKLOADS AND CASE DISPOSITION, FISCAL YEAR 1974 

Investi· Prosecution Withdrawal 
Total Joint ~ases gations recom· recom· Open Joint Total 

Region selected initiated mended mended cases 1 indicted convicted 

North·Atlantic ___ • ______ 82 90 58 55 78 14 17 
Mid·Atlantic ... ___ ..• ___ 39 42 29 81 52 16 20 
Southeas!. .. _ .••• __ .• __ 57 64 40 57' 68 13 19 
Central.._. __________ .• 35 46 36 74 54 15 6 
Midwest. .• _ •• _______ ._ 42 54 25 36 73 8 5 SouthwesL .. __________ . _ .21 25 25 35 38 g 10 Western _______ . ________ 69 91 32 80 99 12 11 

10tal. __________ 345 412 245 418 462 86 88 

I As of June 22, 1974. 
MAY 12, 10'15. 

To: Assistant Secretary (Enforcement, Operations and Tariff Affairs). 
From: Assistant Commissioner (Compliance) CP:I:O. . 
Subject: Progress Report-Internal Revenue Service Narcotics Traffickers 
&*~~rn.· 

Attached are NTP statistics for the period July 1, 1974 to March ::n, 1975. 
S. B. WOLFE. 

Attachment. 
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NARCOTICS TRAFFICKERS PROJECT-INTELLIGENCE DIVISION, GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF CASE WORI(LOADS 
AND CASE DISPOSITION, JULY I, 1974 TO MAR. 31, 1975 

Prosecu· With· 
Investiga· tion drawal 

Cases tions recom· recom- Total 
Region selected initiated mended mended Open cases Indicted 

,Central. •••••••.•.....• 17 25 15 30 30 9 
Mid·Atlantic ..••.••.•••• 10 19 9 23 39 4 
Midwest.. ••••••••••••• 21 25 15 21 52 2 
North·Atlantic •••••••••• 25 33 26 33 48 12 
Southeas!. •.••••••••••• 24 15 12 27 31 10 
·SouthwesL ••.••••••..• 10 16 5 29 15 3 
·,Western •••...•••..•.•.• 39 41 16 37 75 7 

Total.. .••••.•••• 146 174 98 200 290 47 

NARCOTICS TRAFFICKERS PROGRAM (NTP)-SUMMARY OF TAX ASSESSMENTS 

[Dollar amounts in millions) 

Total 
convicted 

6 
8 
4 

12 
10 
3 
7 

50 

Prior periods Fiscal year 1974 
Fiscal year 1975 

(3d quarter) Cumulative 

Cases Amounts Cases Amounts Cases Amounts Cases Amou,lts 

:Proposp.d assessments: 
Selected NTP cases. ••••......•. 528 $49.8 570 1 $26.3 
Related cases......... ••.•••..•• 64 1. 7 56 2. 5 

216 $8.4 I,m $84.5 
35 1.0 5.2 

Total •••••..•...•.••..•.•..•. --:5~92:---:::51:-. =-5 --:6:-.=-6 --::28=-.=-8 --:::-:---------251 9.~ 1,469 89.7 

Jeopardy assessments (included 
above)........................... 88 25.1 22 9.0 3 .2 113 34.3 

================================ 
'Spontaneous assessments: 

Selected NEP cases: Terminations. 60 
Nons~lected NTP cases: 

Terminations............... 2,322 
Jeopardy................... 134 

22.7 7 .9 2 

188 
11 

69.4 1,362 38.5 
5.0 35 1. 3 

.1 69 23.7 

3.6 3,872 lll.5 
.2 180 6.5 -------------------------------------

Total ••• _ ••••••••••••.••• ~2"', 5:;1;;,6 ='7:'97;:-',;:,1 =;:1:0:' 4::;:0:;,,4 ==;:4:;,,0.=.:'7==::;;;==7.:'=:==io====:~ 
Total assessments......... 3,108 148.6 2,030 69.5 452 13.3 5,590 231.4 

201 3.9 4,121 141. 7 

Seizures (cash and property)................. 22.8 •......• 9.1 ••••..•• 1. 8 .••••..• n.7 
Amounts actually collected................... 18.0 •••••... 16.5 •••••..• (') ..•••••• 34.5 
Estimated value of assets under levy 

and seiZUre as of -- •...••....••.••••...••••••••••••..••••..••••••••••••.••••••••••....•••••..••..•••• 

1 Amount previously reported ($32.4) adjusted to eliminate duplicated assessments. 
, Not available. 

NARCOTICS TRAFFICKERS PROJECT-INTELLIGENCE DIVISION, GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF CASE WORKLOADS 
AND CASE DISPOSITION, JULY I, 1974 TO MAR. 31, 1975 

Invesli· Prosecution Withdrawal 
Cases ~ations recom· recom· Open Total Total 

Region selected Imtiated mended mended cases i ndicled convicted 

CentraL ............... 17 25 15 30 30 9 6 
Mid·AUantic ••.•••.•• c •• 10 19 9 23 39 4 8 
Mldwest. •••••••••••••• 21 25 15 21 52 2 4 
North·Atlantlc .......... 25 33 26 33 48 12 12 
Southeas!. ............. 24 15 l2 27 31 10 10 
.Soufhwes!. ............. 10 16 5 29 15 3 ·3 
Western ................ 39 41 16 37 75 7 7 

Total. ........... 1!46 174 98 200 290 47 " 50 

I The National Narcotics Case Selection Committee was discontinued as of the February meeting. . '"'' 
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To: Deputy Secretary George Dixon. 
From: Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
Subject: Investigations of Allege!! ~{arcotics Traffickers. 

JUNE 30, 1976 STATUS 

JULY 16, 1976. 

1. A recent review of the Service activity in 'the area of criminal investigations 
and prosecutions of allowed narcotics traffickers for tax violations revealed the 
following data. 

In the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, the Intelligence Division initiated 171 
new cases in this area. At the end of the fiscal year the Division had 205 cases 
in active invcstigative status. This figure is a combination of cases opened in FY 
1976 and cases initiated in previous years which were still open. In addition to 
these active investigations, there was a total of 258 cases on which prosecution 
had been recommended and which were being reviewed at either Regional Counsel, 
the Department of Justice or the United States Attorney level. I should point 
out that not all of these cases were recommended for prosecution in FY 1976. 
In FY 1976 the Service obtained 49 indictments and 41 alleged narcotics traffickers 
were convicted for income tax violations. 

SIGNIFICANT CASES 

2. The following are short summaries of some more noteworthy and significant 
cases which have either been completed or are presently under investigation· 
You will see in these examples the type of individuals we have encountered in 
this area and the schemes used by them. 

WILFORD K. PULAWA-HONOLULU DISTRICT 

Pulawa has long been considered to be the head of all organized crime on the 
Hawaiian Islands. He had been investigated a number of times by local, state and 
federal agencies for many different charges including murder, white slavery, 
extortion and narcotics trafficking. He was convicted on three counts of tax 
evasion and three counts of subscribing to false returns. On May 20, 1975, Federal 
District Court Judge Samuel P. King sentenced Pulawa to a total of 74 years in 
prison. The judge had previously ordered Pulawa incarcerated immediately after 
his conviction. This was the longest sentence ever handed down in a tax case. On 
March 25, 1976 the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that Judge King had erred 
in sentencing Pulawa on the false return counts. The court reduced the sentence 
to 15 years which was still, of c01!rse, an extremely long sentence. 

MANHATTAN DISTRICT 

The Manhattan District recently submitted a report to Regional Counsel 
recommending prosecution against a major narcotics trafficker and nineteen 
employees of a major New York bank. The taxpayer is charged with subscribing 
to false income tax returns for the years 1970, 1971 and 1972; and failure to file, 
together with income tax evasion for the years 1973 and 1974. The nineteen bank 
employees are charged with conspiracy in aiding the taxpayer in his attempt to 
defraud the U.S. Government by exchanging small denomination bills for large 
denomination bills (washing money). Each of the bank employees received fees 
for services rendered and withhold submission of required reports as to large 
currency transactions. In the Special Agent's report the taxpayer is charged with 
omitting income in excess of $780,000 for the years involved. 

AUSTIN DISTRICT 

The district received information from the Drug Enforcement Administration 
in early 1975 indicating the existence of a large "community" of narcotics smug­
glers and traffickers near the Mexican-Texas border who were showing sudden 
dramatic increases in wealth. There were instances of individuals who were 
penniless a few years before who are new buying $40,000 trucks and building 
$100,000 homes. The district :londucted some information gathering in the area 
and was able to substantiate the DBA reports. By the end of the third quarter 
of FY 1976 the Intelligence Division was able to initiate 16 investigations of 
individuals suspected of being high-level traffickers and/or financiers. There 

81-44a 0-77--9 
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was also a group of more than 70 cases which our Audit and Collection Divisions 
began examining for civil violations with the good possibility that a number of 
these could be referred to the Intelligence Division in the future for criminal 
investigation. Some of those under investigation include corporate officers, bank 
officials and nightclub owners. There are well-founded indications that a number 
of public officials in the area, including judges and police officials, may be profiting 
from the illegal narcotics traffic. 

CLEVELAND DISTRICT 

The district recently recommended prosecution against a prominent attorney 
who is a known associate of individuals involved in the trafficking of narcotics in 
the Midwest. The taxpayer owns and operates a money exchange which is allegedly 
used to launder narcotics profits in that area. Estimated additional taxes based 
on the unreported income by the taxpayer and his business are approximately 
$224,000. 

PROCEDURES FOR EFFECTIVE USE OF DEA INFORMATION 

3. In connection with the renewed emphasis in this program, as expressed 
recently by the President, the Intelligence Division will be receiving copies of the 
Drug Enforcement Administration's Class I Violators list on a regular basis. 
The Division has established a procedure for handling the names on the lists as 
they are received. \Vhen the list comes in the names will be disseminated immedi­
ately through the appropriate channels to the district having jurisdiction over 
the area where the taxpayer filed or should have filed a return. Each name will 
immediately be made into an information item and given priority attention. 
The Chief, Intelligence Division in the District will evaluate each item and take 
one of three possible actions: 

(a) He will make the taxpayer the subject of an active investigation. 
(b) He will initiate an information gathering assignment as prescribed in 

existing Service procedures. This will help him determine if the item has sufficient 
potential to warrant an active investigation by Intelligence. 

(c) If the item has no prosecution potential and, therefore, cannot be made 
the subject of an Intelligence Division investigation, he will remove it from 
information item status. He will do this by either closing the matter to the Division 
files or by referring it to the Audit or Collection Division in the event that there 
appears to be a civil violation under their jurisdiction. 

In every instance where the District Chief, Intelligence has determined that an 
individual should not be made the subject of an Intelligence Division investigation 
he will notify the Director, Intelligence Division of that decision. This notification 
will be in the form of a written report showing what disposition was made of the 
information item and will include sufficient data to adequately explain why the 
individual was not placed under active Intelligence investigation. 

I look forward to discussing these matters with you Saturday morning. 

Ivlemorandum to: Deputy Secretary George Dixon. 
From: Commissioner of the Internal Revenue. 
Subject: High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Projeet--July Report. 

INTELLIGENCE S'l'ATISTICS AS OF JULY 31, 1976 

The Intelligence statistics for July were obtained by telephone from our field 
personnel. As of June 30, 1976, we advised you that we had 205 cases in open 
investigative status. Our open inventory on June 30, 1976 was actually 204 
cases due to an inadvertent error in the compilation of the data. During the 
month of July 1976, we opened a total of 24 new cases in the Intelligence Division. 
Also during July, we closed 12 cases leaving us with a total inventory of 216 
cases in active investigative status as of July 31, 1976. 

AUDIT STATISTICS AS OF JULY al, 1976 

The following is a statistical summary of all returns in inventory and returns 
closed in July having an illegal narcotics trafficking feature. 
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Region 

Returns In 
progress, as of Returns closed 

July 31, 1976 during July 
Related tax 
deficiency 

CentraL___________________________________________________ 135 8 88,20S Mid-Atlantic t_______________________________________________ 66 1 48,001} 
MidwesL__ __________ __________________ ____________ ________ 164 1 780 
North Atlantic ____________________________ .. _________________ 68 10 725,325 
SoutheasL________________________________________________ 56 2 105,194 
Southwest__________________________________________________ 66 15 77,284 
Western________________________________ __ ____ ____________ __ 117 26 227,459 

TOlal ________________________________________________ ----6-72-----6-3---),-27-2'-, 2-51 

I The mid-Atlantic region had 10 returns in process which were identified as DEI'. class I violators from the group of 
DEA ilems which they received as a resull of the interagency agreement. 

FUTURE REPORTING 

The Audit and Intelligence management information systems cannot produce 
accurate statistical data for FY 76 on narcotics traffickers. Therefore, the statisti­
cal data for the June report dated July 16, 1976 and, this report, have been 
determined by physical counts from the field offices. However, the Intelligence 
Division has established a computer program and reporting system for the 
High-Level Drug Traffickers Project which will provide a complete monthly 
statistical breakdown including, on a district, regional and national basis, such 
information as number pf cases initiated, prosecution recommendations, cases 
closed, cases in inventory, staff-days applied to investigations, amount of tax 
and penalties recommended on prosecution cases and progress of cases through 
Regional Counsel and the Department of Justice. Under the proc.essing cycle at 
the Data Center, this information is normally available on the 25th of each 
following month. Therefore, as of September 30th, we should be able to generate 
a comprehensive statistical report for the month of August. The Audit Division 
has also developed similar procedures for a computer program and r~porting 
system. However, Audit is in the process of converting to a completely new 
computer system. The completion of the conversion is expected within the next 
three months. Manual reporting has been established as an interim procedure. 

NEW NARCOTICS PROJECT 

Shortly after the signing of the Memorali.dum of Understanding by the Service 
and the Drug Enforcement Administration on July 27, we received an updated 
list of 375 Class I violators from DEA. We had received a list earlier from that 
agency but since it contained inaccuracies which were discovered after the list 
had been delivered, we were provided with a corrected list. After the list was 
received it was broken down by district and forwarded to the Service Centers in 
two groups. The first group of 209 items was mailed out on August 4 along with 
a set of interim guidelines to be followed in processing the information. A second 
group of 166 items "'dB mailed out on August 10, 

Service Center personnel were instructed to process the items, Becure all perti~ 
nent tax returns and transcripts of account pnd forward them to the appropriate 
districts for evaluation and action. A number of these items have already reached 
the Chiefs, Intelligence at the district level. A breakdown of the items as they 
were sent to the Service Centers is as follows: 

Number oJ 
Service center itema 

Andover__________________________________________________________ 19 
Atianta__________________________________________________________ 38 
Austin_ _ _________ ______________________________ ____________ ______ 49 
Brookhaven_______________________________________________________ 37 
Cincinnati._ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ __ ______ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ __ ____ __ __ ____ 30 
Fresno___________________________________________________________ 79 

~~~~~~~~:~~~~:~~~:~:~~~~~~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ if 
Total______________________________________________________ 375 
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The geographic allocation of the DEA items on a regional basis is as follows: 
Reg(on ItemB 

North Atlantic__ ______________ ____ __ ____ ____ __ ____ ____ __ ______ ____ 44 
Mid-Atlantic___ _ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ __ _ _ __ __ 51 
Central___________________________________________________________ 36 
Southeast_________________________________________________________ 46 
Midwest ______________________ .__ __ __ ________ __ ____ ___ ___ __ ____ ____ 28 
Southwest________________________________________________________ 62 
W-estern_ ___ ______ __ __ __ __ ______ __ ______ ______ __ ________ __ __ __ __ __ 100 
010______________________________________________________________ 8 

Total______________________________________________________ 375 

The Intelligence Division guidelines that were issued to the field on August 4 
instructed the Service Centers to handle the processing of the DEA items as a 
priority matter. In addition the Chiefs, Intelligence at the district level, were 
instructed to give the evaluation of these items top priority status. On August, 6, 
1976, procedures for identifying all Audit Division narcotics cases and for report­
ing time applications by type of narcotics cases were issued to the field, effective 
immediately. 

Joint interdivisional meetings, coordinated by the Assistant Commissioner 
(Compliance) st~ff, were held throughout the month and resulted in procedures 
for the reporting that will be implemented for the tracking of DEA Class I viola­
tors. The Audit Division reporting will be fully implemented after the nationwide 
conver"ion to the new computer system. 

On August 16, a teletype was sent to all Assistant Regional Commissioners 
(Intelligence) and all District Directors from the Director, Intelligence Division, 
concerning the classification of cases on individuals in the illegal narcotics business. 
The field was instructed that in addition to any cases in inventory or initiated on 
identified DEA Class I violators, all cases in inventory and subsequently initiated 
involving high-level drug leaders and financiers which meet the case classification 
criteria for SEP-1 (Racketeer) or SEP-3a (Strike Force), "should immediately be 
reclassified as within the High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Project." 
National Office Project Number 21 has been assigned to the High-Level Drug 
Leaders Tax Enforcement Project. 

When all of the reclassification has been completed, the districts will input this 
information into the Intelligence Division's Management Information System. 
From the time that this information is in the computer, we will be able to obtain 
accurate statistics on the status of the project. On August 17, 1976, procedures for 
the interim manual reporting of Audit Division narcotics returns inventories and 
case closing results on a monthly basis were issued to the field. 

On August 20, 1976, the Audit & Intelligence Divjsions participated in a meeting 
of numerous agencies in the Chicago DEA office involvjng the concept of a field 
integrated exchange group for coordinating activities against illegal narcotics 
traffickers. It was decided to set up test exercises for bringing together enforcement 
agencies (federal, state and local) to work on one subject and determine an 
adequate plan. It wa'3 decided to pick an organization that DEA has not been 
s'lccessful against, and one which would hllve an impact on drug traffic. Chicago 
and Miami were selected as trial cities for the new program. Follow-up meetings 
will be held at the field level. 

On August 25th the Acting Director, Intelligence Division, and the Director, 
Criminal Tax Division, Chief Counsel, jointly issued a teletype to all Regional 
Counsels, all Assistant Regional Commissioners (Intelligence) and all District 
Directors regarding the policy to be followed in dual prosecution cases. This 
teletype stated in part: "The office of Chief Counsel (IRS) and the Tax Division, 
Department of Justice, have agreed to entertain prosecution recommendations 
involving taxpayers included in the High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement 
Project previously convicted and sentenced to terms of imprisonment of up to five 
years." The policy is meant to be applied primarily to cases involving identified 
DEA Class I violators and is to be applied only on a case-by-case basis. However, 
the teletype does advise that Regional Counsel will be available to discuss any 
other cases in the project which the district feels should be includcd under that 
policy. 

In addition to these documents, the Service is drafting a manual supplement that 
lays out in more dl'.tail how the project is to be administered and stresses that 
these cases will have the highest priority. We have set a target date of September 
30 for issuance of that supplement. 
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SIGNIFICANT CASES 

The following are short summaries of some of the more noteworthy and signifi­
cant cases or activities which were completed or under investigation during the 
month of July. 
Austin District 

As we reported in June, the district is conducting a large scale project on 
suspected narcotics smugglers and traffickers along the Texas-Mexican border. 
Although there were no singularly significant items which occurred during July, 
the district reports that all the cases in Intelligence, Audit and Collection are 
proceeding smoothly and additional targets are still being uncovered. The district 
has bcen working with the Drug Enforcement Administration since the inception 
of the project and they advise that the relationship has been both harmonious and 
effective. 
Baltimore District 

On July 29, 1976, special agents of the Intelligence Division arrested Suwan 
and Rebecca Ratana, naturalized United States citizellS, on one count of filing a 
false federal income tax return for 1975. The district had been conducting an 
investigation of the couple which covered a number of tax years. However, when 
it became apparent that the couple was planning on leaving the country a com­
plaint was filed and an arrest warrant obtained. Ratana is considered to be a 
large-scale heroin dealer in the \Vashington, D.C. area and, at the time of his 
arrest, was listed as a Class I violator by the Drug Enforcement Administration. 
For the one year included in the complaint, 1975, the couple claimed gross income 
of $14,000 when they had made bank deposits of $669,000 in that year. The couple 
had depOSited over 8750,000 in the first six months of 1976. They were also sus­
pected of using foreign bank accounts and at the time of the arrest only $60,000 
remained in their bank account in Washington. Ratana was held in $250,000 
cash bond. His wife was released on her own recognizance. The investigation is 
still continuing on the other tax years involved. 
Brooklyn District 

In July, a case worked by the Brooklyn District was forwarded to the Brooklyn 
Strike Force Attorney from the CriIninal Tax Division of the Department of 
Justice which concurred in the Intelligence Division prosecution recommendation. 
The taxpayer is considered to be an associate of the Gambino organized crime 
family and is alleged to be heavily involv,~d in international drug traffic. The 
investigation uncovered over $100,000 in unreported income for thc years 1970 and 
1971. 

SEPTEMBER 17, 1976. 
To: Deputy Sccretary George Dixon. 
From: Commissioner of the Internal Revenue. 
Subject: High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Project-August 31, 1976 

Report 
Our last report dated September 2, 1976 set forth statistical data through 

July 31, 1976. It also reported significant developments under the project through 
the last week of August. Therefore, this report contains updated statistical data 
for August and should be reviewed in conjunction with the July report. 

INTELLIGENCE DIVISION 
Project Statistics 

On August 16 the field was instructed that in addition to cases on DEA Class I 
violators, all cases in inventory and subsequently initiated involving high-level 
drug leaders and financiers which meet the classification criteria for SEP-1 
(Racketeer) or SEP-3a (Strike Force) should be reclassified as within the nar­
cotics project. 

The following summary represents those cases reclassified under the guidelines 
of the High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Project: 



l~O 

Classification 
Total project 

Region case!: DEA-Class I SEP-l SEP-3a 

21 0 0 North Atlantic_ _____ ____ ____ ______ __________ ____ ____ 21 
30 0 23 Mid-Atlantlc____ ____ __ ________ ______________ __ ____ __ 7 
17 0 17 CentraL__ __________ ____ ____ __ _____________________ 0 
24 3 0 Southeast. __ __ ______ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ __ _ __ 21 
24 0 21 Midwest. __________________ ______ ______ ____________ 3 

42 0 35 SouthwesL_______________ ______ __ ____ ___________ __ 7 
48 0 46 Western_ _ __ _ ______________________________________ 2 

-----------------------------206 3 142 TotaL_______ __ ______ ________ ______________ __ 61 

As poiJ!ted out in our July report, the lists of DEA Class I violators were sent 
to the Service 0.enters in two groupsj 209 on August 4 and 166 on August 10. 
The Service Centers were to secure all pertinent tax returns, research and obtain 
transcripts of account, and forward the packages to the appropriate districts for 
evaluation. The Service Centers haNe processed those it,ems on a priority basis. 
Many of these items have reached the districts and most are under preliminary 
evaluation to determine criminal potential. The districts have established liaison 
with local DEA officials and are obtaining additional information at that level. 
Non-Project "Pipeline" Cases 

All cases on identified narcotics traffickers as of June 30, 1976, which were in 
review above the district level, are not included in the High-Level Drug Leaders 
Tax Enforcement Project. However, our management information system will be 
able to track these cases monthly, starting with the September report. 

The following sets forth the status of these "pipeline" cases as of June 30, 1976: 
NumbsI'o! 

caaes 
Regional counseL _ _ _ ______________________________________________ 79 
Department of Justicc_ _ _ __________________________________________ 68 
U.S. Attorney ___ __ ____ ____ ____ ____ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ __ __ __ ____ __ _____ 148 

TotaL _____________________________ .____ ____________ ______ __ 295 

Our June report reflected 258 cases in this category. This was due to an inad­
vertent error in the compilation of the data. 

AUDIT DIVISION 

Tht' Audit Division's closing process has been delayed in a number of districts 
because of the nationwide conversion to a new computerized inventory control 
system. The statistics reflected for August 31, 1976 are the best obtainable during 
this conversion. The convcrsion process will continue to affect various districts 
through the end of November. 

NOVEMBER 2, 1976. 
To: Deputy Secretary George Dixon. 
From: Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
Subject: High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement 

1976 Report. 
INTET,LIGENCE DIVISION 

Project Statistics 

Projeci--September 30, 

The following summary represents all project cases in inventory as of Septem­
ber 30, 1976: 

Open investigations DEA class I Other 

203 
12 
17 

198 

Total cases 

206 
38 
17 

227 

Of the 17 cases completed, 10 were forwarded to Regional Counsel with recom­
mendations for prosecution. 
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Intelligence statistics are extracted from a computer tape generated at our 
Detroit Data Center which is received. at our National Office arouh':! the 25th of 
the month. Audit Division civil statistics are obtained manually by contacting 
our districts. Allowing time to extract narcotics case data from the computer tape 
and assembling the statistics in schedule form, it is anticipated that our monthly 
activity report on narcotics cases will be ready !l,t the end of each month for the 
proceeding month. A Manual Supplement relating to the High-Level Drug 
Leaders Enforcement Project is in the process of final review. When approved and 
fully implemented, the Service will have the capability of furnishing compre­
hensive statistics, includiilg assessments and collection data on a more timely 

. basis. 
The following summary reflects the status of the 375 Class I violators provided 

tousbyDEA: 
Total received to date______________________________________________ 375 

= 
Closed to: Criminal investigation____ __ ______ __ __ __ __ __ __ ____ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ 29 

Audit division_____________ ______ ____ __________ ______ __________ 51 
Collectiv' division____ ___________ __ ____ ______ ____ __ ______ ______ 5 
Files_________________________________________________________ 19 

In process as of Sept. 30, 1976 ______ '"_________________________ 271 

As shown, 75 of the 375 Information Items processed were referred to Audit or 
Collection or closed to the files afte;: evaluation as having no criminal potential. 
The Briefs, Intelligence Division, will furnish reports to the Director, Intelligence 
Division, explaining why subjects classified as DEA Class I violators were not 
selected for criminal investigation. These reports will be reviewed on a case-by-case 
basis in order to: (1) evaluate the quality of the information being received from 
DEA and; (2) establish a more meaningful basis for discussion with DEA head­
quarters on the type of cases they are selecting in order to improve their selection 
criteria for the DEA. In our subsequent reports we will summarize the results of 
these reviews. 
Non-Project "Pipeline" Cases 

All cases on identified narcotics traffickers as of June 30, 1976, which were in 
review above the district level are not included in the High-Level Drug Leaders 
Tax Enforcement Project. The following sets forth the status of these "pipeline" 
cases as of September 30,1976: 
Regional counsel: 

Beginning of period____________________________________________ 79 
Declined_ _ _ _ _ ______________ ____ __ ______ ______ ______ ____ __ 6 
Forwarded________________________________________________ 15 

End of periou_ _ _ _ _ __ ________ ____ ________ ____ __________ ______ __ 58 

Department of Justice: Beginning of period ___________________________ .________________ 68 
Fteceived_________________________________________________ 15 
Declined_ _ _ _ _ ____________ ____________ ______ __________ ____ 2 
Forwarded________________________________________________ 9 

End of period_ _ _ ______________________________________________ 72 
U.S. Attorney: Beginning of peri.od_ _ __________________________________________ 148 

Iteceived_________________________________________________ 9 
Declined_ _ _ _ _ ____ __________________ ______ ____ ____ ________ 4 

Cornx~~~tt~============================================= 3 
DismissaL____________________________________________ 1 
Sentence_____________________________________________ 9 
Other _____ .___________________________________________ 1 

End of period_________________________________________________ 139 

Significant Developments 
At the request of DEA, we will be providing training in the area of fina!l~ial 

investigations. It is antiCipated that DEA will provide us with necessary trammg 
relative to statute provisions under their jurisdiction. 
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In addition to our close liaison with DEA, we have been receiving excellent 
cooperation from the U.S. Customs Service. Customs recently began providing 
to us information on all monetary seizures in excess of $5,000 and has tentatively 
agreed to provide information on all seizures of narcotics and other contraband 
exceeding $10,000 in value. Additionally, the exchange of Currency Transaction 
Reports (Forms 4789) and Reports of International Transportation of Currency 
or Monetary Instruments (Forms 4790) between us and the Customs Service 
has been initiated. 

As stated in previous reports, field intelligence exchange groups (FIEG) have 
been implemented for coordinating activities against illegal narcotics traffickers. 
On September 22 and 24, meetings of the FIEG were held in Chicago and Miami 
respectively. The Chicago meeting was held to discuss the progress of the Chicago 
pilot project. The Miami meeting was held to establish the second pilot project. 

An impending problem involves the effectiveness of our summons authority 
after provisions of the Tax Reform Act of 1976 become effective on February 28, 
1977. At that time, after issuance of a summons to a third party record keeper 
the Service is required to mail the taxpayer a notice of the summons within 3 
days after its issuance, and to defer examination of the records summoned for 
14 days, during which time the taxpayer has the right to notify the third party 
record keeper (and the Service) that the summons should not be complied wii,h. 
Thereafter it becomes incumbent upon the Service to pursue summons enforce­
ment proceedings in the courts and the taxpayer is given standing to intervene 
in such proceedings. . 

We estimate that 70% of the 36,000 summonses issued yearly by special agents 
are directed to third party record keepers. Because most taxpayers avail them­
selves of counsel when placed under criminal investigation, it is expected that 
at least 50 % of these summonses will be subject to intervention. 

Whereas it is estimated that 50% of third party record keeper summonses will 
be subjected to intervention, it can be anticipated that a much higher percentage 
of mch Summonses involving narcotics traffickers (and other racl~eteers) will be 
suJ:jected to intervention. Defense attorneys will certainly use this ll'gal maneuver 
aff(ctively to prolong and frustrate ongoing criminal tax investigations. 

AUDIT DIVISION 

Attached are the Audit Division's statistics relative to the narcotics project 
for the period ending September 30, 1976. 

Attachment. 

NARCOTICS PROGRAM AUDIT DIVISION STATISTICAL DATA AS OF SEPT. 30, 1976 

Returns 
Returns In closed from Proposed de· Returns Proposed 

process as of audilfor ficiencles for closed from deficiencies 
Sept. 30, 1976 month ended month ended audit since since July 1, 

Regional offices Sept. 30,1976 Sept.30, 1976 July 1, 1976 1976 

Central. •••••••••••.•••••••••••••••.. 167 0 0 9 96,833 
Mid·Atlantlc ••.•••••••••••••.••••••••• 86 3 20,015 5 68,015 
Midwes!. •••..••••••••••••••••••••••• 118 13 9,078 18 20,018 
North Atlantic .••••••••••••••.••••..•. 129 2 3,551 23 1,484,817 
Southeast •••••••••••••••••••••••.••.. 66 6 124,120 19 371,560 
SouthwesL •••.•.•••••••••••••••••... 65 13 29,569 35 140,044 
Western •••••.•••...•••••••••••••••••. 359 6 24,192 39 349,761 

Total ••..••••••••••••••••••.••• 990 43 210,525 148 2,531,048 

Question 8. You mentioned in your testimony that IRS requested a supplemental 
appropriation of $20.6 million which was turned down by OMB on June 15, 1976, 
which would have provided the resources which you require to adequatelly fulfill 
your responsibility to implement the President's recent message on narcotics. 
Of the 982 positions whi'lh it would have funded, how many of the slots would 
have been specifically devoted to the NTTP? Is it true that in previous years 
you were able to transfer resources from the NTTP to other special enforcement 
progl'l1ms and thus OMB did not feel that there was any guarantee that the 
fun1 which you requested would be used for the progl'l1ms which the Presid1mt 
and the OMB advocated in both the White Paper and the message to the Congress? 
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In addition, you mentioned that last year the IRS special agent corps was reduced 
by 10 percent, roughly 200 agents. How many of these agentsw ere involved 
in work related to NTTP? 

The $20.6 million fiscal year 1977 Budget Amendment, which OMB turned 
down on June 15, 1976, basically was an appeal by the Servicc to have its fiscal 
year 1976 staffing levels restored. Thifl step was necessary to restore balanced 
coverage within the Service's general tax administration program because Service 
support of the President's initiatives combatting both high-level drug trafficking 
and sophisticated corporate fraud required substantial diversions of. already 
thinly-spread General Program staffing. This Amendment would have funded 
982 average positions service-wide and 387 average positions in Intelligence, 
a figure which included 200 special agent/criminal investigator average positions. 

Of the 982 positions which would have been funded, the Service, based on an 
estimated annual program level of 500 investigations and historical experience 
data on staffing applied to narcotics traffickers investigations, estimated that 
890 average positions, at a cost of $20.1 million, would be applied to the NTTP. 
Without this supplemental appropriation we will provide resources to investigate 
the 500 cases but as a diversion from the general enforcement program. 

In disapproving this Budget Amendment, OMB repeated the same rationale 
which was used to justify their reduction of the Service's original fiscal year 1977 
budget request. The OMB redUctions, which significantly impacted upon the 
Intelligence Division, were rationalized as follows: 

(1) The Narcotics Traffickers Program had been discontinued; 
(2) Productivity increases were anticipatedj and 
(3) The Information Returns Program matching percentage was reduced. 

The Service, however, has consistently maintained that criminal and civil 
tax enforcement against major narcotic traffickers was not eliminated. Even though 
the Service did restrict the "street" level aspects of the fiscal year 1975 and 
subsequent programs to eliminate potential abuses of taxpayers' constitutional 
and procedural rights and to comply with changes in jeopardy and termination 
assessment procedures mandated by court decisions, the Service has continued 
to devote significant resources to attacking high level narcotics traffickers as shown 
by the following tabulation: 

Resources earmarked in budget for 
narcotics program: 

1972 1973 

Fiscal year-

1974 1975 1976 

Average positions (includes tech­
nical and nontechnical positions) .. 250 

$7.5 
739 

~18.9 

779 '' __________________________ _ 
DolI~rs (milllons)",, ____________ _ 

Estimated resources applied to narcotics 
program: 

~19. 7 ___________________________ _ 

Average positions ________________ _ 
Dollars (millions) __ "" ____________ _ 

495 
$10.5 

878 
$19.8 

939 
$22.4 

601 
$13.0 

512 
$12.1 

Funds earmarked for NTP were not only fully utilized every year, but additional 
funding was also diverted from other Service programs. Although the Service's 
budget submissions for Fiscal Years 1975 and 1976 did not specifically earmark 
funds for NTP, resources were still committed and significant results were ob­
tained as shown below: 

Fiscal year-

Particulars 1975 1976 

398 1326 
136 111 ~~~~!~9~~~~sr;g~~~~~e(C:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
81 56 
83 51 

I fldictments ___________________________________________________________________ _ 
Convictions_. __________________________________________________________________ _ 

I Includes 9 cases closed for lack of resources . 
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Finally, the sp~cial agent staffing reduction of approximately 200 staff years 
relates to Fiscal Year 1977. If the Service's fiscal year 1977 Supplemental Budget 
Request, which is currently pending at OMB, is not granted, the reduction of 
200 special agent staff years will be met through attrition. Because our commit­
ment to effective criminal tax enforcement against narcotics traffickers will be 
continued to the extent possible, a further diversion of scarce General Program 
resources will result. 

To summarize: 
(1) The 982 average positions requested in the Service's fiscal year 1977 

Budget Amendment, rejected by OMB, were necessary to replace staffing 
diverted from the Service's general tax enforcement Pl'0grams. 

(2) The Service has not transferred earmarked NTP funding to other 
program areas. To the contrary, additional General Program resources were 
committed prior to the required revision of the "street" level portion of NTP 
in fiscal year 1975. 

(3) If the fiscal year 1977 Supplemental Budget Request is not granted, 
the Service will divert General Program staffing, to the extent possible, in 
order to mount an effective, continuing campaign against high level narcotic 
traffickers/tax evaders. 

Question 4. Can you summarize for the Committee the commitment in re­
sources to the NTTP program for the years 1972 through present, and the return 
to the Treasury of funds which were products of NTTP cases? Specifically, what 
are the figures for assessm'3nts and collections under NTTP from 1971 to present? 
I realize that some of th'l information may be similar to that included in your 
response to question 2, but the Committee is particularly interested in how many 
investigations were undertaken, where the names which were investigated came 
from, what level trafficker these individuals were, and what disposition their 
cases received. You have stated that you were concerned with the abuse of the 
IRS role by those who directed that it be used for improper purposes. 

You specifically were concerned over using the IRS "to get the cash off the 
streets" which resulted in t,he pursuit of low level dealers and traffickers. "'nat 
percent of the cases currently in the investigative and prosecution pipeline are 
Class I offenders? How often has the IRS used the Administrative summons by 
year? What is the current policy of the IRS with respect to invoking jeopardy 
assessments, tax year terminations and Administrative summons? Does the IRS 
feel that it is capable of intervening in a case when invited by DEA or other en­
forcement agencies when a suspect is arrested and has in his possession a large 
sum of cash? What policy guidelines were issued as a result of the Laing and Hall 
decisions by the Supreme Court, and by the passage of Section 1205 of the Tax 
Reform Act of 1976 PL 94-455? 

Response. The Narcotics Traffickers Project (NTP) was established in July 
1971 with the creation of the NTP Case Selection Committee (CSC). Separate 
reporting of NTP statistics was ended when the NTP was continued as part (If 
the regular Service programs as of July 1, 1975. We have reconstructed the 
statistics on fiscal year 1976 criminal prosecutions, but have not undertaken the 
effort needed to develop FY 1976 statistics on recommended assessments and 
collections. Our new reporting system will 'lapture these statistics for fiscs'! year 
1977 and future year. 

Division 

TECHNICAL STAFF YEARS INCURRED UNDER NTP-FISCAL YEARS 1972-75 

Technical staff years Total costs (million) 

knJall~g.e.n.c.e:.-.::::::::::==:=::::=::::==:::=====:====::==::::=::=====:~:::::::::: 1, m $~~: ~ Collection_ ._ .... _ ... _ ....... _ .. _."_._' .. _ ........... _ ................. _....... 68 1. 4 -------
Tot~I._ ... _ .......... _................................................... 2, 000 65.7 
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Summary of recommended assessments and revenues collected under NTP* in fiscal 
years 1972 and 1975 

1. Recommended assessments by Audit Division: Million 1972 to 1975 _________________________________________________ $246.4 
1972________________________________________________________ 5~ 2 
1973________________________________________________________ 9~4 

1974________________________________________________________ 69. 5 
1975________________________________________________________ 28.3 

2. Revenues actually collected: 1972 to 1975 ________________________________________________ _ 
1972 _______________________________________________________ _ 
1973 _______________________________________________________ _ 
1974 _______________________________________________________ _ 
1975 _______________________________________________________ _ 

38.3 
7.1 

10. 9 
16.5 
3.8 

·The above statistics do not include cases which are pending in the nrosecution pIpeline 
or other cases which are pending clvll action. -

SUMMARY OF INTELLIGENCE DIVISION ACTIVITY UNDER NTP-FISCAL YEARS 1972-76 

Fiscal year-

1972 1973 1974 1975 

Narcotics trafficker cases selected _______ 791 831 421 1225 
Investigations completed _______________ 143 503 663 398 
Prosecution recommendations __________ 56 215 245 136 Indictments __________________________ 23 96 86 81 Convictlons ___________________________ 7 44 88 83 

1976 

1237 
'326 
III 
56 
51 

'The National Office NTP Case Selection Committee was disbanded on Feb. 4, 1975. All of the NTP cases investigated 
during fiscal year 1972-74 ware identified and selected by the esc. Of the 225 cases selected during fiscal year 1975, 99 
were selected by the CSC. None of the 237 cases selected during fiscal year 1976 were selected by the esc . 

• Includes 9 cases closed for lack of resources (before existing guidelines relative to cases closed for lack of resources). 

Under the NTP, both "upper level and mid-level" traffickers met the criteria 
for investigation. In addition, less important narcotics tmffickers were included 
as NTP targets when it could be shown that they may not have cc.mplied with 
the internal revenue laws, and the proposed investigative activity would be part 
of a spccific plan to identify and investigate individuals meeting the "mid and 
upper-level" criteria. However, once these individuals became the subject of 
investigation they lost their identity in our Management Information System 
(MIS) as to their level of involvement. 

As to where the names came from for consideration by the CSC, many origi­
nated with DEA. But many also came from the initiative of our field agents 
through their liaison with local law enforce~ent authorities. Again, once an 
individual was selected for investigation under the NTP, our MIS no longer 
differentiated the original purpose for selection. . 
. Our concern with the former NTP specifically dealt with the application of 
our powers to terminate a taxpayer's tax year and to seize a delinquent tax­
payer's property to satisfy an assessment. We know that in the past therc were 
applications of these powers in the pursuit of narcotics traffickers without adequate 
evidence of tax liability. The use of our termination powers met with strong 
judicial and public criticism in some cases. As a result, the Service has revised 
its policy and procedures in curtailing the use of these powers. 

The judicial criticism culminated in the recent Supreme Court decisions in 
Laino and Hall. The court said that a taxpayer suspected of being a narcotics 
trafficker and who was subject to a termination, is entitled to certain procedural 
safeguards which include the right to petition the Tax Court for a redetermination 
of the tax liability. These decisions have brought about recent revisions in our 
policy statements dealing with spontaneous assessments. These new policy 
statements (attachments to Response 1) will again be receiving some technical 
changes as a result of the Tax Reform Act of 1976. Their formulation wm be 
completed prior to the effective date of the new law (3/1/77). 
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It must be pointed out that the judicial criticism was launched at those instances 
where there was little, if any, substantiation of the assessment. Therefore, most 
of the abuses were a result of those termination assessments on individuals 
involved in narcotics but not individuals targeted by the CSC for Intelligence 
Division investigations. The following figures reflect the relatively few instances 
where terminations were applied to targeted NTP cases: 

Termination assessments: 

h~~t~~~:t~~s-es-_~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:~~~~::::::::::::::~:~~::~~~:::::::-.: 

Recommended 
Number of assessments 

cases (million) 

69 
3,930 

$23.7 
114.2 

We are in favor of an amendment to 21 U.S.C. 881 which would provide for 
the forfeiture of cash derived and used in the illegal drug business. To compliment 
this provision, we could utilize our termination procedures in cases where the tax 
liability can be calculated with a reasonable degree of accuracy. 

Under the Tax Reform Act of 1976 (effective 3/1/77), when we issue a summonS 
to a third party record keeper, the Service is required to mail the taxpayer a 
notice of the summons within 3 days after its issuance. We are to defer examina­
tion of the rccords summoned for 14 days, during which time the taxpayer has 
the tight to notify the third party record keeper (and the Service) that the sum­
mons should not be complied with. In those instances where the right is exercised, 
it is incumbent upon the Service to pursue summons enforcement proceedings 
in the courts and the taxpayer is given standing to intervene in such proceedings. 

We estimate that 70 percent of the 36,000 summonses issued yearly by special 
agents are directed to third party record keepers. It is expected that at least 50 
percent of these summonses will be subject to intervention. However, it is antici­
pated that a much higher percentage of such summonses involving narcotics 
traffickers (and other racketeers) will be subjected to intervention. Defense 
attorneys will most certainly use this legal maneuver to prolong and frustrate 
ongoing criminal tax investigations. 

As of September 30, 1976, there were 227 Intelligence Division cases under the 
High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Project of which 29 are Class I 
violators. It should be noted that we are still evaluating 271 Class I violators for 
possible inclusion under our tax enforcement project. 

Question 5. You have stated that in those regions where there is a significant 
NTTP case load you have IL special unit with personnel assigned. What regions 
have a special unit and what level of resources in personnel are assigned to these 
special offices? In 1971 when the NTTP program was established, special personnel 
were selected for the program and were given special training. Do the people 
whom you consider involved in the NTTP either in a special unit or within the 
special enforcement division, receive special training? How would the creation 
of a special unit which could be identified as NTTP or in your words, Drug 
Leaders Tax Enforcement Project, do violence to the overall work of IRS? Could 
the abuses of the past not be corrected through administrative orders? Without a 
special unit within IRS, how is the Congress able to make the priority decision for 
IRS and determine what level of resources should be assigned to NTTP? 

Response. The following districts have an identifiable group working narcotics 
cases: 

1. Detroit 8. Manhattan 
2. Los Angeles 
3. San Francisco 
4. Baltimore 

9. Brooklyn 
10. Chicago 
11. Milwaukee 

5. Newark 12. St. Louis 
6. Philadelphia 
7. Jacksonville (Miami office) 

13. St. Paul 

The typical group is composed of !L Group Manager, grade 13/14 and from 10 
to 12 special agents, with an average GS 12 grade and has access to the Audit and 
Chief Counsel omces for assistance. These groups handle all narcotics cases in 
inventory, but they also work Strike Force (where appropriate) and other Special 
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Enforcement cases. (IRS "Special Enforcement" cases include all persons engaged 
in organized crime (racketeering and Strike Force activities under the Joint 
Agency Strike Force Program), high-level drug trafficking, and gambling as well 
as Department of Justice interest cases.) However, as our efforts in the High­
Level Drug Leaders Program expand, we feel certain that there will be some 
district groups investigating exclusively high-level drug leader cases. 

In the former Narcotics Traffickers Program, eXJ)erienced high grade special 
agents were initially identified for assignment to NTP groups. As the program 
progressed, a team leader concept was used in some districts with extensive work­
load. The leader was an experienced agent who would coordinate and direct the 
investigations. Eventually, the staffing and grade structure of the NTP group 
was commensurate with general program groups. 

The "special training" referred to for agents involved in the former Narcotics 
Traffickers Program consisted of a three-day seminar on the guidelines and 
procedures for implementing this program. Other subjects included how cases 
would be selected by the NTP Target Selection Committee, and the urgency of 
the program. Approximately 200 IRS agents attended these sessions. At that 
time, there may have been a need for this type of orientation training because 
the Narcotics Traffickers Program was newly established. Our present program is 
a continuation and expansion of the crimiUlil investigative and audit examination 
aspects of the prior program (Le. those a.spects aimed at high-level drug violators 
which were not judicially or legislatively barred). Accordingly, many IRS special 
agents hav0 gained additional experience by investigating criminal tax violations 
by high-level drug leaders, racketeers, and strike force subjects. Therefore, they 
have the requisite financial investigative expertise for investigating high-level 
drug leaders with complicated, intricate operations devised to conceal income. 
Special agents also receive training that provides them with knowledge of the 
concept and application of the use of indirect methods for establishing income. 
This training consists of Basic Income Tax Course, Treasury Law Enforcement 
School and Special Agents Basic School (SABS). 

A substantial part of this six week SABS training includes instructions in the 
"net-worth" method of proYing unreported income by tracing the flow of cash and 
unreported income and developing documentary evidence (more details on the 
net-worth technique are included in the attached Manual Supplement MT 
9900-26). This indirect method of reconstructing income is especially applicable 
to cases involving high-level drug leaders who generally deal in substantial 
amounts of cash and have no books or records or a permanent base of operations. 
The net worth method of reconstructing income can also be appropriately applied 
to general fraud program investigations of taxpayers with inadequate or no 
books and records. In conducting criminal investigations of high-level drug leaders, 
special agents are joined by high-grade experienced revenue agents, examining 
officers (from the IRS Audit Division) with expertise in accounting skills, in 
tracing and uncovering unreported income from illegal drug trafficking or other 
illegal sources. Because of the above factors, at this time we do not feel that 
there is any need for IRS agents to receive "special training" like the three day 
seminar referred to above, for investigating cases. Of course, to the extent that 
any need for additional training becomes a,pparent, we would arrange for the 
necessary training. 

With respect to whether there should be a special National Office Unit to 
run this program the Service does not believe that such a unit is necessary to 
permit the Service to carry out a program aimed at high-level drug leaders. The 
Internal Revenue Service has established a High-Level Drug Leaders Tax 
Enforcement Program and developed interim guidelines and procedures for imple­
menting this program (interim until the IRS Manual Supplement, now ill prepara­
tion, spelling out more details, is issued). In addition, the IRS and Drug Enforce­
ment Administration (DEA) have entered into an agreement, known as a Memo­
randum of Understanding, that delineates and clarifies the responsibilities of these 
two agencies participating in this joint effort. These actions by the National 
Office will ensure that our field offices recognize the importance and significance of 
this program. 

IRS is basically a decentralized organization (an organizational chart of the 
Service is attached). This means that field officials are responsible for the conduct 
of investigations. In difficult investigations, such as those involved in this program, 
close cooperation between functions (Le. between audit, collection and intelligence) 
at the district level is essential to efficient and expeditious processing of criminal 
cases. In addition, district directors can best cope with the conduct of criminal 
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tax violations of individuals involved in the High-Level Drug Leaders Tax En­
forcement Program because they are in the best position to est,ablish close working 
relationships with DEA Regional Directors within their jurisidictions. Further­
more, control of resources, personnel, techniques, etc., requires authority and 
accountability and responsibiIitx, which are in the province of the district directors. 

In this connection, the IRS .National Office gives overall direction and cor.trols 
the overall resources committed to the High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Er.force­
ment Program, but the specific assignment of reSOllrces to this program if, under 
the control of the districts. 

The National Office also has the responsibility of maintaining liaison with the 
Drug Enforcement Administration, Department of Justice, Treasury and other 
interested Federal agencies. Notwithstanding the Service's decentralized organi­
zation, the National Office will continue to closely monitor the progress of the 
high-level drug leaders cases to ensure proper emphasis is being given by all 
concerned. 

Although the Service does not have a special Na"tional Office unit concerned 
solely with the High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Program, the Service 
does have project coordinators assigned to assist management in monitoring the 
progress of the High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Program. The project 
coordinator for the IRS Intelligence Division is a special agent experienced in the 
conduct of criminal tax inveptigl1tions of high-level drug leaders. Similarly, the 
Audit Division project coordillator is a revenue agent experienced in conducting 
civil examinations of h1:;I1-1. ;vel drug leaders. It should be noted that those project 
coordinators are primarily involved only with Special Enforcement Program type 
projects and are not concerned with general fraud type of investigations. 

We think that the prespnt IRS structure for implemcnting the High-Level Drug 
Leaders Tax Enforcement Program can produce a more cffective enforcement pro­
gram and avoid the possible abuses that could arise from the creation of special 
units for this project. We also believe that Congress will be able to make the 
priority decision for IRS and detprmiae what level of resources should be applied 
to this program. 

To accomplish this, the Service has established a separate project number to be 
assiVled to all high-level drug leader cases-Class I DEA and High-Levd Drug 
Leadenl identified by IRS-falling within this program. In this manner, the 
resources applied to the High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Program can 
be determined. All program activity can be tracked through this comprehensive 
multi-functional system-starting with identification of high-level drug leaders for 
inclusion in this project, through the initiation and completion of criminal investi­
gations, results of prosecutive action and of court action and sentencing. This sys­
tem has the capabilit,y of providing information on the investigative or prosecutive 
status of any specified high-level drug leader included in this project. This system 
also tracks the resources applied by revenue agents of IRS Audit Division partic­
ipating in joint criminal investigations with special agents of the IRS Intelligence 
Division and civil examination" of all high-level drug leaders included in this 
program. 

In particular, the following Servicewide activities on the High-Level Drug 
Leaders Tax Enforcement Program are included in this comprehensive multi­
functional system developed for monitoring the progress of IRS efforts in this 
area: 

1. Resources applied (for Class I DEA cases and High-Level Drug Leaders 
IRS cases, separately and combined).-These resources include: (a) special agent 
stuff years applied in the conduct of criminal investigations of tax violations and 
revenue agent staff years applied in the conduct of joint criminal investigations 
(with the IRS Intelligence Division) and civil examinations and (b) non-technical 
staff years (clerical, management, and administrative). 

2. Criminal Ta:c Fraud Operations and Results (for Class I DEA cases and 
High-Level Drug Leader IRS cases, separately and combined).-Results of criminal 
tax fraud operations from the receipt of an information item, through the investi­
gation and prosP-llution process, to court action and sentencing. 

S. Civil Ta',; Case Results (for Class I DEA cases and High-Level Drug Leaders 
IRS cases, separately and combined).-Results of civil examinations of returns 
closed by examiners, District Conferees (within the Audit Division), and Appellate 
Conferees and cases tried in the Tax Court. Results also include the taxes and 
penalties initially recommended and sustained at the level the case was closed, 
and amounts of tnx and penalties assessed and collect~d. 
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4. Results of Jeopardy and Termination Assessments.-Jeopardy and Termina­
tim· of Tax Y€ar Assessments are tools available to the Service when collection 
of the tax is in jeopardy. These are powerful tools which are used only in excep­
tional circumstances and always with discretion in strict accordance with the tax 
law and regUlations. 

Jeopardy and Termination of Tax Year Assessments usually occur during and 
not at the close of an examination. Results include initial assessment determina­
tions and final assessment determinations made after the cases are closed by the 
IRS Audit Division. 

5. Inventory of Criminal Ta:c Cases (for Class 1 DEA cases and High-Level Drug 
Leader IRS cases, separately and combined).-Inventory of criminal investigations 
at the IRS Intelligence Division level, and inventory of cases recommended for 
prosecution at the IRS Regional Counsel, Department of Justice, and U.S. 
Attorney levels. 

6. Inventory of Civil Tax Cases in process.-Inventory of tax returns in the 
examination and administration and administrative appeals process from examiner 
level through District Conference (within the Audit Division), Appellate and in 
the Tax Court. Civil tax matters will normally be suspended until disposition of 
the matter; therefore, the inventory will indicate the number of returns held in 
suspense pending criminal actions. 

Although the Service's position that a special National Office unit is unnecessary 
is based primarily on the Service's present organizational structure and the belief 
that the program can be carried out quite effectively within that sturcture, it 
should be noted that when the Service altered this structure in the past, significant 
problems have arisen. The creu.tion of a special unit of this type for this program 
could seriously hamper the effective tax enforcement against high-level drug 
leaders. Some of these problems arose as a result o:f the formation of the NTP 
Target Selection Committee, whicl:.. was made up of representatives from the 
IRS National Office as well as from several partici:pu.ting agencies. The district 
offices submitted their recommendations for the identification of targets to the 
Committee and the Committee deliberated on these recommendations. However, 
narcotics traffickers identified by the Committee for investigation were not always 
as Significant as those that could have been identified by tne districts themselves 
without going through the Committee for necessary action. .' 

To summarize the IRS response to this question, the IRS believes that the 
problems that could be engendered by the establishment of a special National 
Office unit for the High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Program on balance 
outweigh the advantages of such units. The Service believes that the guidelines 
and procedures developed for implementing this program will accomplish the 
following objectives: 

(a) provide an effective enforcement program through appropriate criminal 
tax investigations and civil examinations. 

(b) monitor the progress of this project through the development of a 
comprehensive multi-functional system that provides data on Servicewide 
resources applied and results of criminal investigations lind civil examination 
made on individuals included in this project. 

(c) ensure efficient use of IRS resources employed in this project. 
(d) ensure that IRS resources will be employed in cases concerning tax 

violations which are within the enforcement jurisdiction of the ServiM; 
and 

(e) maintain proper control in the IRS over the use of its resources in 
the High-Level Drug Leaders Tax Enforcement Program. 

Of course, the Service continues to evaluate its performance in this high pri­
ority program and will make appropriate changes needed to accomplish a more 
effective enforcement program against high-level drug leaders . 
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Tax Cases (Evidence and Procedure) 

322 
Distinguishing Between Accounting Systems, 
Accounting Methods, and Methods of Proving 
Income--Cont, 

system," "accounting methods," and "methods of prov­
ing or detennining income," It is not unusual to hear 
reference made to the net werth and expenditures 
method as a method of accounting when in fact it is a 
method of proving income by circumstantial or indirect 
evidence.1 

(2) There are two bas;c accounting systems, the 
single entry and the double entry system, but there are 
t'ariou.s methods of acollnting, such as casb, accrual, 
hybrid, installmont, and long-tenn or completed contract 
methods. The usual methe.tis of determining or prov­
ing income are specific items, net worth, expenditures, 
bank deposits, and percentage methods. 

(3) Taxable income must be computed, for purposes 
of criminal prosecution, under the accounting method by 
whicb the taxpuyer regularly computes bis income.' The 
reason for this is given in the Morrison case (note 2): 

j'ln this criminal proceeding it was necessary to establish not 
only that the tax liabilities here were understated, but that 
the understatement was attnlmtabte~ at least in part,. to the 
fact that the taxpayer's returns Were not honestly prepared. 
Proof of the latter fact could only be accomplished. by 
adopting and consistently applying the taxpayer's own 
method of accounting." 

(4) If no method of accounting has been regularly 
- employed or if the metbod employed does not clearly 

reHect income, the computation sball be made in ac­
cordance witb such metbod as, in the opinion of the 
Commissioner, does clearly reflect income.' 

323 
Specific Item Method of Proving Income 

(I) In a specific item case, the Government tries to 
prove that the specific transactions in which the taxpayer 
engaged duting tbe year were not completely or accu­
rately reHected in his income tax return, witb the result 
that bis income tax liability Was understated, and that 
such understatement was willfullv made. This method of­
fers the most direct metbod at" proving unrepOlted in­
come. It is easier than otber methods to present in courl 
and is readily understood by jurors. 

(2) Omitted income, fictitious deductions, false ex­
enptions, or false tax credits in tbeir broadest concept 
ar , the means whereby taxes may be evaded. 

(3) Omitted income results from failure to report any 
of Ibe numerous ilems of laxable income expressed and 
im ,lied in tbe Internal Revenue Code. In the examina­
tio I of merchant taxpayers the item of omitted income 
mcst frequently encountered is sales revenue and, in the 

Sec. 322 
llIolJud Y. U.s.. 11,Ipra (ueUou. a21. bOW I). 
'ldorraoll ,', -u.s.. no yo S4 1 (OA ..... ). Ii-) US'ro tJ$'l. 
':;:6 USC u;. 

'-
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case of individuals, 5llaries) dividends, commissions, 
gains from the sale of property, and fees. 

(4) Usually a deduction wbich is considered fraucu­
lent takes the guise of a fictitious purchase of merchan­
dis. or a fictitious expense. However, it could be any 
fictitious deduction or exemption fraudulently claimed as 
allowable under the authority of the Internal Revenue 
Code. .--

324 
Net Worth Method of Proving Income 

324.1 
Introduction 

Next to the specific item method, the net worth 
metbod is probably the most frequently used way of 
proving taxable income in civil and criminal income tax 
cases. There is nothing complex in the theory of tbe 
method. It involves a detennination of the taxpayer's 
net worth (assets less liabilities) at the beginning and end 
of a tGxab!e year, computing the increase or decrease. in 
net worth, and then adjusting this amount far nonde­
ductible and nontaxable items. The amount resulting 
from application of this tllecry is taxable in,,,me. By 
comparing it with income reported, the special agent 
may delennine whetber taxable income has been cor­
rectly reported. 

324.2 
Authority for Net Worth Method 

There is no statutory provision defining the net 
worth method and specifically authorizing its use by the 
Commissioner. However, in numerous cases courts have 
approved the use of this method. Perhaps tbe leading 
case in this respect is Holland v. United States 1 banded 
down in 1954 by the Supreme Court along with three 
companion cases, :: wherein is outlined the broad princi­
ples governing the trial and review of cases based on 
the net worth metbod of proving income. Witb reference 
to the use of th. net worth technique, the court stated 
that: 

"To protect the revenue from those who do nat 'render trut: 
accounts.' the Government must be free to use all legal 
evidence avniLablc to it in determining whether tlte story 
told by the taxpayer's books accurately reflect his financial 
history." 

324.3 
When and How Net Worth Method Used 

(1) The net worth method is most often used when 
one or more of Ihe following conditions prl'vail: 

(a) Taxpayer maintains no books and records. 
(b) Taxpayer's books and records arc not avaHable. 
(c) Taxpayer's books and records. are inadequate.' 

See. 32 .. 
1. Holland T. U.s.. ,upra (lub::kUon nt. not. n. 
'Smith "'. U.s.. lupra (IUb.l'c:tioD 321, DElle I). Frladberll' v. U,S .• 

Illpta (tiubutcUou. 3U, not. 1). U.s. Y. Caldercm. lupra (IUbHc:UoD $11. 
Mtlll). 

I HoUand T. U.B. •• apn (aubuct'on 1:1:1. not. 1). 
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324.3 
When and How Net Worth Method Used--G6Tlt. 

(d) Taxpayer withholds books and records. 
(2) The fact that the taxpayer's books and {<)Cords 

accurately reflect the figures on his return docs I)llt pre­
vent the use of tl,e no! worth theory of proQt. The 
Governnient can look beyond the "self serving declara­
tions" in the tupayer's books and records and use any 
evidence avail.:tble to COlltravene their accumcy. " 

(3) In addition to being used as a primary method of 
proving taxable income in civil and criminal income tax 
cases, it has been relied upon: 

(a) To corroborate other methods of proving in­
come.S 

(b) To test-check accuracy of reported taxable in­
come. 

324.4 
Establishing the Starting Point 

(I) In tlle Holland case' the Supreme Court said that 
an essential condition in a net worth dotermination of 
income is the establishment. "with reasonable certainty," 
of an opening net worth, to serve as a starting point 
from which to calculate futuro increases in the taxpayer's 
net worth. The wisdom of this statement is apparent 
since an inaccurate beginning net worth will affect the 
accuracy of the determination of income subsequent to 
the base point. For in,tance, if a taxpayer's beginning 
net worth is understated, taxable income for the period 
.under consideration will be overstated. 

(2) Proof of visible assets and liabilities comprising 
beginning net worth is usually easily established by such 
means as bank records; county real estate records; 
brokerage records; Bureau of Public Debt records; Fed­
eral and State income, inheritance. and gift tax returns 
and records; and books and records of the taxpayer. 
To establish a firm starting point. it is necessary to shol" 
that tIle defendant had no large sum of cash for which 
he was not given credit. This is usually done by offering 
evidonce which negates the existence of a cash hoard, 
for example: 

(a) Wrttten or .)fal admissions of the taxpayer to 
the itlVcstigating officers concerning his net worth.'! 
Examples are: Signed net worth statement, oral state­
ment as to cash on hand. 

(b) Failur. by corendant to file returns for years 
priN to indictment period.' 

(c) Returns filed by the taxpayer for years prior to 
prosecution years reflecting income reported' that is in-

l Hulh.nd v. U.s., luprl\ (Iube~tfon 321, no~ 1). 
'Eulctoll V. U,S" U7 F 2d "03 (CA-4I) !~1 U~TC 910B, ten. dll1led 

In. u.s. 112e, 17 B. Ct. S8, Corroboration ot IlpectftC tum cue. 
• HoUand Y. U.B .. lupra CluhSllctfon 1121, note 1). 
l' U.S v. Celdnon. aupra hubscdlon 1121, note 1). DurinII' InVeitipUon 

rupondcnt mad, .n Qral admlulon ... to am~nt ($~OO) ot aab on 
hand at the at.artln.cr point. lie alao .ll"n..t .. written ltaumenl eenmln_ 
In" the QV~n ad. worth ccmpatatlon. lncludlna the J500, rt!led UpOD 
b7 thllt GoVUCJMJI.t .t Lb., trllli. 

& Smith 't. U.B •• ~pra (luboiecdoQ 121 • .at. 1). 
'Ibid. 

consistent with existence of a cash hoard. This would 
also apply to copies retained by the taxpayer. 

(d) Low earnings for years prior to prosecution 
years as shown by records of the Social Security Admin­
istration and former employel>. 

(e) Net worth as established by books and records 
of the taxpayer." 

(I) Certificate of Assessments and Pavmcnts show­
ing tax assessed for years prior to the prosecution 
period." With this information and tables showing tax 
rates and the amount allowed for exemptions and de­
pendents, it 1nay be pcssible to calculate income re­
ported by a taxpayer for the years in question. The cer­
tificate will not show amount of withholding, capital 
g~ins or nontaxable income. 

(g) Financial statement presented for credit or 
other pU'1'oses at a time prior to or during thc prose­
cution period. I!! Banks, loan companies, bonding com­
panies, and Internal Revenue Service (offers in com­
promise) are some of the better sources from which to 
obtain this type of document. 

lh) Bankruptcy prior to prosecution periods." 
(i) Prior indebtedness; compromise of overdue 

debts, avoidan;:. of bankruptcy." 
(j) Installment buying." 
(k) History of prior low earnings and expendi­

tures. and checks returned for insufficient funds." 
(I) Less of furniture and business because of fi­

nancial reasons. n 

324.5 
Taxable Source of Income 

(!) In order for income to be taxable, it must come 
from a taxable source." In the Holland case,1> the Su­
preme Court said: "'Increase in net worth, standing 
alone, can not be assumed to be attributable to cur­
rently taxable income. But proof of a likely source, from 
which the jury could reasonably find that the net worth 
increases sprang, is sufficient. ... n 

(2) On the basis of the Holland decision, it appeared 
to many that proof of a likely source was· necessary in 
every net worth case. This was clarified by the Massei 
case" in which the Supreme Court said: "In Holland 
we lleld that proof of a likely source was 'sufficient' to 
convict in a net worth case where the Government did 

t~ II S. v. Chapmoll. 168 F 2d 997 (CA-'l' • .f,lt-l USTC' 9312, cut. denied 
335 U.S. 85S, b~ S . .:t. b~. 

11 Vloutb v. U.S., 219 F 2d '182 teA-G), 5~-1 USTC 9.262. 
U Frledberl{ v. U.S •• Bupra (Iub,.-etlon 321, note Ii. 
llU.S. v. V,II.!:li!ollo, 181 F 2d lCtJli (eA 3). 60-1 t:STC 9~:0. 
11 H"lInnd v. U,S., lupr~ (.ub$eetiQn 821, nelc 1). 
u D!1rCott V. U.S., IG9 F 2d 929 (CA-9l .. U-2 USTC 9311, cert. denied 

t13G U.S. 912.69 S. Ct. f1')2. 
\e MeFee v. U.s., 208 F 2d 812 (CA-9), S8-Z U5TC iliU. 
nHolland v. U.S., 'UIlra (.ubncUon 821. Mllo 1). 
U Ccmmtuloner v. Glen,haw Glan Co .. 34B U.S. 426, '15 S. Ct. .4.13, 

156-1 USTC nOB. Tha ttnn "tax .. ble .ou:t<c" I, und 1.0 meAn .. U tho.c 
aoure" wbl;h .. re n~ expreu'" excmpttd ~~. lhe- Intern'll ncvenue Code. 

"Holland 't. U.S., lupr .. (.ubeectlon 321. Ot ... 1). 
J'l U.s. v. M .... el. JISI5 U.s. S8S, 18 B. CL ,,"S, 68-1 USTO 9326. 
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324.5 
. Taxable Source of lncome-Cont. 

not negative all the possible non-taxable sourees of the 
alleged net worth increases. This was not intended to 
imply that proof of a likely source was necessalY in 
every case. On the contrary, should all possible sources 
of non-taxable income be negatived, there would be no 
necessity for proof of a likely source." 

(3) In view of the two decisions cited above, it ap­
pears that the Government must either prove a likely 
source of taxable income, or negate all nontaxable 
sources of income. In rases where the Government re­
sorts to the latter type of proot, it is even more impor­
tant than otherwise to establish a firm starting point, 
paricularly with reference to c(lSh on hand. 

(4) Proof of a likely tsxable source of income has 
been found sufficient in a number of criminal income tax 
cases by: 

(a) Showing that defendant did not report certain 
income on his tax returns.:u 
. (b) ShOwing that defendant did not report certain 
mcome for years prior to indictment period." 

(c) Comparison of business operations and profils 
of defend.lnt for indictment years wilb profits or prior 
operations for a comparable period. In the Holland 
case" the Supreme Court pointed out that the business 
of the defendant, a hotel, apparently increascd during 

~ the years in question, whereas the reported p1'Ofits feU to 
approximately one quarter of the amount declared by the 
previ!'us management in a comparable period. 

(d) Effecti~ely conlradictine defendant's ,<sertions 
as to nontaxable sources. In United stat"" v. Adonis," 
the salaried defendant had as~erted in a prior unrelated 
judicial proceeding that the S44,OOO he used to purchase 
a housc had come from loans and gifts. The Govern­
ment proved that the alleged donor was supported by 
her family, that the supposed creditors were dummies or 
of such financial condition as to imply that they bad no 
available assets to loan. The court considered Ibe con­
duct of the defendant "an effort to conceal •.. the real 
sources of taxable gain. n 

(e) Opportunities of defendant to receive graft.'In 
United States v. B7'1)an Ford," Ibe taxpayer was a 
policeman and a member of the vice squad. The Court 
held that evidence admitted to show opportunity to reo 
ceive graft. not the sctual recdpt of graft, was sufficient 
to show a !,cssible source of income. (The Supreme 
Court remapdcd the case to the District Court to vacate 
judemcnt and dismiss the indictment on account of the 
death of the taxpayer.) However, in Fred M. F01·a v. 
United States," the court said: "The evidence suf-

j::1 u.s. v. Chapman, lupra (note 10). The Incoma ornltttd w ... trom 
over-celllnl;' paymen\c tor lTleat. 

• U.S. v. B'ddm:rre. 123 F J!d 6!1' (CA.-1). 011-: USTC gnll. eut. 
dented '15 U.S. Beo. 62 s. Ct.. 626. 

• HoIl .. nd Y. U.S .•• 1Ipra (.UhlKUCI1 821. noll 1). 
IIU.S. Y. Adoldlt.,. 211 F 2.1 '117 (C..,.-aj. GG-l US'I'C '810 • 
• 211 P 2.1 11 (CA-t). fi~'J, 'tlS'ro "SU. 
-110 )" U 111 (04 .. 1), 14-1 UaTO tW • 

Jiciently disclosed Ibat in Ibe defendant'S office of Chief 
of Police, he had opportunities of receiving income fr~m 
graft, payoffs or other illegal sources. There can, of 
course, be no presumption Ibat the defendant was guilty 
of such gross misconduct as to be the recipient of such 
ill gotten gains. The presumption is to the contrary ... 
the testimony of Illis woman as to payoffs with which the 
defendant Wa5 not shown to be connected was both er­
roneous and highly p,ejudicial." Upon retrial," a con­
viction was sustained after the same witness testified Ibat 
the defendant had acknowledged the receipt of graft 
payments. 

(f) The character of the business bas the capacity 
to produce income in amounts determined by the net 
worth method." 

(5) A likely source is established in most net worth 
cases by showing that the source reported by the taxpayer 
had the potentiality of producing income substantially in 
exce,s of that repotted. 

(6) Negating nontaxable sources of income may be 
accomplished by providing nonreceipt of loans, gifts, 
and inheritances by taxpayer's admissions, Federal gift 
tax returns filed by alleged donor, or probate records of 
deceased relatives' estates. If the taxpayer advances a 
specific explanation of the sources of funds expended, 
the Government does not· have to pursue possible non­
taxable sources when tbe one given is proven fahe." 

324.6 
Corroboration of E~ira·Judicial Admissions 

(I} Dllring the course of many income tax investiga· 
tions involving Ibe net worth method of proof, the tax­
payer will make ~dmissions which the Government will 
use in evidence ',~ainst him during trial of the case. Ad­
missions may relate to all facets of a case, although in 
mdny illstances they pertain to the starting point, items 
of Ii;ing expenses, source of income, and willfulness. 

(2) Aumissions after the commission of the crime 
must be corroborated, if Ibey embrace an element vital 
to the Govcmment case. 3C1 

(3) The degree and types of corroboration, along with 
olber aspects cf the subj"e! of admissions, are discussed 
in 245. 

324.7 
Investigation of Leads 

When a taxpayer offers leads or information during a 
net worth inv~stigatio\1 which, if true, would establish 
his innocence, the special agent m'lst investigate th~ 
leads if they are relSonubly sus.ceptibl. of being 

/If 293 F 2d 55 teA-I», 116-1 vsrc W13. Ct!f'. donleA 'llS:l; U.S. !35, ''1 
~ Ct. 49 • 

• Codell!) v. U,s., 221 F 2d 668 (CA-2). 15~·1 USTe 9.:14:. ne eom 
mlte<! th .. t. ·'p.mbHns ts an- oe~paUQn. ",lth lndetumltT4tc. O<AIlbUUlts." 

-Y.fehtmeJr v. U.S .• llA[I F 26 ''is (eA-i), 1i8-1 U$re 9%17. U.S. v. 
Uolov&ebka. 114 l' Ed 1415 (eA"?). ., ... 1 US'rC 512111. rert. d .. lItd 874 • 
U.s. 8~. 

bI Daniel Smith y. U.B., .lJpra (.ubNetlon 321. DOt.a 1) 

MT 9900-26 (1-29-75) IR Manual 324.7 



144: 

Question 6. In your testimony you placed great weight upon the recent memo of 
understanding dealing with NTTP. What substantive changes will this cause or 
has it already caused in the way that IRS pursues narcotics tr:kers who have 
failed to meet their tax liability or are suspected of income tax hILI,roprieties. Did 
IRS receive any names from DEA before the signing of the memo of understand­
ing? If not, when did they stop sending names to IRS for investigation? How doeR 
the relation of IRS to Customs change in light of the memo of understanding? 
What is thc current role of Customs in NTTP, specifically as it relates to target 
selection and intelligence sharing? 

Response. The submissions to Question 1 in part reflect ,~ome of the substantive 
('hanges under our new narcotics tax enforeement initiative. 

On August 20, 1976, the Audit and Intelligence Divisions participated in a 
meeting of numerous agencies in the Chicago DEA office involving the concept 
of a field intelligence exchange group (FIE G) for coordinating activities against 
illegal narcotics traffickers. It waE: decided to set up test exercises for bringing 
together enforcement agencies (federal, st.,te and local) to work on one subject. 
At this mecting, a Chicago target was selected for investigation. Furthpr FIEG 
meetings were held on September 22 and 24 in Chicago and Miami, respectively. 
The Chicago meeting was held to discuss the progress of the Chicago pilot project 
and the Miami meeting established a second pilot project. 

The U.S. Customs Service recently began providing to us information on all 
monetary seizures in excess of $5,000 and has tentatively agreed to provide in­
formation on all seizures of narcotics and other contraband in excess of $10,000 
in value. Additionally, the exchange of Currency Transaction Reports (Forms 
4789) and Reports of International Transportation of Currency or Monetary 
Instruments (Forms 4790) between the IRS and Customs has been initiated. 

As a direct result of the Memorandum of Understanding, DEA has provided 
to us 375 Class I violators for possible inclusion in our narcotics tax enforcement 
project. Once these have been thoroughly evaluated, we will be requesting ad­
ditional names. 

Under the old NTP, we were proyided with Class I violators by DEA. How­
ever, the Case Selection Committee was disbanded on February 4, 1975, as a 
result of good local liaison and effective case dpvelopment which identified good 
potential cases for IRS without the necessity of processing targets through a 
National Case Selection Committee. 

Question 7. The President has stated in the White Paper on Drug Abuse, in his 
message to the Congress on Drug Abuse and through the Executive Director of the 
Domestic Council in testimony before this Committee and in a speech to the IACP 
in Miami on September 27, 1976, that he "directed the IRS to develop a tax 
enforcement program aimed at high-level traffickers". 'Vhat substantive steps 
have been taken by IRS to modify previous operations and implement the Presi­
dent's directive? Was the administration supportive of the phasing out of a 
separate, identifiable NTTP program? What were and are your reasons for 
recommending that there not be a separate NTTP? When did it cease to be a 
separate program within IRS? You stated that the NTTP program has been 
merged into one of the general divisions of IRS and consider it an integral part 
of the special enforcement programs. How has the funding for the intelligence 
division, special enforcement and any other division which impacts upon NTTP 
changed over "Lhe last three years and in the proposed budget? What would be 
an adequate level of funding in your mind for IRS to carry out 600 investigations 
under the High-level Drug Traffickers Tax Enforcement Project? 

The Service has taken the following substantive steps to modify previous 
operations and implement the President's uirective: 

1. We entered into an effective agreement with the Drug Enforcement Ad­
ministration (DEA). With the assistance of information supplied by DEA and 
other law enforcement agencies, IRS will be able to identify high echelon traf­
fickers and financiers, and will learn of their financial transactions that may 
indicate tax evasion. This information exchange will reduce the wasteful duplica­
tion of invE'.tigative efforts and will increase the quality, and potential tax and 
penalties, of the cases that are worked. 

2. We have established 3, separate' program, the High-level Drug Leaders 
Tax Enforcement Project, to which we have assigned a high priority. 

3. In keeping with the IRS/DEA Memorandum of Understanding, DEA has 
furnished the Service tht' names of 375 selected Class I vIolators. We have for­
warded these names to the IRS service centers. The Rervice centers have been 
instructed to process the items on a priority basis, secure pertinent tax returns 
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and transcripts of account, and forward the data to the appropriate IRS district 
offices for evaluation and appropriate enforcement action. Many of these items 
have reached the district offices and are being evaluated, on a pr1ori~.r basis, to 
determine criminal potential. IRS field officials are establishing liaison with local 
DEA officials and will obtain from DEA available financial information concerning 
these individuals. 

ThC! former NTP was merged into other Service program" primarily for two 
reasons. First, the NTP raised significant operational issues. Because of the special 
nature of NTP cascs, the Service had been called upon to make disproportionate 
use of termination and jeopardy assessments, powerful enforcement measures 
originally intended for extreme exigencies under the normal revenue collection 
process. Upon detailed full year follow-up examinations, such assessments often 
resulted in substantial reductions and refunds. This had an adverse effect on the 
effectiveness of our NTP program. Second, the former NTP was determined to 
be deficient as a tax-related activity in that it had not proven cost effective based 
on the revcnue yield. Although the proje;ct had been reasonably successful in 
obtaining criminal convictionfl, it had been very disappointing in terms of its 
revenue results when compared with our general enforcement programs. Scarce 
IRS resources were being used on cases, involving street-level traffickers, that 
could not compete effectively for those resources against other cases with a high 
revenue yield and greater impact on tax law compliance. 

A summary of Service-'wide funding for, and staff years actually applied to 
NTP is contained in our answer to Question 3. "VVithin Intelligence, 361 special 
agent staff years were applied to NTP in fiscal year 1974; 213 in fiscal year 1975; 
and 156 in fiscal year 1976. If the pending fiscal year 1977 Supplemental Budget 
Request is not granted, Intelligence plans to divert 300 special agent staff yea ... ~, 
mostly from the General Program, to conduct criminal tax investigations against 
approximately 500 high-level narcotics traffickers. 

To carry out 600 investigations, a minimum of 360 special agent staff years 
would be required. 

Question 8. Will you please submit the paper which you discussed in your 
testimony on the use of legitimate businesses as a cover for illegal funds obtained 
in narcotics trafficking. Have any of your domestic or overseas personnel come 
acro~s examples of legitimate businesses being used to launder illegal profits from 
any venture, not only narcotics? Which countries are currently used as havens 
for the hiding of funds? What is the status of cooperative agreements which would 
enable your agents to uncover the funds which are needed in your investigations? 
Has the St.ate Department been cooperative in pressing for the establishment of 
these agreements? Have there been any cases where your agents have been able 
to complement a narcotics prosecution by another agency with a tax evasion 
case? Furthermore, how many net worth cases have been made by your agency 
ill each of the last five years? How many of these were cases in.volving suspected 
narcotics law violators? 

Response. The Internal Revenue Service has never conducted a study of the 
prevalance of narcotics monies flowing into legitimate business enterprises, the 
reason being the difficulty of IJroving the taxpayers involvement in illicit narcotics 
trafficking. Generally speaking, most criminal tax investigations of alleged nar­
cotics traffickers relate to individuals on whom other enforcement agencies have 
been unable to prove narcotics activities. And, even an in-depth tax investigation 
seldom proves more than the taxpayer's violation of the internal revenue laws. 
We can only speCUlate as t.o the source of unreported income. 

What we can report are examples of known investments made by putative 
narcotics traffickers who were diverting their illicit and untaxed profits to legiti­
mate business enterpl.'ises. These examples deal primarily with continuing investi­
gations and were recently provided by our field offices. So 3,.'1 not to jeopardize any 
investigation, our references must be of a general nature: 

1. Investments in homes valued at $100,000 and higher. 
2. Investments in nightclubs. 
3. Investments in produce brokerage firms. 
4. Investments in bars, motels and restaurants. 
5. Investment of 4.5 million dollars (controlling interest) in a savings and loan 

association. 
6. Investment in a 700 acre real estate development. Corporation through which 

the development is being financed is a front for laundering money. 
7. Investments in service stations and clothing stores. 
8. Investment of approximately $100,000 in a glass manufacturing corporation. 
9. Investment of apprOxiILately $166,000 in a horse farm. 
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10. Investments in cattle ranches in Mexico, a thoroughbred horse racing stable 
and a chain of boutiques. 

11. Investments in a cement contracting firm and an equipment lensing firm. 
12. Investment to finance a motion picture for national distribution. 
13. Investment in a semi-professional basketball team. 
14. Investment to promote entertainment events. 
15. Investment in a domestic corporation involved in inventor-patent activities. 
16. Investments in real estate in Jamaica and Spain. 
17. Investments in a dental laboratory. 
Often these legitimate businesses are used to launder illegal profits from 

narcotics. 
The Bahamas and Mexico are two known tax haven countries. Also, by utilizing 

the banking systems of the Bahamas, Mexico, Costa Rica, Panama and Switzer­
land, individuals can take advantage of the bank secrecy laws to conceal untaxed 
profits. 

The only substantive agreement to date is the Mutual Assistance Treaty with 
Switze:'jand which will become effective January 1, 1977. It provides for assistance 
in locating witnesses, obtaining statements and testimony of witnesses, and 
production and authentication of business records in matters relating to treaty 
recognized offenses. We are attempting to negotiate cooperative exchange agree 
ments with Mexico and the Bahamas. 

The Memorandum of Understanding specifically calls for cooperation between 
DEA and IRS in attempting to secure simultaneous indictments. This becomes 
particularly important when an individual is indicted for both tax evasion and 
21 U.S.C. 848 (continuing criminal enterprise). An important element of proof 
under Section 848 is a substantial profiting from illicit narcotics traffil,king. There­
fore, the two offenses will tend to compliment each other both during the investi­
gation and at the subsequent trial. 

Statistics regarding the method of computai,icn used in eases investigated 
prior to fiscal year 1974 are not available. Our rec~rds indicate that we used 
indirect methods (which includes net worth, non-ded,lctible expenditures, and 
bank deposits) of computing taxable income in 619 cases in fiscal year 74, 563 
cases in fiscal year 75, and 531 cases in fiscal year 76. These are prosecution 
recommendations only. Of these cases, 182 cases in fiscal year 74, 104 cases in 
fiscal year 75, and 87 cases in fisr.al year 76 involved suspected narcotics traffickers. 

Quest7'on 9. How long on the average does it take for your agency to complete an 
investigation under the NTTP? How long does it take for the completed investiga­
tion to be analyzed by the prosecuting authorities so that a decision is made to 
either prosecute or turn down prosecution? Are th~re any regions where the pros­
ecuting authoritics have turned down a high proJ.'ortion of your investigations 
because of their heavy case load or for other reasons? What other avenues does 
your agency have if prosecution declines to pursue the investigation which your 
agency completes on a suspected narcotics violator? 

During the Fiscal Years 1974, 1975 and 1976, it took DJ) average of 13 months 
to complete investigations involving narcotics case SUbjects. 

After a completed investigl'.t1i)n left the Internal Revenue Service, it took an 
average of approximately 23 months in fiscal year 1974 and 30 months in fiscal 
year 1975 before a determir,ation was made as to whether prosecution should 
or should not be made. l)ue to the l'eclassification in fiscal year 1976 of the nar­
cotics traffickers project into other progrBmR, the figure for this year is not readily 
available, and would require e",ten~ive time to determine. 

Regarding the proporti0n of in\"C'c;tigations turned down by prosecuting au­
thorities, there does not appear to be any large disparities between regions. This 
is indicated by the attached chart (which covers the Fiscal Years 1974 through 
1976 and includes an average total for the three-year period) which shows that 
the average percentage of investigations declined by prosecuting authorities 
ranged from 10.3 to 14.8 percent. 

When prosecuting attorneys in the Department of Justice decline to pursue 
criminal action in an investigation in which we have recommended prosecution, 
they notify Regional Counsel (IRS) attorneys of their pending action and indi­
cate reasons for their anticipated declination of the case. Regional Counsel has 
30 days in which to spnd a letter to the Department of Justice asking for recon­
sideration. If Regional Counsel can convince the Department of Justice attorneys 
that they were wrong in their reasoning, or can provide additional evidence that 
the taxpayer should be prosecuted, the Department of Justice will pursue prosecu­
tion aotion. Otherwise, there are no further avenues of appeal. 
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North Atlantic _________________________ 
Mid-Atlantic __________________________ 
Southeast. ___________________________ 
Central _______________________________ 
Mi dwesL ____________________________ 
SauthwesL ___________________________ 
Western __________ . ___________________ 

Total __________ • ________________ 

1 Includes 2 010 cases. 
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DECLINATIONS-NUMBER AND PERCENT DECLINED BY DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND O.S. ATIORNEY 

Fiscal year 1974 Fiscal year 1975 Fiscal year 1976 

Percent Percent Percent 
Reviewed Declined declined Reviewed Decl;ned declined Reviewed Declined declined 

634 65 10.3 640 71 11.1 594 69 11.6 
411 71 17.3 494 54 10.9 530 66 12.5 
454 52 11.5 428 32 7.5 3SS 46 n.9 
395 37 9.4 307 40 13.0 424 56 13,2 
413 35 8.5 450 58 12.9 401 82 20.4 
305 23 7.5 275 40 14.5 413 66 16.0 
450 48 10.7 442 90 20.4 524 71 13.5 

3,062 331 10.8 3,036 3S5 12.7 13,273 456 13.9 

• 

Fiscal years 1974-7€ 

Percent 
Reviewed Declined declined 

-----.-
1,868 205 11.0 
1. 435 191 13.3 ~ 1; 267 130 10.3 
1,126 133 11.8 ...:r 
! 264 175 13.8 
' 993 129 13.0 

1,416 209 14.8 

t 9, 371 1,172 12.5 

-----~ 
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS ABUSE AND CONTROL, 

Washington, D.C., October 14, 1976. 
Hon. PETER B. BENSINGER, 
Administrator, Drug Enforcement Administration, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. BENSINGER: In your appearance before the Select Committee on 
September 23, 1976, whhlh was greatly appreciated, several significant matters 
were raised to which the Committee would appreciate your further "'Titten re­
sponse; at your earliest convenience: 

1. In your testimony before the Select Committee you testified that: "the level 
of heroin purity is ... the most important indicator ... to measure the abuse 
of that drug in the United States." Later you addressed the issue of "lag time" as 
it relates to the reduction of the addict population. How does DEA reconcile its 
reliance on purity reduction as a major agency objective, when statistical evidence 
demonstrates neither a reduction in property crime nor an increa"e in treatment 
populations over periods of major purity reductions? 

2. P1<:lase provide a full explanation of current methods of establishing street 
purit,l levels. What other agencies, law enforcement or health oriented, are pro­
viding input to these statistics? 

3. Please detail by country current opiate production and current estimates as 
to their representation on the American market. By what method are current 
interdiction statistics now correlated at 10 percent? Would you expand upon the 
significant reduction in the interdiction rates referred to by Commissioner Acree, 
in which he stated that prior to Reorganization Plan #2 interdiction rates stood 
at approximately 50 percent at the borders? 

4. Your testimony indicated the high priority of working relationships with 
other nations in the effort of DEA to control narcotics trafficking. Would you pro­
vide to the Committee specific information as to the working relationships in 
which you participate with the SO'viet Union find other aligned and non-aligned 
nations? The Committee would be pleased to arrange for Executive Sessions in 
order to deal with the sensitivity of your response to this inquiry at a later time. 
Please respond as hest you are able to, without disclosure of classified information 
at this time. The JANUS program referred to in your testimony indicated only 3 
convictions for 1975 of Mexican nationals in 1975 and only 5 cases pending thus 
far in 1976. Considering these relatively minor statistics why do you consider 
such results significant? Are other such JANUS projects being considered with 
other foreign governments? Specifically indicate what assistance DEA has pro­
vided the Treasury and State Department in negotiating financial treaties with 
other nations particularly those governments of the Bahamas, Cayman Islands 
and Mexico utilized by drug traffickers to evade U.S. taxation and to be able to 
deal in cash. 

5. Your testimon~T indicates increased cooperation and sharing of intelligence 
between IRS, Customs and the State Department. Please outline specifically the 
working arrangements that are currently operable between DEA and these 
agencies and ;,our recommendations, if any, to improve the effectiveness of these 
operations. In the Committee's review of the 22,000 cases provided DEA by Cus~ 
toms in :fiscal year 1976 only 1 percent or less of the cases were in the class 1 cate­
gory. Please provide to the Committee the di~positions of these cases accepted 
and/or passed on to other agencies by DEA. Similarly, Mr. Fehl of the F.B.I. 
stated that as early as April of 1976, 33 cases were turned over to DEA involving 
major heroin traffickers. Can you provide the disposition of these cases to the 
Committee? Please explain the case management system utilized by DEA in 
monitoring cases turned over to Justice and other agencies, as well as those cases 
referred by outside agencies to DEA. 

6. In your testimony you stated that much of the interagency cooperation in 
the field of narcotics law enforcement cannot be documented. Please provide to 
the Committee a general outline of information exchange for the agencies which 
are participating in this data flow. For example, what field intelligence or clear­
inghouse exists to provide information on Customs seizures, IRS investigations 
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and Justice Department prosecutions? Does such a network need to be established 
if none exists? 

7. Since the Cabinet Committee on International Narcotics Control has not 
met since 1973 what direction, or policies arc followed in international opium 
interdiction? From where do these policies emanate? What input does DEA 
have in the establishment of policy, treaty negotiations, and to the Secretary 
of State in regard to State Department responsibility in the production and 
trafficking of narcotics? 

8. In your tcstimony you stated that the current number of high level traffick­
ing fugitives exceeds 2,600. Please provide to the Committee the amount of bail 
forfeiture that this figure represents. Please provide an analysis of the local, 
state and federal court narcotics fugitives as of this time. Please discuss the 
area in which a majority of bond reductions took place for these fugitives and 
as to whether it is at magistrate level or at the Federal Judge level. Can you 
provide any insight on why bail for these high level drug traffickers are so dras­
tically reduced? Please elaborate on the problems of overcrowding in the Court 
system as it relates to bail reduction and failure to acquire convictions on these 
individuals. 

9. Please provide to the Committee a summary of the comparison of the 
New York narcotic laws and the proposed Federal sentencing system a.~ '';ated 
in your testimony. In addition, please provide the information refeYrl'(~ ~o in 
the testimony of the 499 "free time" DEA arrestees. 

10. In referring to the newly formed Domestic Law Enforcement Cabinet 
Committee, what current liaison exists between LEAA, NIDA and this body? 
You stated in your testimony that Dr. DuPont is an ex-officio member of this 
body. How many times have you met with Dr. DuPont over what period and 
what has been the substance of your discussions? What specific programs and 
projects have you agreed to undertake together? How do you explain the obvious 
contradiction in the minor linkage between crime and drug abuse in the Shellow 
report with the recent President's statement of April 27 in which he states that 
over 50% of all crime is drug related? Please provide to the Committee a review 
of the activity of the Domestic Law Enforcement Committee and the information 
concerning the 595 persons in Mexicc turned over to the Attorney General there, 
particularly as it relates to their citizenship and bail set in this country. 

11. Please provide to the Committee the Standard Operating Procedures 
produced by your department on JUly 30, 1976 concerning the general compliance 
with the Mansfield Amendment. At this time would you furnish any preliminary 
findings as to the adverse effect you feel this amendment might play in the inter­
national narcotics effort, and indicate in what manner your guidelines might 
overcome any such possible adverse effects. 

We realize we havc given you a tall order. However, you will appreciate that 
the mandate given to our Committee by the House of Represcntatives is broad, 
and by its very nature requires us to study and inquire into every substantive 
facet of our overwhdming drug abuse and control problem. Thank you for your 
continued cooperation and that of your associates. 

Very truly yours, 

Mr. JOSEPH L. NELLIS, 

JOSEPH L. NELLIS, Chief Counsel. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRA'UON. 

Washington. D.C. Nov. 10, l.?rG. 

Chief Counsel, Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. NELLIS: The attached is in res)?onse to your letter of October 14, 

1976. The review of the referrals from the U.S. Custom~ Service is in its finaliza­
tion and will be forwnrded to you within the next couple of days. 

If you have any further inquiry, please do not hesitate to let me know. 
Sincerely, 

Attnchments. 
PETER B. BENSINGER, Administrator. 

Question 1. How does DEA reconcile its reliance on purity reduction as a major 
agency objective, when statistical evidence demonstrates neither a reduction in 
property crime nor an increase in treatment populations over periods of major 
purity reductions? 
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It is a major DEA objective to reduce the availability of heroin. Research 
studies and our own experiences with addiction trends have indicated that in 
times in which heroin is readily available, addiction is likely to spread. By con­
trast, fewer persons initiate heroin use when heroin is in short supply. DEA's 
reliance on heroin purity reduction as [1 major objective is, in reality, an attempt 
to reduce availability, with purity viewed as an indicator of availability. 

It is expected that as a result of long-range reductions in availability, the 
amount of heroin related crime will decrease because the addict population will 
decline. However, this does not necessarily guarantee that the overall property 
crime rate will decrease. Many other factors, such as social conditions, economic 
trends, and the functioning of the criminal justice system also have profound in­
fluence on the crime rate. In ot!:.er words, the causes of crime are so complex 
that fluctuations in the crime rate are rarely dependent on a single factor. 

Concerning the treatment issue, it is difficult to relate heroin treatment ad­
missions to periodic declines in heroin purity. Treatment statistics thus far 
developed are not comprehensive or semdtive enough to be correlated with purity 
indicators. Also, there was no reliable method to gauge admission on a national 
scale prior to 1974, when brown heroin availability was beginning to have a 
national impact, offsetting previous shortages. In short, we are currently lacking 
historical or present data to truly gauge the impact of low purities on treatment 
admissions. 

A closing point should also be made. Research has shown t.hat when heroin is in 
short supply an addict may .!uit his habit voluntarily; he also may substitute for 
heroin or supplement heri""l use by taking other drugs. There is no aSSUl'ance that 
a majority of addicts wii. enter treatment when heroin is in short supply. 

Additional factors such as accessibility of treatment centers, addict age, 
availability of substitutes and court policies in sentencing addicts for involuntary 
treatment all playa major role in influencing treatment admissions. 

Question 2. Please provide a full explanation of current methods of establishing 
street purity levels. What other agencies, law enforcement or health oriented, are 
providing input to these statistics? 

DEA utilizes all heroin evidence purchases, analyzed in DEA laboratories, 
as the data base for computing the retail heroin purity index. This data base is 
subjected to carefully defined criteria, which selects for computation, only those 
samplet. which are clearly defined cs typical of the retail, "street" level of the 
illicit traffic. 

The retail index excludes samples above 14 percent purity which are also less 
than 14 grams gross weight, as these are usually purchased samples leading to 
future wholesale purchases. Also excluded are samples above 14 gram:; gross 
weight, as these arc considered low level wholesale purchases. Also excluded ate 
samples below 14 grams gross weight and 14. percent purity which cost more than 
$5 per milligram, as these are considered "burns" or fraudulent transactions. 

At present, the retail heroin samples utilized for these data. are composed 
entirely of DEA and Task Force purchases. Plans are currently being implemented, 
which will include as data inputs "street" purchases from 25 urban police depart­
ments within the U.S., thereby improving the quality and distribution of the 
data base. 

Question Sa. Please detail by country current opiate production and current 
estimates as to their representation on the American market'? 

A. Detail by country of current opiate production * 
Mexico (metric tons)___________ ___ ________ _ _ _______ _ __ __ ___ _____ ___ 100 
Southeast Asia (Golden Triangle) (metric tons) ______ ________________ &00 

Burma (tons) _ ________________________________________________ 390 
Thailand (tons) _" .. _________ .... ___ .. _ .. _________ .. ___ ~ ___ .. _____ ~___ 60 
Laos (tons) ___ ____ _ _ _ __ ___ _ _ _ ___ _ _ __ __ _ ___ _ __ _ __ _ _ _ __ __ __ __ ___ 50 

Pakistan (1975) (metric tons) ______________ . ________________________ 100 
Afghanistan (1975) (metric tons) __________________ .. _______________ 100-200 

The opium is converted into heroin at a ratio of 10 to 1. Estimates of the 
percentage of heroin in the U.S., by source country, follow. 

B. Estinlates of foreign sourced opiates on the American market. 
On the basis of our various laboratory analysis systems when merged with our 

intelligence information concerning the recent Heroin/B operation, and the 
continuing strong Mexican enforcement and eradication program, we estimate 
that the illicit heroin in the United States is of the following sources: 75-80% 

-Figures relate only to estimates of ilU,.lt production. 
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of the heroin exhibits are of the brown variety associated with Mexican origin; 
15-20% from the Golden Triangle (Thailand, Burma, Laos); 4% from Hong 
Kong, l'.Ialaysia, Cambodia and Vietnam; 0.5% from Turkey; 0.5% from 
Lebanon/Syria. 

The estimates are not absolute figures, but are within an approximate range. 
The patterns haw changed drastically since the days of the Turkish/French 
Conn('ction and w(' arC' confident that present programs arc having an effect on 
thl' pattern of the past three yearH. 

Question abo By what method are current interdiction statistics now correlated 
at 10 percent? 

DEA is unawarl' of the origin of the estimate that 10 percent of the drugs smuggled 
into the Unitl'd Htates is interdicted. The figure has been around for a number of 
ye:ml and its lpgitimacy is highly susPl'ct. It intimates !L precbdon of knowledge 
concprning sovl'ral factors which we bclicvp avail themselves only to gross 
rstimate;;. 

Question ac. Would you oxpand upon the significant reduction in the interdie­
tion rates refl'rrrd to hy Commission('r Acree, in which he stated that prior to 
Reorganization Plan No.2, illtprdiction rate'l stood at approximately 50 percent at 
the bord('rs? 

Our record of Commissioncr Acree'l' te~tim()nr indicates that he stated that 
Cu~toms' spizure" prior to the reorganization were accounting for approximately 
50 percrnt of all the heroin seized by Federal efforts. We do not construe his 
testimony to he that Customs was sl'izing 50 percent of all the hcroin being smug­
gled into thp Unitpd Stutrs during thnt period. Our record of the heroin removals 
in the Unit('d Htatt's by Federal pfforts is as follows for the fiscal years of 1971, 
1!l72, and una. 

HEROIN REMOVALS 

Fiscal year 1971 Fiscal year 1972 Fiscal year 1973 

Pounds Pounds Percent Pounds 
----------- --- --- ---------------------------

DEA(BNDD)___________ 226 19 955 61 

6~~~o~~:~s::::::: -:: :~: -- -- ------937"---- ----- -sr-- -- ---- -S20- -- -- --- ---38-
INS _______________________ .___ __ ____ __ __ ______ __ __ 15 1 

Total. ________ _ 1,163 100 1.630 100 

309 
206 
212 

41 

768 

Percent 

40 
27 
28 

5 

100 

Question .~a, Would you provide to the Committec specifie information as to 
the working rclati(ln~hips in which you participate with the Soviet "Cnion and 
othr-r aligm,d and nnn-align('d nations? 

DEA clJnrlllct~ pcriodic liaison visits to Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, Romania and 
Hungary and to n lesser extent to East (Jcrman)" and Czechoslovakia. These 
liaison mecting~ are arranged with the rlearance and authorization of the appro­
priate American Emhas,ies. This liaison program was t'stahlished several years 
ago whcn lllorphine baH£' was routed from Turkey through these countries to 
tIl(' laboratoril's ill Franc(>. While this problem is not in evidenc(> today, DEA 
('outinups t,hc vi~it~ to engage in discusRion with counterpart enforcement au­
thoritie" r{'garding general trafficking trends. Sevt'ral high-level officials of these 
countriPH h,we participated in our Executin· ObsPl'\'ation Progrum in the Unitcd 
Statl's. 

Our liaison with the Soviet Union is of a more limited nature and is generally 
restricil'd to the provision of information and intelligence on specific ongoing 
inwstigations. DK\ is curr(>ntly cxploring through the American Embassy in 
l'.fosrow th(' po,.;siiJility of DEA officials visiting 1108Cow regarding a reccnt 
seizurp of hrrdn involving Aml'rioan citizens. 

Question ."b. The .rANUH ]lro~ram referred to in your teRtimony indicated 
only thr('C' cOllvietioIlt' for 1975 of Mexican nationals in 1()75 and only five cases 
pending tllUs far in 1!l7!l. Considering thCRl' relatively minor statisticf'l, why do 
you C(Jn~ider surh rCHult" significant? Arc other such JAN US projects being con­
sidl'red with other foreign governments? 

On Octoll!'r 26, 1076, the United States/Mexican Government program of 
joint prosecution listed 62 cases. These cases involve the prosecution of Mexican 
Ilationals, U.f-l. fugitives and third-country nationals for violation of 11exican 
narcotics laws. This program remains one of the mORt important efforts aimed 
at those sources of supply that continue to flood the U.S. with Mexican narcotics. 

• 

• 

• 
,; 

• 

• 

• 

-' .-

• 

• 



• 

• 

.-
.. 

• 

• 

• 
.. ~ • 
• 

• 

• 

153 

In the 17 months that this program has been in operation, DEA and the Mexi~ 
can Government have jointly initiated 62 cases involving: 132 defendants in 
Mexico; 404 defendants in the U.S.; 55 cases with Class I violators; and 5 cases 
with Class II violators. 

Four convictions have been reported by the Government of Mexico. 
The majority of the 62 cases were presented to the MeJdcan Government. 

within the last 14 months (from .July 1975 to October 1, 1976). 
The average life span of a Mexican narcotic case, from arrest to disposition, 

is 8-12 months. This traditional time period involves routine case:> of arrest and 
seizures. 

The JANUS type cases require additional factors that neccssitate further 
delays. These delays are based on judicial/diplomatic requirements. Each case 
must be reviewed and cleared by the Office of the Mexican Attorney General 
and Mexican State Department. Further, the case must then be reviewed and 
accepted by the Mexican Federal Judge in the area where jurisdiction is required. 
Finally, the proper and eareful execution of the arrest warrant requires additional 
time. 

The Goverpment of Mexico has accepted 48 of the 62 cases and 46 of the 132 
defendants have been arrested in Mexico: 1 case has been completed with four 
convictions; 6 cases have been presented to the Mexican Federal Courts for final 
disposition; 15 cases are in various stages of preparation by Mexican Federal 
Attorneys for presentation to the Federal Courts; and 26 cases were recently 
accepted by Mexican Federal Attorneys in Chicago. 

The remainder of the 14 cases in JANUS include: 1 case dropped for lack of 
evidence, 2 cases which are being held in abeyance and 10 cases that are being 
reviewed by DEA domestic field personnel for presentation to Mexican Federal 
Attorneys. 

An understanding of the Mexican Federal Prosecution system will determine 
that the current statistics reported by the GOM on cases involving joint prosecu­
tion are most signifieant. The GOM is prepared to accept as many cases as can 
be properly developed. They are proceeding in due and proper course. The arrest 
of the identified suspects is being conducted by the Mexican Federal Police with 
proper care Ilnd excellent results. 

DEA's fugitive programs should benefit from the joint prosecution concept. 
In a recent effort in Chicago, Illinios, DEA submitted 26 cllses involving 18 
fugitives from United States Justice. 

The Governments of Colombia and Chile are currently considering similar 
programs involving extra-territorial prosecutions. Colombian authorities along 
with U.S. Judicial/Enforcement officials have reviewed three cases for prosecu­
tion based on evidence and information submitted by the United States Govern~ 
ment. Chile is presently considering a similar program, hut has not yet submitted 
any case to its Federal Courts. 

Question 4c. SpeCifically indicate what assistance DEA has provided the 
Treasury and State Department in negotiating financial treaties with other 
nations particularly those governments of the Bahamas, Cayman Islands and 
Mexico utilized by drug traffickers to evade U.S. taxation and to be able to deal 
in cash? 

In anticipation of requesting assistance from the Bahamian Government on the 
financial aspects of the narcotics traffic, DEA has been monitoring efforts to con~ 
clude a treaty with the Bahamas. Discussions on this subject were held in July 
1976, between the DEA financial intelligence project staff and that of the Assistant 
Secretary of the Treasury for Law Enforcement. A comprehensive treaty was 
drafted by Tax Division of Main Justice, with input by the Internal Revenue 
Service. It has recently been reviewed by DEA's Office of the Chief Counsel and 
returned to Justice. When revision is complete, the draft will be coordinated 
with the Department of State for the final negotiation process . 

Although DEA is currently planning approaches to the governments of Mexico 
and the Cayman Islands to assist in financial investigation of certain specified 
traffickers, this agency has had no input in any interagency planning for such 
treaty demarches. With its renewed emphasis on the financial aspects of the traffic, 
however, DEA is strongly in favor of comprehensive mutual assistan ~ treaties 
being brought into force; the model in this regard is between the Ur .ted States 
and Switzerland, which takes effect late in December. 

Question 5a. Your testimony indicates increased cooperation a·.d sharing of 
intelligence between IRS, Customs and the State Depfll'tment. Please outline 
specifically the working arrangements that are currently operab'~ between DEA 
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and these agencies and your recommendations, if any, to improve the effectiveness 
of these operations? 

An agreement dpsigned to place renewed emphasis on cooperation between 
DEA and Internal Revenue Service in the Narcotics Trafficker Tax Program was 
signed on July 27, 1976. A copy of this agreement is attached, and contains refer­
ences to problem~ of di~closure of IRS information to DEA; these problem areas 
are having a somewhat adverse effect on field relationships between investigators 
of both ageneies. Resolution of these problems is the subject of an ongoing series 
of discussions involving the headquarters intelligence and legal staffs of the two 
agencies. From these mectings, a request for legislative relief may emerge. DEA 
field agents clearly have no nced for tax return information on target traffickers; 
however, investigative information passage and consultation on the general 
criminal activity of a joint target should properly be shared by DEA and IRS 
investigators. Based on this distinction, the Narcotic:; Trafficker Tax Program 
can achieve an impact on upper echelons of the narcotics traffic, without risk to 
the privacy under law of taxpayer information. 

Working through the Office of Ambassador Vance, DEA's International In­
telligence Division staff and the Office of Htrategic Intelligence (IGR) have 
established close working relations between analysts and country desk officers at 
the State Department. Routine and frequent contact between State and DEA 
analysts is maintained in the selection of and production of articles for DEA's 
Weeldy Digest on Narcotics Intelligence and DEA's Quarterly Intelligence 
Trends. State Department analysts provide invaluable judgements on political 
matters involving narcotics in foreign countries. This in turn, allows DEA to 
produce narcotics intelligence with a broader viewpoint than would otherwise be 
possible. All intelligence publications are provided to State Department. 

Recently, at State Department request, 103 Narcotics Coordinators at U.S. 
embassies overseas were added to the hard copy distribution list of DEA's Quar­
terly Intelligence Trends and 13 Narcotics Coordinators at sclected U.S. em­
bassies were added to the cable version of DEA's Weeldy Digest of Narcotics 
Intelligence. 

As a result of the implementation of Reorganization Plan No.2 of 1973, the 
Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) is charged with primary responsibility 
for the collection of intelligence, as well as the associated investigative and law 
enforcement responsibilities, which relate to the :;upprrssion of importation and 
trafficking in illicit drugs. The U.S. Customs ~ervice, on the other hand, retains 
the responsibility for searches and seizures of contraband, including illicit drugs, 
and/or the apprehension/detention of individuals in connection with smuggling 
activities at ports of entry or along the land/water borders of the United States. 

These interlocking responsibilities require th'1t DEA and Customs elements 
work together in a mutually supportive partnership. Customs, to be most effective 
in discharge of its responSibilities, is highly dependent upon DEA assets and capa­
bilities for basie and operational intelligence. 

Since July 1973, a large amount of information/intelligence has been exchanged 
on a more or less informal basis between DEA and Customs; however, until 
recently DEA had no established procedure for quantifying the nature and 
types of information which was provided to Customs. Neither was there any 
coordinated mechanism of insuring that requests from Customs were answered 
in an expeditious and satisfactory manner. In early July 1975, to correct this 
deficiency, a special liaison activity WfiR creatrd within DEA's Office of Intelli­
gence. It is the responsibility of this activity to see that Customs is provided with 
any and all DEA-acquired und/or processed intelligence which might be of value 
in the conduct of port and border interdiction functitons. It is also the responsi­
bility of this activity to keep an accurate record of the quantitiES and categories of 
intelligence provided to Customs. A report of this information/intelligence ex­
change is provided on a monthly basis to the Commissioner of Customs. 

To assist DEA in the accomplishment of its support functions, Customs has 
provided a statement of its information/intelligence requirements and DEA 
field elements have been instructed to broaden the scope of informant and de­
fendant debriefings to obtain information responsible to Customs expressed 
needs. 

Customs has also designated a counterpart liaison activity so that each agency 
now has a single point of eontact to monitor, coordinate and quantify the intel­
ligence exchange. The development also provides a capability for effecting mu­
tually satisfactory resolutions of operational and policy problems affecting these 
exchanges. 
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On December 11, 1975, in a further effort to guarantee effective cooperation 
and coordination between DEA and Customs, the heads of both agencies signed 
a Memorandum of Understanding establishing guidelines under which both 
agencies agreed to cooperate. 

On December 16, 1975, DEA field elements were notified by electrical message 
of the signing of this Memorandum of Understanding. This message instructed 
all Regional Directors to direct and ensure that every employee read the mem­
orr.ndum. 

On February 9, 1976, the Administrator of DEA and the Commissioner of 
Customs met, along with members of their senior staffs, to clarify and resolve 
any issues which might have been raised through individual interpretation;, of 
the guidelines. 

On March 5, 1976, the Administrator published a memorandum addressed tn 
all DEA Regional Directors, Laboratory Directors and Headquarters Office 
Head;; affirming his unqualified support of the Memorandum of Understanding 
and voicing his expectation that the agreement would be implemented fully and 
adhered to . 

On January 30, 1976, in a move to improve bandling and quantification pro­
ccdures, all DEA Hegional and District Offices were notified that all requests 
for subject, vehicle, aircraft and vessel lookouts would henceforth be processed 
through EI Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) for entry into the Customs alert 
systems. A subsequent instruction informed the same recipients that EPIC is 
also responsible for taking initiative action to establish alerts with Customs 
based on review of incoming reports where such imports were not specifically 
requested . 

In the Summer of 1976, DEA and Customs agreed to additional procedures 
whereby Customs was authorized to debrief violators in whom DEA evidenced 
no further enforcement and/or operatinnal interest. Information pertinent to 
narcotics enforcement concerns obtained during these debriefings is to be passed 
immediately to the appropriate DEA element. 

During the first six months of CY1976, DEA referred a total of 3,113 individual 
subjects; 851 suspect vehicles; 211 suspect air<::raft; and 183 suspect vessels for 
entry into Customs alert systems. The total figures for FY1976 and TQ 1976 
are 6,062; 1,806; 544 and 465 respectively. All of these figures reflect a general 
constant increase in information/ingelligence provided to Customs j a trend 
expected to continue during the coming year. 

In addition, NADDIS data consisting of 6&,548 records created or updated 
was provided in computer tape format to Customs during the period cited above. 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 
AND THE DRUG EN~'ORCElI!ENT ADMINISTRATION 

The following is an excerpt from the President's message to the Congress dated 
April 27, 1976: 

"I am directing the Secretary of the Treasury to work '\\ith the Commissioner 
of the Internal Revenue, in consultation with the Attorney General and Ad­
ministrator of the Drug Abuse Enforc~ment Administration, to develop a tax 
enforcement program aimed. at high-level drug trafficking. We know that many 
of the biggest drug leaders do not pay income taxes on the enormous profits they 
make on this criminal activity. I am confident that a responsible program can be 
designed which will promote effective enforcement of the tax laws against these 
individuals who are currently violating these laws with impunity." 

In order to carry out the President's program aimed at high-level drug traf­
ficking and to promote effective enforcement of the tax laws against those indi­
viduals who are violating these laws with impunity, the Internal Revenue Service 
(IRS) and the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) have agreed to the 
following: 

I. Primary liaison between IRS and DEA will be maintained at the National 
Office level of IRS, and at the Headquarters level of DEA. The Assistant Ad­
ministrator, Office of Intelligence, DEA, and the Assistant Commissioner (Com­
pliance), IRS, are def:ignated Senior Coordinating Officials responsible for imple­
menting the provisions of this Memorandum of Understanding and are responsible 
for monitoring the progress of the program within their respective agencies. 

II. The responsibility for the investigation of substantive narcotics violations 
will remain with DEA. The responsibility of IRS is to conduct appropriate civil 
examinations and criminal investigations of high-level drug leaders and financiers 
who IRS determines to have violated the internal revenue laws using its established 
standards. 
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To assist IRS in identifying high-level drug leaders and financiers, DEA will 
provide IRS illformation about individuals identified by DEA as Class I violators. 

III. IRS will furnish information involving SUbstantive narcotics violations 
either direct to DEA or to the Assistant Attornpy General, Criminal Division, 
Department of Justice, in accordance with the disclosure laws and regulations. 
DEA will furnish to IRS, on a continuing basis, financial information and docu­
ments obtained by DEA relevant to the possibility of ta"{ violations by all indi­
viduals involved in narcotics trafficking, regardless of their level of involvement. 
However, only those individuals who meet D EA Class I criteria will be considered 
for inclusion in this program. 

The exchange of information between DEA and IRS will be subject to all 
procedures established under, and will be accounted for in accordance with the 
Privacy Act of 1974. 

IV. The primary responsibility for gathering information relating to and the 
identification of major narcotics leaders remains with DEA. DEA will furnish 
periodically to the IRS, National Office, an updated H;:t of selected Class I vio­
lators together with information relating to the individual's invol"ement in nar­
cotics and whatever financial information DBA may have for IRS to determine 
the individual's compliance with the tax lawtl. The IRS, National Office, will 
distribute this information to the appropriate IRS regional offices for further 
evaluation and dissemination to the IRS district offices. The IRS district offices 
will supplement the information by contacting the local DEA office and by 
independently developing additional tax-related information in accordance with 
normal IRS procedures. 

V. DEA Class I violators are generally given investigative priority by DEA. 
Therefore, to avoid compromising DEA investigations and endangering DEA 
personnel and cooperating individuuls, IRS will ordinarily honor DEA requests to 
temporarily suspend or limit specific IRS investigative acts involving such cases. 
For example, IRS will ordinarily honor a DEA request to temporarily suspend 
any IRS activity which would expose or hinder the activities of DEA undercover 
personnel; however, other IRS investigative and examination activities related 
to the case would proceed. All such requests from DEA Regional Directors should 
be in writing and should state the specific activities to be temporarily limited and 
the period of time for which the suspension is requested. 

VI. Appendix One is a list of IRS district offices and posts of duty cross ref­
ere'1ced to DEA offices having jurisdictional responsibility within the district. 
The Shief, Intelligence Division, IRS, in each of the districts designated, is the 
responsible official for implementing an effective liaison program with all DEA 
offices located within the IRS district. 

VII. The statutory authority of IRS is clearly limited t.o those matters falling 
within the purview of the Internal Revenue Code. Appropriate IRS officials at 
the district level shall make the final determination as to which cases shall be 
subject to either an audit examination or a criminal investigation. The investiga­
tion and prosecution of substantive narcotic violations by DEA will generally 
take precedence over the investigation and prosecution of tax violations. However, 
in those instances where the tax investigations have either been completed or 
SUbstantially completed, DEA and IRS will cooperate in attempting to secure 
simultaneous indictments. 

VIII. Jeopardy assessments and terminations of taxable years, which are 
measures provided in the Internal Revenue Code to protect the tax revenues when 
collection is believed to be in doubt, will be made only in accordance with the pro­
visions of the Code, as interpreted by the U.S. Supreme Court. Appendix Two 
contains the text of Sections 6851 and 6861 of the Internal Revenue Code and the 
Syllabus of the recent decision of the U.S. Supreme Court in Laing v. United 
States, which relate to jeopardy assessments and terminations of taxable years. 
The IRS will assist the DEA in a program to inform DEA field personnel of the 
judicial and proposed legislative limitations of the Internal Revenue Service's 
Jeopardy and Termination Assessment powers to minimize any friction that 
might result if DEA agents' expect,ations as to the use of these powers are frus­
trated by such limitations. 

IX. To further an understanding of the jurisdictional responsibilities of DEA 
and IRS, personnel of the respective agencies are authorized to participate in 
training programs conducted by the other agency. Such participation shall be 
limited to the exchange of qualified instructors to participate on a temporary 
basis as guest lecturers. This cross-training can best be coordinated and accom­
plished at the district level. 
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X. IRS personnel are not authorized to participate in arrests, raids and similar 
activities with DEA perRonneI. 

XI. In emergency situations where the safety of DEA or IRS personnel is 
in jeopardy, all necessary assistance will be rendered without delay by personnel 
of the other agency. 

XII. Central Tactical (CENTAC) Units arc created by DEA to direct investi­
gative activities at key individuals who, under varied positions of power in drug 
trafficking organizations, are insulated from normal investigative efforts. CEN­
TAC Units arc conspiracy oriented and are specially designed to investigate drug 
networks that cut across local, state, regional, national, and international borders. 
Each unit has direct control of the investigation as it develops. They are hig!1ly 
mohile, having authority to pursue an investigation wherever it may lead. The 
CENTAC Unit collects documents, organizes and corroborates testimony and 
other evidence to be presented to grand juries sitting in judicial districts where 
violationR have occurred. 

With the approval of both Senior Coordinating Officials, IRS mn.y detail, on a 
temporary basis, IRS personnel to provide specialized assistance to CENTAC 
Units. IRS personnel will at all times remain under the direct control and super­
vision of IRS management and their duties in this liaison capacity shall be 
limited to reviewing and evaluating tax-related information obtained by DBA 
CBNTAC Units. 

XIII. Tax-related books, records and other documents seized by DEA per­
sonnel as a result of the execution and return of search and arrest warrants may 
be examined by IRR personnel to determine whether thc individuals involvcd had 
complied with th(' internal revenue laws. 

XIV. IRS and DEA personnel will not discourage potential sources of informa­
tion from furnishing information to the other agency; and will not compete for 
informants or information. This cooperation should be made known to potential 
sources of information in order to discourage informants from "agency shopping." 

XV. The debriefing of informants by DEA personnel will include an inquiry 
about financial information and potential tax violationf'!. If the informant appears 
knowledgeable about these matters, DEA personnel will, if appropriate, encourage 
the inform:mt to meet directly with IRS personnel. If the informant declines, 
DBA personnel will debrief the informant of any finandal information and infor­
mation relating to potential tax violations, and will transmit such information to 
IRS in accordance with DEA procedures. When it appear~ that an IRS informant 
is knowledgeable concerning potential narcotics violations, IRS will encourage 
the informant to meet cirectly with DEA personnel. If the informant declines, 
IRS personnel will debrief the informant of the information relating to potential 
narcotics violations and will transmit such information either direct to DEA or to 
the Assistant Attorney General, Criminal Division, Department of Justice, in 
accordance with thE' disclosure laws and regulations. IRS will be responsible for 
evaluating and, where appropriate, making pn.yment for financial information 
concerning potential tax violations; and DEA will be responsible for evaluating 
and, where appropriate, making payment for information relating to potential 
narcotics violntioml. IRS and DEA will coordinate to the extent necessary to pre­
vent duplicate or excE-ssive payments for the same information. 

XVI. DEA shall furnish IRS with stratcgic information c.nd studies relating to 
the domestic and international flow of funds used in narcotics trafficking. To the 
extent this strategic information, unrelated to tax matters, is further developed 
by IRS, the additional information will be furnished to DEA. DEA and IRS 
Senior Coordinating Officials may authorize joint studies that would benefit both 
agencies. 

PETER BENSINGER, 
Administrator, Drug EnfJrcement Administration. 

DONALD C. ALEXANDER, 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 

DISCLOSURE AND :eXCHANGE OF INFORMATION 

.01 The disclosure of tax information from Internal Revenue Service files will 
be governed by Sections 6103 and 7213 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, 
18 U.S.C. 1905 and Treasury Regulations Sections 30] .6103(a)-1(f) and (g) . 

. 02 Disclosures initiated by the Internal Revenue Service concerning informa~ 
tion related to tl:.X returns or obtained in the course of tax investigations, but 
involving nontax Federal violations, must be made as follows: the Service will 
notify the Assistant Attorney General, Criminal Division, that the Service has 

81-443 0-77-' -11 
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obtained information concerning the possible violation of Federal narcotics 
statutes. If the Assistant Attorney General submits a request for the information, 
under the provisions of 26 CFR 301.6103(a)-1(g), disclosure of information 
specifically concerning the violation will be authorized . 

. 03 ~'acts or information, relating to the c'Jmmission of nontax. Federal criminal 
acts or violations of nontax Federal criminal laws, not directly or indirectly related 
to a tax return or a tax investigation, may be disclosed by IRS employees directly 
to DEA in emergency situations or through their supervisors when circumstances 
permit . 

. 04 Disclosures requests initiated by the DEA concerning matters under 
investigation by that agency, as distinct from matters uuder investigation by 
Department of Justice attorneys and within their jurisdiction, must be in accord­
ance with the provisions of 26 CFR 301.6103 (a)-l (f) and be signed by the 
Attorney General. Requests for access by Department of Justice attorneys for 
use in matters under that agency's consideration involving narcotics violations 
must be in compliance with 26 CFR 301.6103(a)-1 (g). Such request should be 
in writing and addressed to the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Washington, 
D.C. 20224, with a copy addressed to the District Director or Service Center 
Director having custody of the information. Such applications must show: 

(1) The name and address of the person or entity of concern; 
(2) The kind of tax involved; 
(3) The taxable period covered; 
(4) The reason why inspection is desired, which must include the manner 

in which the information will be used; and 
(5) In the case of requests made pursuant to 26 CFR 301.6103(a)-1(f), 

the name and the official designation of the person by whom the inspt:ction 
is to be made. 

The application must specify the autharity for the request and should indicate 
whether inspection or copies of the tax information is desired. 

If applicable, the application should also request that Service officials who 
conducted investigations concerning the named taxpayer bc permitted to discuss 
the details of their investigation with authorized representatives of the Depart­
ment of Justice. 

Any documents furnished in response to a DEA request must be returned to the 
officc furnishing them after they have served the purpose for which they were 
requested. 

Any questions concerning applicatic~..'J made on behalf of DEA should be di­
rected to the Director, Disclosure Operations Division at 964-3908, 4263, and 4847. 

[ApPENDIX 2] 

INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 

SECTION 6851. TERMINATION OF TAXABLE YEAR 

(a) Income Tax in Jeopardz' 
(1) In general.-If the Secretary or his delegate finds that a taxpayer designs 

quickly to depart from the United States or to remove his property therefrom, 
or to conceal himself or his property therein, or to do any other act tending to 
prejudice or to render wholly or partly ineffoctual proceedings to collect the in­
come tax for the current or the preceding taxable year unless such proceedings 
be brought without delay, the Secretary or his delegate shall declare the taxable 
period for such taxpayer immediately terminated, and shall cause notice of such 
finding and declaration to be given the taxpayer, together with a demand for 
immediate payment of the tax for the taxable period so declared terminated and 
of the tax for the preceding taxable year or so much of such tax as is unpaid, 
whether or not the time otherwise allowed by law for filing return and paying 
the tax has expired; and such taxes shall thereupon become immediately due 
and payable. In any proceeding in court brought to enforce payment of taxes 
made due and payable by virtue of the provisions of this section, the finding of 
the Secretary or his delegate, made as herein provided, whether made after 
notice to the taxpayet' or not, shull be for all purposes presumptive evidence of 
jeo}Jardy. ' 

(2) Corporalion in liquidalion.-If the Secretary or his delegate finds that the 
collection of the income tax of a corporation for the current or the preceding 
taxable year will be jeopardized by the distribution of all or a portion of the 
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assets of such corporation in the liquidation of the whole or any part of its capital 
stock, the Secretary or his delegate shall declare the taxable period for such 
taxpayer immediately terminated and shall cause notice of such finding and 
declaration to be given the taxpayer, together with a demand for immediate 
payment of the tax for the taxable period so declared terminated and of the tax 
for the preceding taxable year or so much of such tax as is unpaid, whether or 
not the time otherwise allowed by law for ming return and paying the tax has 
expired; and such taxes shall thereupon become immediately due and payable. 
(b) Reopening of Taxable Period 

Notwithstanding the termination of the taxable period of the taxpayer by the 
Secretary Oi' his delegate, as provided in subsection (a), the Secretary or his 
delegate may reopen such taxable period each time the taxpayer is found by 
the Secretary of his delegate to have received income, within the current taxable 
year, since a termination of the period under subsection (a). A taxable period 
so terminated by the Secretary of his delegate may be reopened by the taxpayer 
(other than a nonresident alien) if he files with the Secretary or his delegate a 
true and accurate return of the items of gross income and of the deductions and 
credits allowed under this title for such taxable period, together with such other 
information as the Secretary or his delegate may by regulations prellcribe, If the 
taxpayer is a nonresident alien the taxable period so terminated may be reopened 
by him if he files, or causes to be med, with the Secretary or his delegate a true 
and accurate return of his total income derived from all sources within the United 
States, in the manner prescribed in this title. 
(c) Citizens 

In th-e case of a citizen of the United i'tates or of a possession of the United 
States about to depart from the United States, the Secretary or his delegate 
may, at his discretion, waive any or ali of the requirements placed on the tax­
payer by this section. 
(d) Departure of Alien 

Subject. to such exceptions as may, by regulations, be prescribed by tb~ Secre­
tary of hiR dele~ate-

(1) No alien shall depart from the United States unless he first procures 
from the Secretary or his delegate a certificate that he has complied with all 
the obligations imposed upon him by the income tax laws, 

(2) Payment of taxes shall not be enforced by any proceedings under the 
provisions of this section prior to the expiration of the time otherwise allowed 
for paying such taxes if, in the case of an alien about to depart from the 
United States, the Secretary of his delegate determines that the collection 
of the tax will not be jeopardized i>y the departure of the alien. 

(e) Furnishing of Bond Where Taxable Year Is GlOBed by the Secretary or His 
Delegate 

Payment of taxas shall not be enforced by any proceedings under the provisions 
of this section prior to the expiration of the time otherwise allowed for paying 
such taxes if the taxpayer furnishes, under regulations prescribed by the Secre­
tary or his delegate, a bond to insure the timely making of returns with respect 
to, and payment of, such taxL" or any income or excess profits taxes for prior 
years. 

SECTION 6861. JEOPARDY ASSESSMENTS OF INCOME, ESTATE, AND GIFT TAXES 

(a) Authority for Making 
If the Secretary or his delegate believes that the assessment or collection of 

a defiCiency, as defined in section 6211, will be jeopardized by delay, he shall, 
notwithstanding the provisions of section 6213(a), immediately assess such 
deficiency (together with all interest, additional amounts, and additions to the 
tax provided for by law), and notice and demand shall be made by the Secretary 
or his delegate for the payment thereof. 
(b) Deficiency Letters 

If the jeopardy assessment is made before any notice in respect to the tax to 
which the jeopardy assessment relates has been mailed under ,cction 6212(a), 
then the Secretary or his delegate shall mail a notice under such ~ubsection within 
60 days after the making (,; the assessment. 
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(c) Amount Assessable Before Decision of Tax Court 

The jeopardy a~sessment may be made in respect of a deficiency greater or 
less than that notice of which has been mailed to the taxpayer, despite the pro­
visions of section 6212(c) prohibiting the determination of additional deficiencies, 
and whether or not the taxpayer has theretofore filed a petition with the Tax 
Court. The Secretary or his delegate may, at any time before the decision of the 
Tax Court is rendered, abate such assessment, or any unpaid portion thereof, to 
the extent that he believes the assessment to be excessive in amount. The Secre­
tary or his delegate shall notify the Tax Court of the amount of such assessment, 
or abatement, if the petition is filed with the Tax Court before the making of the 
assessment or is subsequently filed, and the Tax Court shall have jurisdiction to 
redetermine the entire amount of the deficiency and of all amounts assessed at 
the same time in connection therewith. 
(d) Amount Assessable After Decision of Tax Court 

If the jeopardy assessment is made after the decision of the Tax Court is 
rendered, such assessment may be made only in respect of the deficiency deter­
mined by the Tax Court in its decision. 
(e) Expiration of Right to Assess 

A jeopardy assessment may not be made after the decision of the Tax Oourt 
has become final or after the taxpayer has filed a petition for review of the decision 
of the Tax Court. 
(f) Collection of Unpaid Amounts 

When the petition has been filed with the Tax Court and when the amount 
which should have been assessed has been determined by a decision of the Tax 
Court which has become final, then any unpaid portion, the collection of which 
has been stayed by bond as provided in section 6863(b) shall be collected as part 
of the tax upon notice and demand from the Secretary or his delegate, and any 
remaining portion of the assessment shall be abated. If the amount already 
collected exceeds the amount determined as the amount which should have been 
assessed, such excess shall be credited or refunded to the taxpayer as provided in 
section 6402, without the filing of claim therefor. If the amount determined as 
the amount which should have been assessed is greater than the amount actually 
assessed, then the difference shall be assessed and shall be collected !Vl part of the 
tax upon notice and demand from the Secretary or his delegate. 
(g) Abatement if Jeopardy DOBS not Exist 

The Secretary or his delegate may abate the jeopardy assessment if he findS 
that jeopardy does not exist. Such abatement may not be made after a decision 
of the Tax Court in respect of the deficiency has been rendered or, if no petition 
is filed with the Tax Court, after the expiration of the period for filing, such 
petition. The period of limitation on the making of assessments and levy or a 
proceeding in court for collection, in respect of any deficiency, shall be determined 
as if the jeopardy assessment so abated had not been made except that the 
running of such period shall in any event be suspenc:.1d for the period from the 
date of such jeopardy assessment until the expiration of the 10th day after the 
day on which such jeopardy assessment is abated. 

SUPREME COURT OT< THE UNITED STATES 

Syllabus 

LAING v. UNITED STATES ET AL. 

Oertiorari to the United States Court of Appeals for The Second Circuit 

No. 73-1808. Argued January 21, 1975-Reargued October 15, 1975-Decided 
January 13, 1976.* 

These cases involve two income-tax payers whose taxable years were terminated 
by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) prior to their normal expiration dates 
I>t1rsuant to the jeopardy termination provisions of § 6851 (a) (1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (Code), which allows the IRS immediately to terminat'B a 
taxpayer's taxable period when it finds that the taxpayer intends to commit any 
act tending to prejudice or render ineffectual the collection of his income tax for 

.Together with No. 74-75, United states et al. v. Hall, on appeal to the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit. 
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the current or preceding taxable year. Under § 6851 the tax is due immediately 
upon termination, and upon such termination the taxpayer's taxable year comeo 
to a close. In each case, after the taxpayer failed to file a return or pay the tax 
assessed as demanded, the IRS levied upon and seized property of the taxpayer 
without having sent a notice of deficiency to the taxpayer, a jurisdictional pre­
requisite to a taxpayer's refund suit in the Tax Court, and without following the 
other procedures mandated by § 6861 et seq. of the Code for the assessment and 
collection of a deficiency whose collection is in jeopardy. The Government contends 
that such procedures are inapplicable to a tax liability arising after a § 6851 
termination because such liability is not a "deficiency" within the meaning of 
§ 6211 (a) of the Code, where the term is defined as the amoun~ of the tax impo.>ed 
less any amount that may have been reported by the taxpayer on his return. 
In No. 73-1808 the District Court held that a deficiency notice is not required 
when a taxable period is terminated pursuant to § 6851 (a) (1), and dismissed the 
taxpayer's suit for injuctive and declaratory relief on the ground, inter alia, that 
it was prohibited by the Anti-Injunction Act, § 7421 (a) of the Code, and the 
Court of Appeals affirmed. In No. 74-75 the District Court granted the taxpayer 
injunctive relief, holding that the Anti-Injum.uioll Act was inapplicable because 
of the IRS's failure to follow the procedures of § 6861 et seq., and the Court of 
Appeals affirmed. Held: Based on the plain language of the statutory provisions 
at issue, their place in the legislative scheme, and their legislative history, the 
tax owing, but not reported, at the time of a § 6851 termination is a deficiency 
whose asseSRment and collection is subject to the procedures of § 6861 et seq., 
and hence because the District Director in each case failed to comply with these 
requirements, the taxp:J.yers' suits were not barred by the Anti-Injunction Act. 
Pp.7-23. 

(a) Under the statutory definition of § 6211(a), the tax owing and unreported 
after a jeopardy termination, which in these cases, as in most § 6851 terminations, 
is the full tax dne, is clearly a deficiency, there being nothing'in the definition to 
suggest that a deficiency can arise ouly at the conclusion of a 12-month taxable 
year and it being sufficient that the taxable period in question has come to an end 
and the tax in question is due and unreported. Pp. 11-13. 

(b) To deny a taxpayer subjected to a jeopardy termination the opportunity 
to litigate his tax liability in the Tax Court, as would be the case under the Govern­
ment's view that the unreported tax due after a jeopardy termination is not a 
deficiency and that hence a definciency notice is not required, would be out of 
keeping with the thrust of the Code, which generally allows income-tax payers 
access to that court. Pp. 14-15. 

(c) The jeopardy assessment and termination provisions have long been treated 
in a closely paTallel fashion, and there is nothing in the early codification of such 
provisions to suggest the contrary. Pp. 15-21. 

No. 73-1808, 496 F. 2d 853, reversed and remanded No. 74-75, 493 F. 2d 1211, 
affirmed. 

Marshall, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, in which Brennan, Steward, 
White, and Powell, JJ., joined. Brennan, J" filed a concurring opinion. Black­
mun., J., filed a dissenting opinion, in which Berger, C. J., and Rehnquist, J., 
joined. Stevens, J., took no part in the consideration or decision of the cases. 

Question fic. Mr. Fehl of the FBI stated that as early as April of 1976, 33 cases 
were turned over to DEA involving major heroin traffickers. Can you provide the 
diE'position of these cases to the Committee? 

Referring directly to Mr. Fehl's testimony in the Committee's document, it is 
correctly stated that the number 33 refers to major narcotics traffickers who Were 
indicted in April of 1976, and not 33 cases. In May of 1975, a Central Tactical 
Unit operation began as a joint effort of both the FBI and DEA. Between August 
6, 1975 and mid-September 1975, an intensive debriefing of a principal Govern­
ment witn,!ss was completed by DEA personnel and resulted in a 73 page state­
ment. The DEA investigation resulting from this testimony disclosed a vast 
multikilogram heroin/cocaine importation/distribution network covering the 
metropolitan eastern seaboard and as far west as Chicago. The investigation 
disclosed a close, amorphous Rtructure between Italian-American, Black and 
Latin Organized Crime groups. 

In April of 1976, 33 arrest warrants were issued in the SDNY (Indictment 
#76CR324). By April 23, 1976,32 defendants were apprehended. The sole fugitive 
from the indictment has been a DEA fugitive in another case since 1970. Trial 
began in August 1976 and is presently continuing. One principal violator Juan 
Antonio ALVAREZ jumped bail and is currently being tried in absentia. 
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It is to be noted that the DEA investigation initiated by the statement of the 
principal witness resulted in the uncovering of a large number of other primary 
witnesses who were able to expand the scope of the investigation far beyond the 
group of violators identified by the DEA/FBI witness. The resulting 33 indict­
ments indicate the highest levels of violators in tilis expanded investigation. 

Question 5d. Explain the case management system utilized by DEA in monitor­
ing cases turned over to Justire and other agencies, as well as those cases referred 
by outside agencies to DEA? 

1. To distinguish between DEA "cases" and the "case" of an individual 
violator, a DEA investigative case is most often targeted against several in­
dividuals involved in an identifiable drug trafficking situation or organization. 
Each DEA investigative case is assigned a unique case number by the originating 
office for management reporting purposes. Each case is further identified with 
respect to either the agency or type agency that provided the initial investigative 
lead or cvidence, the broad geographic area involved, and the DEA priority 
assigned to the investigation based on the major drug involved and the position 
and relative importance in the trafficking heirarchy of the principal violator 
identified. 

2. Referrals to other agencies by DEA fall in the three general categories based 
on the sourcc of the investigation: 

(a) The first category involves the referral of information or evidence on 
violations of non drug Federal statutes to other Federal law enforcement 
agencies that is obtained in the normal course of DEA investigations. Where 
drug violations are also involved, joint investigative efforts may be under­
taken to immobilize the violator. 

(b) The second category involves referrals to state and local authorities 
that emanate from DEA initiated cases, DEA/state and local task fOl'ce 
cases, and DEA/state and local cooperative cases where the violations do not 
meet the local guidelines of the respective U.S. Attorneys for prosecution in 
Federal Courts. 

(c) The third category involves referrals to state and local authorities for 
prosecution of drug violations that have been referred to DEA by other 
Federal agencies such as the U.S. Customs SerVice, that do not meet the local 
guidelines of the respective U,S. Attorneys for prosecution in Federal Courts. 
Referrals in this category are identified formally as DEA investigative cases 
for management purposes only when a reasonable amount of additional 
investigative activity was undertaken subsequent to the initial referral to 
DEA. 

3. Drug-related matters referred to DEA by other Federal agencies or state and 
local authorities that are accepted for further investigation and/or Federal 
prosecution are identified as described in paragraph 1, above. Cases that are 
referred to DEA but do not; meet the local guidelines of the respective U.S. 
Attorneys may subsequently be referred to ::;tate and local authorities for prosecu­
tion. In the latter instance, DEA monitors the referral situation through disposi­
tion of the defendants only where the expenditure of investigative resources 
warrants the assignment of a case number for management purposes. 

4. Management of cases in the categories described in paragraphs 2 and 3, above, 
in tcrms of direct supervision is the responsibility of the DEA Office in Charge 
which operates under general supervision of the parent region. Investigative 
resources expended (Le., work hours and PE/PI) and investigative results in 
terms of information, arrests and seizures are reported through supervisory 
channels to DEA Headquarters. Concurrently, appropriate information is pro­
vided to other agencies. Headquarters supervision ranges from mcnitorship of 
investigations of all levels and specific approval of priorities assigllcd to major 
investigations to the coordination of interregional investigations and control of 
resource expenditures above established thresholds. 

5. For arrests reported in investigation assigned a DEA case number, the dis­
position of each defendant by Federal or state courts is monitored and reported 
for statistical purposes up to but not including any appeal from 11 conviction. 
While statistics are not maintained on the defendant through the appealate 
process, that process is monitored through completion at the field office level as this 
is 11 prerequisite for the final disposition of any evidence in the case held by DEA. 
Those defendants in a fugitive status I1re sought I1nd otherwise monitored through 
their apprehension 01' other disposition. A copy of the DEA case report that is 
submitted to the U.S. Attorney for prosecution in the Federal Courts is provided 
to the Department of Justice within 10 days after the completion of the case. 
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Question 6. In your testimony you stated that much of the interagency coopera­
tion in the field of narcotics law enforcement cannot be documented. Please 
provide to the Committee a general outline of information exchange for the 
agencies which are participating in this data flow. For example, what field intel­
ligence or clearinghouse exists to provide information on Customs seizures, IRS 
investigations and Justice Department prosecutions? Does such a network need 
to be established if none exists? 

This is an outline of major interagency programs that DEA manages for i'1-
creasing information flow to other agencies' needs. 

DEA intelligence training programs, since their inception, have included per­
sonnel from oth('r :Pr~pral and state enforcement agencies. 

Operationally, the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC), the Unified Intelligence 
Division in New York (UID), the rlew Field Intelligence Exchange Groups 
(FIEG) in Chicago and Miami, the Interagency Drug Intelligence Group-Mexico 
(IDIG-M), and the Asian Heroin Working Group (AHWG) are structured to 
improve 'lnalytical intelligence production and exchange between 2ederal, 
foreign. state, and local agencies. 

EPIC, which is strategically located on the U.S./Mexico border, is a multi­
agency sector drug intelligence unit. Directed by DEA, it includes representatives 
from Immigration and Naturalization Service, United States Coast Guard, U.S. 
Customs Service, Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, and Federal Aviation Adminis­
tration and associated state members. EPIC provides 24 hours, on site, rapid 
response intelligence to field requests from Federal and local enforcement using 
DEA as a coordinating point. 

DEA's Unified Intelligence Division in New York has been operating since 
October 1973 with personnel from DEA, New York City Police Officers and New 
York State Enforcement. Their intelligence also is shared with drug enforcement 
agencies in adjacent states. 

Two Field Intelligence Exchange Groups are being tested in Chicago and 
Miami. These groups are fln innovative approach by DEA to link collection, 
analysis, and sharing of intelligence by Federal and local agcncies in the field. 
Their goal is to develop investigations and conspiracy or substantive prosecutions 
against major trafficking organizat.ions and operatives. If the two pilots prove 
successful, the concept will be expanded to other major cities. Nineteen target 
cities have been nominated so far keyed to areas where heroin distribution and 
use pose most serious threats to our citizenry. DEA regional managers manage 
meetings where Customs, Immigration and Naturalization Service, Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, Internal Revenue Service, Coast Guard, Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms, Secret Service, Postal Inspectors, Security and Exchange Commission, 
Federal prosecutors and state and local police chiefs or deputies are participants 
and share information against a common target. 

The Interagency Drug Intelligence Group-MexiCO (IDIG-M) was formed on 
May 20, 1976. Its mission is to coordinate and share intelligence of involved 
Federal agencies on both the foreign and domestic aspects relating to Mexican 
heroin. The following agencies are active members: DEA, State Department, 
lmmigration and Naturalization Service, U.S. Customs Service, Office of Manage­
ment and Budget (ex officio), and the U.S. Coast Guard. Agencies, such as De­
partment of Agriculture and Federal AviatIon Administration, participate as ad 
hoc membO)·S. 

The Asian Heroin Working Group became operational within DEA in August 
1976. Like IDIG-M, it is a specialized intelligence unit which will develop into 
an interagency effort. It will share products that detail structures and vulnera­
bilities of criminal conspiracies on national and international levels, thereby 
directly supporting enforcement and prv:Jccutional actiun. This group will serve 
as a central point of contact for other agencies to acquire investigative data on 
Asian heroin traffickers. 

These and ot·her DEA intelligence programs are supported by DEA's automated 
PATHFINDER System. The implementation of PATHFINDER, and other 
systems like it, will considerably increase Ufe range of useable information avail­
able to DEA and other agencies. Large volumes of data previously too voluminous 
to be ar.alyzcd can be placed in a manageable format to add to the sources of 
information open to DEA and member agencies. PATHFINDER also has a high 
potential for supporting sophisticated intelligence analysis for targeting and 
conspiracy case development. These interagency programs now are subject to 
review and evaluation by a Cabinet Committee on Drug Law Enforcement for 
potential use as building blocks of a national narcotics intelligence system. 
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With respect to interface with Customs for seizure data, with IRS for investi­
gative data on drug violators, and with Justice Department for prosecutive data, 
DEA Intelligence currently handles this interface directly. The accession of 
these and other data bases through an interagency narcotics center is now sched­
uled for review by an interagency evaluation team during the first quarter of 
FY 1977. 

Question 7. Since the Cabinet Committee on International Narcotics Control 
has not met since 1973, what direction, or policies are followed in international 
opium interdiction? From where do these policies emanate? What input does 
DEA have in the establishment of policy, treaty negotiations, and to the Secretary 
of State in regard to State Department responsibility in the productkm and 
trafficking of narcotics? 

Relevant U.S. missions abroad submit annual narcotics control action plans 
for their countries to the State Department. These plans provide assessments 
of the role of the country in the international narcotics traffic and address a wide 
variety of topics which have any bearing on drug traffic and use affecting the 
country. RecoP1mendations are made as to what is needed to improve narcotics 
control efforts and the assistance that the U.S. Government can and should 
furnish. The "NCAP" is prepared from input of designated members of the 
U.S. mission's country team, including DEA. All members clear on the document 
in final form before dissemination. 

At Washington, D.C., interagency working groups (in which DEA participates) 
meet to provide comments on the assessments and recommendations of the 
NCAP. It is at this level that specific policy decisions are recommended to Am­
bassador Vance for CCINC approval. Proposed programs, including their financial 
aspects, are submitted to the appropriate committee of Congress. While the 
CCIN C itself has not met for some time, its working group, Chaired by Ambassador 
Vance, has met frequently to address specific topics. DENs Administrator 
participates. Importar.t policy implementation decisions are made at the,;e 
meetings. 

There are also various CCINC subcommittees, such as Enforcement, Intelli­
gence, Training, etc., which also meet as the need presents itself. DEA chairs the 
Ellforcement and Training Subcommittees. Ambassador Vance's Deputy chairs 
weekly interagency meetings of representatives at his level which address ongoing 
topics of common concern. These can be regarded to an extent, as "operational" 
Coordinating Subcommittee meetings. DEA does participate and policy is also 
established and implemented here. 

DEA has an equal voice at the various interagency meetings which are also 
attended by AID, NIDA, CIA, Customs, Agriculture, Treasury, and repre­
sentatives of the various relevant branches of the State Department. At the 
Embassy level and at Washington, D.C., through the appropriate State Depart­
ment desks and S/NM (Ambassador Vance's Office), DEA does recommend 
courses of action to be taken at the Embassy and State Department levels. 

As a rule, DEA clears on cable traffic on narcotics matters originated by the 
State Department for transmission to U.S. missions. However, DEA itself initiates 
the bulk of the messages dealing with narcotics. These are cleared with the 
State Department when matters of foreign policy are involved and with her 
CCINC agencies as appropriate. 

DEA does participate in recommendations for and preparations of agreements 
and other international understandings regarding narcotics control cooperation. 
As a general rule, it has not been necessary to have formal agreements other 
than the Single Convention, as amended, in establishing mutual narcotics 
cooperation. 

Question. 8a. In your testimony you stated that the current number of high 
level trafficking fugitives exceeds 2,600. Please provide to the Committee the 
amount of bail forfeiture that this figure represents? 

The dollar amount of bail forfeitures by DEA fugitives is not readily retrievable. 
However, DEA conducted a tedious review of the cases of those DEA fugitives 
who were first declared as such during calendar ~'ear 1975. The dollar amount of 
buil forfeitures totaled $3,615,550.00. 

Question. 8b. Please provide an analysis of the local, state and Federal court 
narcotics fugitives as of this time? 

On Octoher 6, 1976, DEA had a search conducted hy the NCIC (National 
Crime Information System). That search resulted in the following: 

(1) Non-Federal (State and local) fugitives wanted for drug related charges 
totuled 7,170. 
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(2) Federal and non-Federal drug related fugitives account for approximately 
7 percent of all fugitives listed on the N CI C. 

(3) The largest categories of fugitives listed on the NCIC are auto/theft, 
larceny/theft, burglary and robbery. 

Question. Be. Please discuss the area in which a majority of bond reductions 
took place for these fugitives and as to whether it is at Magistrate level or at the 
Federal Judge level? 

DEA cannot state that in every judicial district bonds have been set too low 
or that bond reduction hearings have always Jed to fugitive cases. DEA has stated 
the position that fugitiv~s are of a sufficient number to be of grave concern and 
that this trend must be curtailed. DEA does not maintain a reporting system 
which allows us to differentiate bp.tween Magistrates and Federal Judges in the 
bond reduction procedures. 

Regarding insight as to why bonds for high-level traffickers are sometimes 
drastically reduced, DEA can only surmise that it is the result of several factors . 
We have no doubt, however, that the Bail Reform Act is most predominant among 
these factors. As an example, we have attached an article from "The Phoenix 
Gazette" of October 18, 1976. 

[From the Phoenix Gazette. Oct. 1&. 1976J 

WHETHER THEY WILL ApPEAR IS KEy-MAGISTRATE DEFENDS HIS RE­
LEASE OF 46 DRUG SUSPECTS WITHOUT BAIL 

[By Rick Lanning] 

Federal Drug Enforcement Administration agents were shaking their heads 
in disappointment today as 48 persons, arrested earlier this month as suspected 
heroin smugglers, freely walked the streets of Phoenix. 

Bonds were set by U.S. Magistrate Richard C. Gormley for only two of those 
arrested-Francisco Diaz Sr. and his son, Francisco Jr., who were released after 
posting $7,500 bond each. 

The others, suspected of being part of a major ring which trafficked and sold 
Mexican "brown" heroin in this country, are free on th~ir own recognizance. 

Earlier this year, DEA officials released a report which indicated that a hjgh 
percentage of persons involved in illlicit drug traffic went right back to selling 
illegal drugs when they were released from custody. 

This is frustrating to law enforcement officers, whether on a local or federal 
level, said a DEA spokesman. 

In an exchange with a newsman outside the Federal Building in Phoenix, 
Gormley defended his actions in releasing the 46. 

"Under the Bail Reform Act, I have to consider only whether a person in all 
probability will show up for all court appearances," he said. "I can't consider 
the question of whet.her that person will go back to selling drugs or anything else­
Phil Jordan and his night raiders notwithstanding." Jordan is head of the DEA's 
office in Phoenix. 

Any person arrested while out on bond would be in "an entirely different situa­
tion," said Gormley. "That person would probably stay behind bars." 

The 48 in the Phoenix area brought to more than 300 the number arrested 
across the U.S. as part of the crackdown against heroin. More than half of them 
are considered major suppliers of the deadly addictive. 

DEA Administrator Peter B. Bensinger said in Washington, D.C., t~at his 
agency's effectiveness in closing the door on the heroin rings "will depend on 
how soon the suspects are freed on bond as well as the length of the ultimate 
sentences. " 

Bensinger said the Senate recently adopted a resolution by Sens. Charles H . 
Percy, R-Ill., and Sam Nunn, D-Ga., urging federal magistrates and judges to 
keep this fact in mind when they set bail fol' accused drug traffickers. 

Gormley was adamant in his policy in setting bail. 
"If I set bail too high and a person can't make it, I, in effect, have found that 

person guilty," said Gormley. "My job is to make sure that person gets to court-­
not to act as judge and jury." 

The DEA report, released out of the federal agency's Denver office, showed 
that illegal trafficking in drugs is a common practice while a suspected drug 
dealer is awaiting trial. 

Jordan said 13 of the suspects indicted for alleged violation of federal nar­
cotic laws are already in prison on drug-related and other felony charges . 

Question 9a. Please provide to the Committee a summary of the comparison 
of the New York narcotic laws and the proposed Federal sentencing system as 
stated in your testimony? 
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THE NEW YORK EXPERIENCE WITH MANDATORY MINIMUM SENTENCES VERSUS 
S. 3411 

The New York experience with mandatory minimum sentences for drug 
offenses, which became effective in 1973, has met with some criticism, but these 
were more of a mechanical rather than a philosophical nature. The Penal Law of 
1973, Article 220, "Controlled Substances Offenses," created various classes of 
felonies, the most severe being Class A, the least being Class E. That law also 
covers drugs other than heroin, such as cocaine, methamphetamines, and LSD. 
Class A felonies are divided into three categoriCll: A-I, punishable by a mandatory 
minimum term of 15 years to life; A-II, punishable by a mandatory minimum term 
of six years to life; and A-III, punishable by a mandatory minimum term of one 
year to life. Most important, however, the law provided that a defendant indicted 
for a Class A felony defined in Article 220, could only enter a plea of guilty for a 
Class A felony. In other words, plea bargaining was severely restricted, and in 
some cases prohibited. 

The result of this latter provision was that a defendant indicted for a Class A-I 
or A-II felony could, with the court's permission and the concurrence of the 
prosecutor, enter a plea of either an A-II or A-III felony. However, a defendant 
indicted for a Class III felony, for example, the sale or possession with intent to 
sell heroin or coraine, had only the choice of pleading to the top count in the 
indictment or of going to trial. 

A-III felonies involve the sale of up to one-eighth ounce of heroin or cocaine, 
or the simple possession of any amount up to one ounce. Hence, the New York 
courts were inundated with relatively low level ·violators who were forced to 
either plead to the top count in the indictment or go to trial. Faced with this 
Hobson's choice, most defendants opted for trail, since their potential jail time 
would not be significantly increased if convicted, and there was always the possi­
bility of an acquittal. Consequently, court calendars became exceedingly congested 
with A-III felonies, and sufficient time and attention for the handling of more 
important indictments was not possible. Both judges and prosecutors alike 
strongly voiced their complaints to this problem, and their concerns were specifi­
cally addressed in New York's new legislation which became effective July 1, 1976. 
Essentially, this new legislation did not alter the mandatory minimum sentence 
structure except by allowing for some plea bargaining in the A-III category, to 
relieve court congestion and reduce the large backlog of eases. 

The "Narcotic Sentencing and Seizure Act of 1976" (S. 3411) does not suffer 
the same vulnerability to criticisms and attack as the New York law, for several 
reasons. First of all, Title I of the Act makes the mandatory minimum sentences 
and terms of parole ineligibility only applicable to violations of Sections 841, 845, 
846, 960, 962 and 963 of Title 21 of the United States Code, and these are then 
limited only to violations involving opiates as defined. (Heroin, morphine, etc., 
but excluding cocaine.) Thus, not all defendants will be faced with these prison 
terms. 

Moreover, DEA's enforcement priorities and these goals of the Act are consistent 
in that both address the major violator. The Act excludes from its provisions 
defendants who are only peripherally or minimally associated with the trafficking 
operations. Since DEA does not actively pursue the street peddler, who makes 
up the vast majority of the A-III defendants in New York, and who would 
generally fall into this category, the effect of the mandatory minimum provisions 
will be limited to only major violators. 

Additionally, unlike New York, S. 3411 does not impose mandatory minimum 
sentences for violations involving simple possession of heroin, but rather, is 
limited to those violations involving heroin trafficking. Most importantly, the 
proposed legislation in no way restricts the defendants ability to plea bargain. 
The bill does not affect 21 U.S.C. 843 (b), which makes it a violation to use a 
communication facility in furtherance of a trafficking operation and which carries 
a non-mandatory sentence of up to four years in prison, nor does the bill affect 
21 U.S.C. 844, which makes simple pos~ession of u, controlled substance a mis­
demeanor. Hence, there are available two sections, one a felony and one a misde­
meanor, within which the plea bargaining process can be framed. 

S. 3411 imposes a final safeguard for the defendant by requiring that the court 
hold un independent hearing, after conviction and prior to sentencing, to determine 
whether the defendant should be sentenced under the mandatory minimum 
provisions of the Act. The court is required at the conclusion of this hearing to 
make specific written findings concerning the defendant's status under the Act, 
thereby protecting the defendant's rights for appellate review. 

Question 9b. Please provide the information referred to in the testimony of the 
499 "free time" DEA arrestees? 
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REPORT ON POST-ARREST DRUG TRAFFIC.KING 

[Prepared by: The Office of the Spe~ial Assistant to the Director] 

On October 15, 1972, President Nixon addressed the nation in a 
radio broadcast in which he summarized both the progress and 
problems in the Government's effort to combat the illicit drug 
traffic. He stated his intention to ask the next Congress to enact 
mandatory sentences for heroin traffickers and to amend Federal 
law "so as to keep these peddlers of death off our streets after their 
arrest." 

This is n, preliminary report designed to illustrate one facet of 
the problem to which the President referred-that of the continuing 
illicit trafficking activity of violators who have been released on 
baiL We believe this preliminary data supports the need for pretrial 
detention measures which will be proposed by the Department of 
Justice. 

JOHN E. INGERSOLL, Director. 

INTRODUCTION 

Professional drug enforcement officers have become increasingly concerned 
with a problem which may be referred to as "post-arrest drug trafficking". This 
involves a multipiicity of situations in which persons apprehended for trafficking 
in narcotics and dangerous drugs have obtained release pending trial and continue 
to engage in illicit trafficking activities. Although existence of the problem has 
been suspected for SOIT,e years, it has become of more crucial interest because of 
the current drug crisis and the shifts in Federal drug enforcement strategies which 
have recently occurred. 

Shortly after its creation in 1968, the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous 
Drugs launched a new strategic enforcement concept which sought to identify 
"drug trafficking organizations" and immobilize them through systematic in­
vestigation. Notable suc~esses have been achieved; however, it was soon Jearned 
that the almost immediate release of the arrested individuals on bond made 
possible the organizn,tion's continued functioning. Moreover, since such investiga­
tions involve great expenditure of agent manpower and resources, it is extremely 
difficult to again arrest the individuals; and they are, therefore, able to resume 
their illicit operation. Even though they are subsequently convicted, the orga­
nization may not be disrupted since the time of their departure for prison will vary 
and ample opportunity will exist to incorporate new criminal associates in their 
place. Finally, it was suspected that a substantial number of major violators often 
sought to prolong the period between arrest and conviction through legal delays 
or by fleeing the jurisdiction to continue their activity. 

In July of 1972, the Director of the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs 
appointed a committee of combined legal and enforcement officers to review the 
alleged problems in detail and to recommend concrete measures for combatting 
them. In late August the committee concluded that a problem of serious dimensions 
did appear to exist and that current bail release procedures were sharply hindering 
the Government's effort to reduce illicit sources of narcotic drugs. It was recom­
mended that a series of phased research efforts be designed and implemented for 
the purpose of bringing the problem into sharper focus. This plan was approved, 
and the data contained herein reflect the findings of the initial phase of inquiry. 

The statistics represented in the accompanying chartd have been abstracted 
from a review of cases of 422 indivicill(lJs released on bail during Calendar Year 
1970. All of these individuals were charged with offenses of trafficking in narcotic 
drugs. In the vast majority of ca::;es, this meant heroin specifically, but some 
cocaine transactions are also included. The individuals were otherwise selected 
at random with the exception that cases were excluded from consideration where 
data was incomplete. 
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STATURE OF VIOLATORS 
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This chart provides a quick description of the stature of the traffickers repre­
sented in the sample. 65 percent of the total were dealing in multiple ounce 
quantities or above and 23 percent of the total were classified as kilogram dealers. 
The 23 percent is included as a part of the larger figure in which they were also 
counted. 
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ESTABLISHED CRIMINALITY 
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This chart illustrat'3s the previously established criminality of the violators in 
this sample. 64 percent have previous felony arrests; 40 percent have previous 
drug arrests; and one-fifth have prior drug convictions. This evidence tends to 
suggest that their arrest for narcotics trafficking is more often than not merely a 
further episode in a continuing criminal career. 

COST OF FREEDOM 

This chart illustrates the relatively low amount of bail set in most of the cases 
in this sample. 77 percent were Ret at less than $10,000 and in one-fifth of the 
total cases it cost the defendants nothing to obtain their release. Normally, a 
defendant must otherwise raise approximately 10 percent of the total bail amount 
to post bond. A narcotics trafficker can, therefore, return to his chosen profession 
with relatively little financial cost. The remaining 23 percent represents that por­
tion in which bail was set at $10,000 or more. 
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This chart illustrates the amount of time for which tlie violators in this study 

:remained free to cngage in post-arrcst trafficking activity prior to actual incar­
ceration. 71 percent of the total wcre at large for morc than three months, and 
37 percent were free from six months to over a year, Many of tht. examples of 
post-arrest trafficking activity show subsequent violations which occurred only 
days and sometimes hours after release, 
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FREE TIME KILOGRAM DEALERS 

TWs chart illustrates the amount of time available to kilogram level dealers 
following their alTest and prior to their final incarceration. 66 percent were free 
for more than three months; cne-fourth of the total number were free from three 
months to one-half year; one-fourth of the total were free from one~half year to 
one year; and 16 percent were free for more than one year. 

81-4430-77--12 
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FREQUENCY OF ALIEN FUGITIVES 
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The final chart in this series illustrates data from separate studies indicating 

the excessive frequency with which aliens become fugitives, presumably because 
of their lack of cultural tics to the United States. Although aliens represent 
but 2 percent of the national populatior., they revresent 10 percent of the narcotic 
traffickers ill the sample of 422 cases. 

They further represent 22 percent of a sample of 100 Bureau fugitives and 
27 percent of recent fugitives in cases involving a bail of $10,000 or more. Thus, 
although aliens represent one-tenth of the narcotics traffickers studied, they 
constitute approximlltely one-fourth of the Bureau fugitives indicating a category 
of exceptional risk, 

SAMPLE CASES 

In addition to the foregoing data, the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous 
Drugs' Regional Offices were requested to supply brief examples illustrating the 
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nature of field intelligence concerning post-arrest drug trafficking activities so 
that the value of this source might be assessed for inclusion in a broader research 
effort. These intelligence summaries further tend to confirm the existing view of 
the magnitude of the problem. They provide concrete examples of cases in which 
important violators may be arrested two or three times and repeatedly released 
on low bail before being brought to trial on tbe original charge. Moreover, it 
appears that violators often resume their illicit activity within a matter of hours 
or days after their release. 

The following case summaries have been selected for inclusion in this report to 
provide a sample of the kind of information which was obtained from the Bureau's 
field offices, Most of the examples submitted in connection with the committee's 
original request have been excluded because of their sheer bulk or, in some cases, 
because investigations were still pending. 
Boston 

On Fcbruary 10, 1971, Maurice Gregory was arrested in Boston after investi~ 
gation which established him as the head of a group of 36 defendants who had 
been supplying 150 bundles of heroin at a cost of $100 per bundle every week for a 
preceding two-year period. Six days later, this defendant was freed on $5,000 
bond, At that time he moved to the New York area where he con~inued to supply 
an associate in Boston with 100 bundles of heroin weekly until November 13,1971, 
when he was apprehended as a fugitive as he attempted to deliv~r a shipment of 
75 bundles to a drug courier in New Jersey. 
Philadelphia 

On March 11, 1972, William Jacobs was arrested in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, 
in connection with the sale of heroin to BNDD undercover agents. The same day 
he was released on a $5,000 bond and on April 21, slightly over a month later, 
Jacobs was again arrested by BNDD undercover agents for illegal possession of 
heroin. Again, on the same day Jacobs obtained release on a $5,000 bond, and 
subsequently on August 14, he was arrested by agents of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation in a hotel room in New Jersey where he was negotiating for the 
purchase of narcotics to be delivered to Pittsbul'gh. He was also charged with 
interstate transportation of stolen property, 
New York 

On May 16, 1972, Enrique Barrera was arrested in New York City when he 
and four other violators attempted to receive shipment of 100 kilograms of 
heroin in a footlocker which had been brought into the country from Belgium. 
The following day he was released on $200,000 bond. Four months later several 
South American female couriers were intercepted by U.S. Customs agents in 
Miami as they nttempted to smuggle 10.5 pounds of cocaine into the United States. 
Subsequently, one of these defendants identified Barrera as the recipient of this 
shipment as wen as other shipments that preceded it in the paRt. On September 12, 
1972, Barrera was again arrested in connection with this case and is currently in 
custody charged with conspiracy. 
Chicago 

On June 28, 1971, Albert Bennett was arrested in Gary, Indiana, after the 
execution at a search warrant resulted in the seizure of several ounces of 100% 
pure heroin, $15,000 in cash, and several weapons. The search warrant was 
obtained as a result of previous undercover 1 urchases from members of Bennett's 
gang. Bond was originally set at $100,000, but was subsequently reduced to $25,000 
which was posted several days later. BNDD continued to receive information that 
Bennett was selling multi-ounce quantities of heroin in the Gary area. On Au­
gust 15, 1971, Bennett was arrest()d by U.S. Marshals in New York City while 
attempting to board a plane for Chicago in possession of approximately one 
pound of heroin. Bennett and a companion subdued the Marshal, took his service 
revolver and threatened his life. The subjects fled with the heroin but were appre­
hended a short time later. He was then charged with assault on a Federal Officer, 
but on August 19, posted bond of $10,000 and continued to engage in the heroin 
traffic, until his convictioll, a Federal search warrant was executed at his residence 
and 178 grams of heroin, 8 loaded weapons and $11,000 in cash were seized. 
Miami 

On January 22, 1972, Ernest "Pop" Nelson was arrested in Miami after 
execution of a Federal search warrant disclosed 6 grams of cocaine, $14,000 in 
cash, and a revolver. Nelson was well-known in the Miami office as a major 
drug trafficker. He was released 2 days later under a $20,000 bond, and on that 
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very evening sold 3 ounces of heroin to a BNDD undercover agent. Four days 
later Nelson sold an additional 1/8 kilogram of heroin to an undercover agent. 
On March 11, 1972, Nelson was again arrested in Miami by BNDD agents and 
was released on a $75,000 bond. He was sentenced to terms of 7 and 10 years 
in connection with these offenses, but was released on a $75,000 appeal bond. On 
August 14, 1972, Nelson was again arrested when a search of his residence disclosed 
150 tin foil packets of heroin, and he is currently incarcerated without bond. 
Baltimore 

On March 20, 1972, a violator was arrested in Oxon Hill, Maryland. According 
to Grand Jury testimony this defendant was the source of supply for another 
violator who sold 1/8 of a kilogram of heroin to undercover agents. He was 
released on June 2, after posting a $25,000 b::md. Arrest of another Washington, 
D.C. trafficker late in June revealed that he had also recently supplied this 
defendant with a 1/4 kilogram of heroin for sale. 
Detroit 

On December 8, 1970, Alan Murray Morrl., was arrested in Detroit, Michigan 
shortly after his arrival from New York in possession of 18.4 grams of heroin 
The next day he was released on a $1,000 bond. On October 31,1971, ten months 
later he was again arrested in Toledo in possession of 5}~ kilograms of heroin 
and one kilogram of cocaine. Again obtaining his freedom, Morris had to be 
arrested for a third time on June 14, 1972, almost another year later. He was in 
possession of a pound of heroin, a stick of dynamite and several guns. Two days 
later Morris was again free on a $5,000 bond. 
Kansas City 

On July 7, 1972, a violator was arrested in Kansas City, Missouri, for illegal 
possession of heroin. He was released the same day on a $7,500 bond, and before 
a month was out, had again twice sold heroin to an undercover agent. He was 
rearrested on AuguElt 10, again released on bond and arrested the third time on 
August 21 for illegal possession of heroin. This defendant has again been released 
on bond and according to intelligence received by BNDD officers, continues to 
traffic in drugs. 
Texas 

On January 30, 1972, Jose Garcia Leyva was arrested in San Antonio, Texas, 
after having sold heroin to a BNDD undercover agent. At the time of arrest 
he was in possession of approximately 2 pounds of cocaine. He pleaded guilty 
on February 1, but was freed prior to sentencing seven days later on a $20,000 
bond. He failed to appeRr for sentencing and was declared a fugitive on March 24. 
On September 29, 1972, he was again arrested by Mexican officers for separate 
narcotic law violations involving a quantity of European heroin. 
Denver 

On December 1, 1970, defendants Blanca A. Uriarte De Lopez, Ismael Jaquez­
Diaz, Marciano Barraza-Sanchez and others were arrested after delivery of 
784 grams of heroin to a BNDD undercover agent. Bonds were set at $2,500 
with one exception in which the bond was set at $8,000. All defendants posted 
bond and fled into Mexico wheJ"e they continue to be fugitives, and according 
to intelligence received, are still engaged in the illicit narcotics traffic. 
Seattle 

On January 18, 1972, Charles Steven Baken was arrested in Seattle following 
undercover purchases of first heroin and then cocainc from one of his dealers. 
He was released on a $2,500 bond the same day. Thereafter, lai e in March another 
undercover purchase of heroin was made from one of Baken's men and a second 
purchase of heroin was made from Baken himself. He was arrested for these on 
April 4, and obtained release on a $10,000 bond. On June 9, 1972, for the third 
time in less than six months Baken was arrested by BNDD agents after successful 
negotiations for yet another purchase of heroin. 
Los Angeles 

On May 9, 1972, Robert A. Murray was arrested at Los Angeles International 
Airport in possession of 3u,000 tablets of amphetamine and 1,300 secobarbital 
capsules. Thereafter, hc obtained release on a $2,000 bond. On May 22,1972, on 
the other side of the country in Jacksonville, Florida, he was rearrested as he 
delivered 450,000 amphetamine tablets to a BNDD undercover agent. 
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New Orleans 
On April 21,-1971, Curry Williams was arrested in New Orleans follo",ing the 

sale of 18 grams of heroin to a BNDD undercover agent. He was freed the same 
day on a $7,500 bond. During the months of August and October, he made 
additional sales of heroin which' resulted in his rearrest on December 9. 

~ 

BNDD COMMITTEE ON FOST-ARREST DRUG TRAFFICKING 

Gene R. Haislip, Chairman, Special Assistant to the Director 
Phillip R. Smith, Chief, Special Projects Division 
William J. Durkin, Chief;.. Criminal Enforcement Division 
Donald E. Miller, Chief vounsel 
Samuel B. Billbrough, Chief, Operations Planning Staff 
Dr. Albert A. Glass, Scientific Consultant 
Charles D. Rhodes, Statistical Consultant 
Harold Murry, Legal Consultant _ 

Question lOa. In referring to the newly formed Domestic Law Enforcement 
Cabinet Committee, what currcnt liaison exists Letween LEAA: NIDA and this 
body? You stated in your testimony that Dr. DuPont is an ex officio member of 
this body. How many times have you met with Dr. DuPont over what period and 
what has been the substance of your difj\mssions? What specific programs and 
projects have you agreed to undertake together? 

The Cabinet Committee for Drug Law Enforcement was established by the 
President on May 12, 1976. The Administrator of DEA Mr. Peter B. Bensinger, 
serves as Chairman of the Working Group of the Cabinet Committee. The Deputy 
AdIninistrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Mr. Paul K. 
Wormeli, is a member of this Working Group. Mr. Bensinger and Mr. Wormeli 
have met on several occasions to discuss law enforcement matters of common 
interest to DEA and LEAA. The Administrator of LEAA, Mr. Richard W. 
Velder, and Mr. Bensinger also have met to discuss a variety of law enforcement 
issues. . 

Dr. Robert L. DuPont, Director of the National Institute on Drug Abuse, is an 
ex officio member of the Working Group of the Cabinet Committee for Drug Abuse 
Prevention, Treatment, and Rehabilitation. Dr. DuPont has attended formal 
meetings of the Working Group of the Cabinet Committee for Drug Law En­
forcement, and he has discussed extensively with the members of the Working 
Group recent findings and policies in the me as of drug abuse prevention, treat­
ment, and rehabilitation. In addition, Mr. Bensinger and Dr. DuPont have 
had frequent meetings since Mr. Bensinger's appointment as Administrator of 
DEA in February 1976. Several of these meetings have specifically addressed 
senior-level coordiniLtion of supply reduction and demand reduction efforts 
both domestically and abroad. On several occasions Mr. Bensinger and Dr. 
DuPont have discussed opium policy, including provision of supplies for legitimate 
usej consequences of enforcement initiatives on treatment and rehabilitation 
resources j analysis of proposed legislation from both supply reduction and demand 
reduction perspectivesj and the scheduling and regulation of licit drugs and their 
production and distribution. Finally, Mr. Bensinger recognizes that Dr. DuPont 
is one of the most experienced and articulate senior public officials dealing with the 
problem of drug abuse. As such, Mr. Bensinger frequently has solicited the views 
of Dr. DuPont on both supply reduction and demand reduction policy issues . 

Question lab. How do you explain the obvious contradiction in the Ininor 
linkage between crime and dmg abuse in the Shellow report ",1th the recent 
President's statement of April 27 in which he states that over 50% of all crime 
is drug related? 

DEA is unable to explain the differences between the President's statement and 
the Shellow report. It is conceivable that in certain urban areas, 50% of all 
crime is related to drug abuse, particularly heroin. This, however, may not be 
true of the country as a whole. While various studies and estimates are made 
from time to time, and which greatly differ in their conclusions, too little coor­
dinated effort has been accomplished to date. 

Question tOe. Plp-nse provide to the Committee a review of the activity of the 
Domestic Law Enforcement Committee? Q 

The Cabinet ComInittee on Drug Law Enforcement will be finalizing a report 
of its activities prior to the end of November. DEA would be pleased to furnish 
the requested information at that time. 

Question lad. Please provide to the Committee the information concerning the 
595 persons ill Mexico turned over to the Attorney General there, particularly as 
it relates to their citizenship and bail set in this country? 
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The 595 names turned over to the Attorney General of J\fexico are those fugi­
tivcR identified by our domeE'tic officrs as possibly being in Mexico. Some of these 
subjectfl are known to be incarcerated in .l\lexico. Others are known to be rebiding 
in Mexico and can readily be observed there. Others are only tentatively identi­
fied as being in .l\l!'xico and only a general locale can be dekrmined. The Mexican 
Attorney General was provided fugitive namefl and as available, physical descrip­
tions ar,d warrant information as well as tentative locations. As necessary, this 
information can be updated and verifird by DEA representatives in Mexico City. 

Of thr 595 subjects submitted to the Mexican Attorney General, 499 were 
born in lIrIexico, and therefore, can claim Mexican citizenship (Mexico recognizes 
dUDI citizenship): 75 ;mbjects were not identified with a place of birth but it can 
be assumed that some of them wcre born in Mexico. The remaining 21 are non­
Mexican bv birth and include U.S. citizens incarcerated in Mexico. As to the 
bail on these subjects, DEA hu..q not maintained statistics on citizenship/bail. 

Questic'll. lla. Please provide to the Committee the Standard Operating Proce­
dures produced by your department on July 30, 1976 concerning the general com­
pliance with thr Mansfield Amendment? 

Please find attached a copy of "DEA Functiom; and Guidelines Relating to 
Operation in Foreign Countries" dated July 30, 1976. 

Question llb. Please furnish any preliminary findings as to the adverse effect 
you feel this amendment might play in th!' international narcotics effort, and 
indicate in what manner your guidelines might overcome any such possible adverse 
effects? 

Guidelines Committee study teams consisting of DEA and Department of 
Justice personnel have recl'ntly undertaken trn.vel to a cross-section of relevant 
DEA offices in order to assess the effect of the Mansfield Amendment on our inter­
national narcot.ic'; control efforts. The teams are Rcheduled tr, complete thrir 
travel and a~sessments dming the third week in Novemher 1976. Membl'rs of the 
teams will be mafle available to brief the Select Committee in early Decrmber 1976. 

JULY 30, 1976. 

Memorandulll to: Deputy Administrator, Assi;;tant Administrators, Directors, 
Office Headfl, Division Chiefs, Regional Directors, Criminal Investigators, 
Narcotics Intelligence Officers, and Pilots. 

From: PetC'r B. BenSinger, Administrator. DEA. 
Subject.: DEA Functions and Guicl,~lines R!:'latir.g to Operation in Foreign 

Countries. . 
On June 4, 1976, the first puhlication of DEA Functions and Guidelines Relat­

ing to Operation in Foreign CountrieR was distributed to all DEA employees in 
foreign countries and to those employees in the United States who are reasonably 
expected to perform a function in a foreign country. 

On June 30, 1976, the Internal Security Assistance and Arms Export Control 
Act of 1976 was signed into law (Pub.L. 94-329). This Act specifieR that: "Not­
·withstanding any other provision of law, no officer 01' employee of the United 
States may l'ngage or participate in any direct police arrest action in any foreign 
country with respect to narcotics control efforts." 

Consequently, it has been necessary to modify the guidelines issued June 4, 
1976. 

Attached is a copy of the revised guidelinps dated July 30, 1976. Inasmuch as 
most DEA special agents and narcotics intelligence officers may be assigned to 
perform a function in n foreign country, we have made wide distribution of the 
revised guidelines. 

All headquarters and field personnel in series 1811 and 132 are required to 
acknowledge receipt of thl'se guidelines to their regional directors and division 
chiefs on the attached form. 

Attachments. 
To: Regional Director, Region No. ____ _ 

This i~ to acknowledge' receipt of copy of DEA Functions and Guidelines Relat­
ing to Operation in Foreign Countries, dated July 30, 1976. 
Date ________________ __ 

(Employee's Signature) 

(N ame Printed) 
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DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE­
FUNCTIONS AND GUIDELINES RELATING TO OPERATING IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES, 
JULY 30, 1976 

INTRODUCTION 

Since many of the serious drugs of abuse in the United States originate in foreign 
countries, DEA places a high priority on encouraging the greatest commitment 
from other governments to concentrate on all aspects of illicit production and 
distribution of drugs. The primary mission of the Drug Enfu!'l'ement Adminis­
tration in foreign cuuntries is to assist ho~t government officialfl in preventing 
flupplies of illicit drugs from l'ntpring the illicit traffic affpcting the United ~tates. 

To accomplish thifl mission, with the pprmission of the respective host govern­
ments, DEA represcntativp;; are assigned to many countries. The purpose of this 
paper is to present guidelines and functions for DEA representatives stationed 
abroad. 
I. Guidelines for DEA foreign activities 

A. Directions from United States Ambassadors 
1. General direction.-DEA reprpsentatives, like all other official U.S. personnel 

abroad (excepting certain military commands), are under the full authority of the 
Ambassador. The Ambassador is expected to assist and give policy guidance to 
DEA activities in such a way as to assure that the DEA mission is realized to the 
maximum extent possible. He may also seek to minimizc publicity involving the 
presence of DEA representatives in the host country. Thc Narcotics Control 
Program is a high priority issue, and thc U.S. Government supports as vigorous an 
approach as possible. However, each country prescnts its own unique situation 
in this respect. 

2. Daily operations controlled by DEA.-Day-l)y-day DEA operations in foreign 
countries are under the chain of command of DEA. Regional Directore and 
Country Attaches will operate within the poliCies established by the Ambassador 
in that country. Whenever a planned DEA activity eould jeopardize host country 
relations with the United Statef', the decision of the Ambassador shall be deter­
minative; however, any major difference with the Ambassador will be referrcd to 
DEA headquarters. 

B. Agreements with Host Governments 
1. Historical perspeclive.-The vast .majority of host countries and their police 

agencies have set forth informal guidelines and parameters for the activities 
of DEA. Other host countries hL.ve formal agreements with DEA. Ambassadors 
at posts where DEA representatives serve have been requested to establish guide­
lines for DEA personnel undcr their authority. DEA representatives are required 
to inform themselves of all these guidelines. " 

2. No 1tnilaleral enforcement operalions.-DEA representatives will not engage 
or participate in unilateral enforcement operations or activities outside the scope 
of the agreement developed between the United States and the host government 
without the approval of a rcsponsible host government official. 

3. De!ermination of authority of host country officials.-On or before September 1, 
1976, all DEA Regional Directors in foreign countries shall establish and maintain 
on a continuous basis a list of the officials in host countries who arc empowered 
by their governments to permit DFA representatives to function in the host 
countries under these guidelines . 

C. DEA Personnel Assignments in Foreign Countries 
DEA foreign activities differ from and are more sensitive than those normally 

carried out in the United States. Consequently, DEA will select and assign per­
sonnel who have demonstrated the ability, particular skills, and adaptability 
necessary for such assignments. Since Regional Directors and country attaches 
are members of the Mission staff, and n.ust work closely "with the Ambassador, 
DEA will provide biographical data for those persons in a timely manner to the 
State Department, prior to the assignment of SAlC's and above. These assign­
ments will be made following advice and the concurrence cf the Ambassador. 

D, Conduct in Foreign Countries 
1. Low profile.-DEA involvement in foreign countries will be limited to a low 

profile role consistent with maximum effectiveness. This role encompasses matters 
ranging from assuring minimum adequate investigational staffing to the exercise 
of great care should the Dccasion arise to release to the news media information 
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relating to DEA activities and conditions relating to drugs in the country. On 
the latter point, any dealings by DEA personnel with news media representatives 
should be with the guidance of the Arribassador and the advice of the Mission's 
Public Affairs Officer. 

2. No violations of u.s. or foreign laws.-No DEA representatives shall carry 
out any activity prohibited by United States laws, regulations or executive 
orders. Additionally, no DEA representative shall engage in any activities pro­
hibited by the host government. 

3. DEA exclusive employer.-DEA representatives shall not be employed by 
any other agency, organizatiGil or service, and shall not be directed by any other 
agency, organization or service to undertake any action which would be in 
conflict with the orders, instructions and policies of DEA. 

E. Focull on Major Trafficking 
To achieve maximum impact, DEA representatives will focus their enforcement 

and intelligence efforts on those high-level traffickers believ<>d to be involvpd 
in the international narcotic traffic affecting the United States. DEA personnel 
should avoid becoming involved in investigations str\ctly of a local nature, 
except in response to special requests from host country officials for on-the-job 
training or other investigative expertise warranting an exception to the rule. 

F. DEA Representatives Precluded from Engaging in Direct Police Arrest 
Actions 

On June 30, 1976, Publie Law 92-329 was enacted. The bill "International 
Security Assistance and Arms Export Act of 1976", provides in section 504 ali 
follows: 

(c) (1) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no officer or employee 
of the United States may engage or participate in any direct police arrest 
action in any foreign country with respect to narcotics control efforts. 

1. Application in strict sense.-The Congress intend,; that this provision be 
applied in its strict sense and that DEA representatives shall not accompany 
host country police officials in any :::ituation where the DEA representative will 
be present and directly involved in any foreign police arrest action. 

2. No presence 1J violence is foreseen.-Further the Congress intendiO to preclude 
DEA representatives from intentionally becoming involved in any artivity in a 
foreign country in which violence is reasonably foreseeable, irrespective of whether 
an arrest is to be made. 

3. No incidental involvement, except when life is in jeopardy.-Additionally, 
when a DEA representative is accompanying a host country official in a situation 
that is planned in such a way as to avoid any involvement of DEA representatives 
in a direct police arrest action, e.g., under the provisions of paragraph 6 of this 
section, and unexpected violent action is directed against the host country official, 
DEA rcpresentatives shall avoid becoming involved in any direct police arrest 
action unless the life of a DEA representative or a cooperating host country 
official may be in jeopardy. 

4. General rule when in doubt.-The general rule established by DEA in com­
plying with Public Law 92-329 is that if a DEA representative should have any 
doubt as to the meaning of the law or the guidance in this section, the d0ubt will 
be resolved in favor of his not being present at the site of host country police 
arrest actions. 

5. Examples of prohibited involvement.-Examples of instances in which DEA 
representatives are prohibited from engaging or participating in host country 
arrest actions are as follows: 

(a) DEA representatives will not accompany host country police officers 
to an arrest site for the purpose of actually assisting host country police 
officers in making an arrest, i.e., to exert physical force or contact against 
a person to be arrested. 

(b) DEA representatives will not accompany host country police officers 
to act as an auxiliary force. 

(c) DEA representatives will not accompany host country police officers 
under any circumstances where it is reasonable to foresee that violence will 
enSlle, or where it can be anticipated that the host country police officer 
might reasonably expect to request assistance from the accompanying DEA 
representative in order to effect the arrest. 

6. Permissible passive presence.-Consistent with the provisions of P.L. 9:~>-329 
and the above guidance, DEA representatives may be passively present in the 
vicinity of n,n arrest by foreign officers under the circu?1st~nces listed .below. Thus, 

\~ 
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where host country police operations which are likely to result in arrests are 
planned in such a manner as to avoid any involvement of DEA representatives in a 
direct police arrest action, a DBA representative may be passively present in the 
vicinity of the arrest action under th-:se following special circumstances: 

(a) When it is necessary for a DEA representative to be in the vicinity 
/iolely to identify the person to be arrested, and where other means of identifica­
tion are not practical; 

(b) Whcn host country officials authorize the presence of a DBA represent.. 
ative to be in the vicinity to operate technical or scientific equipment; 

(c) When host country officials authorize the presence of :1 DEA represent­
ative to be in the vicillity to assist in traimng local officers iii investigative 
techniques; 

(d) When a DEA representative is authorized by host country police 
officers to operate in an undercover capacity to acquire intelligence or evidence 
regarding the international traffic in illicit drugs affecting the United States; 

(e) When DEA agents are working 'with host country officials in connection 
with illicit crop deRtruction and the hOllt country officials receive a request for 
assistance from other host country authorities, DEA representatives may 
transport them to the vicinity of illicit crop eradication and/or arrest aite; 

(f) When host country officials authorize the presence of DF.A representa­
tives in the vicinity strictly for post-arrest activities such as interviewing per­
SallS ullder section I, G of these guidelines; to collect intelligence under section 
II, E of these guidelilles; alld to provide technical knowledge peculiar to the 
illicit drug operation, which knowledge is not possessed by the host country 
officials. 

G. Presence of DEA Representatives During Interview of Prisoner Followino 
A1'rest 

When information important to V.S. illicit drug control efforts may be obtained, 
a DEA representative may seek to interview a prisoner following an arrest by host 
country officials. For the same reason, it may be beneficial for a DEA representa­
tive simply to be present during questioning of the prisoner by host country 
officials. If so, DEA representatives will be guided by the following conditiollS: 

1. Under no circumstances 'will any DEA representative tolerate cruel or in­
human treatment of any arrested person. If such action should occur, the DEA 
representatives sh.ould protest and withdraw in a definitive fashion and promptly 
report the incident to the Regional Director and United States Ambassador. 

2. Prior to intervie'wing a prisoner, DBA representatives will in each case obtain 
permission from host country officiab through host country channels and, in the 
case where a prisoner refuses to be interviewed, the DEA representative will not 
insist on access to the prisoner. 

3. In all cases where a prisoner is an American citizen, DEA representatives will 
inform the prisoner of their true identity. 

4. The DEA representative shall inform the American citiz'm that he has a right 
to confer with a U.S. consular officer. 

5. If there iR a likelihood that a statement made by the American citizen being 
inten,iewed will be utililled against the person in a prosecution in the United States, 
the DEA representative ",ill inform the person of his Oonstitutional Rights 
against self-incrimination in accordance with Serti<)n 6641.12E of the DEA Agents 
Manual. Inasmuch as there is no U.S. jUrisdiction for appointed counselor funds 
available to provide private counsel in a foreign country, the DEA representative 
will terminate the interview if the person /subject to interview does not waive his 
right. to counsel. 

6. If It DEA representative learns of the arrest of an American citizen in a 
foreign country, the matter will be immediately reported to the appropriate 
consular officer. 

H. Carrying of Firearms 
1. General rule.-AuthOlity for DEA representatives to possess and carry 

firearms in a foreign country can be granted only by officials of the host govern~ 
ment. Firearms regulations for aliens vary from country to country, and DEA 
Regional Directors are responsible for determining what is permitted for DEA 
representatives in the countries within their areas of responsibility. Decisions in 
this matter shall be within the gUidelines approved by the Regional Director and 
Ambassador. 

2. Extra precautions.-DEA representatives authorized to carry a firearm in a 
foreign country must use extra precautions so as not to display or use the firearm 
except as authorized. As is the rule in the Umted States, firearms are to be used 
in foreign countries strictly as defensive weapons. 
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3. DEA precluded froln hazardous activities when unarmed and protection is 
inadequate.-Whenever an operation in a foreign country appears to warrant 
carrying a firearm for personal safety, even though violence is not immediately 
forseeable, and authority cannot be obtained to carry a firearm, DEA representa­
tives will assess the security to be provided by the host country officials and, if 
deemed inadequate, will decline to engage in the activity. 
II. DEA's specific functions 

A. Role of Relationships with Foreign Enforcement Agencies 
The Drug Enforcement Administration was designated by Reorganization 

Plan No.2 of 1973 as the Federal agency to deal with foreign drug law enforce­
ment officials under the policy guidance of the Cabinet Committee on Interna­
tional Narcotics Control and the U.S. Ambassador assigned to each country. In 
carrying out this key role, DEA activities should give priority to producing 
disruptive effects on the foreign supply of drugs which severel« affect the United 
States. 

B. Dev~lopment of Foreign Control Capability 
DEA representatives in foreign countries "'ill give constant attention to en­

couraging and assisting the host government to estatliRh self-sUi"taining, highly 
skilled drug law enforcement units and to influencing it to devote the required 
human and material resources to drug law enforcement efforts. This institution­
building activity is particularly important where the cultivation, production, 
transitting or trafficking of illicit drug:" are destined for the United States. 

C. Advisers to United Stales Amba,ssGl(iors 
DEA Regional Directors and Country Attaches are the priucipal advisers to the 

Ambassador and his staff with regard to drug law enforcement and control mat­
terR. In such capacity, they work closely with the Embassy's Narcotic Control 
Coordinating Committee. DEA representatives are responsible for analyzing the 
drug law enforcement and control capabilities in foreign countries to which they 
are assigned and assisting the Mission in drawing up the Narcotics Control 
Action Program (NCAP) for submission to the Regional Interagency Narcotics 
Control Committee of CCINC in Washington for consideration of appropriate 
funding and action. These programs generally include the following typl's of 
action: 

1. Training Foreign Officials.-DEA representatives will help the Embassy 
Narcotics Coordinating Committee identify training needs for foreign officers, 
assist in providing on-the-job training or more formalized training program1<, 
either in-country or in the United States under CCINC funding. DEA repre­
sentativeR will help evaluate the host government personnel responsible for drug 
law enforcement and identify those persons who would benefit fiom executive 
briefing programs or training in-country or in the United States. DEA in-country 
representatives will make special efforts to keep in touch with trainees, to con­
tinue their development and attempt to assist them in their continued and in­
-creased contribution to the common effort. For long-range effectiveness the 
provision of proper training to drug control officials is a high priority function. 
While the immediate goal of training is to transfer certain knowledge and skills, 
the ultimate goal should be to develop host government institutions for narcotics 
training. Accordingly, all training decisions should be made with this in mind. 

2. Technical Equipment and Assistancc.-DEA representatives will help the 
Embassy Narcotics Coordinating Committee to identify needs of foreign< drug 
control agencies for technical equipment and assistance necessary for the develop­
ment of the needed foreign drug control capability. To the extent requested and 
permitted by the host government and in conformity with the country action 
program planning, DEA representatives will assist in training foreign officers 
in the use of technical equipment. 

3. Illicit Crop EradicaUon.-In certain countries, DEA representatives may be 
asked to help monitor crop eradication and should advise and assist in income 
replacem('nt programs being carried out. In this regard, DEA representatives will 
avoid any direct involvement in foreign police actions where violence can be 
reasonably anticipated. They are responsible to help aRsess the specific needs of the 
program and r('port to the Regional Director and Ambassador on problems, 
progress and results. They should submit recommendations in the same way for 
improving the effectiveness of the programs. 

D. Cooperati!lC Enforcement Activities 
Consistent with section I, F, and where such activities are within local guide­

lines established by the Regional Director, the Ambassador and host country 
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officials, DEA representatives may assist host country authorities in investigating 
international trafficking affecting the United States. To that end, DEA repre­
sentatives should: 

1. Develop sources of information.-Assist in developing sources of information 
and the interviewing of witnesses not only among drug traffickers, but among 
other persons who are knowledgeable about illicit cultivation, production and 
transportation. 

2. Utilizc undercover operutions.-Provide direct assistance by operating in an 
undercover capacity to acquire intelligence and to further investigations regarding 
the international traffi0 in illicit drugs affecting the Uniteu States. 

3. Conduct surveillancc.-Assist in conducting !mrveillance of the nctivities of 
drug traffickers to develop evidenl'c against major traffickers of illicit dr'lgs 
affecting the United States. Basic to this objective is that DEA representatives 
avoid involvement in relatively minor local cases with which host government law 
enforcement officials are expected to be concerned. The procedures established 
by the Attorney General governing tbe conduct of DEA representatives in foreign 
countries relating to electronic surveillance will be followed . 

4. Pl'ovide information to host counll'ies.-Provide to the extent possible ap­
propriate information obtained by DEA which will enable host government 
officials to carry out investigations of or operations against international 'llicit 
drug traffickers. 

5. Pursue investigative leads.-Participatc with host c0untry officials in pursuing 
investigative leads, for example, checking hotel records, public and private 
organization records, airport and shipping records, and passport records. 

6. Obtain drug samplcs.-Receive and transmit to thc United States samples of 
illicit drugs seized by host country officials for use in conducting laboratory 
studies in regard to the origin of drugs found in the United States traffic. 

7. Coordinate c:rtl'adilions, expulsions and rogalories.-Coordinate as appropriate 
matters regarding extraditions, expulsionR, joint prosecutorial efforts, and requests 
for judicial assistance. 

E. Collection of Intelligence 
All DEA representatives in foreign countries are assigned a high priority to 

collect, report and exchange drug intelligence. Intelligence collection is not only 
seizure and arrest oriented-it should include strategic information such as host 
country capabilities relative to suppression of illicit cultivation and trafficking. 
Intelligence should also be collected relative to rout!',; and methods of trafficking, 
the vulnerabilities of traffickers, and any other information that will clarify the 
overall drug situation and the ability of host governml 'officials to deal with it. 
DEA representatives will also give a high priority to [lualyzing drug intelligence 
as fully as possible in order to integrate it with enforcement activities in foreign 
countries and the United States. 

1. Couriers, rontes of traffic and mcthods.-Special emphasis should be placed 
on identifying couriers who smuggle illicit drugs into the United Stntes, discovering 
new methods of smuggling, developing profiles of such offenders and furnishing 
all other information that may be beneficial to the United States Customs Service 
in its primary interdiction responsibilities. 

2. Proper intelligence indoctrination.-Regional Directors, Country Attaches 
and Special Agents-in-Charge are specifically charged with the responsibility for 
assuring that the narcotic intelligence responsibility is understood by all DEA 
Special Agents rmd that their efforts in this connection are properly coordinated . 
III. Definitions 

A. As used in these guidelines: 
1. The term "Ambassador" means the chief of the U.S. mission in a foreign 

country having jurisdiction over the activities of DEA representatives. 
2. The term "authorized by host country officials" means the officials on the 

list established and maintained by the DEA Regional Director, who are empowered 
by Pleir governments to authorize DEA representatives to function within the 
host country under agreements with DEA and under these guideli.les. 

3. The term "auxiliary force" means helping or aiding, or giving support or 
supplementary power in a police arrest action, or on an illicit crop destruction. 

4. "Cruel and inhuman treatment" means conduct endangering life, limb, or 
health or creating reasonable apprehension of such danger. 

5. "DEA representatives" means an employee of the Drug Enforcement 
Administration, who is appointed in the civil service of the executive branch of 
the United States Government. 
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6. "Foreign country" means foreign territories, continental or insular, outside 
the jurisdiction of the United States. 

7. "Illicit drugs" means all controlled substances listed in the schedules of the 
Controlled Substances Act. 

S. "Narcotics" meaus all controlled substances listed in the schedules of the 
Controlled Substances Act. 

9. "Passive presence" means inaction in an observer capacity at a location 
sufficiently removed from the arrest site so as to avoid direct involvement in the 
arrest. 

10. "Vicinity" means near or close at hand as distinguished from being squarely 
on the spot where the arrest is being made. It does not depend on distance or 
topography, but denotes that the DEA representatives must be sufficiently re­
moved from t,he arrest site so as to not be a part of the arrest activities. 

11. "Violence" means the exertion of any phYRical force against persons who 
are in definance of the constituted authorities of the host country, or by drug law 
violators who oppose the constituteJ authorities. 
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS ABUSE AND CONTROL, 

Washington, D.C., October 14, 1976. 
Han. CHARLES 'V. ROBINSON, 
Deputy Secretary oj Sta.te, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: The Select Committee is very grateful to you for your 
appearance before us Septembcr 27, and only regret that we did not have more time 
and fewer interruptions during this most interesting hearing. As you know, 
Ambassador Vance stayed on after you left and provided much useful information. 
Most importantly, he gave us an insight into what the Department considers to be 
its major problems and the major limitations on its work in foreign countries with 
respect to illicit traffic in narcotics. 

Your interesting testimony, along with that of Ambassador Vance, naturally 
gave rise to many questions among Members of the Committee. Further, informa­
tion that has come to our attention after the hearings suggests still other questions. 
While the two categories of questions inevitably overlap somewhat, we will try to 
list them separately in seeking a written response at your early convenience. 
From the Hearings 

1. What is your current understanding of the position on the matter of getting a 
DEA agent assigned permanently to Rangoon? Does the Department or the 
Embassy oppose it, as DEA has at times suggested, or a:-e you actively seeking it? 
'Ve are not necessarily pressing, at least not at this point, for such an assignment. 
But we want to know what the factors at work are, and we want to compare them 
with the advocacy supplied independently by DEA. 

Only thus can we meet our oversight responsibilities properly. We realize that 
we have been over this ground before and that Ambassador Vance recently dis­
cussed it with Mr. Casey of DEA; what we seek is the latest word on the matter 
and your latest views of it. At the same time we wish you to supply details on 
exactly what material and training you have furnished the Burmese, and we 
would like to know what specifically you helieve they have accomplished with it. 
If the equipment and education made available has been misused, to your knowl­
edge the Committee would appreciate chapter and verse on this. 

2. You spoke of the Cabinet Committee on International Narcotics Control 
(CCINC), created by the President in 1971 and chaired by the Secretary of State. 
You supplied us an organizational chart of the CCINC. The concept and the 
structure appear workable, but we were most disturbed to learn that this great 
body-the CCINC-has not met since November, 1973. On the surface of it, this 
would appear to be a record of scandalous neglect and failure of leadership. We 
realize full well that lesser bodies under the CCINC, such as the Working Group 
and the Subcommittees and Regional Interagency Narcotics Control Committees 
have met, usually under the Chairmanship of Ambassador Vance or Mr. David 
Ernst, his deputy. ThiS, we believe, is simply not the kind of high-level commit­
ment spoken of by the Ambassador. There is no substitute for the leadership of 
example from the top. 

If the CCINe has not met for almost three years, tbis is strong prima facie 
evidence that the Administration is not making the all-out effort it could be 
making to cope with the narcotics problem. We know there are many intractable 
problems; we know there are many foreign situations that we cd-nnot influence as 
much we would like to do. But surely the Secretary could meet the responsibilities 
given him by the President and chair meetings of the CCINC with some more 
conscionable frequency. Certainly the Executive Director of the CCINC, Ambas­
sador Vance, should have been pressing for this if for no other reason than the 
application of the Secretary's prestige. Again, and especially in an effort of this 
sort, there is no substitute for leadership at the top. There may, indeed, be some 
connection between this and your statement on page 8, with which I regretfully 
agree

L 
that "Drug abuse control in the United States, after improving from 1972 

to 19i3, took a turn for the worse early in 1974". 
(185) 
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3. Mexico.-We are pleased to learn that you are now looking at Mexico as 
your first priority country program. As you may know, I was down there IMt 
December with Congres~man Gilman and staff. In your remarks about Mexico 
you supply ample data on input of reso·trCe3, percentall;e" and goak You char­
acterize the program as highly succe»ful ani say you have c1o . .;e cooperation 
with the Government of Mexico. Fine' What we would like to know more about, 
or, rather, something about, are the specific;; of what thi~ program has accom­
plished and what you realistically estimate the pro'lpects to he. Hag this inten~e 
activity and cooper3.tion destroyed every poppy field? Ha~ ~t destroyed half of 
the poppy fields? Do you have any really quantifiable impression of what per­
centage of the poppy fields have been destroyed? How do you react to allegations 
that we get from other quarters that there are heroin refineries in Mexico and 
that high Mexican officials are implicated in some of them? If they exist, when 
will they be liquidated? How much smaller will this year's inflow of Mexican 
heroin, both Mexican-grown and in-transit heroin, be than it was last year? What 
are the prospects for cutting off the inflow completely, or nearly so? Please keep 
in mind DEA Administrator Bcnsinger's testimony that from 65% to 73% of all 
the heroin in thc U.S. is of Mexican origin. We would be grateful for your best 
e~timates on these issues. 

4. Burma and Thailand.-Here again, the record is more replete with programs 
under way, with objectives, hopes and plans, than it is with specifics on concrete 
accomplishments. It is, again, in this area of realistic pr0spects for the near-term 
future that the Committee would like to be mor(; fully informed. Further, what 
are the implications of the recent coup in Thailand for the anti-narcotics program? 
We have raised this question with Mr. John Helble (Country Director for Thai­
land-Burma) and look forward to reading his estimates after the new situation 
has been clarified somewhat. 

Specifically, are the Thai generals who suddenly find themselves in key leader­
ship positions more or less corrupt than their predecessors? Are any of them 
notoriously linked with illegal drug traffic? If so, what do we propose to do about 
it? Do we now enjoy more leverage in Thailand than in the very recent past? Do 
the new generals want U.S. support in contrast to the ousted leadership? 

5. Pakistan and Afghanistan.-We note that the predictable programs are 
underway and that we are working with the UN. What specifically, has the UN 
accomplished as to these producing countries? We realize that the UN is regarded 
as our only access to the Government of Afghanistan on this problem-even 
though we wonder why this must necessarily be so-but want to know what 
exactly the UN has accomplished, aside from making surveys and representations. 
We realizc that our influence in Afghanistan is limited. Certainly, in Pakistan we 
could make strong bi-lateral reprcsentations and have considerably better success. 

6. You stated in your testimony that in June, 1976 "Secretary Kissinger was in 
Bolivia to work on a program which was aimed at controlling the production of 
coca beyond the local requirements". What was the outcome of this effort? Is the 
Government of Bolivia cooperating in deed as well as in word? Surely, we should 
enjoy considerable influence in Bolivia, and we wonder how this potential for 
influence is being used and what the near-term prospects are for control of coca. 
Cocaine smuggling is at its highest levels at this time. 

7. Mexico.-Ambassador Vance stated (page 34) that to date we have not been 
informed of the establishment of a Mexican committee parallel to the U.S. 
executive committee (for joint U.S.-Mexican efforts) that he chairs. What hap­
pened? When Representatives Wolff and Gilman left Mexico in December, 1975, 
it was firmly agreed that a joint eommittee would be established and that the 
members would work closely together. That is why Chairman Wolff insists so 
much on the word "joint" and is leary of slippage into the word "parallel", even 
if it comes from Mexicans. 

We understand that the Mexican organizational effort may bc in something of a 
state of limbo until the new Mexican President and cabinet take office, but we 
should receive some assurance that the Department and the Embassy at Mexico 
City are actively working to obtain a clear commitment for a joint committee. It 
is clearly not enough to wait to hear from the Mexicans as Ambassador Vance 
testified ("we are waiting their call"-page 45) j our purpose is to influence the 
structure, not to report the development (or lack of development) of it. What 
does the Department plan to do when the new Governl11ent of Mexico is seated? 

Further, we are awaiting the reply Ambassador Vance promised to Representa­
tive de la Garza's question ~lS to whether or not President Ford, when he met with 
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the President-elect of Mexico, raised the question of narcotics interdiction and the 
work of the joint committee earlier agreed to between President Echevarria and 
Chairman Wolff (see page 38). 

8. Colombia.-In response to a query from Representative Frey, Ambassador 
Vance said we were working with the Colombians on the codification of their 
criminal code and general up-grading of their enforcement effort. Ambassador 
Vance promised to supply the Committee information on what exactly had been 
accomplished and what changes had been made in the Colombian laws. 

9. Tu~key.-Please note Representative Rangel's query (page 58-59) as to 
whether or not the Secretary of State ever dealt with anyone in the Turkh;h 
Government on the removal of the poppy-growing ban. Ambassador Vance 
agreed to check the record and supply an answer. 

10. Extradition and expulsion cases.-We look forward to receiving the infor­
mation offered by Ambassador Vance (page 65) on our efforts to recover illegal 
alien fugitives from justice and who are involved in pending narcotics cases. 
Questions apart from the Hearings 

1. We understand that about a month ago the Department learned that a Thai 
helicopter, apparently acting on instructions of corrupt Thai officials in league with 
narcotics smugglers, was used to provide medevac services from Burma for 
wounded members of a narcotics smuggling caravan that the forces of the Govern­
ment of Burma had successfully taken under fire. How does the Department 
evaluate this report? Was the medevac helicopter one of those provided to Thai­
land by the U.S. for the anti-narcotics struggle? And, most importantly, what 
representations were made to the Thai Government by our Embassy at Bangkok? 

2. We understand there is a report of a much older ease, which like the one 
cited above was not mentioned at the hearings, in which a Thai helicopter was 
actually used to transport opium or heroin from Burma into Thailand for illicit 
onward shipment. We should like to know the details of this transaction, the degree 
of credibility of the report, and the action taken by the Embassy at Bangkok. 

3. Please adviRe the current state l,f the conversations between the Department 
and the Government of Mexico on the release of American-citizen drug offenders 
incarcerated in Mexico, and the possibility of exchanging them for Mexicans 
incarcerated in the U.S. 

The Committee thanks you for your continuing cooperation and anticipates 
your prompt response. 

Sincerely, 
LESTER L. WOLFF, Chairman. 

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY Oli' STATB, 
Washington, D.C., November 12, 1976. 

Han. LESTER L. WOLFF, 
Chairman, Select Commillee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of October 14 asking a number of questions 

amplifying my testimony and that of Ambassador Vance before the Select Com­
mittee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, September 17, has been the subject of 
careful study in the Department. 

I appreciated having the opportunity to discuss with you and the members 
r our Committee the grave problem of drug abuse in the United States and the 

;ts we are making to bring it under control. 
• Stationing of a DEA Agent in Rangoon.-As you know, the Embassy on 

truction from the Department has raised this matter with the Government of 
J~rma several times, once when Ambassador Vance was in Rangoon in 1075. 

~.~wever, the Burmese have told us that they could not agree to a DEA agent 
~ ,~- --.; uc'f,ng assigned to Rangoon. It is our judgment that, to date, the current 

arrdPgements for narcotics program liaison with the Burmese Government. 
~ inclul;iing the periodic visits of regional DEA personnel, have functioned quite 
~. succe~sful1y, and are of a nature which suits the Burmese situation very well. 
l Nonetlieless, we continue to favor a resident agent, if the Burmese attitudes 

change. 'Under the prevailing circumstances, we arc convinced that we should 
be careful in our approach to the subject to avoid jeopardizing the current nar­
cotics program cooperation which has so successfully been initiated in that 
country. During Ambassador Vance's visit to Rangoon this month, he will take 
approptiate soundings as tc current Burmese thinking on this matter, and we will 
keep you advised of any change in the situation. 
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Progress to Date 
The Government of Burma has been vigorously enforcing its strict anti­

narcotics laws-enacted in 1974-through a nationwide campaign against 
both traffickerR and cultivators. With the arrival .of the first U.S.-supplied heli­
copters in late summer of 1975, several successful major operations have been 
mounted against narcotics refinery sites, drug caravans and trafficking organiza­
tiom;. Police in urban areas have also Btppped up anti-narcotics activities, con­
ducting raids and seizures throughout Burma. Over the past two years, the 
Burmese Government has located and destroyed at least 17 major clandestine, 
and often heavily defended, refineries. During the same period, nine major drug 
caravans have been l1ttncked by Burmese Government forces. A conserva­
tively estimated total of 250 kilograms of refined narcotics (heroin or morphine), 
more than 10 tons of raw opium, more than 6 tons of opium Rolution in inter-
mediate stages of procE'ssing (the equivalent of 625 kilogramR of heroin or mor-
phine), more than 10 tons of raw opium, more than 6 tons of opium solution in 
intermediate stages of procPsFling (the equivalE'nt of 625 kilograms of heroin or 
morphine), and lnrge amounts of refining equipment and chemicals have been 
seized or destroyed by the government authorities. 

Burma Army troops have carried out standing orders to dE'Rtroy poppy fields 
encountered in their operations in insurgent areas. A substantial number of poppy 
growers were arref'ted and more than 18,000 acrE'S of opium poppy were deRtroyed 
by Army and police forceR. Using a conservat.ive average production figure of 
5 kilograms of opium per acre, in excE'SS of 80 tons of opium were destroyed 
(enough to manufacture OVE'r 8 tons of heroin, or more than the annual seizureR 
by all U.S. law E'nforcement organizations). Thif' crop dE'struction campaign 
reduced the anticipated 1975-1976 Burma opium output by nearly 18% from 475 
tons to less than 400 tons. 

This reduction in the estimated total Burmese production is impref'sive. It is 
even more so if viewpd in terms of surplus available for export. Since domestic 
conf'umption was probably not affectpd, it is possible that as much as 25% of the 
exportable surplJls was destroyed. 'Vhen seizures are added to this figure, the 
Burmcse effort appears even more subf;tantial. At the f;ame time, of course, there 
is a great deal more which needs to be done across the board, if the problem is to 
be dealt with in the mc,st mE'aningf1i1 tprms. 

To af;sist the BurmE'se Governmpnt operations against narcotics we have 
programmed 18 hE'licopters, 12 of which have already been delivered. Six more are 
to be deliver£'d thif; December. We hav£' also provided communications and 
maintenance support for the program and a reconnaissance aircraft to support the 
interdiction of trafficking caravans. Def;pite the successes in Burma, we recogniloe 
that virtually all the growing arpas m'p outside of government control and that 
f;izE'ablp levels of production are likely to continue for ypars to come. 

2. The Cabinet C011!mittee.-That the CCINC at the Cabinet Secretary level 
has not met sincE' late 1973 cannot accurately be regarded as refiPC'ting inattention 
to the problem. The principals of the Working Group have been kept informed of 
developm£'nts by the members of that Group. The absence of sessions in which 
the departm('nt hpadf' are drawn togethpr in formal meetings should not be 
taken to mean that the Cabinet level officers have not acted in a direct personal 
way in the furthrrance of the program. Thus, the Secretary of State has, as has 
indeed the President, taken direct diplomatic action with regard to the countries 
that have been the source for the hulk of heroin entering the United States, 
namely Turkey and Mexico. Also, af' likewise indicated in the testimony, both 
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the President and S('crptary of State have acted in direct dealings with foreigr 
heads of State with rE'gard to the traffic in cocaine. These v.ctions, as well a 
instructions periodically conveyed by the Secretary and his Department t 
Ambassadors, demonstrate clearly the Secretary's commitment and also affOlJll"""" . 
the leadership by example to which you refer. I cannot agree with your assert Yo. r-
that the Administration hm:; worked other than energetically and effectivel:w on ~ . 
this high priority problem. Certainly, the turn for the worse in drug abuse i)l the 
United States since 1974 cannot be attributed to failures of our interna'tional :"~. 
efforts. . " I 

3. M exico.-Your letter asked whether every poppy field in Mexico !las been 
destroyed and whether we had any quantifiable impression of what. percentage 
of poppy fields have been destroyed. We are not in a position to give you such a 
percentage. However, at the end of the first phase of Mexico's eradication cam­
paign this year in May, Mexican and U.S. officials agreed that over 20,000 poppy 
fields had been eradicated for the period from December 1 through April 30. 
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,\Ve ahlO agreed with the IIIexican officials that in spite of the greatly increased 
eradication efforts during this period, ~ome fields were harvested before eradica­
tion. However, a special aerial observation survey made during the month of 
May 1976 in the areas of eradication was unable to find any' poppy fields not 
pr"vi(l1!~ly destroyed. . 

The sccond phase of this year's eradication program directed specifichlly against 
opium poppies began officially on September 1. Mexican eradicutiou elements in 
the> poppy growing areas had already detected and destroyed over 200 poppy 
fields in the last two weeks of August before the official commencement of the 
second phase. Latest reports from the Mexican Attorney General's' office and 
confirmed by our Embassy as of mid-October, based on aerial photographic 
<Jbservation systems, indicate over 2,000 opium poppy fields have been destroyed 
thus far from this year's second plantings. This second phase of the campaign will 
·continue on through lute spring of 1977. 

As you will note, this year',; campaign beg::m much earlicr than previous cam­
paigns (on September 1) and is expected to re:mlt in the destruction of significantly 
increased numbers of fields compared to previous years. The Mexim1l1 Govern­
ment und the U.S. EmbusHY in Mexico agree thut adequate levels of human and 
physical resources required to successfully carry out the current needed eradica­
tion of poppy fields exist at this time. 

You raised the quefltion of heroin refinerieH in Mexico ami the allegution that 
the Committee had obtained from other qu~rters that high Mexican officialH are 
implicated ir, their operation. The proce:<sing of opium into heroin in various 
locations in MexiCO, whether dignified by term:; of refineries or laboratories, is a 
very primitive process and one that is often transient and easily concealable. The 
Attorney General's office has increased its interdiction and investigative efforts 
in attempting to locate these proces,;ing plants. One successful techniqne involved 
in itH new efforts concerns monitoring sales of specific chemicals required for the 
heroin processing. Your point of l\Iexicun officials allegedly being implicated 
in heroin processing involves the brger issue of ('orruption in narcotics control 
programs in :Mexico and uther countries including the United States. The Mexican 
Government is aware of this corrnption problem and hm; taken rapid and effective 
:action against government officials who are found guilty of such corrupt activities. 

Coneerning your question of how much smaller thill year's inflow of :Mexican 
heroin into the U.S. will be compared to last year'fl, we are unable to give you 
specific estimates. Herwever, reports from DEA indicate that recent evaluations 
of the quantity and quality of Mexican grown and in-transit heroin through 
j\,.Iexico seized in various parts of the U.S. have decreased in quantity and quality. 
We can only expect that this will continue to be the case in coming months as 11 
result of increa,sing effectiveness in the lVlexican eradication program. 

4. Thailand.-We understand that Mr. Helble, Director of thf' Thai Desk) 
·discussed Thailand with Mr. Fred Flott on Ortober 21. Mr. Helble noted that, 
among other things, the first public address of newly installed Prime Minister 
Thanin Kruiwichian emphasized the suppression of illicit drug trade as one of his 
Government's highest priority objectives. Subsequent discussions between Thai 

·officials and our Embassy in Bangkok have reconfirmed the high priority the Thai 
Government states it will accord narcotics problems. The Department will, of 
cou-se, continue to work with and encourage the new Thai Government's efforts 
in the field of narcotics control. The members of the new civilian government 
appear to be of high integrity and, as far as we are aware, untainted by narcotics 
corruption. You inquire about allegations that. military officials htwe been in~ 
volved to an undetermined extent with Golden Triangle traffic gangs. We would 
prefer to discuss this subject in Executive Session. 

It is still too early to speculate on the future policies of the new Royal Thai 
Government, which was just installed on October 22. ,Ve do look forward, how­

.(l er, to continuing good relations with the Thais and the further development of 
ou ongoing programs of assistance to the Thai in the areas of enforcement and 
.cro jincome substitution. We are hopeful that these expectations will be met. 

5. Pakistan and Afghanislan.-Since 1974 UNFDAC has been working to 
train and cquip a narcotics section within the Afghan National Police in Kabul 
and i provincial capitals. The flUld has spent almost $1.5 million and presently 
has tw~ narcotics law enforcement adviser:l ill Kabul. In 1975 the Afghan police 
·seized lIver 7 metric tons of opium; so far in 197G, the total is better than 10 
metric tons. This is not to say that the UNFDAC has been directly involved in 
every opium seizure in Afghanistan. However, by encouraging and enabling the 
GOA to expand its anti-narcotics efforts, the UNFDAC has at the very least 
helped to develop with the Afghan police a commitment to narcotics control, 
"without whieh these seizures would not have taken place. 

81-443-77--13 
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The U.S. Embassy in Kabul, particularly the DEA representative, cooperates 
closely with UNFDAC in efforts to suppress the illicit narcotics traffic in 
Afghanistan. Embassy officials maintain a constant dialogue with all levels of 
the Afghan Government on the narcotics issue and have pressed successfully 
for the elimination of opium production in areas of the country in which we have 
significant economic assistance activity. However, the Government has made 
clear to us that assistance in the narcotics enforcement field should be through 
the U.N. 

On May 5, UNFDAC and the Government of Pakistan signed a 3-yenr, $3.3 
million progrnm agreement. The program will cover income nnd crop substitution, 
treatment, vocationnl rehabilitation and lnw enforcement. UNFDAC will nlso 
support some countrywide ndministrntive nnd enforcement nctivities of the 
Pakistan Narcotics Control Bonrd. UNFDAC hm:: provided Pnkistnn with lnw 
enforcement trnining since 1974, and has also undertaken nntural resource surveys 
in the Buner area of NWFP, where the new program will be centered. UNFDAC 
does not have anything on the ground yet in Buner. However, the Fund has 
engaged personnel for the program, including an American program manager. 
Program activity will probably begin in Pakistan in early 1977. 

We have all importnnt bilateral program in Pakistnn consisting of assistance 
to the Police Nnrcotics Field Investigative Units, some 25 of which are being 
established and equipped. We nre nlso negotiating nn income replncement pilot 
program like that envisaged in a different part of Pakistan by the U.N. We nre 
nctively pressing the Pakistani Government for more active narcotics control 
efforts. 

6. BoUvia.-As I indicated, Secretary KiSsinger met in June with Pre~ident 
Banzer of Bolivia. During that meeting, President Banzer said his Government 
was ready to move urgC'ntly to control cocainC' trafficking and to limit coca 
growing to legitimate nC'c rl~ if we supply the nC'cessary foreign aSl'i~tance. We 
hlwe received President }\'d's support for 5uch long-term assistance. 

An interagency team vbitcd Bolivia to as~ist in drawing up an accelC'ratcd 
and C'xpanded nrogram for narcotics activiticf;, both enforcement and coca crop 
substitution. The CCINC Working Group for Latin America carefully analyzed 
the program. As a firHt st!'p, $2.7 million in FY 1977 will be devoted by the U.S. 
to the pilot phase of the Bolivia program. We envisage as much as $45 million in 
AID funds ovcr the next five years to help develop viable nlternntives to coca 
production. This will have to be accompanied by strict enforcement action 
against th!' traffickers and tight controls of coca production within Bolivia. The 
Bolivian Government has moved recently to break up two major narcotics 
trafficking rings. We are asking Bolivia to substantially increase the size of its 
enforcpment agency, the National Administration of Control of Dangerous 
Substances (DNSP). We plan to provide equipment and materinl to assist it in 
carrying out these enforcement requirements. 

7. Mcxico.-Conccrning your inquiry nbout the development of U.S. and 
Mexican narcotics groups to study and work together, we indicated earlier to 
the Committee that the Secretary npproved the establishment of a U.S. Execu­
tive CommW~e on May 29, 1976, as directed by the President in his Message 
to the Congress of April 27, 1976, to meet with its .Mexican counterpart to discuss 
ways in which both governments could collaborate more effectively. Attorney 
General Ojeda Paullada was advised of the formation of the Executive Com­
mittee in early June 1976 and consulted about future plans of his Government 
in this regard. He advised Ambassador Vance in June 1976 that further consulta­
tions would take place aftpr the Mexican Committee had been established. 
Since that time, the Embassy has adYised us informally that the Mexican Gov­
ernment has delayed action on the matter owing to the pre~s C)f other activities 
involved in the election and the transition phase of changing ndministratiots. -

The lettpr from President Echeverria to Pref'ident Ford dated January 1 
1976, on narcotics cooperation stated: "I put forward to the U.S. legislate r~ 
the idea of creating twin national commissions, one in each of our countraes 
which would undertake a study of all aspects of this question and propose Efolu:' 
tions thnt would enable our t,wo Governments to embark on new lines of \l'\:!tion 
and expand the coordination of their efforh"" r 

We expect that the two national groups, whatever their appellation, would 
blJ working together jointly to accomplish the common goals agreed to by Presi­
dent Ford and President Echeverria. As sOOn as the Mexican Government 
establishes a counterpart to the U.S. Executive Committee, we intend to werk 
with that body to "influence the structure", as indicated in your letter, of the· 
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proposed commissions. This subject will receive priority attention during pro­
posed discussions on narcotics coordination scheduled in Mexico for early Decem­
ber 1976. 

Concerning the inquiry by Representative de la Gl'rza about President Ford's 
recent discussion with the President-elect of Mexico in August, the two If:'aders 
did discuss narcotics cooperation and agreed to intensify efforts in this areu. 

8. Colombia.-We Bupplied the changes that have been made in Colombian 
narcotics laws when we returned to the Committee the transcript of our September 
27 testimony. A few months ago we signed a new narcotics control project agree­
ment with the Colombian Government which envisages technical services, 
communications and aircraft for a narcotics aviation support unit. The new 
commitment of the Colombian Government and the assistance we will be giving 
to it in i;his field presage a much more effective enforcement effort against cocaine 
processing and smuggling in that part of the hemisphere. 

9. Secretary's Talks with Turkish Government.-In a meeting in New York on 
April 15, 1974 with Turkish Foreign Minister Thran Gunes, Becretary Kissinger 
discussed the question of the lifting by the Turkish Government of the opium 
poppy ban. This was prior to the lifting of the ban, which was announced on July 1. 

10. Extradition and Expulsion Cases.-We furnished the Committee with a 
description of our efforts in this regard when we submitted the edited verllion of 
the transcript of our test.imony. 
Questions Apart from the Hearings 

1. and 2. Possible Allrgccl Misuse of Hclicoplcrs.-With respect to your questions 
regarding misuse of U.S.-supplied hdicopters, we underlltand that another agency 
of our Government has detailed information on this Rubject and will reply to 
you directly. In the past, our Embassy has raised the reported misuse of helicopters 
WIth the higheRt levelR of the Royal Thai Government. 

3. Agreement with J1.1exico on Citizens Imprlsoned in Either Country.-The Legal 
Adviser of the Department of State has visited Mexico City twice recently to 
press forward with our negotiations with the Mexican Government looking to 
a treaty envisllging the po:;sibility of cert,tin Americans in Mexican prisons and 
l'.Iexicans in American prisons serving the remainder of their sentenceI' in their own 
country. These negotiations are proceeding successfully and expeditiously, thus 
far. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES W. ROBINSON • 
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U.s. IIousIC OF REPRESICN'l'ATIVES, 
SELECT COi\UUTTBj, ON NARC()TIC~ ABUSE AND CONTROL, 

Hon. VlmNON ACRf;g 
Washington, D.C., October 12, 1976. 

Commissioner U.S. Customs Service, 
Washington, D.C. 

D~;AR MR. ACRI:E: In your appearance before the Committee on September 28, 
1976, which we greatly appreciated, several significant matters were raised as to 
which the Committee would appreciate your further written response, at your 
earliest convenience: 

(1) You testified that a t'\Vhite Paper" TU'3k Force was reconstituted in Febru­
ary, 1976 to examine the methods by which heroin presently enters the U.S. 
Please favor us with any findings or conclusiolls made by your Service or the Task 
Force in this re1!pect. 

(2) Please detail tlLe "most effective anti-narcotic strategies" (quoting your 
testimony) as you see them, including your frank views as to the effectiveness of 
Reorganization Plan No.2, which ltpparently had some effect on border 
interdiction. 

(3) Why i''l the Customs Service Computer not compatible with the DEA 
computers and what benefits do you see emerging from sueh a tie-in, if any? 

(4) Why 1:; the Customs SC'fvice unable to follow up on what happens to its 
seizure cases when they are forwarded to DEA'? 

(5) What evidence does the Service have, if any, that there has been a diversion 
of the Turkish opium or poppystmw crop? 

(6) What specific suggestions have you for better coordination between the 
Border Patrol and the Herviee in the interests of heroin interdiction? 

(7) What specifiC' suggestions do you have for improving the gathering of 
narcoties intelligence'! 

(8) In your opinion, why is it that so few Customs Service seizures in FY 75 
and FY 76 'were based on inteiligence provided by other enforcement agencies? 

Your answers to th('se significunt questions and, udditionally, any comm('nts 
you might care to make with rC'spcct to the "F('deml strategy" mandated by the 
Drug Abuse Treatment Act of 1972, as amended, would be valuable information 
for the Committee's purposes. 

Thuuk you for your eontinuing cooperation. 
Sincerely, 

J OSJ~PH L. N ELLUl, Chicf COU7lsl'l. 

DgPARTMENT OF THB TREASURY, 
U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE, 

Washington, D.C., October BY, 1076. 
Mr. JOSBPH L. NBLLIS, 
Select Committee on Narcotics Abusc and Control, 
House of Represelllath'es, TVashingtoll, D.C. 

DgAR l\,fn. NELLIS: I welcome thi:> opportunity to further ('larify the pmlitions 
and policies of the U.S. Customs S('rvice with respect. t.o the pr(!sent overall 
I~edernl strategy for the prevention and curtailment of drug abllBe within tho 
United States. 

\Ve at Customs enthusiasticaHy endorse the concept of developing a compre~ 
henflive, coordinated Federal strategy for aU drug abuse prevention funCtions 
conducted, sponsored, or supported by any department 01' agenoy of the Federul 
Government. Since the development, of such It strategy was mandated by lnw in 
1972 (P.L. 92-255), we have had four years to examine the results of the firHt 
implementntion of thl,; strategy-the formation of the Drug Enforcement Ad­
mini~ltl'!1,tion by Reorganizatioll Plan No.2 (1973). \Ve at Customs, in following 
th~ directives of the Plan, have eHtttblished tactic:il groups consistent with these 
directives which have resulted in the interdiction of narlJotics coming acro)')s 
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our bo:rders. However, because of the Plan, Customs investigative and intelligence 
actions with respect to narcotics have ceased. 

In September 1975, a White Paper on Drug Abuse with a Treasury/Customs 
Addendum was issued which examined where we had been, where we were going, 
and what changes should be implemented so that the comprehensive, coordinated 
Foderal strategy could be made more effective. President Ford on May 12 of this 
year established the Cabinet Committee on Drug Law Enforcement to coordinate 
all policies and activities of the Federal Government relating to domestic law 
enforcement. An initial report from this committee is due imminently. 

The enclosed, provided for your review, lists the responses to the eight specific 
questions which were posed in your letter. If I may be of further assistance, 
please contact me accordingly. 

Sincerely yours, 

Enclosures. 

VERNON D. ACREE, 
Commissioner of Customs. 

Question 1. You testified that a "White Paper" Task Force was reconstituted 
in February 1976 to examine the methods by which heroin presently enters the 
U.S. Please favor us with any findings or conclusions made by your Service or 
the Task Force in this respect. 

Answer. The group I was referring to was the Domestic Council's Drug Abuse 
Task Force for the Southern Border. The Task Force stated in its findings that 
knowledge about the several possible ways drugs enter this country is critical to 
making decisions about how to respond to thi::l till·eat. 

As you know the Southern Border of the U.S. is 1,800 miles long with a total 
people flow of 157 million per year, 46 million vehicles, 32,000 non-commercial 
private aircraft crossings. The people and vehicle flows come through 27 ports 
of entry while private aircraft now are required to have pre-clearance flight plans 
to designated airports when reentering the nation. This was a recently imposed 
requirement by thc Customs Service to augment our interdiction systems. Ad­
ditIOnally, there is a substantial flow of commerce between the border areas 
accounting for significant cargo, merchandise, and produce shipments by trucking. 

The Task Force concluded from datu, based primarily on seizure data fur­
nished by Customs, that both heroin and cocaine are being transported through 
the ports of entry, concealed in varying manner". Information concerning narcotics 
trafficking by private aircraft was insufficient to make any definitive determination 
regarding the threat posed from this mode of transportation. However, evidence 
,does exist that high performance <lircraft used by smugglers have eluded inter­
ception and radar tracking. It would appear logical to conclude that the narcotics 
trafficker employs the "safest" mode of transportation to smuggle contraband into 
the U.S. and private aircraft would support this need. To counter this threat, 
Customs is continuing to develop a total air-interdiction program including 
budget requcsts for additional funding, equipment purchase from the DOD, 
increased training, etc. 

The Task Force concluded that most hrown heroin comes from two principal 
wowing areas: the traditional tri-state growing areas in the states of Sinaloa, 
Durango, and Chihuahua, which account for some 75-80 percent of Mexican 
:production, and the Guerrero state near Acapulco which accounts for some 20-25 
percent of the growth. 
. The smuggling pattern for marihuana is radically differenb from herOin, prob­
ably due to the relative bulkiness. Almost 75 percent of the marihuana interdicted 
was between ports of entry, primarily by ground vehicle, with aircraft and vess"el 
.accounting for 7% and 6% respectively. 

Most cocaine (97%) is seized at ports of entry with more than half seized from 
/3cheduled airlines, and a third comes in aboard boats. 

The study report entitled "Southwest Border Study" is classified "Secret" 
and may be requested from the Domestic Council Drug Abuse Task Force. 

Question 2. Please detail the "most effective anti-narcotics strategies" as you 
/3ee them, including your frank views as to the effectiveness of the Reorganization 
rlan No.2, which apparently had some effect on border interdiction. 

Answer. We believe that if greater efforts utilizing the special capabilities and 
Authorities of Customs officers were directed to detecting drugs at the borders 
and to conducting follow up investigations with feedback overseas, the national 
efforts would be most effective. This is what Customs was authorized to do prior 
to the Reorganization. 
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The total removal of Customs from any intelligence gathering or investigative 
functions relating to international narcotics smuggling has lessened the potential 
effectiveness of the overall Federal narcotics enforcement program by failing to 
utilize unique capabilities and resources provided by the Congress which Customs 
has available to be applied to the narcotics problem. 

We believe the national effort can best be served by Customs officers again 
becoming involved in anti-smuggling narcotic investigations and taskcid addi­
tionally with an increased role in seeking foreign narcotics intelligence. Indeed 
Customs and DEA are currently drafting an agreement to permit Customs officers 
to gat.her nal"cotics intelligence incidental to their regular work. irom the inter­
nation,''! Customs community. 

Customs has an established expertise world wide for over a century and has 
close contact with its foreign counterparts and border control agencies as well 
as sources within the intemational transportation and trade communities. It is 
simply not possible for another agency to develop som-ces such as those that are 
,~alled upon by Customs in its normal source of business. By reestablishing the 
Customs role in pursuing narcotic smuggling through investigations and intelli­
gence gathering we will complement the efforts of DEA as the lead narcotics 
agency and strengthen our interdictory enforcement capability at border points. 

Below I have outlined some of the key capabilities that Customs has to offer 
relative to a more effective anti-narcotic strategy. 
Customs overseas operations and inter-relationships with other cllstoms officers 

In lute 1970, the U.S. Custom~ Service initiated a trial program by assigning 
six agents in Europe and in the far east to combat the ever increasing world-wide 
narcotic problem. These agents were in a special category and were referred to 
as Customs Foreign Liaison Officers. 

The original efforts of the first six agents were so successful th:.tt an additional 
26 senior ((gents were selected and assigned to foreign posts in mid 1972. The 
latter group had only become oriented to their duties, when Reorganization 
Plan No.2 became effective and all 32 transferred to DEA. Since that time 
foreign intelligence transmitted to Customs concerning drug s.muggling has been 
significantly reduced. 

Ctultoms has made a number of presentations SUbstantiating the very signifi­
cant decrease of foreign-source intelligence information in recent years and its 
negative effect on border interdiction. Customs exclusion from this foreign infor­
mation gathering activity eliminates a valuable resource from the Federal program. 

There exists 11 very special worldwide relationship among Customs Services 
that is not being fully used because' of the restriction placed on U.S. Customs 
intelligence gathering role. This fraternal relationship among Customs officers 
of the world did and could again assist us in obtaining the answers to who, what, 
where, and when in connection with illicit trafficking in narcotics. 
Customs border searclws 

Broad authority to search for and to seize goods at the border or its functional 
equivalent has been conferred by Congress upon Customs officers for the pur­
pose of detecting and preventing the smuggling of goods or contraband into this 
country and to enforce the Federal laws relating to the payment of duty on goods 
lawfully brought into the cl)untry. Customs officers using thi~ unique and ex­
clusive jurisdictional authority both criminal and civil are able to conduct de­
tailed searches of individuals, vehicles, vessels, aircraft, cargo, and other 
merchandise upon entry into the United States where narcotics are at their 
greatest purity. Mere suspicion of illegal activity within the border area is enough 
to allow a Customs officer to stop and seurch a person or other thing, as long as 
the search itself is reasonable. 

Since a Customs officer may stop a person or conveyance without probable 
cause, he is in a position to act on specific intelligence direded to a named indi­
vidual or on general intelligence directed toward a method of smuggling or a 
type of conveyance or classes of individuals Without revealing the source of his 
information. 

Because of this unique search authority at our borders and their functional 
equivalents, Customs is able to fully utilize its integrated interdiction capability 
in a wide variety of ways. Overseas and domestic intelligence is timely fed into 
{Jur TECS computers. Inspectors, agents and patrol officers have access to the 
computer through over 700 terminals and can instantly learn about new MO's 
rCDorted to Customs or discovered by one of their co-workers only moments 
b,;fore in another part of the country. Customs officers using X~ray machines or 
ono of our highly successful detector dogs can screen an enormous number of 
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imported vehicles, cargo, mail, or baggage fOf hidden drugs. Intelligence can 
frequently provide the place and method of concealment. 

All of these interdiction techniques, to be most effective, rely on prior intelli­
gence which in turn le1ids to a border search, an arrest, and a seizure. These 
arrests and seizures in turn generate more leads which must be developed. 
I nve.~tigative methodologies 

One of the most effeetive techniques utilized by our Special Agents during the 
1960's was that of convoying the narcotics from a border seizure to the intended 
recipient. 

Smugglers have always recognized that their most vulnerable position was in 
the actual crol:'sing of international borders while in possession of contraband. 
At this point, a shi]JJ.LCnt is in itR largest Rtate and highest purity, representing a 
sizeable investment "00 the smuggler. It is also at this point that the smuggler 
now comes face to f ~c( with Customs, constituting his greatest risk of discovery 
and arrest. Most 1m g3 .iicale operators, unwilling to expose themselves to this risk 
of arrest hire couricl il tv tr,msport the contraband in border areas. Once the contra­
band is safely acrOl il the border, the Genler can, with relative ease, safely handle 
lind difltribute it. 'J he urI .st of the courier although a set buck, does not seriously 
compromise the in~egrity of a smuggling combine. 
Convoy methods 

To penetrate t'ue diffieult barrier created by such a smuggling system, Customs 
Agents developed the controlled delivery or convoy investigative technique. This 
type of investi6ution permitted the controlled passage of narcotics from the 
international I,oundary to point of d()me~tic delivery. The movement of nar­
cotics was clOsely monitored and controlled by Customs Agents "with a view toward 
developing sufficient evidence to support the arrest of the principal receivers und 
co-conspirators, domestic and foreign. Convoy operations were completed with 
the full knowledge and consent of concerned U.S. Attorneys at both place of dis­
oovery and intended delivery. Additionally, the Bureau of Narcotic!> and Danger­
ous Drugs (BNDD) was advised prior to the narcotics movement in-land and af­
forded the opportunity of full participation. Tile Customs convoy technique and 
subsequent conspiracy investigation proved so eminently successful that it has 
become a basic cornerstone of Customs investigative efforts. 
Controlled mail deliveries 

Bctween l07D and I073, numerous arrests and seizures of narcotics resulted 
from controlled mail deliverie8. t-:lpecial proocdures had to be rigidly followed so 
that search warrants could he legally executed at the point of delivery. The use 
of the controlled mail deliveries was made possible through the Customs border 
search authority being applicable to foreign mail entering the United States in 
the same manner as it applies to persons and merchandise. 
Financial investigations pl'ograms 

In order to trade in narcotics, extremely large amounts of money are used by 
IImugglers to finance their illegal shipments of drugs. Since virtually all narcotics 
are obtained outside the United States. the international transfer of currency is 
tJ,S great as the illegal traffic in the smuggled drug itself. 

In September of 1070, the first federal Narcotics Financial Investigations Unit 
was established and label('d in 1071 us the NTTP (Narcotics Traffickers Tax 
Program). It was designed by the Internal Revenue Service, and formulatd t(} 
take the profit out of drug trafficking and disrupt distribution system. Customs 
participation Ilnd input in the selection of major narcotic targets played a signifi­
cant part in the suec('s~ of the program. In the short period the program was active, 
July 1, 1971 to early 1974, lB.::! initiated full tax investigations of over 1800' 
upper and middle-level traffickers und dealer:,;. Tax deficiencies uncoYered, totaled 
$200,000,000. 
False documentation 1lsed by narcotic traffickers 

The U.S. Customs S('rvice formulated it specific methodology concerning the 
use of falsc doc mentation by internationaltmffickers smuggling narcotics into 
the United States. The data obtained to assist Customs agent" in identifying 
users of fulse documentation resultcd from actual field investigations conducted 
dUring the time period and involved records of Customs and I&NS files maintained 
in various foreign offices. Jl.Iost narcotic smugglers, including principals, contro -
lers, lind other.> who nre not actual carrier" of the narcotics, utilize false docu-
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ment~. Frequently, investigation has enabled Cu<tom'l to pro~ecute the traffickprs 
for fal::te documentation without a !lei:mre of n.lrcotic~, and provide a potential 
informant for the Government, although the initial arrest was made by a city, 
stnte, or other federal agency. 
Currency and Foreign Transactions Reporting Act 

The Currency and Foreign Transactions Reporting Act requires uU person~ 
tran~porting currency and negotiable instruments in excess of $5,000, into or 
out of the United States, to file a report with the U.S. Customs. This law is ideally 
suited to attack the narcotic smuggler who mu~t obtain his narcotics from foreign 
supplien; and thus illegally move large amounts of money from the United States 
in payment for contraband. 

In llddition to the investigative methodologieH listed above, there nre numerOUfl 
othl'r Custom~ Rrograms, nnd cooperative efforts such as the Foreign Customs 
Assistance and Customs Foreign Liai~on, CCINC, Interpol, Customs Coopera­
tion Council, Telephone Toll Analysis System, electronic interception, etc., 
which enabled Customs to contribute significantly to what hag been belntedly 
recognized as the most productive period of Federal narcotic enforcement effort in 
recent history. 

Finally, the Customs Service is unique in that it is a completely integrated 
interdiction and investigative force, comprised of inspectors, auditors, import 
specialists, patrol officers and criminal investigators, aU backed by an Office for 
Enforcement Support. In most cases, all component,s work together in tandem from 
start to finish. However, the chain is broken with re:lpect to narcotic intelligence 
and investigations. We believe that the national effort can hest be served by 
re: .. stating the re~ponsibility for total contrahand smuggling inyestigations within 
the Customs Service. from intelligence gathering through interdiction and in­
ve!'<tigations. ThiS, of course, could involve full coordination with DEA. 

The major problem to my mind in Reorganization Plan No.2 was that, in the 
haste to submit the plan to Congress before expiration of the President's reor­
ganization authority and with a desire to eliminate what was conceived to be 
deleteriuus interugency competition, the authors were either unaware or failed to 
recognize that a major gap was being created in Federal narcotics enforcement by 
removing narcotics intelligence and investigative responsibility from the Customs 
Service. This was a major error. Customs, in its role as the nation's fi.r~t line of 
defense at our borders support~ and work" with many other agencies such IJ,S the 
FBI, ATF, EPA, ERDA and FAA. In each of these a'lsociations, Customs per~ 
forms its full investigative role in support of the primary responsibilities of these 
other agencies. Customs Rhou1d be permitted to perform in this fashion and in the 
narcotics area as well. It is in the best interest of the U.S. and people throughout 
the world to do so. 

Qlle.~lion ;1. Why is the CustomR Service computer not compatible with the 
DEA computers and what benefits do you Hee emerging from such a tie-in, if any? 

Answer. Compatibility of computer systems within DEA and Customs is not the 
real issue. Customs interdiction mission at all U.S. ports of entry demands Il. 
7-dny-a-week, 24-hour-a-day operat,ion with a response time to queries in tm'ms 
of second,. DEA's investigative mission requires an automated index to reports 
of investigations. This system operates 12-14 hours a day; 5 days 11 week and 
supports DEA agents in investig[Ltive areas. 

Automated data exchange between DBA and Customs haR tal;:rn place for 
over two years. Customs receives, once a month, a computer tape of narcotic 
violntors, vessels, aircraft, etc., from DEA. After review and update, the informa­
tion is placed in TECS if it meets our criteria. Customs and DEA are present,ly 
working out Lhe detaihl for a direct computer to computer link-Up. This direct 
tie-in will improve the timeliness of data exchange and provide DEA officers with 
a 24-hour computer capability and access to all Customs narcotic information. 

The important issue to recognize it-; that the data required, such a::l name and 
personal identifier~, license number, plane numbers, companies, etc., must be 
colleeted and reported in a timely manner tu "nable Customs to pcrform its 
intE'rdictory mission. 

Question 4. Why is Lhe Customs Service Ullable to follow up on what happens 
to its seizure cases when they nre forwarded to DEA? 

Answer. In President Nixon's message of March 28, 1973, to Congress, with 
which he transmitted Reorganization Plun No.2 of 1973, he identificd the major 
responsibilities of the Drug Enforcement Administration which were to include: 
"full investigation and preparation for prosecution of suspects connected with 
illicit drugs seized ut U.S. ports-of-entry :111d international borders." 
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The Memorandum of Understanding Between U.S. Customg Service/Drug 
Enforcement Administration, dated December 11, 1975, treats the subject of 
violations which are reported to U.S. Attorneys. "DEA case reports will include 
any customs (sic) reports related to the drug violation. Customs will furnish their 
reports to DEA in an exppditious manner. DEA will present the violations to the 
concerned prosecutor for determination of charges." 

In compliance with the proviRions of Reorganization Plan Nu. 2, the Customs 
Service has effectively been removed from narcotic related intelligence gathering, 
investigation and proHe~ution of narcotic violators, including thoRe detertI'd by the 
Customs Service. Such matter;; are referred tu the Drug Enforcement Administra­
tion, and in prosecutionR the only participation by Customs is in the production 
of evidence in support of DEA effol't.'l. 

The outcome of proHecntions are of course known to the agency which brings 
forward the complaint, and in major cases purticipating agencies may through 
courtesy be advised of the results of a prosecution. As a general routine, however, 
cases may through motions Imd appeals be continued for many months, and 
even years. DEA has not estahlished procedureR for reporting to Customs the 
results of Customs J'eferrals to the Dmg Enforceme.1t Administration. 

Questiorv 6. 'Yhat evidence does the Service have, if any, that there has been 
a diversion of the Turkish opium or poppy !:ltraw crop? 

Answer. The C.H. Cu~toms Hervice hus no first-hand evidence pprtaining to 
diversion of Turkish opium or the poppy straw crop since it presently must rely 
on D}<jA for collection of narcotiC's intelligence. A report prepared by the Drug 
Enforcement Admillbtratioll (DEA), bused on observation by a United Nations 
team and by U.S. officials in Turkey, indicated that there was no reported signifi­
cant illegal diversion of the 1974-75 Turkish poppy crop. The observers reported 
that there W!lS no evidence of inch:;ion of poppy capsulps. During the lust half 
of 1975, approxinlately six kilograms of Turkish origin heroin base or hproin 
hydroc1oride were seizpd in Western Europe. An additional 900 grams of heroin 
hydrocloride of upparent Turkish origin were removed in the U.S. during the 
period March-July 1975. These insignificant amounts, when compared to the 
pre-1972 Turkillh heroin, would appear to indicate that the Turkish poppy con­
trol procedureH have been eff('ctivc. It has hepn reported that seizures of },Iiddle 
East heroin from Turkish nationals in Egypt, Germany and Italy may have 
originated in 7urkey. Investigations are under way to determine whether or not 
a diversion from the Turki~h opium crop is occurring. However, it should be 
recognized that the emprgence of :Mexico as primury producer of heroin mny be 
an important influencing factor on the reduced amounts of Turkish heroin in 
the U.S. 

For additional detailed information on this sut;ject, please refer to DEA, 
Office of Intelligence Study, "Alternative Sources to Mexico for Heroin Supply 
to North America and Europe," June 1976. 

Question 6. What ;;pecific suggestions have you for better coordination between 
the Border Patrol and the Service in the interests of heroin interdiction? 

Answer. Historically, the U.S. Border Patrol and the Customs Service htwe 
coordinated and cooperated in a very harmonious manner. However, Reorganiza­
tion Plan No.2 had a provision whereby some of the functions and personnel of 
the Immigration Service would l .. c transferred to the Customs Service. This re­
sulted in an OMB study which fractured the relationships betwepn the two 
organizations. Subsequently, thc Commissioner of Customs and the Commissioner 
of Immigration Service Eligned n formal agreement reestablishing eooppration be­
tween the two organizations. Hince that time the two Services are routinely advis­
ing each other of areas being worked in both dnily and specialized operntions. 
Sensor alert information and other matters of mutual intel'est are being exchanged 
and in many areas we have exchanged radio communication equipmlmt so that 
each service may be apprised of what the other service is doing. There remains a 
need for 11 more formalized agreement in the critical area of expeditiously pa!4sing 
perishable information that concerns heroin trnffic. Customs is working with INS 
to develop a more formal agr('ement. 

Question 7. What specific suggestions do you hnve for improving the gathering 
CJf narcotim, intelligence. 

Answer. Although Customs is not currently involved in the investigations of 
narcotics cases, experience gained over the years prior to Reorganization Plan 
No.2 proved the value of both tactical and operational inttlligence analysis in 
developing such cases. Intelligence continues to be of high value in the support of 
our interdiction mission. However, it is unfortunate that the volume of availnble 
narcotic information for processing into analyzed intelligence has been until 
recently drastically reduced by the effects of Reorganization Plan No.2. A means 
to overcome this deficiency would be to expand Customs role in pursuing narcotics 
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smuggling through the investigations of narcotics trafficking und intelligence· 
guthering to meet the Customs requirements for information to analy.ze. 

Another related problem is the content of information received. The substantive 
content of the information received from other agencies still has not improved 
appreciubly. Previously, Customs had a totally integrated narcotics intelligence 
gathering and dissemination network thut was far more effective than is currently 
the case in stemming the flow of narcotic8 entering the country. This network 
included the various enforcement elements of the Customs Service and the work 
of Customs agents stationed abroad, concentrating on points of entry to the 
United States. This was a combined enforcement effort to combat smuggling of 
narcotics across our borders through the intelligence cycle in which information 
was collected, analyzed and disseminated, leading to arrests{seizures, which after 
investigations and debriefing led to additional information feedback for analysis 
and dissemination. In order to regaln some measure of this past effectiveness, 
Cu"toms personnel should be authorized to debrief apprehended narcotics traffick­
erR to c()llect intelligence in specific response to Customs needs. 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation, as planned in the 1973 Reorganization, 
wa1\ not tasked to provide narcotics intelligence information. The Central Intel­
ligence Agency's support in this urea was primarily of a strategic nature in that it 
provided information on known geographic growing and trafficking areas, which 
only infrequently identified the particulars of who, when and how of transcon­
tinental trafficker!;. Within the framework of Reorganization Plan No.2, there 
can he no question that DEA is the lead agency in attacking the narcotics prob­
lem from the standpoint of law enforcement. Form the standpoint of developing a 
foreign intelligence program, however, Customs feels that the operationally 
oriented penoonnel of DEA lack the insights and discipline to manage a viable and 
eoordinated effort abroad. Customs believes that CIA, on the other hand, has 
hoth the expertise and the discipline to deal effectively with the foreign narcotics 
intelligence problem. However, because of Customs special relationship with 
foreign Custom!; sl'rvices developed over a period of yeurs, Custom.s has a better· 
opportunity and :-;peci!llized interest in gathering narcotics intelligence. The rela­
tionship could be exploited optimally if CustOllls attaches were authorized to be­
come involved in anti-smuggling narcotics intelligence and tasked to increase 
their role in seeking foreign intelligence concerning narcotics trafficking. 

Suhs<1quent to Reorganization Plan No.2, Customs continuing its border interJ 

diction program has had to lean heavily on its initial contact with traffickers for 
information. Customs relies on DEA for full debriefing and feedback on violators 
turned over to them for analysis that enhances Customf! inspection and interdie­
tion effort. Customs is the only enforcement agency prohibited from follow-up 
investigative activitif'fI, predicated on its initial contact with the violators, on 
leads it developed. Customs has had to operate in the blind to accomplish its 
miRsion since July 1, 1973, without narcotics intelligence tailored to Customs 
needs. Customs has established close cooperative efforts with DEA to provide a 
constant exchange of information which benefits each agency's enforcement mis­
sion within the limits of their jurisdiction. Only time will ten how successful this 
cooperative effort. will be. Even this effort excludes the major resources of the 
FBI and CIA. It is our feeling that the whole range of foreign narcotics intelligence 
activities should be clearly tied to the National Foreign Intelligence Board and 
integrated into the broader NFIB Program. In this regard, Customs recom­
mends the creation of a N [,rcotics Intelligence Advisory Board to direct and C011-
trol the foreign narcotics intelligence effort. This Narcotics Intelligence Advisory 
Board's membership should include DEA, Customs, CIA, State, DOD, etc . 
Another function of the Advisory Board should be to make intelligence reporting 
procedures uniform through an established mechanism to insure the constant flow 
of intelligence to all users and feedback to the collectors. This could be accom­
plished by the Advisory Board if granted the appropriate powers to order existing 
narcotic~ intelligence programs. 

On the domestic side, improved guidelines need to be established by the Attorney 
General with respect to the collection of foreign narcotics intelligence by the intel­
ligence community for use by law enforcement ag,6ncies. Whe!\:! decisions have beer:. 
rendered in this area, they have resulted in restrictive and very narrow interpreta­
tions. A possible means to overcome this ,,,ealmes,; could he to have the Attorney 
General represented on the Advisory Board for legal interprrtations on a case-by­
case basis. Other members to the Advisory Board could be IRS and INS to add 
their expertise. 

On the international side, Customs is heavily involved in. mr.ny foreign progrnms. 
For example, the Foreign Customs Assistance Program is carried on through ad­
visory teams and formal Customs training and observational training tours in 
the United States. This long-established program involves primarily assistance 
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to Fort'ign Custom!' personnt'l, as part of tht' Cabinet CommitteI.' for Intt'rnational 
Nurcotics Control (CCINC) program and a Customs-to-Cu,;tom" a,;sistnnee under 
tIl(' Foreign Customs A~siRt!\nce (FCA) program. 

To dutt', the U.B. Customs Service CCINC Training Program has trained 
4,5iiO foreign Customs officers and executivC'R reprPRPnting ii6 countriC'R. In addi­
tion, 30 foreign Customs officer;:; from Holland, Italy, Thailand, Peru, Mexico, 
Egypt, Colombia and Chile have bt'en trainpd with narcotic detector dogt< at the 
Cl1stom~ National Training Ct'nter in Front Royal, Virginia. Thp;lt' pt'r,;ons are 
lasting friends of CUHtoms and arc eager and willing to share their :omuggling data. 
and information with us. 

In the Foreign Customs Assbtnncp Training Program, r.s. CURtomR provides 
tC'chnical assistance in the devC'iopmpnt of a Custom:; RPrvice in foreign countries 
who request such assistance. Recently, advisors have been installed in Ecuador 
anci Thailand, countries high on thc li::;t a::; world SOl1rCl'::; of narcotic::;. 

In 1970, Cll:;toms became a mt'mber of the Customs Coopl'ration Council, an 
81-member international organimltion with headquartH's in Bru""eh;. Responding 
to initiative" by Unit('d State!" and Au::;tralian Cu;.;tom::<, th(' Council has f'tepped 
up its enforcpment activiti(,H, establishing a \Vorking Party on Cu"tom,.; hnforcp­
In('nt with special emphasi~ on the interdiction of illicit traffic in narcotic drugs. 
Hince, July 1973, Customs can no longpr devl'lop narcotic intelligenc(' over:<e[[s. 
"We believe that this major source of information rplutive to the international 
movement of narcotics was a major Hource of information to the l'nited States 
and should be reinstituted. 

Thus, it can bE' seen that the CUlT('nt situation i,.; not an all ag('ncicf; effort 
tlS it should be. The magnitude of the narcotics prohlem requireH a total ('ffort 
of all Federal enforcpment and intelligenc(> agpnci(',.;. Each agency has spt'cific 
eapabilitieH and has develoJled expertise in the areas of tlwir assigned missions. 
Thps(' capabiliti('s should he tapped to provide an all inclu>,ive intelligence 
gathering m('chanif'm geared to respond to the tailored collection nepd" of each 
ef the re:;ponsible ('nforcement ag('ncies. If we art' ever to solv(' th(' international 
narcotics problem, wt' need to come up with a total npproach to the problem 
which exploits the capabilities of all information gathpring ap:encies. 

Question 8. In your opinion, why is it that so few Custom:; Service seizures in 
FY 75 and FY 7G were based on intelligence provided lJy other enforcement 
agcnci0R? 

AmnY('r. AH I stilted in my testimony, although thp quantit~" of intelligence-re­
lated information being provided to us by DEA has incrt'a;;l'd thi;; past y('ar the 
quality of it can be measured in the results-lpRs than on(' pl'rcent of seizureI' in 
FY 75 and FY 76 were hased on prior DBA inforn1.1tion. Our intplligence coll('ction 
requirements are not being met with the nece:>8ary information to allow for a more 
successful interdictory ('ffol't. 

In my opinion, our intelligence needs dlll'ing the past three years have no~ "ern 
Jllet primm'il;'l" because DgA, when initially creatpd, took the pORition that con-
8piracy and a case orientation Rhould have the heavy ('mphal'is, with interdiction 
l't'lttted intelligence apparently relt'gated to a low priority. 

Further, Reorganization Plan No.2 gave to DEA a dual intelligence role that 
hampers a vigorous interdictory related collection program. In 1<implistic terms, 
DEA has one operational mission and a parallel intelligence misRion viz., an 
internal organization created to support DJ<~A's operational requirem('nts. Addi­
tionally, DEA hru; bet'n given the responsibility of managing t.he National Drug 
Hy:;t('m. Added to this problem is the dichotomy that exi>;is hetween the DBA 
agent's prime r('sponsibilities of collecting intelligence ngainF<t (1) DBA's own 
requircJll('uts and (2) other F('deral, cspeci:llly Customs, rpquirement.<;. 

[From Dppartmen't of the Tr<>asury (U.S. Customs Service) Newsl 

U.S. CUSTOMS SlmVIC," REPORTS iNL\JOR DRUG ENFORCEMENT AND OTHER 
G.\INS IN 1976 

Thp U.S. Customs SPrvice clos('d 1976 l'('porting l'('cord incr('aR('s in imported 
goods; the clearance of travelers, vehicles, v('ssels, and aircraft; and in drug 
s('izures and nrr('sts. 

U.H. Commissionpr of CllstomR Y('rnon D. Acree reported that preliminary data 
indicat('<; that the Customs S('rvice: 

Mad(' more than 23,000 drug ReizHr(,s, up 10 perct'nt oY('r 1975. 
Confiscated narcotics and drugs Ylith a potential street sale value of $631 

million, a climb of 39 prrcent over laRt ypar. 
Arrested nearly 21,000 persons on drug Yiolations, up five percent for the 

year. 
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Additionally, Commissionpr Acrre rrpOl·ted that Customs processed u record 
$128 billion worth of imported goods, a rise of 32 percent over 1975. Duties, taxes 
and miscellaneous receipts collected on this merchandise totalpd $5.3 billion. On 
the average, Customs rcturns $Hi to the U.S. Treasury for CWl'Y budgct dollul' it 
spcnds on opcl'l1tions. 

The Bicentem1ial Year also pJ'Oduc('d n l'('cord number of trnvel('rs for Customs 
to clear into the country: 274.8 million. This numbcr reprcscnts many more 
millions than the total popUlation of the country. 

These trawler:'> and the goods imported into the country arrived in some 79.6 
million vehicle'l, 1:30,702 v('~spls, and 360,!iaO aircraft, all of which were procl'ssed 
hy Customs Officer;; at the Sl'rvice's 300 official ports of entry throughout the 
nation. 

Dptailing thl' data avnilablp, Acr('(' r('portl'd that the Customs Sl'rvice f;pizrd 27] 
pounds of lll'roin; 1, 1 :~Ii pounds of cocaine; 7,9;,3 pounel., of hashish; a88 tOIlS of 
marijuana, and more than 20.7 million units of such dangeroull drugd as amphet­
amines and }mrhituratp:l. 

lIad th('~e narcotics and drugs rpached the strl'ets of America, they would have 
nctted thpir sellpl's a gross iUCOlll!' of $631 million, an incrpase of some $175 
million compared to thl' estimatpd valuc of drug seizures in 1075. 

CLEAR ARREST AND SEIZURE SUMMARY REPORT 

Calendar year-

National 1976 I 19i5 

Customs officer arrests __ •• __ . ___ . ___ . __ . _________ • ___ . _ . _________ ._ 
USC cooperative arre3ts •• __ . _______ . _____ ._. __ • ___ • _. __ • _. __ . ___ ._. 
Total customs arrests. __ • __ . ________ . __________ . _____ . ____ • _. ___ • __ 
NCIC arrests , __ . ___ •..•. _______ . ________ ••. ___ . _ •. _. __ ' _ •• __ . ___ _ 
TECS arrests' •• _______ ._. ___ .• ____ • _._. _. ___ " __ • _____ . ___ ._. ___ • 

NARCOTICS SEIZURES 
Heroin: Number of seizures_ •. __ ., ______ • ________ • __ .• ____ •• ___ • ____ ._ 

QuantIty seIzed (pounds) __ ,. ______________ • __ . ________ . _______ __ 
CocalOe: Number of seizures ________ • __ . ___ ... __ .... ___ . ____ .. ____ .. ___ _ 

Quantity seized (pounds)_. _____ ._ •• ______ • ___________ . _____ • __ _ 
HashIsh: Number of seizures •. ________________ 0. ______________________ • 

Qdanllty seized (pound5) ______ .. _________________________ ._ ___ • 
Marijuana: Number of seizures. ______________________ .. ____________ • ____ _ 

Quanllty seized (pounds)_ .. _______________ . _____ ..... __ . _.- ___ _ 
Opium: Number of seizures ____________________________ . _____________ _ 

Quantity seized (pound5) ________________ .. _______ .. ___________ _ 
MorpnlOe: Number of seizures ______________________ • _______ .. __________ _ 

Quanllty seized (pounds) .. ____________________________________ _ 

18,003 
2,663 

20,672 
759 
631 

375 
272 

1,078 
1,135 

5,245 
7,944 

14,299 
775,823 

79 
42 

9.8 
3.7 

Other drugs, barbIturates and LSD: Number of ,elzures ___________________ .___________________ ____ 2,443 
Quantity seized (TB) _________ .. _________ __________ ____________ 20,783,410 

Total narcotics 5eizuI65__________________________________________ __ 23,533 
~sllmJted value _________________ -________ ._ .. _________________ $631,748,535 

NONtiARCOTIC, SEIZURES 
Prohibited nonnarcotic: Number of seizures .. _______________________ _ 
Vehicles: Number of seizures ________________________________________ __ 

g~~~!Wc s;!~~~~~: :::=:::= :::: ::=:=::::::::: :::::: :::: ::=::::: 
Aircraft: Number of seizures __ • ______________________________ • ________ _ 

g~~ne~lrcs:~f;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Vessels: Number of seizures __ . _______________________________________ _ 

g~~~~:rc s:!f~~::: :::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::: :::::::::: 
Monetary instances: Number of seizures ___________ .. ____________________________ __ 

Domestic value ______________________________________________ _ 
General merchandise: 

27,059 

11,605 
12,634 

$36,205, 472 

139 
145 

$20, 158, 233 

204 
Lt3 

$24,665,412 

514 
$9, 170,675 

Number of seizures___________________________________________ 25,807 Domestic value _______________________________________________ $58,936,725 
fatal nonnarcotic seizures __________________________________ . _______ 65,316 
Total nonnarcotIc domestic value __ • ________________________________ $149,136,576 
Total narcotic and nonnarcotic seizures ___________ • __________________ 88,849 
Total of 151 seizure incidents_______________________________________ 74,805 

I Includes Projected Data for December. 
2 NCIC and TECS arrests Included in total customs arrests. 

17,274 
2,475 

19,749 
415 
444 

458 
300.1 

1,215 
788.9 

4,137 
9, 2€9. 7 

12,791 
567,735.4 

50 
18 

9 
1.5 

2,562 
10,557,743 

21,222 
$501, 556, 940 

25,094 

10,071 
10,546 

$20, 692, 642 

91 
95 

$5,063,997 

120 
133 

$36, 262, 315 

362 
$8,536,259 

26,904 
$56, 562, 626 

62,642 
$127,117,839 

83,864 
72,484 

Percent of 
change 

+4 
+8 
+5 

+83 
+42 

-18 
-9 

-11 
+44 

+27 
-14 

+12 
+37 

+58 
+133 

+9 
+147 

-4 
+97 
+11 
+26 

+B 
+15 
+20 
+75 

+53 
+53 

+298 

+70 
+6Q 
-32 

+42 
+7 

-4 
+4 
+4 

+17 
+6 
+3 
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS ABUSE AND CONTROL, 

Washington, D.C., October 15, 1978. 
Hon. GEOltGE BUSH, 
Director of Central Intelligence, Central Intelligence Agency, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. BUSH: The Select Committee is very grateful to YOli for your ap­
pearance September 29. We regret that we did not have more time and fewer 
interruptions during this most interesting hearing • 
. Your testimony, and th~tt of your colleagues who stayed on after you left, gave 

rIse to a number of questIOns among Members of the Committee. Furthermore, 
information that has come to our attention after the hearingR suggests sume addi­
tional areas of significant inquiry. Whilc the two categories of questions inevitably 
overlap someWhat, we will try to list them separately in seeking a written response 
at your early convenience. 

If you believe that some of these questions should be answered on a classified 
basis. please arrunge to have your reply delivered to t.he Committee's Counselor 
for International Relations, Mr. Frederick W. Flott, who has the required clear­
ances and is acting as control officer for classified material pending the completion 
of the process of getting clearances for other members of the Committee staff. 
From the Hearings 

1. Narcotics inielligel1ce.-As you know, and as emerged in the hearings, a 
number of other Federal agencies in the anti-narcotics community complain of a 
lack of narcotics intelligence. The Committee is aware of the ~tatutory restrictions 
under which you operate in thi;;; connection. \Ye also know (If many instanccf' where 
your Agency has provided not only valued intelligence but ah;o good contacts with 
friendly police fMces. Furthermore, your Agency is rich in career personnel who 
can provide skilled and highly-motivated leadership for 1)J'ogram direction. But 
we are still searching for ways in which your Agency, with its justified repntation 
for high quality performance, could be doing more. For exampk, could the Agency 
not help DEA, Customs and other agencies involved with foreign intelligence 
improve their collection, processing, storage and recovery practicef'? "What we 
have in mind is a transmittal of certain skills that do not violate your charter or 
the restrictions under which CIA operates. Do you see any prospects of doing 
more in this area? 

2. As mentioned in the hearing;:; (page 43), the Committee wishes to ask you 
for any suggestions you may have on how the Agency itself might be better utilized 
in the national effort against illicit narcotics traffic. You replied that you would 
want to be sure you were doing the best possible job in providing the policymakers 
with the kinds of intelligence they need. We would now like to ask if on reflection 
you and your associates foresee any possibilities of supplying the other agencies 
with more narcotics-oriented intelligence than you have in thp. past? Further, we 
wonder if there might be advantage in detailing some CIA people to the other 
agencies, particularly to help them better organize their own intelligence-seeking 
and intelligence-handling activitie;:;. '"VI' realize that you have liaison people at 
the appropriate agencies, but wonder if the detailing individuals on a larger scale 
might be productive, presuming always that it would be legal and within your 
overall charter. 
·Questions apart from the Hearings 

l. We understand that about a month ago the U.S. Government learned that 
a Thai helicopter, apparently acting on instructions of corrupt Thai officials in 
league with narcotics smugglers, was used to provide medevac services from Burma 
for wounded members of a nal'l)otics sIlluggling caravan ];hat the forces of the Gov­
ernment of Burma had successfully taken under fire. How does the Agency evalu­
ate this report? What could it add to our possibly fragmentary information? Was 
the medevall helicopter one of those provided to Thailand by the U.S. forbhe anti­
narcotics struggle? And what representations, if any, were made to the Thai 
·contacts of your Bangkok stJ.tion? 

(203) 
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2. We understand there is a report of a much older case, which like the one cited 
above was not mentioned at the hearings, in which a Thai helicopter was actually 
used to transport opium or heroin from Burma into Thailand for illicit onward 
shipment. We should like to know the details of this transaction, the degree of 
credibility of the report, and the actions taken by the Executive Branch to remon­
strate. 

3. What are the implications for the anti-narcotics effort of the recent military 
coup in Thailand? Specifically, are the Thai officers who suddenly found them­
selves in power, more or less corrupt than were their predecessors? Are any of 
them notoriously linked with illegal drug traffic? Do we, as a Government, now 
enjoy more leverage in Thailand than we did in the recent past when we were 
in large measure asked to leave? Does your Agency believe the new generals will 
be more cooperative in the anti-narcotics effor!; than were their predecessors? 

4. Finally, in what manner could the CIA manage to follow up on the intelli­
gence it offers to other agencies of goyernment 80 as to avoid duplication of its. 
agents' efforts, waste of resources and inefficiency? 

The Committee appreciates yOUl' cooperation and continuing assistance. 
Sincerely, 

LESTER L. 'WOLFF, Chairman. 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, :,. 
SELECT CO~lMITTEE ON NARCOTICS ABUSJo: AND CONTROL, )"L 

Wa,~hingt01~, D.C. "" 
The r('S])On8e to the Committee's inquiry from the Central Intelligence Agency 

wal' received on December 14, 1976. The material received is classified and may 
be found in the Committee filE.'R. 

[COMMITTJ;;g NOTJ;;.-The CIA's foreign intelligence role in narcotic trafficking: 
will be the subject of a later report by the Committee following hearings to be-
held in the 95th Congress.] , 
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U.S. I-louSE OF REPRJ:SENT .... TIVES, 

SI~LECT COMMITTE}; ON NARCOTICS ABUSE AND CONTROL, 
Washington, D.C., October 8, UJ76. 

ROBImT L. DuPoNT, :M.D., 
Dil'cclol', National lnstitlde an Drug Abuse, 
Rackt'ille, l1Icl. 

DEAR DR, DUPONT: You will recall t,hat, d1ll'ing our hearings on Septemher 30, 
you were aHked to supply, for the record, additional materials and answers t·:) 
questions that the Committee either did not have sufficient, time to pese to you, 
or fuller answPl'S to questions with which we dealt in part, during yOUl' appearl111ce. 

The Committee would appreciate your prompt cooperation in responding to 
the following additional questions concerning mn,ttel'B within the jurisdiction of 
the Committef' and as to which your Agency's information i8 urgently required 
for the Committee's Interim Report. 

1. In your response to questions concerning NIDA's stewardship concerning the 
mandate contained in Public Law 94--371 you stated, in essence, that you had 
formed a Task Force to consider this mandate and that NIDA had let a contract 
for research into the problems of women, juveniles and other minorities "illicted 
by drug abuse. Please supply the date on which the Task Force was formed; 
what has been its activity since then and please transmit copies of any programs, 
projects or documents submitted or considered by this Ta~k Force, or any instruc~ 
tions you may have provided the members and subsequent implementation. 
Please give the names and positions of the members of the Task Force. Please 
supply the date on which the NIDA contract to which you referred was first 
advertised for proposal, submission, and let; to whom it was let, the expected 
period and purpose of performance', and what hus transpired since. 

2. You were also asked about NIDA's priorities. Pleuse relate these priorities 
to the diskihution. of NIDA's budget allocation and expenditures, by program 
category, diviRions and branches. What was the allocation and expenditure in 
fiscal year 1976 for criminal justice programs? What was actually expended for 
program and pel'flOnnel, including the number and job descriptions of snch staff 
responsible for these efforts? What portion of this allocation was expended for 
support services by contracts and/or grants or non~NID.A staff? Provide descrip­
tions of each such funded program or project. Please prepare the same information 
for the following other categories: eduCCltion, prevention, sustained drug treatment, 
rehabilitation, demol1stmtioll projects, and special population activities such as 
minorities, women and youth. 

3. Once Division and Branch hudgets have b~cn allocated, under what circum­
stanceR ma.y any portion of those fundl1 be transferred to other categories? May 
such previously designated funds be divert~ld to categories not initially specified? 
Are such decisions made collaboratively, unilaterally, (tnd by whom? In the event 
of snch "borrowing", is the funded program or project then designated as a product 
of the funding Division or does the budget reflect the Rpecific categorical expcndi­
tme? How many public relations personnel are currently on staff? Where was the 
pl'ogl'!1mmatic and "taff funding for the "Office of ConurmDications" originally? 
From what source do you provide funds for the operation of ADAMHA? How is 
NIDA's share of tho~e costs determined? 

4. Of the funds allocated to NIDA for fiscal year 1976 for foreign travel, and 
technical as~istttnce, operational research and other programs not directly serving 
U.S. citizens, indicate the NIDA divisions and cate~:llric!tl funds appropriated, 
redirected or otherwise provided. 

5. How does the NIDA expenditure abroad benefit our domestic effort? Inas­
much as NIDA's programs are directly administered, not regionalized, what 
portion of NIDA's expenditures result in domestic monitoring, the provision of 
technical as~istance, and any other support services? Is such evaluation done by 
NIDA 01' non-NIDA personnel? Do all NIDA funded projects have to comply 
with Federal funding criteria? Are the addit,ional fiscal year 1977 slot", referred to 
in hearings, aU tl'eo,tment oriented, as distinguished from specifically drawn 
rei'enrch ltnd demonstration model projects? 

(205) 
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6. Please submit your comments on the obvious lack of coordination between 
what is said in the Shellow Report (aud rather unwisely puhlicized prior to your 
having an opportunity to study it) and the President's comments on September 27 
in Miami to the effect that one-half the crime in the U.S. is drug related. Please 
submit a detailed statement as to how, when and in what manner your agency 
interacts with law enforcement agenci('s. We do not want a bare listing of the 
tusk forces, committees, subcommittees, etc. What we desire is factual infor­
mation as to how each of you distribute information to other agencies and what 
i" done with it, to your knowledge. As to your success rate in treatment programs, 
please make available data on heroin addiction as correlated to poor housing, 
joblessness, and poverty. 

7. 'What liaison does NIDA have with American companies which are cur­
rentlv producing psychotropic substances abroad? What legislation might be 
useful to afford better oversight of these companies, who face no FDA type 
controls abroad and whose overproduction may have a causal relationship to the 
increased availability domestically and thereby related to the current increases 
in street traffic and polydrug abuse? What legislation would you propose that 
would ensure more effective controls on over-prescriptions? 'Would you focus 
Oil the AMA, pharmacists, point of sale, or dispensing? 

8. Please provide the Committee with exact figures on the number of clients 
who rem·lin in treatment on methadone continuously for two or more years? 
'Yhat is NIDA's position or actionliicely to be in such cases? Do any NIDA funded 
programs refuse methadone detoxification as a legitimate therapy goal. What 
exact dollar amount does NIDA allow for outpatient methadone clients? What 
input does NIDA have in FDA methadone regulation and DEA security issues? 
'What criminal jm;t.ice efforts are being attempted to provide trentment and 
detoxification for incarcerated populations'? How many cities have a drug co­
ordinating office? Does your data indicate any relationship between the existence 
of such an office and more or less effective drug prevention, treatment and re­
habilitution proe;ram effort~? Are they more or less ('ffective if operated by the 
Health Departm('nt, Criminal Justice Divisions or Mayor's Office? Do you 
know what level of statutory and fiscal authority is necessary for such city 
offices to operate effectively? If given Bloc Grants directly, could such city 
offices function in ways now performed by single state authorities? 

9. What is the rationale for drug programs being directly administered by 
NIDA instead of their being regionalized and admini&tered by existing HEW 
rpgional offices? 'Vas the exclusion of drug treatment and rehabilitation pro­
visions in the 1975 amendments to the Public Health Services Act (Public Law 
94-63) a deliherate HEW or national drug treatment policy? Who made such a 
determination? Do you view that exclusion consistent with Congressional intent 
and Public Law 02-255? In the absence of refereur)e to drug treatment in the 
PHH Act, what then do you propose is the regional ht·alth planning organizations' 
responsibility to drug treatment needs, as a public health issue'? 

10. What, if any, p"ogrl'SS is being made at the national level to integrate the 
categorical drug effort into HSA hl'nlth prllgrams, HMO's neighborhood health 
centers or group practices? Under what circumstances do the staffs of NIDA, 
NIAAA and HSA meet towal'd-; implementing these programs into the general 
health care delivery system which HEW funds. Do all hospitals receiving lIill­
Burton (unns provide services to addip~-" Wherevpr possible, please provide 
such documentation as exists which relat.--!l-J LO formal collaboration or participa­
tion. By what process and with what regl:.larity does NIDA evaluatc changing 
patterns of drugs of abuse (dll~J, multi-, gemll'!', age and ethnic population ratios) 
and to what extent do such findings affect the location, and nature of treatment 
therapies, staffing, intake and success criteria? 

11. Given your emphatic support of the investment in the development of 
LAMM and your expressed commitment to the eaually significant NIDA funded 
support services such as career, health, and psychological aSRi'ltance, how do 
you propose to offer such rehabilitative counseling with considerably reduced 
weekly contacts with clients'? What i'l the characteristic typology of those who 
arc viewed as the potential LAM1VI client? What indices, if any, are anticipated 
as reasons for exclusion ... sex, age, staLc of physical (lr mental health, legal 
status? ConoSldering the extensive incrense in Cf'Rt in I)l"O\lding treatment due to 
an inflationary economy, how dOt'S the currl'nt iedcrnl/local matching formula 

• 
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·expect to maintain current treatment populations? How does NIDA hope to 
overcome local insurance liability restrictions for programs involved in LAMM 
distri bution. 

IVe appreciate your prompt attention to these matters which will facilitate 
·our work. ,\Ve thank you for your courtesy and cooperation. 

Very tntly yours, 
JOSEPH L. NELLIS, 

Chief Counsel. 

DEPARTMI~NT OF HI';ALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
PUBLIC Ih:ALTH SERVICE, 

ALCOHOL, DRUG Anus}:, AND 1\1ENTAL HEALTH AD¥<NISTRATION, 
Rockville, j\f d. 

Hon. JOSEPH D. NELLIS, 
Chicf Counsel, Select Cammitlee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. NJ<:LLTS: You will find enclosed the responses of the National 
Institute on Drug Abuse to the questions contained in your letter of October 8, 
1976. In addition, I have enclosed materials which provide more detailed infor~ 
mation on the Institute's policies and programs. These materials have been 
labeled to corre8pond to the questi()ns in your letter. 

I look forward to working with you and members of the House Select Committee 
in the future to addre5'\ the important issues in the field of drug abuse, particularly 
the response of the Federal Government to the problem. 

Bincerely yours, 

Enclosures. 
ROBERT L. DUPONT, :i'v1.D., Director. 

Question 1. In your rC'RponRe to questions concerning NIDA's stewardship: 
noncerning the mandate contained in Public Law 94-371 you stated, in essence 
that vou had formed a Ttt'\k Force to consider thiR mandate and that NIDA had 
let a' contract for research into the problems of women, juveniles and other 
minorities affiictt'd hy drug abuse. Please supply the date on which the Task Force 
was formed; what has heen its activity since then and please tmnsmit copies of 
any pro!!,1.'amR, projects or documents submitted or considered by this Task Force, 
or any instructions yon may have provided the members and subsequent imple~ 
mentation. Please give the names and positions of the members of the Task Force. 
Please supply the date on which the NIDA contract t() which you referred was 
:first advertised for proposal, submission, and let; to whom it was let, the expected 
period and purpose of performancE', and what hUH transpired since. 

ReRponse. TMk Force on Women In Treatment: The Task Force I referred 
to in my testimony hefore the Select Committee was one estahlished earlier this 
year to' specifically over"ee the Institute's plans to identify the unique needs of 
women in drug abuse treatment and to plan services that respond to those 
COllcerns. 

The TaRk Force, which first met in March 1976, is comprised of the following 
members of the Institute staff including my::;elf: 

Dr. ).1ichael Backenheimel', Program Analyst, Office of Program Development 
and Analvsis. 

Dr. :M<mique Braude, Phm'macologist, Division of Research. 
Leona Ferguson, Acting Chief, National Clearinghouse for Drug Abuse Ill~ 

formation. 
l'.largruetta Hall, Social Scicnce Analyst, Servicc Research Branch, Division 

of Resource Developn1('nt. 
Carl Hampton, Chief, Criminal Justice Branch, Division of Resource De­

velopment. 
Linda Hargnett, Program Analyst, Division of Community Assistance. 
Deborah Hastings-BlackbActing Chief, Employment Developmcnt Section, 

Services Research Branch, ivision of ResourCE> DeYelopment. 
Alberta Henderson, ollecial Assistant for Women's Concerns, Office of the 

Director. 
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Dr. Joan Rittenhouse, Sup<'rvisory Re~earch Psychologist, Division of Res<'arch. 
Rose Hhannon, Secretary, Office of Program SUpport. 
Dr. Eduardo Sieguel, Deputy Director, Divi"ion of Scientific and Program 

Information. 
Betsy Slay, Computer Specialist, Division of Scientific and Program Infor­

mation. 
Maureen Sullivan, Program Analyst, Management and Training Branch 

Div~ion of Resource Development. 
Pamela Jo Thurber, Chief, Executive Secretariat, Office of the Director. 
Among its activities, the Task Force has (1) revit'wed the ~cope of the In~titut(' 

contract with Burt Assuciates to :::tudy the female drug abuser, "The Nature [tnd, 
Extent of Drug Abuse PJ'oblem~ and Effective Trelttment foJ' Female Abu~pr~," 
(2) studied the implicatbns of the Federal Funding Crit<,ria for women in tn'!tt­
ment, (3) surveyed the membership of the Institute's Advi~ory groups and rpCOlll­
mended that more women be nominated, (4) evaluated data on women ill tr('at­
ment, and (5) begun to compile a li~t of all Institute project" dealing with WOIlH'Il. 

Implementalioll of Public Law 94-J71 
In order to explore the implici1tion~ of the mandate contained in Pubiic Law 

94-371 for NIDA program:>, we have in accord >lith the provision'> of Public 
Law 94-371, required that the States ~pcciiically add]'e~s in their State ]>lan~ for 
drug abuse the sprvices to be provided to mret the need" of women and youth. 
In addition, we have surveypd our activities for women, juveniles and otlwr 
minorities affected by drug abuse. Those activities which are conducted through­
out the In:;titute, are described hrlow. In general, NIDA is meeting tho"e need", 
in fact, it might be said that in vlew of the profile of those who are in federally 
funded drug abuse treatment, we are particularly wl'll inve"ted in stUdying and 
planning ani providing tiervices for women and minority groups. 
lVomen's project-Services demonstration 

,. One of the priority issues being addres"cd by the services demonstration pro­
gram is to identify t;le need'! of women in treatment. A study tu develop !l kuowl­
pdge b!lse on the nature and extent of drug usc among WOUlPU hUll been initiated 
and a rpport on its progreBs is attached. The resenrch program also has ongoing 
several projects which are studying these populations, of particular interest are 
tho!le exploring the effect on pregnancy of drug use. Those studies are listpd in 
the attachments. 
Prevention 

During fiscal year 197G, thr PrevenUrl1l progTam funded 43 model drmonstra­
tion and preventioll grants which were YtlUth-serving, in whole or in part, at a 
total cost of $3,!)(i7,419. It is estimated that these grants gu.ve direct sel'\'ic('f< to 
over 76,000 youth. In addition, 22 of these grant,; were targeted for min{,rity 
populations including Blacks, Native Americans, Asians, and I:'lpanish ~peakiJlg. 
Our total cost for these 22 minority grants was $2,149,G5!J. l\1ore than 47,000 
minority per"ons were given services as a part of theRe demonstrations. 

In cooperation with the Pacific Institute for Rest,weh and Evaluation, XIDA 
provides a national network for as"istance to State and local programs in dl"Ug 
abuse prevention. The nature of this assistanoe for minorities, youth and women 
varies hut includrs requests for materials, prevention program strategie,,;, pro­
gram development:", funding ~ourccs, and evaluations. The specific numhpr of 
requests over the past year from the target groups of Public Law 94-371 includr; 
820 contracts with youth-serving agencies, 440 requests from minority program" 
and 50 reque:.<ts frolll women's programs. In addition, we have provided consult­
ants for on-site technical a:'<Ristance to 215 minority programs, G1;) youth-sc'rving 
agencies and 23 women's programs. 

With the Joint Ccnter for ComD1'lIlity Rel'vices, NIDA has designed the Multi­
Cultural Resource Center, a uationr,i program to address the need" of minoritie,;. 
1\'lol'e than 400 minority drug abuse prevention programfl have been contact('d, 
50 minority films rcviewed and minmity-directed prevention literature collectpd 
from across the country. Ten booklets have been produced (two for each of thr 
minoritips involved) which are presently being printed and "\\ill he diRtrilmted 
shortly for minority U'5e in prevention programs. The funding expended during 
fiscal year 107G was approximately $350,000. 

In addition, the Im;titute conducted a National Search for drug ahuse preyrIl­
tion efforts which fOCUR primarily ujJon youth. It idPl1tified and spotlighted "IlC­
ces~ful, community-based grass-roots efforts which provide young adultR, the 

.... -
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11opulation at highC'st risk for ili'ug abuse, Viith constl'llctive alternatives to drugs 
.and othC'r self-destructive activities. Such programs frequently offer assistance 
to tr~achC'rs and counsellors and other providers of sC'rvice by sensitizing them to 
the nt'l'd" of youth. The Hearch also promoted the developmeld; of a communica­
tion system linking prevention programmers throughout the Nation, many of 
whom were working in isolation from Himilar efforts ehlewhere. 

In its first round, approximately 7;JO programs were identified. They served 
primarily high ri:'lk youth, providing a range of both direct and indirect services 
to client group::; ranging from a few dozen to 90,000. A typical program will serve 
from. 100 to 350 high risk youth. An (>!'ltimuted totul of 4,000,000 persons received 
indirect services und benefits including information, newsletters, and one-time 
('vent~; 100,000 received direct services and benefits through one-to-one counsel­
ling, rap ;'<('sHious, skills tmiuing, alteJ'I1::ttive activities such as constructive com~ 
lllllllii;<." rol('s, refprrals to rehabilitation $ervires, and job a8,~istancp. 

::\Iany of these efforts are low cost; some are completely voluntary. A number 
nrC' supported from private and foundation Hources, and a fair proportion receive 
statC' and/or fed€'ral drug abuse funding, This eff!Jrt cmit the Institute approxi­
mately $133,000. 
Training 

All of XIDA's manpowC'r and training efforts include minority popUlations 
as a priority conce"'n. Activities whicll are specifically designed to insure achieve­
llH'llt by minority group members include: 

(1) Training Grant guidelines which specifically mandate minority concerns 
n:-l a priority to bp addressed by the applil'tmt. 

(2) l)(:>Yeiopn1E'nt of the Carel'r Dl'vl'lopment CentCl' (CDC) with the specific 
mandate to assist paraprofessional worker:; within the drug abuse field in the 
attainment of great('r curcer lllouility within the health care/human serviced 
field. ~(}me Rp€'cific effort" of the Center have been: 

a. Puerto Rican Conference-a conference held in June 197;j to identify 
specifiC) problems of Puprto lUcan drug abuHc workers nnd develop an action 
pbn to meet thpir nepds. This conference resulted in the development of a 
Puerto lUcan training resource (lenter. 

h. Continuing Education Credits for drug workers participating in the 
National Drug Abus!' Conference (1976, 1977) and the Alcohol and Drug 
PrubleIl1:'5 Associu.tion Conference (1977). 

c, \Vorking Conferpnce (Ill Women Drugs and Career Development. This 
confPl'encc was the basis for validation of a training program for women 
sceking to reenter the working world after drug rehabilitation. 

d, i:iuhcontl'act with Univerl4idad Boricua to implement adva.need standing 
external degret' concepts developed by the CDC. 

(;3) i:'lnpport of Chicano Alliance Training Institute, which provides counsdoI 
training. 

(4) National Drug Abu~e Center for Training and Rt'snUl'ce Develnpment­
'TIl(> CeIlt!'r has developed and is in the process of validating a paCk1\ged training 
']Jl'ogrultL OIl "'Nomen in Treatment." 

Data on clients in treatment 
The follOWing data on the age, Rex and ethnicity of client8 in Federally funded 

.drug abuse treatment are provided foJ' your information: 

1975 
January to 

March 1976 

76 74 
24 26 

207, 7i~ 59,lig 
13 11 
33 32 
n 26 
20 22 

206, 8~~ 59, og~ 
35 36 
11 12 
1 1 

207,279 59,081 
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As you can see we are doing a fair amount in prog;ramming for the needs of 
women, minorities and juvenile~; however, we can and we will do more. 

Question 2. You were also asked about NIDA's priorities. Please relate these 
priorities to the distribution of NIDA's budget allocation imd expenditures, by 
program category, divisiom; and brunches. 'What was the allocation and expendi­
ture in fiscal year 1976 for criminal justice programs? What was actually expended 
for program and personnel, including the number and job dAscriptions of such 
staff responsible for these effortg? ,Vhat portion of this allocation was expended 
for support services by contracts and/or grants or non-NIDA staff? Provide 
descriptions of each such funded program or project. Please prepare tIl(' same 
information for the following other categories: education, prevention, sURtained 
drug treatment, rehabilitation, demonstration projects, and special population 
activities such as minorities, women and youth. 

Response. NIDA priorities and budget allocation-Fiscal Year 1976: Th,' 
following chart summnrizps the priority activities of the Institute in fiscal year 
1976 along with the budget allocations for each: 

Btu/net al1oratinn/ 
e.rpenr1itlll·eH 

Priol·ity prom'am anrl r1irision (millioll.') 
Community programs _______________ .. _____________________________ $174.1 

Division of Community A~sistance: 
Maintain full utilization of the 95,000 treatment ~lots and assure 

treatment program compliance with national treatment 
standards. 

Increase usage of Statewide servic(' contracts as a means of 
promoting direct administrative responsibility for treatment 
at the local level. 

Continue to provide t€'chnical assistance to the States to help 
them assume an increase in treatment responsibilities as 
rapidly as possible. 

Division of Resource Development: 
Demonstrate model" of innovative treatment techniqlles. 
Support prevention activities which encourage individuals to 

avoid abuse of illicit substances. Research __ __ . _ __ ______________ __ ______________ __________________ 33. S. 
Divi~ion of RC'~earch: 

Develop sustnined-releal'e drug deliYery mechanisms which may 
improve treatment methods by reducing the patient's depend­
ence on frequ€'nt clinic viHits. 

Publish new findings on the nature and extent of heroin addic­
tion which indicate that heroin use is both more prevalent 
and less permanent than previously surmised. 

Begin large-scale clinical testing of LAA:M (long-acting metha­
done) and the narcotic antagonist N altrexone. Training_________ ____ __ __ ________ __ ______ ________ ________________ 9. 8· 

Division of Rcsource Developme·;t: 
Phase down the Federal direct training effort.. Support the 

regional training centers fell' the last time. 
Continue development of a national training system centered 

around the Nutional Drug Abuse Training Center and imple­
ment through c ·'"Itracts with and technical assistance to the 
~ingle State agenCies for drug abuse prevention. 

Initiate a new contract for development of a model credentialing 
method which will be repiicated and distributed throughout 
the national training system. 

Management and information______________________________________ 8.4 
Division of Sci':lntific and Program Informatirm: 

Complete and annualize the national drug abuse treatment 
utilization survey. 

Install the client-orientl'd datl'. acquisition procl'ss (CODAP) 
on Government proce8sing facilities and introduce two major 
report series for use by Government agencies and the public. 

Identify and catalog programs and cUnics across the Nation. Staffing_ _ _ _ _______________ ______________________________________ 6. r 

Total, National Institute of Drug Abuse_______________________ 232.2; 

t .... 
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A specific breakdown of the fiscal year 197(i appropriation by program areas 
follows (in thousands) : 

Division of community assistance 
Project grants: 

Staffing: Oontinuation ___________________________________________ _ 
SupplementaL _________________________________________ _ $7, 904 

033 
----Subtotal ___________________ .... ___________ .. ____________ _ 

Scrvice--8 Years: Continuation ___________________________________________ _ 
SupplementaL _________________________________________ _ 

SubtotaL ____________________________________________ _ 

Service--3 Years: Oontinuation ___________________________________________ _ 
Oompeting _____________________________________________ _ 
~e\v __________________________________________________ _ 
SupplementuL __________________________________________ _ 

8, 537 

36,687 
3,063 

39,750 

3,988 
1, 111 

310 
2,878 

SubtotaL _________________________ .. _________ __________ 8, 293 

Demonstration: Oontinuation. __________________________________________ _ 
OOlnpeting __________________ . __________________________ _ 
~ew _________ . ________________________ .. ________________ _ 
SupplementuL _____________________ .. ___________________ _ 

Subtotal _____________________________________________ _ 

Previous education: Oontinuation ___________________________________________ _ 
Oon\peting ___________________________ .' _________________ _ 
New ___________________________________________________ _ 
SupplementaL _________________________________________ _ 

SubtotaL ________________ .. __ .. ________________________ _ 

Total project grants: Oontinuation ___________________________________________ _ 
Oompeting _____________________________________________ _ 
~ew __________________________________________________ _ 
SUI;,plementaL __________________________________________ _ 

8, 328 
180 
477 
869 

9, 854 

2, 049 
IS!) 
10 

133 

2,378 

58,956 
1, 477 

803 
7, 570 

----. Total _______________________________________________ _ 68,812 

Contracts: 
Statewide: l1enewal ________________________________________________ 62,580 

~ ew ___________________________________________ .. --____ _ 
Supplemental __________________________________ . _______ _ 

----Subtotal ______________________________________________ 62,580 

~ARA: RenewaL_______________ ______ ____ __ ________________ 764 
----

Subtotnl__________________________________________________ 764 

Teehnicn! assistance: RenewaL ______________________________________________ _ 
~e .. w _________ • ___________________________________ -- ----

Subtotal _____________________________________________ _ 

327 
2,061 

2,388 
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Demonstl'lltion: RenewaL ____________ . _________________________________ _ 1,059 New __________________________________________________ _ 
1, .iG8 

SubtotaL _________________________________ 0. __________ _ 2, G27 

Previous education: RpnewaL ______________________________________________ _ 1, 280 New ____________________________________________ . _____ _ 
Supp1enlentaL _________________________________________ _ 

----SubtotaL ________ 0 _____________________________ 0 _____ _ 1,280 

P:::ychiatric care: RenewaL __________________________________ _ GOO 
~ubtotaL ____________________________________________ _ GOO 

Total contract,,: RpnewuL ______________________________________________ _ 66, GI0 Ne'v __________________________________________________ _ 
3, G29 SupplPm<'lltaL _________________________________________ _ ;,. 

----TotaL . ____ .. __________________________ .. __________ . ___ 70,239 

Formula grants: Continua1.ion _______________________________________________ _ 35,000 Suppll'mentaL ________________ .. ____________________________ _ 

Total ___________________________________________________ _ 
35, 000 

Total community progl'llms __________ .. ____________ . _________ _ 174,051 

Continuation: 
Division of Re:Jearch 

i~r!~~~~~~~~~~=============================================== Hnzards ______________ .. ___________________________ 0 __ •• _____ _ 

3,194 
989 

2, 725 TreatmenL __________________________________________ .. __ 0' __ _ 

Basic rpsparch ______ .. _______________________________________ _ 4,582 
3,003 

Genpral l'Psearch support- ___________________________________ _ 
Cente~ ___________________________________________________ _ 
R. C. D.A _______________________ '0 ____________ 0. ______________ •• 

2,864 
2,29R 

2]8 
SUbtotaL _____________________________________________ • __ _ 19, 873 

Conl~~fcr~~~cl~~y----------------------------------------______ _ Etiology ___________________________________________________ _ 
Hazard~ ___________________________________________________ _ 
Treatment. ________________________________________________ _ 
Basic rp"earc11. __ . __ . __________________________________ . ____ _ 
Genel'lll re~earch ~upport ____________________________________ _ 
CenterR _________________________________________ • _________ _ 

3, 519 
763 

1,514 
1,460 .'" 
1, 340 
2,299 

246 R.C.D.A __________________________________________________ _ 
204 

Subtotal _________________________________________________ _ 
11,345 

Direet operations (ARC) ____ . ___________________________________ _ 2,569 
Total research. ___________________________________________ _ 33,787 
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Clinical Training: 
Grants: 

Training 

Continuation ___________________________________________ _ 

g~~~:~~i~_g_-:==== == == == == ==== == == == == == == == == == == == ==== == BupplmnentaL _. ________________________________________ _ 

Subtotal _____________________________________________ _ 

Contrncts: N.D.A. T.C ______________________________________ _ 

Subtotnl _____________________________________________ _ 

Other: 

2,129 
396 
564 
222 

3,311 

1,865 

1,865 

RenewaL_______ ____ ____ ______ ______ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ 1, 547 
Nf'w ___________________________________________ .. _______ 2,577 
SupplementaL _ ___ __ __ __ ______ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ________ 116 

----
Subtotal______________________________________________ 4,240 

Total clinical training---- _____________________________ _ 9,416 

Fellowships: 
Research training 

Pl'edoctoral: Continuat;on ___________________________________________ _ 
Ne'v __________________________________________________ _ 

Subtotal _____________________________________________ _ 

Postdoctoral: Continuation ___________________________________________ _ 
Ne'v __________________________________________________ _ 

14 
55 

69 
=== 

Subtotnl______________________________________________ 340 
=== 

Total fellowships____ _ _ _ __ ____ __ ______ __ __ __ _ _ __ __ __ __ __ 409 
---

Total training (clinical and training)_________________ ______ 9,825 

Positions Amount 

Management and information: OS-NIDA_. __ .. ______________________________ . _______ .. __ 0'____ ____ ________ 84 $4,430 
Community assistanc~ ___________________ ._ __ ________ ______________ ____ ______ 60 1,447 
Resource development.. _________________________ .. ___ -,____ __________________ 53 1,293 
Research _____________________________________________________________ ._ __ __ 46 1,174 
Information _____ .. _ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ ______ __ ______ _ _____________ ____________ __ 52 4, 663 
General fund ___________________________________ ._ ______ __ __________________ ______ __ __ ____ 1, 500 

-------Total management and information. ___________________________________ ._____ =2=95===1=04,507 
Total, NIDA ____________________________________ .. __________ .. ____________ ______________ 232,170 

Criminal justice programs 
The fiscal year 1976 budget allocation for criminal justice activities is as follows: 

Program: Model Building, Criminal Justice Symposium, technical 
assistance to the States for capacity building and linkages hetween 
State criminal justice planning agencies and drug abul:lc Single 
State Agencies, new studies for legislative changeH, l'Psearch and 
demonstl'ation ___________________________________ -- -~ -- -_ ----

~:~~~~~~:-~~================================================= 
$125,000 
(188,9G6) 
136,000 

Total __________________________________________________ 26~OOO 
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In addition to the expenditure for criminal justice activities within the Insti­
tute, the total dollar amount devoted to drug abuse treatm'1nt slots used by 
criminal justice system referrals is estimated to be: 

Treatment alternatives to street crime (TASC): 4,500 slots at $1,672 per slot, 
$7.5 million. 

Bureau of Prisons (BOP): 2,500 slots funded by BOP. 
Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act (NARA): 205 patients at $2,940 per slot, 

$661,500. 
Many of the patients referred to community treatment are referred from the 

criminal justice system. 
DemonstraUon projects-Special population activities 

The Services Research Branch budget for fiscal year 1976 for grants and 
contracts was as follows: 
Area (fiscal year 1967 total funds) : 

SRB demonstration grants ________________________________ _ 
SRB demonstration contracts _____________________________ _ 
Support services-independent review group grant ___________ _ 

$9,873,295 
1,727,093 

40, 500 
Total _________________________________________________ 11,640,888 

Issue areas (fiscal year 1967) subtotals: 1 \Vomen ________________________ , ________________________ _ 
NIinorities ______________________________________________ _ 
Hospital referral and outreach _____________________________ _ 
Native Americans _______________________________________ _ 

~~K~~~================================================ 
i?~~{;l~h~~~p~~========================================= Treatment outcome evaluation ____________________________ _ 
Vo~a~iona.l re~abilitation and employment __________________ _ 
Cnmlnal Justlce _________________________________________ _ 
Elderly _________________________________________________ _ 

~~~~i_~~~~~~~~~~~~===================================== Health care financing ____________________________________ _ 
Inhalant abuse_________________________________ _ ______ _ 
Use of paraprofessionals __________________________________ _ 
IHethadone _____________________________________________ _ 

2,416,425 
1,204,714 

408, 052 
790,088 
712,073 

1,064,399 
1, 615, 198 

501,279 
1, 528, 525 

795, 961 
159, 137 
21,488 

111,811 
5,400 

41,514 
88,474 

120, 350 
15, 500 

Tot~ _________________________________________________ 1~ 60~ 388 

1 This do~s not include funds co=itted to these Issues and prior years or those planned for 
fiscal year lU7i. 

Education and prevention programs and activity 

Grants and title 
Small Tribes Organization of Western Washington Drug Abuse Education Project __________________________________________ _ 
Alternatives to Drugs-The student video process ________________ _ 
Peer oriented drug abuse educational network ____________________ _ 
Careers in change _____________________________________________ _ 
Drug abuse prevention, education, and information program _______ _ 
Here's Help's Project Dasein __________________________________ _ 
Comprehensive drug abuse prevention program ___________________ _ 
Early drug abuse intervention __________________________________ _ 
Pilot demonfltration drug training program ______________________ _ 
Teach!'r trnining and prevention ________________________________ _ 
Open door development and prevention education program ________ _ 
Miami Youth (AA) Project ____________________________________ _ 
Immigrant social service-Youth program _______________________ _ 
Livingstone College drug abuse prevention program _______________ _ 
Community education project for Mexican Americans _____________ _ 

Amount 

$114,641 
85, 441 
69,980 
28,000 
72,323 
76,000 
80, 734 

119,341 
134,774 
50,000 
40,000 

125,000 
119,446 
73, 152 

127, 104 
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EilltCation ana p'revention programs ana activity-Continued 

Oontracts ana: title 
Drug control training for recreation personneL ___________________ _ 
Miccosukee Indian drug education program ______________________ _ 
Rurbel-NWBC, drug education/abuse prevention projecL ________ _ 
RAP youth alternative learning project __________ . _______________ _ 
Navajo drug abuse education project ____________________________ _ 
Training program for human behavior workers ___________________ _ 
Mescalero Apachc drug prevention program ______________________ _ 
·COP AS youth project _________________________________________ _ 
Project Redirection-District 10 drug abuse program _____________ _ 
Media program for addiction control-Northwest Alaska __________ _ 
Training for a school program in self-understanding _______________ _ 
New direotion-Boston ________________________________________ _ 
.ScicDtific evaluation __________________________________________ _ 

Amount 
114,239 
40,090 
81,000 
87,000 
91,698 

110,000 
165,000 
176,000 
20,820 

5,000 
47, 169 
89,486 
34,800 

Total grants ____________________________________________ 2,378,238 

1vlulticultural rt'sourcl" center ___________________________________ _ 
Community technical nssistance ________________________________ _ 
Social seminaL _______________________________________________ _ 
National search ______________________________________________ _ 

499,996 
656,358 

39,352 
84,000 

Total contracts __________________________________________ 1,279,706 

Total programs _______________________________________________ _ 
lVlanagement and information: 

Personnel: 1 GS-lii Branch Chief, 1 GS-15 Education Advisor, 
1 GS-14 Training and Education Advisor, 1 GS-14 Public 
Health Advisor, 1 Gfl-12 Training and Education Advisor, 
1 GS-6 Secretary, 1 GS-5 Grants Clerk, 2 GS-4 Clerk/Typists. Total personnel __________________ .: _____________________ _ 

Other objects: Travel, printing, supplies, etc. (estimated) ______ _ 
Total maDagement and information _______________________ _ 

3,657,944 

196,671 
23,651 

220, 322 

Total prevention (estimated) ______________________________ 3,878,266 

Fiscal year 1977 
The fiscal year 77 budget for NIDA includes increases of: (1) $12.8 million 

for 7,900 new treatment slots; (2) $3 million for new demonstration efforts; 
(3) $1.2 million for new prevention and education grants; (4) $5 million for 
formula grants to the States; and (5) an inflationary increase of $3.9 million for 
.a total fiscal year 77 increase of $25.9 million. 

The new demonstration program will focus on methods for treating thc abuse 
·of amphetamines and barbiturates as recommended by the Domestic Council's 
"White Paper on Drug AbuRe." 

A modest increase will be applied to treatment grants and contracts to partially 
·compensate for inflationary costs of recent years to maintain a 102,000 treatment 
slot capacity. 

Enclosures. 
Question 3. Once Division and Branch budgets ha.ve been allocated, under what 

circumstances may any portion of those funds be tmnsferred to other categories? 
May such previously designated funds be diverted to categories not initially 
specified? Are such decisions made collaboratively, unilaterally, and by whom? 
In the event of such "borrOwing," is the funded program or project then desig~ 
nated as a product of the funding Division or does the budget reflect the specific 
.categorical expenditure? How many public relations personnel are currently on 
staff? Where was the programmatic and staff funding for the Office of Communica­
tions originally? From what source do you provide funds for the operation of 
ADAMHA? How is NIDA's share of those costs determined? 

Response. Transfer of Funds Within the NIDA Budget: NIDA's budget is 
composed of four budget activities; Community Programs, Research, 'l'raining 
and Management, and Informa.tion. Funds are not transferred between these 
categories unless justified by compelling programmatic cOllsidera.tions. In such 
cases, the Institute submits a request to the Congress for permission to make the 
:transfer. 
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Within budget activities, funds are apportioned to program categories at the 
beginning of the fiscal year. The amounts in each program category cor.re~pond 
to tho;;e requested in the PreRident's Budget as approved by the Congress. Repro­
gramming between these categories is initiated by Institute officials as circum­
Rtances dictate. For example, a research breakthrough in one area may trigger new 
funding direction in others, such as a Rhift in research emphasis toward the long­
term, mther than the immediate, social and health consequences of marihua,ua use. 
Or, within Community Programs, funds can be shifted from categorical treat:­
ment ,;ervice grants to ,;tatewide service contracts, to obtain a better mechanism 
for promoting direct administrative re8pont<ibility for treatment at the local level. 

Fund reprogramming request,; are initiated by progTam managers and acted 
upon hy the Institute',; Associate Director for Program Operations. Thh; dC'ci~ion 
is made following an evaluation of factors which crOSfl organizational linct'. and in 
collahoration with a variety of staff sources. For example, a decision to 8upport 
treatment services with the contract rather than grant funding mechanism, and 
make a funding trn,nsfer to effect it, is made by the Associate Director after 
evaluating the following factors; the budget officer,,' estimate of fund availubility 
in various cost categories, the trC'atment program development Rpecialist'" d(,ter­
mination of suitable projects for amalgamation, the contract management officer's 
summation of applicable regulations and the Institute Director's and Agency 
Administrator's concurrence with the overall concept. 

Fund transfers are reflected in those budget documents which show contractual 
obligations for a past fiscal year. If $10 miilion were reprogrammed from tne cost 
center designated treatment services to statewide services contract, hudget records 
for the Division of Community Assistance would show a $10 million increase in 
the one category, and a like decrease in the other, but the Divi~ion's oVE'rall 
obligation level would be unaffected. The past fiscal year budget record would 
show the number and amount of statewide service contracts, within the IJivi~ion's 
Community Programs budget activity, obligated in addition to those initiall~' 
requested in the President's Budget for that fiscal year. By comparing the two 
documents, the distinction (incrC'ase in one program, decrease in the other) would 
be clear. The specific catC'gorical expenditure increase, however, would be sub­
sumed under total statewide program obligation amount, and not be idl'ntifled 
as a separate entity. 
The Office of Communication!! and Public Affairs 

With regard to your inquiry about "public relations" personnel, there arc 14 
positions in the NIDA Office of Communications and Public Affairs (OCr A). Of 
these fourtcm, three are directly involved with public information activities 
which include the press and other media. 

The Office of Communications and Public Affairs has four dh;tinct functions: 
The NIDA Library, the ClearinghousE', Technical Information Services, and Pre~s 
Information. The following is a breakdown by activity: 

Libra7'y.-Journal articles, books, films and literature searches for information 
on drugs are prodded by the library for NIDA staff, scientists from other inBtitu­
tionR, contractors, and the general public. ' 

Clea7'inghollse.-The Clearinghouse re~p()ndfl to queries for drug abuse informa­
tion from the general public and the scientific community, and maintains all 
inventory of the vast quantities of technical and lay language publications on 
drugs. 

Commullications Services.-This office arranges for the development of publica-­
tions, clears materials prior to publication, provides pretest Hervices, editorial and 
graphic ast1istance for publications, and coordinate1! drug abuse prevention week. 

Press 11Iformatioll.-This function includes writing and is:ming statements to the 
press, such as the release of the annual Marihuana and Health Report, and the 
national surveys of the nattire and extent of drug use, and developing media 
campaigns directed at the prevention of drug use among youth, for example. 

All of these activities which now comprise the NIDA Office of Commuuications 
and Public Affairs were handled in various parts of tho Institute prior to July 1970, 
whE'n approval to establish OCPA was obtained from the Department. Funding is 
derived from the allocation used to support the!';e activities prioi" to their inclu;<ion 
in the new office. The streamlined structure has proven to be more effective mId 
responsive to the public. 

Funding for ADAMHA 
NIDA is annually assessed approximately 1 percent of the Management and 

Information appropriation for NIDA's portion of common progmm support 
services such as postagE', telephone, [l,ud accounting/finance activities. NIDA does­
not support the operation of ADAMHA per se. 
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Question 4. Of the funds allocated to NIDA for fiscal year 1976 for foreign travel 
and technical assistance, operational research, and other programs not directly 
>1crving U.S. citizens, indicate the NIDA Divisions and categorical funds appro­
priated, redirected, or otherwise provided. 

Response. For fiscal year 1976, funds for foreign travel, technical assistance, and 
research overseas were not included specifically as line items in NIDA's budget. 

This program area is dE'veloping under the statutory authority of Public Law 
86-810 (Sections 3, 4, 5, and 6) and Public Law 93-353 (Section 106) and the 
policy framework of the "White Paper on Drug Abuse." Three major areas are 
now included in NIDA's international demand reduction program; foreign travel, 
technical assistance, and research. 

Funds for foreign travel by staff are from NIDA's regular travel budget-a 
portion of which is reimbursed by the A.LD., Department of State. The amounts 
to be spent are determined by a foreign travel ceiling set by ADAMHA, which 
receives a ceiling from the Office of International Health, DHEW. To insure 
proper use of travel funds, criteria have been developed to set priorities for travel, 
with international travel to attend meetings as our lowest priority. 

The actual amount spent for foreign travel in fiscal year 1976, including the 
tran~i.tion quarter, was $52,503 for 44 trips by NIDA staff. 'Of this travel, NIDA 
has been reimbursed for 5 trips, totalling $5,540, by the A.LD., Department of 
State. . 

Fund" for technical assistance come from NIDA's regular Management and 
Informtttion funds and from Cabinet Committee on International Narcotics 
Control eCCINC) funds of the Department of State transferred to NIDA. 

In fiscal year 1975, NIDA spent $85,001 on one technical assistance contract, 
dealing primarily with the Southeast Asia and Latin American regions. This 
project, involving nine consultant activities, was primarily to stimulate greater 
in-country efforts in assessment, treatment, nnd rehabilitation. No fiscal year 
1976 funds were expended for technical assistance. 

International research projects are supported under our research project 
grant and contract program. Foreign grant applications compete against domestic 
projei!ts for funding with additional and more stringent criteria established by the 
Pnl)lic Health Service to insure domestic benefit. A copy of these criteria is 
rLttached. For fiscal year 1976, 12 projects were funded for a dollar total of $543,104. 

In NIDA, the Division of Research administers the international research 
pl'Ojects, and the International Activities Unit in the Office of the Director 
.administers the foreign travel and technical assistance programs in conjuJlction 
with the relevant Division and Branch. 

With regard to foreign research, $99,500 has been allocated in fiscal year 1977 
for !1 dcmonstration contract to be negotiatcd with the Government of Hong 
I{ong for a shudy of the utility and efficacy of outpatient acupuncture. The 
demonstration that ",ill be conducted will be of value to the Institute in under­
standing the potential for use of outpatient acupuncture with clients in need of 
detoxification, who refuse to become involved with any of the modalities currently 
in use for those purposes. Hong Kong provides us with both a large population 
permitting a controlled study, and an expertise among treatment personnel that 
permits tt best test of the technique of outpatient acupuncture. 

The Institute has also jointly sponsored drug specific training for high and 
mid-level professionals brought to the United States by the Council of Interna~ 
tional Programs exchange pl'Jgram. In 1976, 10 persons were train"ld through the 
National Drug Abuse Center at a cost of $15,023. 

An International Training Support Program will be the focus of the 1977 
lntcmational Training efforts. These last two efforts, demonstration and train­
ing, are funded through the Diviftion of Rf.'source Development budget. 

Question 5. How does the NIDA expenditure abroad benefit our domestic effort? 
Inl1lmmch as NIDA's programs are directly adrdnistered, not regionalized, 
what portion of NIDA's expenditures result in domestic monitoring, the provision 
of technical assistance, and any other support service? Is such evaluation done by 
NIDA or non-NIDA personnel? Do all NIDA funded projects have to comply 
'with Federal funding C1'iteria? Are the additional fiscal year 1977 slots, referred 

. to in hearings, all treatment oriented, as distinguished from specifically drawn 
l'esearch and demonstration model projects? 

Response. International Activities: Expenditure:; abroad are for the benefit of 
the United States in two major ways; to bring to the attention of officials in other 
govcl'llments their own drug abuse problems, which will motivate them to co­
operate with the U.S. and international organizations in reducing the supply of 
drugs, and facilitate the development and exchange of knowledge regarding the 
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nature of drug abuse. Demand programs are part of an integrated U.S. drug 
abuse program that demonstrates that we are concerned with the demand and 
health aspect of drug problems in other countries, as well as their supply and law 
enforcement programs. Projects are planned for countries where foreign leaders, 
are interested in taking care of their problems, or the rountry is one where the 
U.S. would particularly like to see such a commitment made because they are' 
(1) a supply source for, or part of a major trafficking route or (2) opinion leaders in 
regional, U.S., or other international arenas. 

The second way the U.S. benefits is that we learn things which are useful in 
dealing with drug abuse at home and ab.oad, and in so doing, are in a strongrl" 
position to deal with our problems. We do not promote any particular approach 
to reducing or preventing drug abuse, but wish to assist, within definite time and 
dollar limits, other countries in developing sound approaches to lessening abuse 
within their borders. Through these efforts we can understand more fully the best 
and most cost effective ways to lower demand at home and abroad, and assist our 
efforts to control supply and illicit distribution into the U.S. 

Technical assistance 
Domestic monitoring and technical assistance for drug abuse community 

services (treatment) costs for FY 1976 are estimated at $2,708,851. This is 
comprised of the following: 

Monitoring Technical assistance 
DCA staff________________ $440,000 DCA staff _______________ _ 
Contracted _______________ 1,509,000 Contracted ______________ _ 

$80,000' 
679,851 

TotaL _____________ 1,949,000 TotaL_______________ 75:.,851 

The Insi;itute does not have sufficient staff to itself provide thorough monitoring 
and technical assistance for the nationwide network of NIDA funded drug treat­
ment programs (over 1,400 treatment service units). Therefore, we have contracted 
for adjuncts to NIDA staff's ongoing management activities. As problems are 
identified involving management efficiency of NIDA fundcd drug treatment 
programs, and as the necd for technical assisi;ance is identified, NIDA can call in 
on an a~ needed basis this outside expertise to assist the program managers in 
eliminating deficiencies and strengthening administrative and. treatment ca­
pability is no longer needed. 

In the area of demonstration programs, the Service Research Branch estimates 
that approximately 75 percent of the project officers' time is spent on monitoring: 
and evaluating existing grants and contracts, and providing technical assistance 
to those interested in seeking funding support from NIDA. In fiscal year 1976, 
$23,593 wa::! expended for staff to travel to provide technical assistance and to 
monitor projects. In addition, $1,256 was allocated for the travel of special 
consultants to projects to provide expert technical assistance. 

Supported by the Prevention Branch, both the Pyramid Project and the 
Multi-Cultural Resource Center Project provide technical assistance and other 
support services to local operating programs. In most cases, these programs are 
not funded with Federal monies, although some programs do receive support from 
State block grant!:> which are federally funded. In addition, during fiscal year 1976, 
the Stanford Research Institute began a contract to d()velop a reporting and 
evaluation system for our modpl demonstration grants. These programs provided 
direct services at the request of the local programs, except in the case of the SRI .-
contract, which established administrative criteria for the operation of grant 
programs. 

The State Training program is a program of continued technical assistance, 
resource development and exchange, as well as direct support in training develop­
ment. 

Further technical assistance efforts include the Institute credentialing efforts, 
the Career Teacher program, and a contract with the Medical Board of Examiners. 
The latter two programs involve a centralized effort to assist the medical com­
munity in increa'ling their response to providing medical practitioners competent 
in Substance Abuse areas. 

The newly funded Regional Support Centers have also been structured to 
pruvide significant technical and training assistance to States and local programs. 
Federal funding criteria 

All NIDA funded drug treatment programs which receive monies from section 
410 of Public Law 92-255 hewe to comply with the Federal Funding Criteria. The 
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research demonstration projects do not have to comply with the Federal Fundino­
Criteria. However, all projects are, of course, required to comply with the 1'/Ietha': 
done Regulations, and when relevant, the Confidentiality Regulations, and to 
provide for the adequate protection of human subjects receiving treatment through 
Federal grants. 
New treatment capacity 

The additional 7,000 slots provided for in the fiscal year 1077 budget are all 
treatment oriented. The planned distribution of these slott> by treatment modality 
is as follows: 

Number Percent 

1 less than 1 percent. 

Presently, each State has been asked to give priority to the needs of the criminal 
justice system in the allocation of 10 percent of their slot capacity. Many treat­
ment programs get most of their referrals from the criminal justice system. For 
example, almost all of the clients in federally funded programs in Minneapolis 
come from the probation and jail system of Hennepin County. 

In allocating the 7,000 new treatment slots available in FY 1977, we htwe 
asked the State" to consider criminal justice needs a matter of high priority and 
are negotiating with them to assure that those needs are taken into account. 

Question 6. Please submit your comments on the obvious lack of coordination 
between what is said in the Shellow Report (and rather unwisely publicized prior 
to your having an opportunity to study it), and the President's comments on 
September 27 in Miami to the effect that one-half the crime in the U.S. is drug 
related. Please submit a detailed statement as to how, when, and in what manner 
your agency interacts 'with law enforcement agencies. We do not want a bare 
listing of the task forces, committees, subcorr=ittees, etc. What we desire is 
actual information as to how each of you distribute information to other agencies, 
and what is done with it, to your knowledge. As to your success rate in treatment 
programs, please make available data on heroin addiction as corrclated to poor 
housing, joblessness and poverty. 

Response. Report on drug use and criminal behavior: In commenting on the 
President's remarks of September 27 in Miami to the effect that one-half the 
crime in the U.S. is drug related, it may be that his source for this figure was a 
number of police administrators who have come up with estimates of between 
30 percent und 70 percent. How the police administrators get their figures is not 
clear, although there is no question that drug abuse, most particularly heroin 
addiction, is statisticnlly associated with crime. The Shellow Report simply 
questions whether heroin ILddiction is responsible for a majority or even a large 
part of all property crime. It was unfortunate that the newspaper stories stated 
that the report found no conclusive evidence to support the drug/crime connection. 
The connection is definitely there, but how strong it is, bow extensive, how 
inevitable, and how it contributes to the social cost of drug abuse, are all questions 
in need of l·esearch. NIDA intends to pursue those questions in future work. 
NIDA interaction with law enfol'cement agencies 

First and foremost, NIDA developed, along with all Federal agencies involved 
in drug abuse, the Domestic' Council's "White Paper on Drug Abuse" which set 
the philosophical tone for drug abuse policy. 

The Methadune Treatment Policy Review Board is comprised of members 
from NIDA, DEA, FDA, und the Veterans Administration. The Chairman of 
this Policy Review Board is the Assistant Director for Medical and Professional 
Affairs at NIDA. This Board meets at the request of FDA to examine on a con­
tinuing basis the issues involving methadone treutment and the FDA Methadone 
Regulations. 
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In addition, NIDA has recently undertaken purchase predictions of Schedule II 
,drugs under the Controlled Substances Act of 1970. These prediction~ are then 
shared with FDA and DEA for the purpose of helping them set manufacturing 
quotas on the amount of drugs to be produced to meet legitimate medic[,l needs. 
Purchase prcdictions for 1976 and 1977 were supplied these agencies in a detailed 
form including methodology, hospital purchase, and drugstore purchase. 

Our forecasting staff conducts a cooperative data collecting project, the Drug 
Abuse Warning Network (DAvVN), 'with the Office of Special Programs, DEA. 
Since the project is ongoing, the relationship is a continuing one where the primary 
interaction occurs betweep the DEA Project Officer and the NIDA Project Officer. 
These two people cooperate in managing the data collection project in terms of its 
structure, day-to-day operations, plans, and reports. Thus, there is much face­
to-face interaction. This NIDA-DEA relationship is not so much a matter of 
one agency distributing information to the other, but rather a joint production of 
information from various types of reporting facilities throughout the country, 
including emergency rooms of general hospitals, medical examiners, and crisis 
centers. 

We have, in addition, created a Criminal Justice Advisory Council to begin a 
new initiative in Criminal Justice, a l\Iodel Building and National Symposium 
Project. The Council meets at least quarterly. 

In affiliation with nine other agencies (the LEAA, NIAAA, thc National 
Association of State Drug Program Planning Administrators, the U.S. Bureau of 
Prisons, Federal "P:'obation System, U.S. Courts, American Correctional Asssocia­
tion, American Bar Association, and the Drug Abuse Council), NIDA conducted a 
National Issues and Strategies Symposium on the Drug AbUSing Criminal Offender. 
That formn wa" used to disseminate information from a range of agencies and 
programs including DEA, LEAA, and the White House. Well over 150 Criminal 
Justice and Drug Treatment Agencies attended inclUding 20 State planning 
agencieR. 

NIDA also participates in the Cabinet Committee for Drug Abuse "Prevention, 
Treatment, and Rehabilitation's Criminal Justice Subcommittee. l!urtuer, NIDA 
participates in LEAA's drug related studies; a study on local jails and drug treat­
ment, a study on the effects of New York's new narcotic lawil, the Prescription 
Package (Program Model) for Institution and Drug Treatment Programs, and a 
follow-up study of TASC clinics in programs funded by LEAA. 

NIDA contributed to the planning activity conducted in FY 1976 by the new 
Federal Office of Juvenile Delinquency and Delinquency Prevention. NIDA 
has made SUbstantial contribution to their first Annual Report, their analysis 
and evaluation of Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs, their State Planning 
requirements for Federal programs related to juvenile delinquency and the new 
Federal Advisory Committee. 

In addition, NIDA has been an active member of LEAA's Interagency Cum­
mittee which promulgated the LEAA Alcohol and Drug Abuse Guidelines 
(3-21-75). These guides incorporate some of NIDA's Federal Funding Criteria, 
commit LEAA State Planning Agencies to a three-year planning and action 
program for drug abuse treatment programs in State correctional facilities, and 
require their consultation ill planning wlth NIDA's Single State Agencies. 

Also, NIDA's Single State Agency Notice #34 (1-2-76) requires the Single 
State Agencies for Drug Abuse to engage in joint program development and 
implementation with the state plnnning agencies for law enforcement. 

A DEA representative is a member of NIDA's Executive E:!taff. 
Finally, the Administrator of DEA and the Director of NIDA sit together on 

the working groups of the Cabinet Committees (Prevention, Treatment, and 
Rehabilitation, Law Enforcement, and International Nnrcotics Control), which 
provide a formal forum for the discussion of matters of mutual concern. Addi­
tionally, the Director of NIDA meets informally with the Administrator of DEA, 
the Senior Advisor for narcotics matters for the Department of State, and other 
top officials in the law enforcement area. 
Heroin addiction correlated with employment status and poverty 

Several NIDA researchers, in a stmiy pUblished in 1973, concluded that the 
rate of addiction per census tract for the city of Washington, D.C., was related to 
various measures of social disorganization. Significant correlations were estab­
lished between addiction and various crime categories, as well as between addic­
tion and poverty, overcrowding, and quality of family life. 

Other research findings on these socio-economic characteristics of heroin addicts 
include the following: 

• 
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1. Unemployment at induction was a significant correlate of drug use before 
service among enlist.ed men in Vietnam in 1971. Drug use while in Vietnam was 
associated si/!11ificantlv with noncomnletion of high Rehool. Having been unem­
ploved at induction was also associa.ted significantly with drug use while in 
Vietnam. 

2. Young men age 20-30 who had ever used heroin were 3 times more likely to 
be unemnloyed than employed when surveyed in 1974-75 (18 percent v. 6 per­
cent) (O'Donnell). 

3. A correlation of .32 was found between the rates of unemployment in 24 
SMSA's and the rates of heroin use in the same 24 communities. 

Enclosures. 
Question 1. What liaison does NIDA have with American companies which are 

currently producing psychotropic substances abroad? What legislation might be 
useful to afford better oversight of these companies, who face no FDA type con­
trols abroad, and whose overproduction may have a causal relationship to the 
increased availability domestically, and thereby related to the current increases 
in street traffic and poly-drug abuse? What legislation would you propose that 
would ensure more effective controls on over-vrescriptions? ·Would you focus on 
the AMA pharmacists, point of sale, or dispensing? 

Response. American companies: NIDA does not have systematic liaison with 
American companies producing drugs abroad. Occasional contact occurs at 
meetings, but no liaison of a re/i,ular nature takes place. 
Foreign companies 

At the moment there is no U.S. control over foreign pharmaceutical companies 
in foreign countries manufacturing fo,' their own need. However, there are two 
treaties designed to correct the problem which you address; the Single Convention 
on Narcotic Drugs controls all narcotics internationally since 1964, and the 
Convention on Psychotropic Substances, effective in August 1976, controls inter­
nationally the centrally acting depressants, stimulants, and hallucinogenic drugs. 
However, the United States is not yet a party to this treaty. 
Need for legislation 

NIDA recommends no legislation and feels there are alternative approaches to 
the issue you raise. At present, a number of different Federal agencies (including 
NIDA), in cooperation with the private, professional, and scientific community, 
are exploring these alternatives" 

Question 8. Please provide the Committee with exact figures on the number of 
clients who remain in treatment on methadone continuously for two or more 
years. What is NIDA's position or action likely in such cases? Do any NIDA 
funded programs refuse, methadone detoxification as a legitimate therapy goal? 
What exact dollar amount does NIDA allow for outpatient methadone clients? 
What input does NIDA have in FDA methadone regulation and DEA security 
issues? What criminal justice efforts are being attempted to provide treatment and 
detoxification for incarcerated populations? How many cities have a drug co­
ordinating office? Does your data indicate any relationship between the existence 
of such an office and more or less effective drug prevention, treatment, and re­
babilitation program efforts? Are they more or less effective if operated by the 
Health Department, Criminal Justice Divisions or Mayor's office? Do you know 
what level of statutory and fiscal authority is necessary for such city offices to 
operate effectively? If given Bloc Grants directly, could such city offices function 
in ways now performed by single state authorities? 

Response. Length of Methadone Treatment: The Drug Abuse Reporting 
Program (DARP) provided NIDA with statistics on characteristics of drug users 
in treatment during 1969-1974, for a national sample of NIDA funded treatment 
programs. (The DARP system has been replaced by CODAP.) The DARP data 
indicates that one year after admission to methadone maintenance, 40 percent 
of the patients are still in treatment; 19 percent remained two years after ad­
mission. 

NIDA believes that the decision to continue maintenance of a client is a clinical 
decision which must be made by the program phYSician and documented in the 
client's record. The FDA Methadone Regulations require such a review of clie~ts 
on methadone with respect to their continuance on maintenance after a speCIfic 
period. 

To our knowledge no NIDA funded program refuses methadone detoxification 
as a legitimate therapy goal. 
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In fiscal year 1976 the slot cost ceiling for outpatient methadone services was 
$1,700 per treatment slot per year; in fiscal year 1977 this is being raised to $1,750 
per treatment slot per year. 
input in FDA methadone regulations 

At the request of FDA, the Methadone Treatment Policy Review Board was 
created with representation from NIDA, FDA, DEA, and the Veterans Admin­
istration. The Methadone Policy Review Board examines issues involving metha­
done treatment and the FDA Methadone Regulations and provides an appro­
priate forum for communication on these methadone treatment issues among 
these agencies. The Chairman of the Methadone Policy Review Board is a repre­
sentative from NIDA, however, the final decisions for altering policy regarding 
the FDA Methadone Regulations, as they relate to treatment issues, still resides 
with FDA. 

In May 1974, Congress passed Public Law 93-281 (The Narcotic Addict 
Treatment Act) which further amends the Controlled Substances Act. This law 
requires every practitioner who administers or dispenses narcotics to narcotic 
addicts for the purpose of either maintenance or detoxification to be registered 
with DEA. Prior to DEA granting registration, the practitioner must be in 
compliance with treatment standards set forth by the Secretary, HEW. An 
implementation Plan has been sent forward to the Secretary's office, which, if 
agreed upon, would result in the Secretary delegating the lead authority to 
establish the treatment standards to the National Institute on Drug Abuse. 

The Director of NIDA and the Commissioner of FDA have had several meet­
ings regarding Public Law 93-281, which resulted in a mutual agreement that 
NIDA would develop new narcotic treatment standards which would be published 
jointly by NIDA and the FDA. Subsequently, NIDA has developed these stand­
ards after consultation with various national organizations and persons with 
knowledge and experience in the treatment of narcotic addicts. Technically, no 
further action can occur with regard to publishing these standards until 'l'~ 
Secretary has delegated this responsibility to NIDA. If and when the Secret.",.y 
delegates such responsibility to NIDA, th;J resultant effect will be publication of 
these new treatment standards which will supersede the FDA Methadone Regu­
lations, and result in NIDA becoming the lead agency for establishing standards 
and policy for the treatment of narcotic addicts with narcotic drugs. 
Treatment and detoxification of incarcerated population 

A survey of local and State jails by Charles Newman of the Pennsylvania 
State University College of Human Development (Local Jails and Drug Treat­
ment) found that most jails treat withdrawal symptomatically; nausea, chills, 
and tension are treated with antispasmodics and other drugs. Most jails de not 
exclude the use of methadone for addict-inmates however, only a few specifically 
provide for it. 

In terms of activities in Federal prisons, NIDA has encouraged the Bureau of 
Prisons and the Parole Board to improve detoxification services. At this time, 
neither Federal nor State prison systems are mandated by LEAA to provide 
detoxification. There are, in addition, some legal questions concerning who holds 
the primary responsibility for providing detoxification. A recent court decision 
in California held that the provision of detoxification is the responsibility of 
medical (rather than correctional) authorities. 

In terms of treatment services, LEAA guidelines mandate the provision of a 
minimal level of drug abuse t.reatment services in county jails and State prisons. 
It is clear, however, that the States are not in compliance, and that the guidelines 
have not been rigorously enforced. One LEAA region recently surveyed its six 
States and found only one in compliance. Currently, the States are required to 
give priority to the needs of the criminal justice system in the allowance of 10 
percent of their slots. 

In recognition of the need to provide more treatment to those addicted who 
are also involved in the criminal justice system, we have, in allocating the addi­
tional 7,000 treatment slots available in fiscal year 1977 budget, asked the States 
to consider those needs as a matter of high priority, and are negotiating with the 
Single State Agencies for Drug Abuse to assure that those needs are met. 
City drug coordinating offices 

We have not systematically collected information on how many cities have n 
drug coordination office, the costs involved in effectively operating such an office, 
nor the relationship between the existence of such offices and the effectiveness of 
program efforts. 
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However, we are continuously working with local officials in the areas of assess­
ment, treatment outcomes and so forth. ·Workshops, conferences and technical 
review panels are held periodically in these areas which usually include or are 
exclusively for city representatives. Further, we have worked with The National 
League of Cities/Conference of Mayors in helping them to look at these issues. 
Their recent survey of selected cities to determine local drug abuse needs and 
priorities is a consequence of this collaboration. NIDA is committed to a closer 
scrutiny of the needs of the cities to more effectively plan for and manage their 
drug abuse prevention activities. In this regard NIDA has begun working with the 
Single State Agencies to better address the needs of the cities in terms of assessing 
the problem and planning and managing the responses. Further, NIDA has not 
foreclosed other options which may be used to better target and use resources 
at the local level. 

Question 9. What is the rationale for dnlg programs being directly administered 
by NIDA instead of being regionalized and administered by existing HEW re­
gional offices? Was the exclusion of drug treatment and rehabilitation provisions 
in the 1975 amendments to the Public Health Services Act (Public Law 94-63) a 
deliberate HEW or national drug treatment policy? iVho made such a determina­
tion? Do you view that exclusion consistent with Congressional intent and Public 
Law 92-255? In the ausence of reference to drug treatment in the PHS Act, what 
then do you propose is the regional health planning organizations' responsibility 
to drug treatment needs, as a public issue? 

Response. Central Administration of Drug Treatment: Historically the Fed­
eral Government has been viewed as the governmental entity primarily responsi­
ble for the treatment of dru~ abuse. Beginning with the Narcotic Addict Rehabili­
tation Act of 1966 (NARA), the Federal drug abuse program has been a highly 
centralized one. In 1971 the Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, a 
Presidential initiative on drug abuse, was organized directly in the Executive 
Office of the President and given responsibility for overall planning, integration, 
and policy development in the field of drug abuse. The recent "White Paper on 
Drug Abuse," developed by the Domestic Council and endorsed by the President, 
placed the authority to coordinate the Federal drug abuse treatment and rehabili­
tation effort in 11 Cabinet Committee chaired by the Secretary of HEW. These 
organizational arrangements all reflect the judgment of those in th~ field that 
centralized coordination of the activities of the various agencies involved in the 
treatment of drug abuse (of which NIDA is the lead agency), as well as coordination 
of law enforcement and treatment, would result in a more effective strategy to 
cope with drug abuse. 

In addition to these policies which encouraged a central administrative structure 
for drug abuse programs, two other factors have played a part. The first is that 
NIDA purchases treatment services from states and local communities, monitors 
the utilization of these services and shifts funds between communities when the 
utilization rates are low. This means that NIDA must continually monitor 
utilization and negotiate slot purchases. If other experiences with using a region­
alized form of program administration can be a guide, it would be difficult to 
monitor State activities from the ten HEW regions fairly and equitably. In fact, 
what usually occurs is that there are essentially ten variations on any program 
handled throug;h the ten HEW regions. However, from another perspective, 
NIDA has decentralized its programs, but in a way that gives more control and 
decision-making authority to the State level of government rather than shifting 
the administration of a Federal program from Washington to ten Federal regional 
offices throughout the country. 

Public Law 94-63 
Drug treatment and rehabilitation was not excluded from Public Law 94-63· 

Section 303 of Public Law 94-63 amended the Community Mental Health Centers 
Act at Section 201 (b)(1) (H) (ii) to specifically require that community mental 
health centers provide a program for the prevention and treatment of drug addic­
tion and abuse and for the rehabilitation of drug addicts, drug abusers, and other 
persons with drug dependency problems unless there is no need for such services 
in that particular catchment area or the need is being met. There does not appear 
to be an inconsistency in CongreSSional intent. 

The legislation that is most pertinent to the regional health planning organiza­
tions' responsibilities is Public Law 93-641, the National Health Planning and 
Resources Development Act of 1974, rather than Public Law 94-63. The omission 
of drug abuse activities from Public Law 9~-641 was apparently a Congressional 
oversight. The exclusion was remedied with the passage of Public Law 94-237 



224 

amending Public Health Services Act at Section 14(a) placing certain drug abuse 
activities within the authority of the National Health Planning and Res')urces 
Act. NIDA is representcd on the ADAMHA-HRA liaison committee to coordi­
nate activities within the scope of that Act. 

Question 10. What, if any, progress is being made at the national level to inte­
gratc the categorical drug effort into HSA health programs, HMO's neighborhood 
health centers, or group practices? Under what circumstances do the staffs of 
NIDA, NIAAA and HSA meet toward implementing these programs into the 
general health care delivery system which HEW funds. Do all hospitals receiving 
Hill-Burton funds provide services to addicts? Wherever possible, please provide 
such documentation as elrists which relates to formal collaboration or participation. 
By what process and with what, regularity does NIDA evaluate changing patterns 
of drugs of abuse (dual, multi-,'gender, age and ethnic population ratios) and to 
what extent do such findings affect the location, and nature of treatment therapies, 
staffing, intake and success criteria? 

Response. Integration of Drug Abuse into the Health Care System: In pro­
posing the integration of drug abuse treatment services into the community 
health and social service system, it is important to define clearly what is meant 
by such an objective. In some cases what we really mean is the coordination of 
drug treatment services with other kinds of service programs, such as vocational 
training, job placement, welfare assistance, etc. On the operational level, drug 
programs have to interface with community medical and social service networks 
in order to assure comprehensive care for the drug abuse client. 

In other instances, we have in mind an actual integration process whereby 
drug abuse treatment is brought more directly into the mainstream of health 
care delivery and financing. The fact that the locus of care for drug abuse treat­
ment is now predominantly in the community lends recognition of its movement 
toward the general health care system. Th('l'~ are a number of illustrations on 
this theme: (1) Health Maintenance Organizations, in order to receive Federal 
qualification, are required to provide drug abuse services as part of their basic 
health benefits; (2) Public Law 92-255, Section 407, as amended, requires that 
hospitals which receive Federal assistance not discriminate against drug abusers 
in admission:;; policy or treatment; (3) Drug abuse programming now comes 
under the planning purview of regional health systems agencies as mandated by 
the Health Planning and Resources Development Act; (4) Public Law 94-63 
requires that Community Mental Health Centers provide drug abuse services 
as one of their twelve (12) essential services; (5) Drug abuse training is now 
included in most medical school curricula. 

Indeed, integration is an ongoing process that involves two basic approaches: 
(a) More drug abuse scrvices are being provided through the regular health 

care system. 
(b) At the same time, the healt.h delivery system is being broadened in scope 

to include community-based drug programs as specialized providers. 
The issue of provider status for drug programs is one which directly impacts 

the process of integration through basic health financing, third-party reimburse­
ment mechanisms. The major reimbursement programs (Medicaid, privat.e health 
insurance) have been designed to pay for medical expenses and services which are 
delivered by physicians and inpatient health facilities (hospitals). (This is some­
times referred to as the "medical model.") Thus, drug 1),~)Use has tended to be 
covered, at best, "the same as any other illness" which has meant that the above 
restrictions would apply. 

. However, this pattern is beginning to change slightly as insurors experiment 
Wlth new benefit programs to cover alcohol and/or drug abuse treatment and 
non-traditional providers. For example, Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Michigan 
has introduced coverage for substance abuse in the United Auto Worker account. 
Specific servict's that are covered include a mix of medical, laboratory and counsel­
ing services. Community residential and outpatient programs are now being 
approved as pE rticipating providers for this particular insurance plan. 

It should be emphasized that the above benefit programs is much more the 
exception than the rulc in terms of service coverage and provider recognition. 
Indeed, one of the major questions current.ly being addressed by the field concerns 
the cost-benefit of a program seeking to become accredited by JCAH. Since the 
cost for accreditation can approximate $2,000, a drug abuse program typically ask 
if accreditation is likely to result in additional third-party revenue since: (1) The 
community based program would have difficulty in qualifying as an approved 
provider; and (2) The number of clients who have private health insurance 
comprise a rather small percentage of the total population in trentment. ' 
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On the other hand, this is an area where we have to take a longer-term perspec­
tive. There is a definite trend in health care toward a preference for less e::..pensive 
care settings, e.g., ambulatory vs. institutional. While we would expect to see a 
gradual broadening of insurance coverage for drug abuse treatment, there are a 
number of problems with which the field must contend. For example, many car­
riers remain unwilling to cover sUbstances abuse treatment because they do not 
consider it to be a medical problem; or they may feel that it is a self-induced 
condition and question the existing methodologies for evaluating the quality 
and effectiveness of treatment. 

In efforts to facilitate our programs' access to thE.' third-party payment systems, 
we have supported proposals which recommended a legislative change to require 
that "clinic services" be included in the list of mandated services under the 
Medicaid program. This is currently the most important optional service for drug 
programs which generally follow a free-standing, community-based model. Only 
thirty States include this optional service, and many define "clinic services" in 
such a way that they do not recognize PHS grantees for purposes of 
reimbursement. 

Another factor which has a profoundly limiting effccton the potential for 
realizing third-party revenues is client eligibility, NIDA's baseline study on 
third-patty reim,JIlrsement referenced this as the most salient factor since it is 
one over which programs can exert no control, "The clients of drug abuse treat­
ment programs are among the least likE'ly of any group in our population to have 
Medicaid or private health insurance. Indeed, one would be hard pressed to find 
a more improbable candidate for third-party coverage than the typical client of 
a drug abuse treatment program-an unmarried, unemployed, non-dependent, 
able-bodied male between the ages of 18 ane' 30." Examination of a sizeable 
client sample from twenty-two programs in eleven major States revealed that 
under 30 percent held third-party coverage through Medicaid (17 percent) or 
private health insurance (12 percent). For this reason, 30 percent is seen as the 
upper bound on the percentage of total program costs which can be recovered 
from third-party resources. If we take into account the less than full range of 
covered services and the reimbursement rates which are generally less than actual 
unit costs, we see that the real potential is probably well under 30 percent. Since 
the current recovery lev"l is 5 percent for the nution (excluding New York, 
California and Pennsylvania which together realize 15 percent in third-party 
revenue), it is believed that an increase in third-party collections can be achieved. 

Clearly, we are limited in what we can achieve in pursuit of the goal of inte­
grating drug abuse services into thc mainstream of health care because our efforts 
have to be somewhat reliant on the actions and initiatives taken at other levels 
of the Federal Government. 

In view of how we have defined the considerations for services integration, 
NIDA will continue efforts to: (1) Assist programf and States in maximizing 
their third-party payment resources; and (2) Improve provider and service 
coverage for drug abuse treatment in health insurance plans. 
Hill-Burton 

Public Law 92-255, Section 407, as amended by Section 6(a) of Public Law 
94-237 provides that hospitals give treatment to drug abusers: "Drug abusers 
who are suffering from ml'dical conditions shall not be discriminated against in 
admission or treatment, f'olely because of their drug abuse or drug dependence, 
by any private or public general hospital which receives support in any form 
from any program supported in whole or in part by funds appropriated to any 
Federal department or agency." 

Thus, hospitals receiving Hill-Burton fundi! would be subject to the above 
requirements. Regular monitoring for the Hill-Burton program attempts to 
assure that the recipient health care facility maintains its public or private non­
profit status, provides community services by treating Medicaid eligible persons 
and makes available a reasonable volume of free care. 
CollaboraUon with other health agencies 

There exist many formal nnd infOi'mal agreements among various Federally 
funded programs (community health centers, drug abuse, alcohol centers) for 
referral of clients. Sharing in service training also may exist among service entities 
at the local level. 

NIDA has both formal and informal contacts with the Health Services Admin~ 
istration (HSA) concerning program activities for several years. NIDA is repre­
sented on the Rural Health Coordinating Committee which provides both public 
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guidance and project oversight for a rural health initiative which attempts to 
achieve services integration for rural projects. A similar mechanism is under 
development for urban health projects. 

In the past two years, NIDA has worked closely with the Division of Health 
Maintenance Organizations, Health Services Administration). on development 
of program guidelines on drug abl1se treatment for the HMu Federal Regula­
tions. The HMO basic health services package includes the fol101ving: "110.101 (b) 
(5) Diagnosis, medical treatment and referral services (including referral services 
to appropriate ancillary services) for the abuse of or addiction to alcohol and 
drugs." Since the HMO is responsible to provide basically for acute care needs, 
appropriate referrals are made to community-based drug programs for extended 
treatment and rehabilitation services. 

The interface of drug abuse services and HMO's is an uncharted path. Ac­
cordingly, NIDA along with ADAMHA and HSA sponsored a conference in 
November, 1976, to address such issues as treatment approaches, quality as­
surance and costs and utilization. 

NIDA has collaborated with NIAAA in the funding of eleven joint drug/ 
alcohol service delivery demonstration projects and has plans to fund two addi­
tional drug/alcohol occupational health demonstration progmms in industry in 
FY77. 

The categorical drug effort in training has made significant impact at the 
national level upon the general health care delivery system. The Institute in 
collaboration with NIAAA has placed special emphasis on training medical 
students and others in medical schools in both drug and alcohol abuse treatment 
techniques. Career teacher awards have been granted to support faculty and 
curriculum development in the addiction sciences for clinical treatment, preven­
tion, education and research. Training support has been given to the free clinics 
through their national association to train clinicians in methods of identifying 
and treating substance abusers who utilize this alternative health system. 

The credentialing of drug abll~e treatment workers has had a considerable 
impact upon the health care delivery system in assuring quality care and essential 
services to HMO's, HSA programs, mp.ntal health clinics and community health 
centers' patients. Our present philosophy in accord with the activities of the State 
credentialing effort aims at developing human service workers and giving broad 
base skills training for the health disciplines. 

Interagency cooperation in developing drug abuse prevention training has 
resulted in a coordinated approach to resolve differences through regular policy 
level discussions of the FedE'!'al Agency Training Group for drug and alcohol abuse 
programs. ADAMHA has maintained a lead role in convening the Federal Agency 
Training Group which includes the training components for drug abuse treatment/ 
prevention ,vithin all the Federal Government agencies. The Preveri:tion Branch 
has also established an informal working group with a number of Federal agencies 
including NIAAA and NIMH which meets monthly to share information about 
ongoing programs and to focus on programs of mutual interest. This group is 
not a forma!ized interagency group but operates entirely on a voluntary basi:;;. 
However, they have produced an inter-agency resource list which is presently 
being printed to assist t.he public in understanding the various funding sources in 
the drug abuse area. In addition, a number of programs have been jointly funded 
as a, result of the work of this group. 
Evaluation of the Nature and Extent of Drug Use 

There are several data bases we use to evaluate changing patterns of drug use: 
(a) Indicators 

Drug Abuse Warning Network (DAWN). 
Client Oriented Data Acquisition Proeess (CODAP). 
Heroin Indicators Trend Report, Heroin Trend Index. 

(b) Surveys 
National Survey of High School Seniorl;l-Dr. Lloyd Johnston. 
San Mateo County Annual Survey. 
Drug Use Among Y011ng Men--National Survey-Dr. Ira Cissin. 

(c) Othe;-s 
Treatment Outcome Prospective Study (TOPS). 
Drug Abuse Reporting Program (DARP). 
NIDA tracks the prevalence and patterns of drug abuse in the United States 

through indicators produced by the Drug Enforcement Administration such as 
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price/purity data (STRIDE), ::rrest data, pharmacy theft data. The Center for 
Disease Control provides indicator data on hepatitis cases believed to be indica­
tive of heroin use. 

Compilations of heroin indicator data are made and published on a semiannual 
basis for use by NIDA staff as well as the drug abuse field in general. DAWN 
data are provided at varying levels of detail and to selected audiences. Limited 
statis'tical findings from this project are distributed fairly widely in published 
reports while more detailed information is distributed within NIDA and Single 
State Drug Abuse Agencies for their use in program planning and progress 
assessment. 

The Drug Abuse Warning Network (DAWN) is a combined National Institute 
on Drug Abuse (NIDA) and Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) effort. 
This network of emergency rooms, crisis clinics and medical eXaminers provideB 
basic trend data on drugs. DAWN develops trend data on the use and abuse of licit 
and illicit substances. It also develops a profile on the existing patterll:-J of drug 
abuse, changing trends in drug abuse, and areas for further exploration by Federal 
agencies concerned with the supply and demand of drugs used in this country 
and abroad. 

The Client Oriented Data Acquisition Process (CODAP) is a major portion of 
the overall management information system developed and operated by the 
National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA). CODAP collects Admission and Dis­
charge forms on every client entering a federally funded treatment program. 
These forms provide basic demographic, management, and to a certain extent, 
evaluation and outcome data on each client. This system allows for the deter­
mination of treatment utilization, and treatment outcome of clients in federally 
funded programs. 

Trends in use of drugs by various groups arc also measured by sample surveys 
of general or special populations. The predominant projects conducted for this 
purpose are: 

(a) The National SUl'vey.-Carried out annually starting in December 1974, it 
conducts interviews among members of a household sample age 12 and OVer. 
Rates of lifetime and current experience with twelve classes of substances, alcohol 
and tobacco, are tracked and tabulations are made by social and demographic 
characteristics. 

(b) High School Seniors.-Carried out annually sinee 1974, a mail survey is 
conducted on successive cohorts for five years, from 12th grade to four years post­
high school. The major drugs of abuse are included along with alcohol and to­
bacco, and both lifetime and current experience arc measured. Social character­
istics are tabulated. 

(c) San Mateo, California, Survey of Junior and Sent'or High School Students.­
Carried OUG annually since 1967, a self-administered questionnaire is administered 
to pupils in attendance in the county public school system. Changes in use by 
grade and sex are tabulated. 

Cd) Drug-Related Deaths.-Carried out for two sU<3cessive years, a survey of 
medical examiners' records in nine major cities. Extensive information is collected 
on decedents as well as on forensic procedures for each case. Social characteristics 
are tabulated. 

These reports when ready for publication are circulated within NIDA as well 
as to the general public. The Director of NIDA makes use of the information in 
setting policy, including policy related to treatment. 

The Treatment Outcome Prospective Study (TOPS) is a prospective study 
currently in the developmental phases. It is intended to track drug abusers as 
they enter treatment, while they remain in treatment and after they leave treat­
ment. The purposes of this study are to both determine the natural history of 
those drug abusers that seek treatment and to also determine the treatment 
effectiveness of the federally fnnded treatment programs. This is the first na­
tional effort at a prospective study and is directly a result of the earlier research 
encompassed by DARP. ' 

The Drug Abuse Reporting Program (DARP) was the first effort to monitor 
treatment effectiveness .1n a national scale. The Institute of Behavior Research, 
Texas Christian University, established this data system in 1968, and continued 
to successfully operate it until 1974. For the six years the system was on-line, data 
was collected on 43,943 clients from 52 programs. The client3 were rated on five 
performance elements (opiate use, non-opiate use, alcohol use, productive activities 
and criminal behavior). Drug and alcohol consumption patterns were most mark­
edly affected while the clients were in treatment. Productive activities as employ­
ment, vocational rehabilitation programs, school and homemaking showed a less 
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dramatic change. Criminal behavior, as reported by arrests, convictions (time in 
jail) and self report illicit activities, also decreased while the clients were in treat­
ment. The~e data were analyzed using demographic variables, treatment variables 
and outcome or performance variables. A followup study of approximately 1,850 
clients initially treated in the years 1969-1971 has recently been completed. This 
study has demonstrated that subsequent to treatment, there is a decreased drug 
usage pattern with less significant changes in productive activities and criminal 
behavior. 

Question 11. Given your emphatic support of the investment in the development 
of LAAM and your expressed commitIYlent to the equally significant NIDA 
funded support service such as career, health, and psychological assistance, how 
do you propose to offer such rehabilitative counseling with considerably reduced 
weekly contacts with clients? What is the characteristic typology of those who 
are viewed as the potential I.AAM client? What indices, if any, are anticipated as 
reasons for exclusion-sex, age, state of physical or mental health, legal status? 
Considering the extensive increase in cost in providing treatment due to an infla­
tionnry economy, how does the current federal/local matching formula expect to 
maintain current treatment populations? How does NIDA hope to overcome local 
insurance liability restrictions for programs involved in LAAM distribution? 

Response. LAAM: NIDA is committed to supporting both pharmacological 
stabilization as part of maintenance treatment and rehabilitation including social, 
psychological, educational and vocational services directed toward stabilization 
and subsequent improvement of the destructive addict lifestyle. We are currently 
working to improve the quality and effectiveness of these services through the 
Federal Funding Criteria and Technical Assistance Progra.ms. 

The effect of reducing the number of weekly visits for observed ingestion of 
medication on the process of treatment is not known, although this is common­
place in many sections of the county using take-home methadone. There has been 
no evaluation of the value of daily minimal contact with the dispensing nurse, 
the utilization of staff time, or quantity and quality of patient contacts with staff. 
We are presently sponsoring a study for methadone and LAAM treatment pro­
grams to gather information on these questions. 

Many clinical investigators feel LAAi\I offers significant advantages over 
methadone which are related to thc utilization of supportive services and possibly 
effectiveness of treatment. LAAM frees the patient from the burdensome, incon­
venient requirement for daily clinic attendance. Daily clinic attendance can be 
antitherapeutic for many patients because of thc difficulties coordinating 
employment or educational attendance or home-making duties with clinic 
dispensing hours. Active participation in treatment with LAAM becomes more 
acceptable and patients are able to return more regularly for medication and 
ancillary services. 

Furthermore, LAAM breaks the long established habit of daily drug consump­
tion and daily involvement in drug procuring cctivities. It helps shift the patient's 
focus from drug related activities to efforts directed at achievement of educational 
and vocational goals and social-psychological rather than pharmacological 
stabilization. Many patients have said that LAA1'd allows them to feel more 
normal, less sedated and more functional than methadone due to its smoother, 
more sustained action. Thus, they are more able to actively partiCipate in 
treatment. 

With the need for take-home medication removed, much of the unpleasantness 
and hassle related to the issue of take-home privileges is alleviated. Thus, the 
patient's counterproductive use of deceit, game playing and manipulation regard­
ing drug use, urine collection and take-home privileges can be reduced to a mini­
mum. 'Vasted :;taff time and energy can be devoted to patient welfare and effective 
counseling. Thus, it is certainly possible that while LAAM may reduce the number 
of contacts, the quality and effectiveness may be increased. 

The characteristics of those patients viewed as potential LA AM treated patients 
is not different thllD those recommended for methadone. Patients will be excluded 
for the LAAM phase III investigational new drug (I~D) if they have a serious 
medical illness which requires the use of many other medications' or may require 
hospitalization in the near future; if circumstances do not allow the patient to 
give informed consent, such as psycho~is if it impairs the ability of the patient to 
understand the informed consent form; for the existence of unadjudicated criminal 
changes; or an imminent move. FDA has not yet given approvnl for women to be 
included in the phase III study due to the concern for the possible effect of the 
drug on a potential unborn child. 'Ve are currently working to provide data which 
will permit the inclusion of women. 
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At present, it appears that motivation is the most important predicator of 
treatment success for LAAM as well as methadone. A recent study by Richard B. 
Resnick and collaborators indicated that difficulties adjusting to LAAM by 
patients previously maintained on methadone were not due to specific pharma­
cologic actions but rather psychogenic anxiety. Their findings demonstrate 
that the patient's attitude is more powerful than drug differences. This data 
suggests that patients with more severe psychopathology less readily accept 
LAAM than methadone and that patients' psychosocial adjustment was directly 
related to acceptance of LAAM. Patients preoccupied with their daily metha­
done may experience deprivation from LAAM's delayed and more gradual action. 
Such patients frequently have limited involvement outside the drug culture and 
often desire opiate effects from their methadone not commonly present from 
LAAM. Furthermore, patients who switch from methadone to LAAM give up 
their take-home methadone and may be deprived of a source of income. This 
important area requires extensive investigation which will be possible as LAAl\l 
becomes more widely available to treatment programs. 

Insurance liability for programs utilizing LAAM is only a problem while it is 
an experimental drug on IND status. Once a New Drug Application (NDA) 
is approved and LAAM can be classified as a substance with demonstrated effec­
tiveness, programs will not require any additional insurance protection than for 
methadone. During the IND study, the Federal Government agreed to reim­
burse the contractor for liabilities to third persons for death or bodily injury 
arising out of performance of the contract caused by LAAM. 
The Inflationary Cost of Treatment 

NIDA will be providing a 3 percent increase in slot costs across the board in 
this fiscal year (1977). We have requested an annual 5 percent inflationary in­
crease and an additional tri-annual 5 percent increase so that programs can 
manage to better keep up with inflation. A recent study of a sampling of NIDA 
funded drug treatment programs indicated that we are not prOViding all of the 
monies necessary for programs to meet rising costs. We recognize this and have 
established a 60/40 minimum Federal/program matching ratio (where permitted 
under enabling legislation when a program is not already below this level). 'Ve 
have also provided information and technical assistance concerning third lJarty 
reimbursl.'ment so that programs may maximize their income from this source. 
It is our view that the Federal government is in a partnership with the states 
and local communities in this effort to provide services. This means a sharing of 
responsibilities and costs. It 1 as never been intended that the Federal govern­
ment assume the total cost of the nation's drug treatment. We are doing what 
we can to provide funds and to see that they are utilized in the most effective 
manner; the states and local communities fund treatment without Federal 
funds and in addition provide match for treatment involving Federal funds. 
Further, NIDA in its funding has not kept pace with inflation so these costs have 
also fallen on the states and local communities. 

Third party payments for dl'Ug abuse have been difficult to generate. There­
fore NIDA has placed a 60/40 floor on the matching ratio, invested in program 
reviews and technical assistance to increase managerial efficiency in treatment 
programs and increased its activity in the third party payor areas. 
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THE VIEW FROM THE BOTTOM 

We view 1977 as the year during which the direction of the national response 
to the drug problem must be reassessed. For us, it is an opportune time to renew 
our efforts to impart a "new" awareness to decision makers in the field. We hope 
that our efforts will result in less confusion and more coordination as we meet 
the challenge of the problem. 

Necessarily, the point of view presented here proceeds "from the bottom." 
It is the point of view which we, as workers in community programs, have: 
while we must deal 'with governmental agencies, a maze of law aJ;l.d. regUlations 
and a changing roster of politicians in order to continue to exist, we mu~t at the 
same time be able to deliver services to those people we seek to help. .. - . . 
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It may bA, then, that this paper will overemphasize a seeming dichotomy 
between the interests and purposes of the legislators and bureaucrats and those 
of the workers who deal directly with the human beings we seek to help. None~ 
theless, we feel that an open approach in discussing differences of opinion as 
regards the national response to the drug problem will be beneficial to all of us. 

Our view of the situation is that our problems arise because of the ineraction 
between Congress and its legislation, the bureaucracy, and the interpretation 
of law and regulations. The law making body promulgates the laws: these are, 
in turn, interpreted by the bureaucrats (who are not known for their advocacy); 
finally, we are told, in effect, what the law means-and we have little choice in 
the matter. It is almost as if the left hand were working independently of the right. 

In our estimation, Congress relies heavily and almost exclusively on the bureauc­
racy for the background, information and justification upon which most legislation 
is based. This is readily apparent if one rcads the legislative history of a given 
law. We feel this situation results in a critical fallacy. 

The top levels of the bureaucracy, no less than the Congress itself, are far 
removed from our world-the world of the client to whom we deliver services. 
The differences are obvious to us. It is beyond argument that bureaucracies are 
self-serving and self-perpetuating. Because of this, bureaucrats have a natural 
tendency to present problems to the legislature which are more in the nature of 
tex'tbook exercises in a sociology or psychology course at the graduate level than 
problems taken from our world. 

By way of contrast, we in community service organizations must make the 
legislation and regulations that give us life to operate on the day to day level. We 
do this by solving problems minute by minute without the luxury of timely 
strategies, intellectual analysis of textbook problems, or exercises in political 
expediency. 

We somehow are able to function in a constant environment of "marginality" 
with priorities that are not ours, costs that were realistic three years ago, and 
strategies that are distorted as they sift down through the various bureaucratic 
levels before they reach us. 

Yet, the law makers rarely seek our counsel. 
Let me portray some specific situations to you. 
Most drug abuse treatment programs are currently operating with at least a 

35-percent matching fund requirement. :Many programs are working to get a 
"stable" match base through service to third party payers. Most of us have taken 
this approach, simply because we know the whimsical nature and reliance on 
political expediency that is part and parcel of the bureaucracy at the Federal, 
state, and local levels. In addition, we have taken thl" approach because NIDA, 
our funding agency, has made it clear that "this is the way it's going to work." 

Havingo defined the approach, NIDA sets up seminars to train us in securing 
these monies, and through its publication, the National Clearing House for Drug 
Abuse Information, NIDA tells us where the third party sources are. 

Then Dr. Ted Cooper, of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
tells you on September 30, 197ti, that Supplementary Security Income (SSn has 
been made available to certain drug abusers. Then the head of HEW, David 
Matthews, tells you he does not feel that alcohol and drug abusers should be 
eligible for SSI! 

Beautiful. NIDA tells us that this is the approach. HEW says that it is not. 
Most drug programs having residential components rely on $50 per month 

received from the Food Stamp program to provide some funds to help feed our 
residents and assist with our matching funds. We know of the alleged problems 
with the Food Stamp program, but I know of no treatment programs abusing the 
Food Stamp revenues. Now, in the frenzy to reform the Food Stamp program, our 
eligibility to receive these funds is being cancelled. 

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) involves some 
dynamics, especially in poverty designated areas, that are similar to the Revenue 
Sharing situation. This may be a concomitant of the "New Federalism." Treat­
ment programs receive virtually none of these monies because local governments 
hire city and county employees with these funds in order to avoid tax increases. 
At best, drug abuse p'l'Ograms receive a low priority when these funds are dis­
bursed. At worst, we are not included for eligibility. In the time honored tradition 
of political expediency, we are told, "maybe next year." 
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The Veterans Administration r:v A) has its own drug treatment units in some of 
its hospitals, but many veterans with drug problems live hundreds of miles from 
these facilities. VA has money to help pay for treatment costs of those veterans 
served by community programs on an outpatient basis, but there's a catch. They 
will pay only if the program is operating at capacity with every bed taken! In 
effect, we would have to do the impossible-fill a bed we don't have. 

Drug treatment programs began receiving government funding in the early 70's 
for two basic reasons. First, our treatment models which were non-medical in 
nature and which were st",ffed by non-degreed para-professional people proved to 
be more effective than any models taken from mental health or penal institutions. 
Second, we were, and we continue be, "cheap" to fund. We are told that prisons 
spend from $14,000 to $20,000 per year per inmate. Mental health institutions 
spend from $9,000 to $14,000 per year per bed. 

Necessarily, we look good. In 1973 NIDA told us that our cost per bed ceiling 
was $5,000. But this ceiling is based on total dollars, including matching funds, 
and not just NIDA money. This may have been fine in 1973, but today it is 
unrealistic. 

In 1977, NIDA gavc us a 3% increase. Yet, there are persistent rumors that 
"in-house" studies conducted by NIDA show a "real" dollar cost increase of 
20%, which translates into $9,500 to $10,200 per slot. Once again we are partici­
pants with government because of necellsity-a forced marriage, one might say. 
We only hope that timely strategies will be brought to bear-and soon-on our 
very real cost problems before we run out of time. 

In 1975 NIDA mandated performance standards entitled "Federal Funding 
Criteria (FFC)." Thi~ was a well intentioned effort to standardize service delivery 
and provide accountability to NIDA. Unfortunately, these criteria, which are an 
important element of the strategy to include drug treatment programs within 
those health sYE'tems as are supported by the Federal government, were mandated 
without any consideration of their impact on our cost. The implementation of 
these criteria resulted in a 1iJ per cent increase in program costs per treatment 
slot, mainly because of an increase in mandated medical services. 

In addition, and as part of the effort to standardize delivery services, NIDA has 
advised drug treatment programs that they must be "accredited." Indeed, we 
have been told in no uncertain terms that accreditation represents the key to 
survival. The standards the programR will have to meet are being formulated by 
the Joint Commission on the Accreditation of Hospitals. It seem!" to us somewhat 
incongruous that programs which have reached their highest levels of success 
utilizing the non-medical, para-professional approach should be held to standards 
which are more applicable to professionally oriented and professionally staffed 
institutions such as hospitals. And even though the JCAH has been formulating 
the standard~ our programs will have to meet in order to survive for two years and 
the final result is not yet in sight, we do know one thing: costs will increase. We 
know that Rome mental health hospitals are spending in the vicinity of $10,000 to 
$12,000 per bcd as JCAII accredited institutions. It is obviouf> to us that our 
present cost of $5,150 per bed will be insufficient to absorb yet another services 
standards mandate. 

In its report to the President which was presented on October 1, 1976, the 
Cabinet Committee on Drug Abuse Prevention, Treatment and Rehabilitation 
addresses the JCAH strategy in a "business as usual manner." Reading this 
report makes one wonder how it is that the problem can be addressed in so non­
chalant a manner at the Federal level and be, at the same time, so survival 
oriented and marginal at our level. 

Public Law 92-225 set up the 409 Funds Category in order to create the Single 
States Agencies (SSA), to provide for individual state authority. This was part of 
the New Federalism strategy of the Nixon government, as we understand it. The 
SSA have the task of responding to individual state priorities as regards drug 
abuse problems. In 1973, the Single State Agencies inherited operational treat­
ment programs funded directly by the Federal government as well as a multitude 
of requests for new programs to be funded by a given state in order to meet 
individual community needs. 

An analysis of SSA utilization of funds as compared with the NIDA use of funds 
is provided by the above mentioned statement of Dr. Cooper given on September 
30, 1976. The allocation per modality is as follows: 
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NIDA-Fund utilization by modality: Percent 
Methadone maintenance ___________________________________________ 30 
Drug free treatment ______________________________________________ 70 
A. Outpatient ____________________________________________________ 85 
B. Residential-day care ___________________________________________ 14 
C. Hospital setting_______________________________________________ 1 

SSA-409 fund utilization modality: 
Treatment: Rehabilitation programs ________________________________ 13 
Prevention: 

Ed~c~tion programs __________________________________________ 45 
Trammg programs___ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ 19 
Research programs_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ ___ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _____ _ _ _ 9 
Evaluation efforts_ _ _ _ _ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _____ _ __ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ 4 
Administrative costs_ _ _ __ __ __ ___ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ ______ _ _ _ ___ __ __ _ _ _ 10 

These data provide some interesting in~ights regarding the implications of the 
New Federalism as it interacts with Federal strategies. The expenditure of 
NIDA funds indicates a much different perception of priorities and allocation of 
monies. As is evident, the states allocaf.f' 45% of their available funds to pre­
vention-education programming, and 13 % to treatment-rehabilitation pro­
gramming. An interesting aside is that according to the report of the Cabinet 
Committee of October 1, 1976 Congress in providing "only modest" support for 
prevention programming due to the :;Jleged "lack of an empirical underpinning" 
which prove that such programming has been effective. 

If this is indeed the ca1:>e, and given the fact that the states allocate such a 
large portion of their funds to prevention programming, then we feel that the 
Congress is begging the question. Clearly the Ftates perceive that the prevention 
of drug abuse is at least of equal importance as is the treatment of the consequences 
of such abuse. In fact, there exist mnny character building prevention programs 
which arc providing the "empirical underpinnings", the supposed non-existence of 
which causes some confusion in the Congress when it comes time to allocate 
monies based on priorities. Once again the multiplf' layers of the bureaucracy 
have distorted the "master pllln"-and the net effect iEl that needed programming 
must compete for the same limited resource>, as treatment programs. 

In outlining some of the problems presented above, I have spoken ef com­
munity drug abuse program~ across the board. Thifl is so because the problems 
faced by these programs are shared in common. As Chicanos, however, we have a 
deep and understandable interest in problems that are unique to us and to uur 
programs in addition to the ones we share with all other community drug abuse 
programs as outlined above. We present here two approaches which NIDA has 
seen fit to take, and our response to these approaches form a Cbicano point of 
view. 

In the first instance, we are aware that NIDA places more faith in bio-medical 
research as espoused by the scientific community and its allies in the Federal 
bureaucracy as furnishing the means through which a medical answer can be pro~ 
vided f(,r problems that are grounded in discrimination, lack of equal educational 
opportunity, the inability to participate fully in the fruits of the economic system 
of this country, and other social phenomena. Thus, we claim that the over­
emphasis placed by NIDA on the necessity for bio-medical research does nothing 
for Chicanos in the long run. 

We do not quarrel with the fact that bio-medical research is important in 
combatinlf drug abuse. But given the abundance of information contained in the 
Physician s Desk Reference as well as the massive and continuing research and 
experimental programs conducted by private pharmaceutical hOllses, we feel that 
it is a legitimate question to ask why so much more money is spent by NIDA in 
bio-medical research than is spent on say, more relevant minority needs? We 
could suggest that more monies be allocated to conduct. Sociological studies as 
might provide the "empirical underpinnings" which the Congress feels are neces­
sary, except that such sociological studies already exis~ and exist in abundance. 
The University of Notre Dame and the University of Ijalifornia at Los Angeles, 
in particular, have published several books, papers and articles written by Chicanos 
with professional qualifications who, by dint of education, ethnic heritage and 
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experience are particularly well able to address themselves to the Chicano experi­
ence in this country. We have no quarrel at all with our Black brothers, but it is 
a truism in American social and political experience that when our Federal legis­
lators consider the minority needs in this country, they do so almost exclusively 
from what we might term a "Black" point of reference. 

Indeed, it was not until the early 1970s that two courageous U.S. District 
Court Judges in southeast Texas, Judge Justice of Tyler and Judge Seals of 
Houston recognized that at law Chicanos were a distinct minority group in the 
United States. The consequences of such a ruling, made in the context of lawsuits 
involving equal educational opportunity, have yet to penetrate the Federal 
bureaucracy. 

Instead of spending so much money fo. bio-medical research, or for sociological 
data which are already available, NIDA would be well advised to consider a 
more realistic approach to the needs of Chican') programs on two levels which 
would prove bf'neficial to all concerned. Firf't, the cost allocation per treatment 
slot should be re-examined and then brought into line with the realities of the 
American economy as it stands today. Second, NIDA should make more monif's 
available for training purposes in order that our para-professional workers, who 
are l;'11cceeding in an area where the scientific community failed, can meet the 
exigencies of accreditation. 

A parallel may well be in order here. When the USSR launched Sputnik, the 
American response was to place tremendously heavy emphasis on the sciences. 
It is fair to say that the whole course of education was altered. As a logical conse­
quence, the arts and the humanities were, if not neglected, de-emphasized. With 
the benefit of hindsight, knowledgeable observers of the American social and 
political scene have commented, with some basis, that America lost a bit of her 
soul. The total reliance on science, as recent history makes clear, unlike virtue, 
does not carry its own reward. 

The second approach through which NIDA has sought to meet Chicano 
needs has been to place Chicanos on committees which review grant applications. 
This serves only to gild the lily, given the fact that such committees have no 
impact on the formulation of policy and thus lack effective power. Unlike the 
overemphasis placed on the need for bio-medical research, bringing Chicanos to 
participate on th£' "committee" level in reality serves to de-emphasize Chicano 
participation and result!> in a waste of talent. 

We arc aware that NIDA has made an effort to recruit Chicanos and Chicanas 
for possible employment at intermediate levels, and that such effort has not 
borne fruit. We are aware that the stated reasons for such lack of success is that 
no Chicanos or Chicanas have been found who meet NIDA's qualifications. In 
1977, this does not wash. 

At a time when more and more Chicanos are emerging as talented educators, 
middle and upper level administrators of human services programs, physicians, 
lawyers and other profeSSionals, it doesn't wash. 

There is no reason to believe that were NIDA truly committed to meeting the 
needs of the Chicano population, it would have long ago provided for regional 
NIDA representativ£'s and staff. We are here, and we are not hard to find. 

These remarks should be construed as constructive criticism. After all, we seek 
to combat the same menace, and it occurs to us, that by working together, in­
stead of working at cross purposes, all of our society benefits. 
Mr. Nellis: 

If in case you need specific elaboration in some of the topics do not hesitate in 
letting me know. You might find too much "incapsulation" in this information, 
but I didn't want to overwhelm you with trivialities that would or could distort 
the essence of this report. 

I hope you find this information helpful and useful for your purpose, since it 
comes from the bottom of the "Totem Pole" of the bureaucratic layers. However, 
it's an objective overview from someone trying to improve the system of delivering 
services to the recipient that has so long been victimized by our imperfect society. 

RAMON ADAME, 
Executive Director, Aliviane, Inc. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDU:::ATION, AND WELFARE, 
PUBLIC HEALTH Sl<;RVICE, 

ALCOHOL, DRUG ABUSE, AND MENTAL HEALTH ADMINISTRATION, 
Rockville, Md., December 28, 1976. 

Mr. JOSEPH L. NELLIS, 
Chief Counsel, Select Committee on Narco~ics Abuse and Control, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washingto I, D.C. 

DEAR MR. NELLIS: Thank you for your letter of October 8 asking my viE'wS on 
the present problems of drug abuse and mental health and on those aspects of the 
mental health area clirectl~' affected by present policies in treatment, prevention, 
education, vocational and other guidance, and rehabilitation of users. \Ve appre­
ciate the opportunity to comment on these issues and regret the delay in 
responding. 

First, I think that the fields of mental health and drug abuse share the same 
major problems. In research these are: increasing our knowledge basej recruiting, 
training, and sustaining the work of the next generation of researchers j and bring­
ing the results of that research to bear in appropriate ways on treatment, rehabili­
tation, and prevention efforts. 

Concerning research, I find it impossible to consider mental health and drug 
abuse as separate endeavors. (We comment bclow on the purposes of categorical 
organization.) 

Clearly, some research projects focus on specific patterns of behavior that are of 
more immediate importance to one program than to othem. In general, research­
from the most basic study of the biological action of a drug to the most applied 
effort to develop a new service clE'livery model-has implications for both areas. 
The research community itself is not organized into "mental health" or "drug 
abuse" research enterprises, but according to disciplines or generic problems or 
processes. 

Traditionally, mental health research training programs have borne the major 
share of training of researchers for the dis;)iplines on which both substance nbuse 
and mental henlth programs draw for expE'rtise. 'We do not think that this will 
change. 

Certainly, drug abuse and mental health treatment, prevention, and rehabilitn­
tion efforts draw on a common body of knowledge. A striking current exnmple of 
this lies in an NIMH effort to dewlop more resenrch knowledge of the early 
adolescent stage of development (approximately ages 10 to 15). The efforts were 
spurred by the observations of clinicians of increasing drug and alcohol abuse in 
this age group and their assessment that many education and prevention efforts 
are inappropriate, hence ineffective, for this special group. The results of the 
research effort we are mounting will have as much import for those working on 
drug abuse, as for the mental health worker. 

In drug abuse and mental health service programs, a major problem we face is 
fragmentation of the service "system," but this problem extends beyond our 
concerns to the whole hUman service area. After a number of year."- in which 
categorical legislation accelerated an already existing trend to fragmentation, 
recent legislation appears to us to facilitate or at least offer qpportunity for co­
ordination. The Community Mental Health Centers (CMHlJ) Amendments of 
1975 require community mental health centers to provide services for alcohol and 
drug abusers and addicts unless there is no need for such services in their respective 
catchment areas . 

The Health Planning and Resources Development Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-641) 
and requirements for state plans in the eM He Act and under section 314(d) of 
the Public Health Service Act and in authorizing legislation for the substance 
abuse programs offer an opportunity, we believe, for encouraging coordination 
among the SUbstance abuse and mental health programs as well as between them 
and the health and human service systems. Also, while drug abuse and mental 
health programs are separately authorized and are housed in different Institutes, 
the ADAMHA umbrella as well as long-standing collegial relations between 
the programs and professionals fosters collaboration and coordination. 

(235) 
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Having emphasized our identification of interests and problems, we add that 
while categorization serves useful purposes, mental health and drug abuse do have 
somewhat different constituencies. Development of a categorical program to focus 
attention and resources on the interests and needs of a particular constituency is, 
,,,e believe a legitimate legislative and executive reaction. We also believe that 
the continuing utility of such categorical arrangements should be continuously 
reappraised. In addition, I note that the drug abuse programs interact with the 
criminal justice system in different ways and in many more instances than do 
mental health programs. 

I hope that these comments are useful to you and I would be happy to provide 
whatever further comments or information would be useful to you and the Select 
Committee as you address your important charge. 

Sincerely yours, 
BERTRAM S. BROWN, M.D. Director. 

-
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS ABUSE AND CONTROL, 

Washington, D.C., September 28, 1976. 

Commissioner ALEXANDER M. SCHMIDT, M.D., 
Food and Drug Administration, 
Rockvz'lle, Md. 

DEAR COMMISSIONER SCHMIDT: In the course of the preliminary hearings this 
Committee has conducted, we have received several references to efforts being 
made to synthesize opiates. As the Committec is charged 'Ivith the responsibility 
of describing, investigating and analyzing the scope of the narcotics problcm in 
the United States, we are naturally very concerned about this matter. We would 
request of the Food and Drug Administration all available information regarding 
these activities, specifically: 

L Who is conducting said experimentation; 
2. Where is experimentation being conducted; 
3. What types of opiates are being synthesized; 
4. What are the purposes and goals of the experimentation; 
5. What is the current status of experimentation; 
0. Is all experimentation authorized and overseen by the FDA or any other 

agency; 
7. What kind of regulation is the experimentation subject to; 
8. What is the possibility for "leakage" of synthesized opiates to unauthorized 

distributors or dealers; 
9. Is it possible to evaluate the extent and status of experimentation conducted 

illegally; 
10. What efforts are being made to track, prevent or bring to justice those 

responsible for illegal attempts to synthesize opiates. 
Your cooperation and assistance in this area is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
LESTER L. WOLFF, Chairman. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, 

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, 
Rockville, A[d., December 18, 1976. 

Hon. LESTER L. WOLFF, 
Chairman, Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in further response to your September 28, 
1970 letter concerning efforts to synthesize opiates. We regret the delay in our 
response. 

On October 5 and 6, 1976, Mr. Morton J. Fromer of our Office of Legislative 
Services telephoned Mr. Joseph Nellis of your staff to obtain additional informa­
tion relative to your request. Mr. Nellis indicated to Mr. Fromer that the opiate 
to which your lettcr refers is heroin and that your concern is the possible synthesis 
of heroin by basic chemical manipulation. 

Although there have been some attempts over a forty-year period to develop 
potent analgesics of the morphine type without dependence-producing properties, 
there has never been any evidence of a complete chemical synthesis of heroin. 
Heroin, which is diacetylmorphine, is made easily and cheaply from the morphine 
in the opium plant, and the end product would be identical whether derived from 
the morphine in plant material or from morphine produced by a difficult and 
expensive chemical synthesis. This suggests that, until such time as the smuggling 
of heroin into the United States is c'Jmpletely stopped, the economic practicality 
of heroin synthesis will be niL 
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We are unaware of any clandestine activity in the chemical synthesis of heroin 
at this time. You may, however, wish to contact the Drug Enforcement Admin­
istration (DEA) to further confirm this point. We have inquired about this subjecG 
with the Office of Compliance at DEA; they advised us that, to their knowledge, 
chemical synthesis of heroin is not an ongoing activity in the United States. 

Since apparently your letter was directed only to heroin synthesis, the specific 
questions in your inquiry do not seem to be applicable. However, you may find 
it of interest to know that there is presently one clinical investigation of heroin 
being conducted under Food and Drug Administration regulation. The study 
utilizes heroin to test the efficacy of naltrexone, a narcotic antagonist, in blocking 
all of the effects of injected heroin. 

Please let US know if we have misunderstood your inquiry or if we can provide 
further information. 

Sincerely yours, SHERWIN GARDNER, 
Acting Comm2ssioner of Food and Drugs. 

-

-
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NLC AND USCM SURVEY ON LOCAL DRUG 
ABUSE NEEDS AND PRIORITIES: 

ANALYSIS AND SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

INTRODUCTION 

The NLC and USCM conducted this survey on drug abuse during the spring 
and summer of 1976. Questionnaires were sent to all cities over 
30,000 In population, as well as to those under 30,000 which are major 
population centers In their states and/or provide geographic distribution. 
The majorIty of these 788 cities are direct members of the NLC and USCM. 
Four hundred twenty-nine cities responded which represents a 54% return. 

By population breakdown, the response was as fol lows: 

Number of Cities Total Cities In 
City Population Responding In Each Each Population 
Ca tegor I as"" Category and ~ of Tota I Category 

500.000 and over 17 (65%) 25 

250,000 to 500,000 20 (57%) 30 

100,000 to 250,000 64 (55%) 97 

50,000 to 100,000 125 (52%) 240 

30,000 to 50,000 203 (51%) 395* 

~Th1.D nwnbcl' 1.nct.udea 72 ot.t1.cs undero 30,000 1.11 population ",h1.ch 
aJ"a population centel'S or provide geogmp11ic distribution. 

AIlAny city faUinfJ on the dividing tind of a population cateaOl'Y is put 
into tIle t..argel· cateaO~I/. 

The distribution of the regional response Is consistent with the national 
distribution of cities. 

The analysis focuses primarily on the population categories with some 
cross tabulations done particularly on questions relating to pollcl~s 
or analytical Interpretations. 

The survey was divided Into two parts. The first part consisted of three 
questions and was sent directly to each mayor with a cover letter from 
John J. Gunther, Executive Director of the US~, and Alan Beals, Executive 
V I ce Pres I dent of the NLC, exp I a I n I ng the purpose of the survilY and the 
projected uses of the data. The mayors were asked +0 rank drug abuse as 
a problem In their cities, list problems more important than drug abuse, 
and designate the person to receive and complete the second portIon of 
the survey. 
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The second portion of the survey consisted of 28 questions, many of 
which contained several parts. The questions were divided Into seven 
categories: coordination, planning, management, Incidence and preva­
lence, enforcement policies, funding, and comments. The cities were 
often asked what they thought, In addition to what they knew. 

The Drug Abuse Council, a nonprofit foundation, assisted with the 
analysis of the survey as a public service, uti Ilzlng their extensive 
computer services. The Council also supported the distribution of 
the survey results, and the NLC and USCM wishes to express Its appre­
ciation to Thomas E. Bryant, M.D., President of the Drug Abuse Council, 
for the able assistance given to the NLC and USCM In conducting and 
completing the survey. Council staff members, Steven Dambeck, Peter 
Goldberg, John Sessler, Ph.D., and J~ne Silver were especially helpful. 

In deve lop I ng the survey I nstru'llent, tho NLC 2mil U:;Ci-l 1; i aft sought 
comments and suggestions from a sample of the NLC and USCM membership, 
the Drug Abuse Council, the National Association of State Drug Abuse 
Program Coordinators and the National Institute on Drug Abuse. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION - PART I 

Unless Indicated otherwise, the percentages cited refer to the percentage 
of total responses to a question rather than the total number of cities 
participating In the survey. 

THE RANKING OF DRUG ABUSE AS A CITY PROBLEM 

Mayors clearly see drug abuse as a serious problem. A total of 157 
mayors, 48% of the 328 mayors respondIng to the fIrst part of the 
survey, rank drug abuse as one of thelrcltles' frve most crucial prob­
lems. SiXty percent (31) of the mayors of cIties between 100,000 and 
250,000 in populatIon most often gave thIs answer. The other frequently 
mentioned problems which sometimes are me~tloned ahead of drug abuse 
In the one through fIve problem range are: crime, mentioned by 251 
mayors; finance, by 67 mayors; unemployment by 44 mayors; and housing 
by 40 mayors. 

Seventy-four mayors C23%) Indicated that drug abuse falls within the 
range of problems six through ten--hlgh priority but not crucial. 
Eighty-five mayors (26%) said that drug abuse falls below high priority, 
and 12 mayors (4%) Indicated that drug abuse Is not a serious problem. 

The responses to Part I represent a different data base in that some 
mayors responded to this section, but not to Part II and vice vorsa. 

2 • 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION - PART II 

COORDINATION 

Coordination Is considered Important, In that 63% (264) of the cities 
have an individual In the community who coordinates drug abuse ~ervlces. 
A total of 251 cities Indicated the affiliations of their drug coordi­
nators as fol lows: 28% county; 25% private (especially in cities under 
100,000 In population); 22% city; 13% regional; and 12% state. 

PLANNING 

Lack of J~ ';' . "ment .i.'l State PI ans 

The majority of cities indicate limited or no Involvement In the 
development of their state plan. Sixty-two percent (255) say they do 
not participate In writing the state pla~. 

In regard to the state plan reflecting city priorities, approxi­
mately 33% said they have not seen the plan, 33% have not set 
priorities, 25% say their priorities are reflected, and 13% say 
they are not (407 total responses). It can be argued that those cities 
with no priorities lack Interest. However, 79 (64%) of the 123 
cities which have not set priorities also do not participate in 
writing the state plan. It can be argued that If a city Is not 
involved In developing the state plan which wi II allocate state 
and federal funds at the local level, a public declaration of city 
priorities can be an exercise In frustration at best and a politi­
cally unwise act at worst. 

City Representation ~ State Advisory Counci Is 

Cities also express dissatisfaction with representation on the state 
advisory councils, and the majority are not represented on these bodies. 

Only 9% of the cities (35 of 408 responses) say they have direct repre­
sentation on the state councl Is and 39% (156 of 399 responses) are 
indirectly represented. Of those cities represented, 57% (150 of 263 
responses) say their representation Is inadequate. 

Only six cities Indicated that elected city officials serve on state 
advisory councils. Private citizens provide Indirect representation 
most frequently, as cited by 38% (67) of the cities. 
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Writing of the State Plan 

Most state plans are developed on a regional basis. The majority 
of cities (134) participating In the writing of the state plan do so 
by contributing city data on drug abuse to the outside planning unit. 

Thirty-seven percent (135) of the cities cite the regional approach 
to development of the state plan most frequently, with the alternatives 
being: state alone--22% (80); countles--20% (74); other--16% (59); 
and Individual cltles--4% (16). 

Of the 156 cities participating In the writing of the state plan, 86% 
(134) do so by providing city data to the regIon, county or state. 
Elected city officials become InVolved In 35% (54) of the cItIes Ly 
reviewIng the cIty, regional or county component of the state plan. 
SIxty-four percent (100) of the citIes particIpate through cIty repre­
sentation on the planning council which develops the county or regional 
plan • 

In regard to actually writIng theIr own sectIon of the state plan, only 
18% (28) of the citIes draft theIr portion, and this number Includes 
only five cities over 250,000 In populatIon which would be expected to 
have hIgh concentrations of drug abuse. Six citIes (4%) actuallY write 
the final version of theIr component of the state plan, and none are 
over 250,000 In population. Thus, the conclUsion that InevItably must 
be drawn Is that the states, on the whole, do not want the citIes to 
take the major role In dealing with the critical concentrations of 
drug abuse to be addressed In the state plan. 

MAN.4GEMENT 

§~neral AdminIstration of ill Drug ServIces 

4. 

The question regardIng the general admInIstratIon of drug abuse servIces 
revealed what cItIes have saId for several years, I.e., that It Is 
dIfficult to coordInate programs and maximize resour.ces because of the 
multIplIcIty of governmental units and organIzations Involved In admlnl­
stl-atlon of servIces. (AdminIstration In this Instance does not necess­
arr Iy mean provIsIon of dired servIces or local dollars, but pertains 
prImarIly to management of flJnds and/or data and/or servIces.) Multiple 
answers were possIble, and there are a total of 3;747 replies to this 
questIon. However, as can be seer. in the table belew, some patterns 
emerge • 
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l\ Drug Abuse Services Administered by 
VarIous Levels of Government' and Private Organizations 

i I 
Indep. , 

I Region 
Private School Total 

Categories City County State Federal Agency Olstrfct Resoonses 

Treatment/ I I 
Caunse ling 115 i 175 55 134 51 211* 32 773 

Rehab/Job , 
Training 55 122 37 1751- 41 105 8 543 

PrevenTfon 
Education 199* 143 49 112 37 156 136 834 

Planning 
Management" 114 140 77 146· 34 96 12 621 

Drug Abuse , rn foreemenT 346· 217 , 39 :94 156 7 7 966 

ToTal ; 

I Responses 629 797 , 257 761 319 577 197 3.737 

~MaBt frequent responses 

Units Most Freguently Involved ..!.!!. Administration of Services 

The cities are most frequently administering drug enforcement, 
accounting for 346 (36%) of the responses In this category. Cities 
also predominate In the administration of prevention programs, 
accounting for 199 (24%) of the responses regarding these activities. 

Private agencies administer treatment and coun~ellng programs most 
frequently, accounting for 211 (27%) of the responses in this 
category. However, 21 (57%**) of the cities over 250,000 In popu­
lation also administer treatment prc~rams. 

5. 

States administer rehabilitation and job training programs most often, 
accounting for 175 (32%) of the responses In this area, and also 
planning and management, 146 (24%) of the ~esponses for these acti­
vities. However, In regard to the latter, 19 (51%**) of the cities 
over 250,000 In population also administer planning and management. 

Whl Ie states are often thought of as the unit to provide services 
p~rtlcularly to rural areas, It is Interesting to note the state 
involvement In the cities over 250,000 in population. The states 
administer rehabilitation and job training for 65%**(24) of these 
cities, planning and management services for 43%**Cl6),and preventlon/ 
education for 46%** (17). Once again, it is clear that the states 
exercise a direct role In those areas where drug abuse is concentrated 
rather than Investing greater decision-making responsibility In local 
units of government. 

**Percentages based on total cities participating In the survey. 

• 

•• 

•• 

• 

• 

• 

flO • 
..' 

• 

• 



• 

•• 

• 

• 

• 

•• 
-.. 

• 

• 

249 

6 . 

AdmInIstratIon of Treatment ServIces 

In breakIng down the 1,642 answers pertaInIng to admInIstratIon of 
treatment and counselIng servIces by treatment modalItIes, the same 
multIplIcIty of levels of government and prIvate agencIes Is found, 
especIally for methadone out-patIent programs In the 37 cItIes over 
250,000 In populatIon. ThIrty-eIght percent**(14) Of these cItIes 
admInIster theIr own methadone out-patIent programs. A total of 41%** 
tIS) say the state Is also admInIsterIng these servIces and the same 
number Indicate the Involvement of prIvate agencIes. Forty-three. 
percent** (16) say the countIes are Involved and 35%** (13) say the 
federal government Is also. Methadone out-patIent programs are the 
most controversiai of all dl-ug treatment, with some crItics equating 
these services wIth legallzad addIctIon. CitIes have often receIved 
negatIve community pressure regarding the administration of these 
treatment programs, yet as can be determined from the table below, 
the cities do not have full control over these services. 

TreatlTl'3nt/ 
Couns. ling City 

Methadone" 
In-Patient 14 

f.jethadone 
Out-Patient 31 

Drug-Free 
In-PlItlent 28 

Drug-Free 
Out-Patl ent 84 

Tot.ls 157 

r UnIts of GO\:6rnni~ 
I!,dmlnlsterlnq Treatment- ServlcDs\ 

County Region State Fodera I 

73 22 82" 28 

lOS" 35 96 41 

85 33 92 32 

131 40 101 36 

394 130 371 137 

PrIvate 
Ag9ncy 

58 

86 

127' 

176' 

447 

*Most frequentl.y mentioned unit administering tl'eabnent BCX'I.Jices 

PriorIty Unmet ~ 

I "dependent 
School 
District 

0 

1 

a 

6 

1 

Totals 

277 

395 

397 

574 

1,643 

CitIes have long cited preventIon and adolescent treatment as crItIcal 
areas of need, and the survey results document thIs perceptIon. 

PreventIon and adolescent treatment clearly stand out as lackIng program 
areas, wIth 43% of the 676 responses regardIng fIrst and second priorIty 
unmet needs IdentIfyIng these tWo areas. Twenty-sIx percent (91) of 
the 347 cItIes IndIcatIng theIr fIrst prIority unmet need cIte preventIon 
and 24% (82) say adolescent treatment. In IdentIfyIng the second prIor­
Ity unmet need, the same pattern holds. NIneteen percent (62) of the 
329 cIties respondIng cIte preventIon and 17% (56) say adolescent 
treatment, accounting for the largest number of responses given to any 
category. 

*Percentages based on totaZ cities participating in the survey. 
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7. 

Evaluation Is emphasized by the largest cities. This Is related to 
the need to document effectiveness of treatment services In competing 
with other social services for tight dollars at al I levels of govern­
ment. Thirty-eight percent (5) of the cities over 500,000 cited 
evaluation as the first or second priority unmet need. 

Following Is a breakdown on all areas cIted as deficient. 

IPrlority Unroot Needsf 

Ado' escent TreCltrent 82 56 Managarrcnt 

01 versIon to Treatment Polydrug Abuse 
from Criminal Justice and Treatment 
Syst<m 35 35 

Prevention 
Enforcement ·29 29 

\olaman t s Treatment 
Ethn 1 c Trnatrr.ent 13 

Other 
Eva I uatIon 16 34 

Haroin Treatment 20 14 

Totals = 347 usn and 329 (2nd) = 676 responses 

16 43 

91 62 

32 

18 

17 

~-------------------------------------------------

INCIDENCE AND PREVALENCE OF DRUG ABUSE 

Drugs Most Frequently Abused and Di sruptlve 

Alcohol is overwhelmingly the drua of most frequent abuse and causes 
the most social and economic j:sruption. Whl Ie marIjuana is the second 
most frequently abused drug, marIjuana and heroIn are thought to cause 
the second most dIsruptIon. 

Alcohol Is clted,by 88% of the cities (out of 419 responding) as the 
drug most frequentl y abused and 86% (out of 417 answerIng) say a I coho I 
a I so causes the greatest socIa I and economl c dl sruptl on. 

Marijuana Is ranked as the second most frequently abused drug by 68% 
(out of 415 replies), but only thought to be the second most disruptIve 
by 39% (out of 410 responses), almost two thirds of which are cities 
under 50,000 In population. It Is interesting to note that 70 orfhese 
158 cities which thInk that marijuana is the second most disruptive 
drug Indicate that marijuana trends within their Jurisdlcjlons 
are toward less enforcement or decriminalization. (These trends are 
discussed on pages 11-12). Two different assumptions can be made as 
to why cities are moving toward decriminalization or less enforcement 
of the law for a drug they see as so disruptive. One, It Is the Il­
legalIty of marijuana that Is disruptIve, Infiltrating cities often 
as contraband that Includes other Illicit drugs, diverting polIce and 
court resources from more critical criminal Justice concerns. 
Alternatively, cities may stili consider marijuana as actually dis­
ruptive, but because of widespread use, are finding the marIjuana laws 
too difficult to enforce. 
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8 . 

Thirty percent (of 410) rank heroin as the second most disruptive 
drug with close to half of these cities (54) over 100,000 In popu­
lation. Four of the cities over 500,000 In population say heroin Is 
the fl rst most disruptive drug, but only two of these cities rank It 
even as the third most frequently abused drug. 

Amphetamines are ranked as the third most frequently abused drug by 
29% of the cities and barbiturates by 28% (out of 400 responses). 
However, barbiturates were considered slightly more disruptive, 
ranked th I rd by 28% but fo I lowed close Iy by amphetaml nes, ranked 
third by 24% (out of 391 responses). 

Data Sources 

Cities relied slightly more on reports or studies, rather than overall 
Impression, to document the frequency of drug abuse, as stated by 
52% of the cities (out of 417 responses). However, In determining 
the social and economic disruption of drug abuse, overal I Impressions 
were used slightly more, as indicated by 57% of the cities (out of 
409 responses). Simi larly, In estimating the number of heroin addicts. 
58% (out of 348 responses) relied on overall Impressions also. 

The largest cities, those over 500,000 In population, utilized specific 
data most frequently In determining both frequency and disruption, 
71%* (12 cities) and 76%* (13 cities) respectively. These cities 
also used the greatest diversity, an average of four sources per city, 
out of a possible seven. Cities over 250,000 In popuJatlon used an 
average of three sources per city and those under 100,000 In population 
used an average of 2.4. 

Local enforcement plays a key role In determining Incidence and preva­
lence In that arrest records are the most often cited data source for 
estimating frequency, accounting for 30% (167 cities) of the 549 replies, 
and for disruption. representing 32% (155 cities) of the 478 answers. 
Admission to treatment program records Is the source used next most 
often, 19% (104 cities) of the answers for frequency and 20% (94 cities) 
for disruption. 

Data ~ the ~ Plan 

The states and counties are most frequently cited as the unit of govern­
ment measuring the Incidence and prevalence for the state plan on drug 
abuse, accounting, respectively, for 28% (140 cities) and 27% (134 cities) 
of the 498 responses. The state performs this task for 50% (19)* 
of the cities over 250,000 In population despite the fact that these 
large cities were able to utilize varied sources of data to measure the 
frequency and dl sruptl veness of drug abuse for the NLC and USCM survey. 

*Percentages based on totaZ nwnber of cities participatintJ in SU1?Vey. 
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However, In the smaller cities the picture Is quite different. The 
state only performs this task for 33% (21) of the cities 
between 100,000 and 250,000 In population, 27% (34) of the 
cities between 50,000 and 100,000 In population and another 33% 
(66) of the cities between 30,000 and 50,000 in population. These 
smaller cities need state technical assistance In measuring incidence 
and prevalence more than do the larger cities, but once again, the 
states elect to play 0 dIrect role In those areas with high concen­
trations of drug abuse. 

In regard to the Incidence and prevalence data used in state plans 
accurately reflecting local conditions, 63% of the cities (out of 
287 responses) answer affirmatively, as do 61% (out of 279 total 
responses) which are also in agreement with tho method used for 
measurement. However, amonfj the cities over 2'30,000 in population, 
those in agreement with the method used drop to 50% (14). Thirty-one 
percent (29) of the total 93 cities disagreeing with the method used 
for measurement suggest better reporting systems and 25% (23) suggest 
data banks to coordinate £tatistlcs. 

Estimated Heroin Addicts -------
A total of 505,692 heroin addicts Is estimated by 289 cities, which 
represents 67% of the 429 clti~s participating In the survey. This 
number of addicts is close to the one-half mi Ilion figure which Is the 
usual astimate for the whole country, yet the 54% return on the 
survey represents about one quarter (47,116,000) of the total na-
tional population. The aggregate city estImate from this survey 
does cal I Into question the current estimates of the national preva­
lence of heroin addiction. This Is an area where there is admittedly 
and understandably great difficulty in arriving at accurate figures. 

The estimated heroin addict population is heavily concentrated In the 
larger cities. Forty-five percent (229,800) are in 16 cities over 
500,000 in popUlation and another 22~ (111,390) are In 18 cities in 
the 250,000 to 500,000 population category. Likewise, the majority, 
49% (31,970) of the heroin addicts In treatment are located in cities 
over one half mi Ilion In population. This Is the case for every 
treatment modality for heroin addiction except methadone detoxification 
out-patient. This documentation supports the NLC and USCM policy 
calling for cities with '.ancentratlons of drug ab'Jse to be full partners 
with federal and state governments in the setting of priorities and 
a I location of resources for treatment, reh;'lb I litation and prevention 
of drug abuse. 
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Additionally, heroin addiction has Increased In the past year In 42% 
of the cities (out of 343 responding) and In 94% (17) of the cIties 
250,000 to 500,000 In population. Only 13 of the responding cities 
report a decrease. Thi rteen percent (64,745) of the estlr,'ated total 
heroin addicts are Identified as being In treatment, and there are 
3,487 addicts reported to be on vialtlng Itsts In 69 cities. Anyone 
or more '1·1 the following three factors could account for the dlscrep­
ancle& regarding Increases, services and needs. 

I. The total estimated number of addicts, 505,692, could be 
Inflated since almost 60% of the cities had to rely upon overall 
Impressions to make their estimates. However, this error Is not 
likely to be vast because 45% of the addicts are In cities over 
500,000 In populatio~l and 83% (13) of these cities based their estI­
mates on reports or ;·~udles. Additionally, persons with past histories 
of addiction may st'll be counted as addicts. 

2. The majority of addicts may not desIre treatment for a variety 
of reasons, for example, lack of outreach, needs of clients not being 
met. 

3. Treatment programs may be operating over capacity to accommodate 
any Increased Intake. 

Heroin Treatw.ent 

A frequent critIcIsm levelle~ at the present approach to treatment of 
heroin addiction Is that there Is too much reliance on methadone main­
tenance. However, while 56% (36,171*) of the heroin addicts In treat­
ment are In methadone programs, 44% (2B,472*) are Identified as being 
In drug-free out-patient programs. 

As previously Indicated, 49% (31,970) of the heroin addIcts In treatment 
are located In cities over 500,000 In population, and this percentage 
corresponds approximately to the percentage of estimated addicts, 45% 
(229,800) In the same cIties. Thus, 14% of estimated addicts In these 
cities are In treatment. 

However, In lookIng at the cities from 250,000 to 500,000 In population, 
the correlation between estImated heroIn addIcts and the number In 
treatment does not hold. Whl Ie 22% (111,390) of the estimated addicts are 
located In these cItIes, only 13% (8,368) of the addicts In treatment are 
In the same citIes. Thus, the percentage of addicts In treatment falls 
to B% of the estImated total number of addicts In the cities of one­
quarter to one-half million In popUlation. This discrepancy must be 
due to the fact that 94% of these same cities repcrt an Increase In 
heroin addiction within the past year and, apparently, do not have the 
treatment facIlItIes to keep pace with this Increase. 

.. _ ~The8e two nwnbers totaZ 64,648 which is 108 Zess than than the 64,745 

• 
tota~ addicts in treatment as reported above. The difference ·ls due 
to the fact that a few cities did not give a breakdown on treatment 
moliaUties but, instead, Zisted the totaZ nwnbeJ" of cU:m.ts ill 
treatment. 

81-443 0 - 77 - 17 
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II. 

Waiting LIsts for Treatment 

In examining the waiting lists, despite the criticism of methadone 
maintenance, the majority of addicted persons are waiting for admission 
to methadone maintenance or long-term methadone withdrawal, 66% (2,291) 
of the total 3,487 prospective clients. Whl Ie the waiting lists seem 
relatively smal I In comparison to the total number of estimated addicts, 
once again a population breakdown Indicates the pressure Is on a few 
cities over 500,000 In population. Forty percent (913) of those waiting 
for methadone maintenance are In six cities over one-half million In 
population, 63% (120) waiting for methadone detoxification In-patient 
are In two of these biggest cities, and 32~ (109) of those waiting for 
drug-iree In-patient are In four of these cities. 

Ja I led Herol'l Addl cts 

In looking at the number of heroin addl~ts In city Jails, estimated 
at a total of 7,934, a similar pattern emerges for those cities over 
500,000 In population. Seventy-six percent (6,067) of the jal led 
addicts a~l In six cities In this population category. 

Treatment services for heroin addicts In city Jails are by no means 
universal even In the cities over 500,000 In population. Seventy-six 
percent (13) of these biggest cities do have services. Overall, only 
28% (out of 384 responding) of the city Jails provide treatment for 
heroin addiction. Of these 109 cities wl+h treatment services avail­
able, 74% have detoxification services for arrestees who are methadone 
maintained. 

ENFORc,sMENT POLICIES 

£!.!Y. Trends Regarding Marl Juana 

One of the most significant results of the survey Is the clear trend 
toward decriminalization of marijuana or less enforcement of marlj"::lOa 
laws, as cited by 58% of the cities (out of 414 responding). More of 
the larger cities are moving In these two dlrectlons--74% (26) of the 
cities over 250,000 In population. However, 54% (172) of the cities 
under 100,000 In population are citing these two trends also. In regard 
to Increased enforcement or more severe penalties, no~e of the cities 
over 500,000 In population are taking these approaches. Only 31 cities 
(8%) under 250,000 In population are enforcing marijuana laws more 
strlr,gently. Only six cities I" the same population category are 
enacting more savere penalties. 

Following Is the breakdown on al I trends toward marijuana by population. 
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12. 

I Trends Regarding MarUuana by Popul tlo a n 

Population 500,000 250,000 - 100,000 :: 50,000 - I lo<s thO" 
Categories and o'/or 500,IlOO 250,000 100,000 50,000 Totals 

MarlJuancl TrendS: 

Clacrlmlnallzatlcn 7 4 16 35 49 III (27~) 

Loss Enforcement a 7 26 3,~ 54 129 t3\%) 

More En forcement 0 2 2 14 15 33 ( 8~) 

Morc $overs 
Penaltlas ° 0 I 2 3 6 ( j%) 

No Change 2 5 14 37 71 135 (33%) 

Total of .11 Cities 
I n Each Category 17 18 59 122 198 414 (100%) 
ParticipatIng In 
the Survey 

Comparison £i Loc~ ~ State MarIJuana Trends 

When asked how the local trend toward marijuana compares to that of the 
state, approxImately one-quarter of the citIes (114 of 411 total responses) 
said their trend Is less stringent than the state's regarding arrests 
or sentencing. Seventy-four cities, all of whIch are under 500,000 In 
population, say their trend Is more stringent regarding arrests 'than thai' 
of the state. However, 22 of these 74 cIties say they are moving ~oward 
decriminalization and 13 toward less enforcem~~t, with 16 starting to 
enforce even more stringently. A total of 205 cities were unaware of 
their statewide trends. Following Is a breakdolm on all cities responding. 

Numbe',.. of 
Cit los 
Resoondlnq 

74 <ISS) 

58 <14$) 

17 ( 4%) 

56 ( 14~) 

206 (50%) 

411 ( 100$) 

CctnD8rfson at State end Local Mart luana Trends 

City trend Is more s'trtngGnt rugardtng arrests. 

CIty trend Is less s'l"rlngant regarding arrests 

City trend Is more stringent regarding sentencfng 

Clty tNnd 15 loss stringent reg~u·dJng sentencing 

Unknown 

Total F?esponsas 

~C>£!. DiscIplinary Measures Regarding Drugs 

Schools have the greatest amount of contact with young people for whom 
drug experimentatIon Is usually an easy option because of wide drug 
avaIlability on school campuses. However, the great majority of school 
systems, 92%*, are not under the JurisdictIon of city governments, but 
comprise separate governmental units known as school districts. Thus, 
most schools can develop policIes regarding drugs Independently from 
their corresponding city government. 

~SoU1'Ce: 1972 Cen8U8 of Governments, Vo~. 1, Governmenta~ Organization, 
Table 5. "weal- GoVernments and Public SchooZ Systems, by Type, 
and by States: 1972", U.S. Dept. of CCfIIlIlerce, Bza>eau 0)' the 
Census, p. 28 • 
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On the whole, most schools do not differentiate between pc;sesslon 
and sale of drugs In selecting a dIsciplInary measure. The most 
frequently used measure 15 referral to the police, accountIng for 
32% of the responses (total of 6,552). The exception Is possession 

13. 

of marIjuana In which case the most frequently used action Is InformIng 
parents, accounting for 29% of the actIons (783) taken for thIs In­
fractIon. Overall, Informing parents Is the second most frequently 
used measure for sale of marijuana, as wei I as the sale>and possessIon 
of other drugs, accounting for 24% (1,385) or the total actlons(5,769). 
Generally, the third most frequently used actIon Is suspension, account­
Ing for 18% (1,195) of the total actIons. The table below >sets forth 
the actions taken by schools. 

I Schoo I Olsclpl inary AcTlonsl 
for Oruq Abuse I ntracTlons 

Refert"al Refernsl Do 
No Informing For To Not 

SI tuatlons ActIon Suspension DIsmissal P!lrents Treatment Police Know Totzlls 

Possessing I Marijuana 18 197 27 229' 77 187 48 783 

Seiling I I 
Marijuana 6 163 98 209 

I 
54 293' 36 659 

Possessing 1 

I Heroin 3 132 88 192 82 

I 
265 It 61 823 

S.II Ing 
Heroin 2 114 III 183 54 277* 58 799 

Possessing 
e..,rb Iturates 
M!~hetaml nes 9 185 50 221 90 233' 49 837 

Sail Ing I 
Barb Iturates, , I AmphetamInes 3 144 106 205 57 I 289· 46 850 

I I 
PossessIng 

I 

CocaIne 5 140 75 191 77 

I 
249* 1 61 

I 
798 

Se" Ing I 
Cocelne 3 120 107 184 57 274' ! 58 803 

Tohls 49 1,195 662 1,614 548 i 2,067 !417 ; 6,552 

'Wost frsqugnt actions 

Comparl son of Schoo I Measures and £!.:!:l. Trends Regardl ng Marl juana 

Many of the schools referrIng students to the police for possessIon of 
marIjuana are In cIties where the trend Is toward decriminalIzation or 
less enforcement. Thus, thIs school dIscIplInary measure Is runnIng 
counter to the prevaIling sentIment. In sIx citIes over 500,000 In 
population, there are sCh901 systems referrIng stUdents to the pol Ice 
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14 • 

for possession of mariJuana, but four of the corresponding city govern­
ments are moving toward less enforcement, one toward decriminalization, 
and one no change. In cltles between 500,000 and 250,000 In population, 
there are seven school systems following this same stringent policy 
toward possession of mariJuana, but three of the corresponding city 
governments are moving 'toward decriminalization, two toward less enforce­
ment and two no change. While the contrast Is not so great as the 
cities decline In population, there Is a discernible dichotomy between 
the school policies and the clty'trends regarding mariJuana, as set forth 
In the following table • 

Comparison of School Policy 
Corres fldlr! to PolIcy Trend Rs "rdln ~r"i uan 

Number" of 
Sdloofs Refer'rlng 
Si"udents to Po lice 

6 7 tor Possession of 25 52 97 
Marijuana 

?opu latlon 500,000 500,000 - 250,000 - 100,000 - 50,000 -
categorIes and over 250 000 100,000 50,000 30 000 I 
Correspondlog 
City Trend 
Reg.r~lng 
Marlj~na: 

Oecrfmlnlt:l i zatTon I 3 6 14 23 

\..Qss Enforcement 4 2 I, II 25 
No Ch8nge I 2 , 16 42 
More Enforcement 0 0 I 9 6 
Mora Severe Pen81 tl,s 0 0 0 2 I 
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FUW ING 

COMPARISON OF WTAL DOLLARS FOR ALL DRUG ABUSE SERVl"CES -
IN FISCAL YEAR 1976 

A totai of $37.4 million city-generated revenue Is spent on drug 
abuse activities, as reported by 242 respol,dlng cities. An addi­
tIonal $2.7 ml Ilion In general revenue sharing dollars Is allocated 
to drug abuse services by 53 cities, bringing the city total to 
$40.1 ml II Ion. This compares with a total of $48.6 mil lion In 
federal funds as reported by 122 cities and $25.8 ml Ilion In state 
funds cited by 128 cities. Surprisingly, counties only are spending 
$5.0 ml Ilion on drug abuse services as reported by 78 responding 
cities. Private organizations contribute $12.9 ml II Ion In 81 cities. 

Distribution s:.!. Federal and State Treatment Funds £:L Population 

Eighty percent of the total reported federal and state funds are 

15. 

spent on treatment and counseling In the responding cities, $38.8 ml Ilion 
and $20.6 ml Ilion, respectively. In regard to heroin addiction, the 
dlstrlbutLon of federal and state funds, as wei I as those of the 
cities, approximately corresponds to the high concentration of esti­
mated heroin addicts In the responding cities over 500,000 In popula­
tion, as Indicated below. (However, It must be assumed that some of 
these funds are used for treatment of drugs other than heroin.) 
Counties are the notable exception, with the major portion of their 
treatment funds going to cities below 250,000 In population. 

I, Distribution of Treatment Funds in Cities over 500:000 , 
As Compared to Estimated Numb~r of Heroin 1.ctc!.!.~ts ~ ; 

Estimated Estimated 

I 
Federal 

, 
State I City ! County 

Heroin Heroin Addicts Funds for I Funds for Funds for I Funds for 
Addicts In Treatrrent Treatment I Treatment Treatment Treatment 

i 522 mil i , 
I 229.800 31.970 S12.8 mil i 56.2 mil $.5 mil 

45% 49% 57% I 62% ' 64% 

I 
22% 

(of nat. (of nation.1 i (of fed. t (of state : (of city (of county 
Itota1 ) total) total) I total) ! total) total) 

'.-

However, when the same percentages are examined for cities 250,000 to 
500,000 In popUlation, which have 22% of the estimated heroin addicts, 
the pattern of consistent apportionment holds for the federal govern­
IllAnt, but nut for the cities and even less fur +he statos and counties. 
Additionally, only 13% of the Identified heroin addicts are In treatment 
In these cities despite the fact that 94% of the cities In this popula­
tion category report an Increase In heroin addiction during the past 
year as compared to 41% of all cities reporting =~ Increase. The dis­
tribution Is as fol lows. 
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Estimated 
Heroin 
Addicts 

111 ,390 

22% 
(of nat. I total) 
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Dl.tributio,1 of Treatment Funds In Cltle. aetween 
250,000 and 500,000 In Po"ulation As Compared to 

Estimated Number of Heroin Addicts 

Estimated I Federal I St.te !City 
Heroin Addicts Funds for , Funds for iFunds for 
In Treatment Treatment j Treatment ITreatment 

I I I $1.2 K 8,:68 I $7.7 mil SI.O mil 
'. 

13% i 5% I 12% (of national ! (of 2~;d. i (of state (·,r city 
total) \ total) , total) ! tot.~l) 

MaIntenance of ~ Effort 

! County 
Funds for 
Treatment 

S.I mil 
, 

4% 
(of county 
total) 

DespIte financial straIns at the local level, the majorIty of cities 
plan to maintain their current support of drug abuse programs In 
fiscal year 1977, as IndIcated by 92% (252 out of a total of 274) of 
the responding cities. Only 22 citIes said they plan to reduce theIr 
commItment, cIting lack of local funds most frequently as the reason 
(14 responses). This continued cIty support reflects the concern 
that::ltles have expressed In the survey regardIng the Increase and 
Intensity of drug abuse within theIr JurIsdictions. 

Matching Funds for ~ Treatment Programs 

The state Is the unlt of government most frequently mentioned as pro­
vIding at least a portion of the match for federal treatment programs, 
as reported by more than 50% (126) of the 241 responding cIties. 
The state Is the largest sole provider of the match, as reported by 
14% (38) of the cltles. 

A total of 108 cities (44%) provide a portion of the match; of these 
citIes, 24 (10%) are the sole providers. The counties are InVolved 
almost as equally as the cities. A total of 107 (43%) pr"Ovlde a 
portion of the match; of these counties, 31 (13%) are the sole pro­
vI ders. 

~ Comparison of Funding for Drug ~ Services 

Not all cities were able to provide full fInancial data, especiallY 
for funds spent by other unIts of government and prIvate organIzatIons 
within their jurIsdIctIons. However, some trends can be dIscerned. 
A total of 140 cItIes were able to provIde data on cIty funds, as 
well as non-city dollars. Of course, all cItIes did not report funds 
for all categorIes of servIces and sources. These 140 cItIes provIde 
the data base for the remaInder of the fundIng analysIs • 

16. 
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17. 

Unified Comparison of lli Funding Sources 

140 Cities Reporting 

$107.7 million 

Fede,..1 - 40~ 

City - 30% 

Unified Comparison of City Dollars £v. Service Category 

The 140 reporting cities have the maJor responslbi Iity for local drug 
abuse enforcement and, on the whole, allocate the greatest portion of 
their funds to these efforts, $18.0 ml Ilion (56%) of the total $32.0 ml I lion 
of city funds for al I drug abuse services. The breakdown follows. 

140 Cities Reporting 

$32.0 million 

Enforcemen1' - 56% 

Treatment - 28% 

~~ 
\~~ 

P~annlng & ~ I 
Managomon1" - ., / 

7% j 
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~ Comparison of Intergovernmental FUnds for ~. Enforcement 

In comparing Intergovernmental funds for local enforcement efforts, 
cities provide 79% of the support. The breakdown follows. 

140 Cities Reporting 

$23.0 million 

;/ 
,/I 

/ 
I 

~ Comparison of Intergovernmental Funds for Treatment and 
Counse ling 

HOlYever, the next area of city emphasis Is treatment and counseling 
IYlth $9.0 ml Ilion of clty-generated revenue apportioned for these 
services, as well as an additional $1.2 million In general revenue 
sharing. This compares to $34.4 ml Ilion In federal funds for treat­
ment and $18.3 ml Ilion In state maniAS for the same services. Again, 
the total county contribution Is small, $1.8 mi Ilion. This Is sur­
prising since counties lYere cited most frequently (175 times) as the 
un It of government adl ml nsterl ng treatment and counse ling servl cas. 
The breakdown fol lows on the next page. 

18. 



140 Cities Reporting 

$69.0 million 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 
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City - 13% 

Fedenll - SOJ 

Unified Comparison of Intergovernmental Funds for Prevention 

Prevention Is an area where the total city commitment Is equal to that 
of the state and exceeds that of the federal government. This commit­
ment corresponds with city government being mcst frequently mentioned 
as that unit administering prevention and education programs, as cited 
by 199 cities. And, cities would like to be~ome more Invclved In 
prevention because 26% (91) cite It as the priority unmet need. 
Dollars for prevention are as follows. ~._ 

140 Cities Reporting 

$5.5 million 

/ 

Stote - 31l 

19. 

lon-( Ji!Ss fMn 110): 

City - 31% 
Federa I - 17~ 

I 
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Unified Comparison ~ Intergovernmentai Funds for Planning and Management 

The federal government expends the most on planning and management, 
$3.0 ml Ilion. Cities are next, spending $2.4 ml Ilion. However, In 
regard to the administration of plannIng and management, the states 
are cited most frequently as the unit of government Involved, account­
Ing for 146 responses regarding this Is~ue. The breakdown follows • 

140 CItIes ReportIng 

$7.3 million 

\ 
\ 

\ 

Stat. - 17% 

Federal - 41% 

City - 33~ 

" 

I 

I 
/ 
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Unified Comparison of Ini"ergovernmeni"al Funds for Rehabilitation and 
Vocational Training 

The federal government also spends the most on rehab I Iitation and 
vocational training, $1.7 ml Ilion. However, again, cities cite states 
most frequently as the unit of government administering these services, 
accounting for 175 of the responses. The breakdown follows. 

140 Cities Reporting 

$2.9 million 

\ 
\ 

Feder. I - 59% 

It Is significant to note that employment Is considered by profes­
sionals and laymen alike as a key factor In assisting drug abusers 
to become part of the mainstream of society. The White Paper on 
Drug Abuse, Issued September, 1975, states the case clearly for 
vocational rehabilitation: "Vocational rehabilitation Is a critical 
pari" of the treatment process, since society's obJeciive of altering 
i"he drug-using lifestyle of a former addict Is clearly linked to his 
ability to find and hold a Job. A Job not only enables one to be 
self-supporting, It enhances the dignity and self-reliance that people 
need to be responsible membe>rs of society." I However, with the excep­
tion of the federal government which has a relatively small commitment, 
Job training and rehabilitation receive the smallest amount of funds 
from all other levels of government, as well as the private sector, as 
reported by the responding cities. 

"Wh I ta Paper on Drug Abuse", A Report to the Pres t dent From The 

21. 

Domestic Councl I Drug Abuse Task Force, September, 1975, U.S. Government 
Printing Office, Washington, D.C., p. 77. 
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OBSTACLES IN COPING WITH DRUG ABUSE 

~.!'!..!.:thl!!. the Commun i ty 

Lack of funds within the community, particularly for prevention and 
education, Is the most frequently mentioned problem, accounting for 
20% of the 569 total factors cited. The next three factors most 
frequently mentioned are related to prevention and education. lack 
of awareness within the community regarding the extent of the problem 
is mentioned 61 times; public apathy untl I there Is personal contact 
with the drug abuse problem Is cited 4S times; and lack of leadership 
and community support Is mentioned 39 times. These three factors 
account tor 27% of the total responses. ThUS, 47% (256), or almost 
half of the factors, relate to prevention, as broadly defined. And, 
as noted earlier, prevention I s most frequentlY cited as the fl rst 
or second priority unmet need by 147 respondIng citIes. 

Other frequently mentIoned factors are: lack of coordination among 
service providers, 7% (41 responses); lack of manpower, 7% (39 re­
sponses); lenient courts, 6% (35 responses); lack of services, again 
especially for education, prevention, and treatment programs, 6% 
(37 responses); and public acceptance ot the Inevitability of drug 
abuse, 5% (31 responses). 

Factors ~ the Commun Ity 

22. 

Again, lack of funds, especially for prevention, Is the most frequently 
mentioned factor outside the community presenting the greatest obstacle 
In coping with drug abuse, account!ng for 22% of the 466 total responses. 

Other factors are: drug avallabi Ilty, 13% ,:9 responses); lack of 
coordination and bureaucratic red tape, 12% (56 responses); lack of 
unified national laws and phi losophy, 9% (40 responses); lack of 
International enforcement, S% (36 responses); public acceptance of 
drug abuse, 7% (30 responses); Ineffective programs, 6% (27 responses); 
and, lenient and Inconsistent courts, 5% (26 responses). 

Additional Comments 

The additional comments underscore, again, the problems regarding 
lack of coordination among service providers and planning agencies, 
lack of funds, and lack of unltled national laws and phi losophy 
regarding drug abuse, accounting for almost half of the factors 
clted--54 out ot 120 total. 



• 

-

• '1 

• 



• 

• 

.. 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SELECT COMMI'rTEE ON NARCOTICS ABUSE AND CONTROL, 

Washington, D.C., August 120,1976. 
Mr. JAMES M. CANNON, Mr. RICHARD D. PARSONS, 
The Domestic Council, The White II ouse, 
W.ashington, D.C. 

DEAR SIRS: The new Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control has 
been charged ",ith the responsibility of reviewing in depth all ongoing programs 
concerned with narcotics +raffic and abuse with an objective of recommending to 
Congress a comprehensive plan of attack on this problem. 

In accord with this mandute, while the physical procedures of amassing and 
reviewing all available material on this subjeot is underway, the Select Committee 
will begin a series of hearings to thoroughly ground its membership 011 the pro­
grams of all agencies and dep:J.l'tments involved in drug-related activities. In­
cluded in the jurisdiction of the Select Committee is the authorization to "review 
any recommendations made by the Pre~;ident or by any department or agency of 
the Federal Government, relating to programs or policies affecting narcotics 
abuse and control." 

Since your Council has a responsibility in this area, it would be appreciated if 
you would make yourself available to appear before the Committee in public 
hearings during the week of September 20-24, 1976. Should it be necessary for 
part of your testimony to be taken in executive session, 1 would appreciate it if 
you could notify the committee in advance 80 that appropriate arrangements can 
be made. 

These public hearings will begin the Comm~ttee's study of the Federal response 
to thp. current drug abuse epidemic. The Select Committee is concerned with 
both the domestic and international aspects of the drug proi:;lem and the task of. 
supply and demand reduction. I hope that you will contribute to the efforts of 
the Select Committee by taking this opportunity to brief the Members of the 
Select Committee on the scope of your operations and the approach which your 
organization 'oakes toward the complex issue of narcotics abuse and control. 

It would be helpful if you could include in your testimony any recommendations 
which you feel would improve the effectiveness or the efficiency of the Federal 
effort to control, treat or prevent drug abuse. Tom Vogel of our staff will be in 
touch with yOUl.' secretary to discuss your role in the hearings and the necessary 
arrangements. 

Sincerely, 
LESTER L. WOLFF, Chairman. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, D.C., September 16, 1976. 

Hon. LESTER L. 'VOLFF, 
Chairman, Belect Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washing/on, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your letter of August 20, inviting Mr­
Richard Parsons of my staff and me to appear and give testimony before the 
newly created Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control. 

As you know, the Prcsident has a keen interest in reducing the level of drug 
abuse in the United States and he has made this one of the priority objectives of 
his Administration. As members of his staff, Mr. Parsons and I have served to 
communicate the President's interest and policy guidance to the Administration 
officials having direct program responsibility in this area and to help to insun. 
coordination of the total Federal effort. 

I am advised by counsel that, as a matter of principle and precedent, members 
of the President's immediate staff customarily do not appear before Congressional 
committees to testify with respect to the performance of their duties on behalf of 
the President. This limitation, I am further advised, has been recognized by the 
Congress and the Executive as a principle of enmity between the respective 
Branches. I must, therefore, on behalf of myself and Mr. Parsons, respectfully 
decline the invitation to testify before the Committee in public hearings. 

(267) 
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The creation of the Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control is a 
clear sign t~at the Congress shares the President's sense of concern about the 
tragic problem of drug abuse, and he is eager for those in the Administration with 
direct program responsibility to work with the Committee in carrying out its 
mission. Further, I would be pleased to submit to the Committee a v "ten 
statement conc~rning the role of the Domestic Council in coordinating drug . ·..,use 
related activities if it would be helpful. 

Siul!erely, 
JAMES M. CANNON, 

Assistant Iv the President for Domestic Affairs. 

Mr. JAMES M. CANNON, 
Allsistant to the President for Domestic Affairs, 
The White House, Washin!lton, D.C. 

SEPTEMBER 20, 1976. 

DEAR MR. CANNON: Thank you for your let,ter of September 16, in which you 
explain why, for reasons of principle and precedent, you ,i,'rl Mr. Richard Parsons 
are unable to participate directly in the hearings about to be conducted by the 
SeJ.ect Committee. 

I would like to thank you for your kind olIer to provide the Select Committee 
with a wrHten statement c Jllcerning the role of the D"mestic Council in coordinat­
ing drug abuse related activitie;<. This would be most helpful indeed, and I hope 
you will send it to us as soon as possible. 

I appreciate yuur kind words about the creation of the Select Committee and 
look forward to working with you on this important subject in the months ahead. 

Sincerely, 
LESTER L. WOLFF, Chairman. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washin!lton, D.C. 

STATEMENT Ol JAMES M. CANNON, ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR DOMESTIC 
AFFAIRS, EXECUTIVE DmECToR, DOMESTIC COUNCIL ~'OR THE HOUSE SELECT 
COMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS ABUSE AND CONTROL 

Mr. Chairman and members of the select committee, I appreciate this op­
portunity to outline the role of the Domestic Council in coordinating drug abuse 
related activities on behalf of the Prl'sident. I would also like to take advantage 
of the opportunity to briefly summarize the President's personal activity in this 
cl'ucial area. 

As you know, drug abuse is a problem of great national concern. Its COi:lt to the 
nation is staggering. Counting narcotic-related crime-estimated to account for 
as much as one-half of nIl street crime-health care, drug program costs and 
addicts' lost productivity, the dollar cost is estimated at upwards of $17 billion 
per year. To that must he added nlO~'e than 5,000 deaths each year, and the 
incalculable burden of ruined live,;, broken homes, and divided communities. 

Drug abuse is a problem which uffects millions of Americans either directly or 
indirectly and which strikes at the very heart of our national well-being. 

President Ford has made reducing the tragic toll of drug abuse one of his 
Administration's highest priorities and he has invested a gr .1at deal of his time 
and attention to this effort. He initiated and then endorsed a major study of the 
issue ,vhioh has resulted in wide understanding and acceptance of the Federal 
policy in this area, as well as major improvements in agency operations. He has 
met frequently with foreign heads of State, Members of Congress, and members 
of the Cabinet to seek ways to improve the program. He has requested additional 
fund>, for both law enforcement and drug abuse treatment and proposed legisla­
tion to the Congress aimed at getting drug traffickers off the street. 

He h.ls created new Cabinet committees to ensure that all government resources 
are brought to bear on the problem in a coordinated manner. He has directed 
the Internal Revenue Service to develop a tax enforcement program aimed at 
high-level traffickers. And he has brought the issue to the American public in 
several major addresses calling for a national commitment to comba':.ting this 
menace to the health of our nation. 
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Most recently, Presicl.ent Ford met with Mexican President-elect Lopez­
Portillo to stress the importance to this country of effective drug eradication and 
inte1"liction by the Mexican Government. I am particularly pleased to be able to 
teilyou that Mr. Lopez-Portillo pledged that his '1.dministration would continue­
indeed, expand-the programs developed under President Echeverria. 

In short, the President is dep,ply concerned about the ravages of drug abuse on 
American society and his commitment to improving the Federal narcotics program 
is absolute. He is, therefore, pleased that the House of Representatives has seen 
.lit to establish this Select Committee to bring together the broad expertise of the 
seven::l committees of the House having some responsibility in the drug field. 
Role of the Domestic Council 

The Domestie Council was established by the President on July 1, 19701 in 
accordance with the provisions of Reorganization Plan #2 of 1970. Its mission was 
to coordinate policy formation in the domestie area, to provide a forum for dis­
cussion and resolution of policy matters that cut acr Jas departmental jurisdie­
tions, to maintain a eontinuous review of on-going proi~rams from a policy stand­
point and to propose reforms as needed. 

Our staff is smail, in keeping with the President's intent th'1t we draw on De­
partment and ageney experts for staff support. Our role is catalytic and our work­
ing stl'Ucture flexible: the President wants the Domestic Council to provide a 
mechanism for bringing together the expertise within the Departnlentf' and 
agenoies of the government having statutory responsibility ill an area, not to 
supplant those Departments and agencies. As a result, much of our work 1;1 IlC­
oomplished by ad hoc project committees drawn from the rest of the Executive 
Branch to accomplish a specific mission (such as the presentation of broad policy 
options to the President). 

Our involvement in the area of dlUg abl'se control provides almost a textbook 
example of the working of the Domestic Council. 

Thc Federal program to control drug abuse is compo:,ed of activities as diverse 
as any in government, involving seven Cabinet Departments D.nd seventeen 
agencies. Clearly, strong coordina+!' e mechanisms are necessr.ry to ensure that 
the efforts of these Departments and agencies are integrated into an effective 
overall program and that the approach adopted in each is consistent with the 
President's priorities. 

To meet this need, a vari.3ty of permanent and temporary offices were created 
in the early 1970's to provide policy guidance, program oversight, and interagency 
coordination of the rapidly expanding Federal drug program. l These included: 

The C:.binet Committee on International Narcotics Control (CCINC), 
created in 1971 to coordinate the international control program. 

The Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention (SAODAP), created 
in 1971 to oversee and coordinate the development of a comprehensive 
treatment and prevention program to balance the existing law enforcement 
program. 

The designation of the head of the Justice Department's Office of Drug 
Abuse Law Enforcement (ODALE) as Special Consultant to the President 
for Narcotics Affairs in 1972. 

The creation of u temporary special drug abuse staff within the Domestic 
Council to provide program oversight and limited interagency coordination 
at the Executive Office level during a period of rapid expansion and change. 

As the Federal drug program matured, many of these temporary offices were 
replaced with permanent structures. By mid-1973, for example, the specialized 
Domestio Council staff had evolved into a small office in the Office of Manage­
ment :Ind Budget (OMB), and the executive directorship of CCINC had been 
transferred from the Domestic Council to the Senior Adviser for N arcotio Matters 
(S/NM) in the Department of State. In July of 1973, ODALE wf.l.s merged with 
the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs, the Office of National Narcotics 
Intelligence and those U.S. Customs Service officers involved in drug-related 
intelligence and investigations activities to create a new Drug Enforcement 
Administration (DEA) in the Department of Justice, and the Attorney General 

1 When the full magnitude of this problem became apparent in the late 1960's and early 
1970's, the Administration, with strong Congressional support, responded quickly. A Vig­
orous prevention and treatment cor.\Ponent was added to the then-existing law enforcement 
efforts. Federal spending for a broad range of programs aimed both at demand reduction 
(prevention, treatment, rehabilitation and research) and supply reduction (law enforce· 
ment and international control) tripled, and th~n tripled again-all within five years. 
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was given overall responsibility for drug law enforcement. Finally, by early 1974, 
the permanent successor to SAODAP, the National Institute on Drug Abuse 
(NIDA), was established in the Department of Health, Eductaion, and Welfare. 

Thus, a steady decreDse in direct Executivc Office involvement paralleled the 
assumption of authority by the lead agencies in the drug field: NIDA for preven­
tion and treatment; DEA for law enforcement; and the Office of the Senior Advisor 
for Narcotics Matters in the Department of State for international activities. 
The Administration's goal was to develop effective management within each of 
the three segments of the Federal drug program and, as their management 
capacity increased, to gradually reduce direct Executive Office involvement to 
that of program oversight. 

As you will recall, sufficient substantive progress had been made by late 1973 
and early 1974 that Administration spokesmen, including the former President, 
began to make cautious statements about "turning the corner on drug abuse". 
We now know that the very real progress which led to this confidence was, in the 
main, temporary and regional. In fact, at that very time, the underlying trends 
had already begun to turn upward after having declined steadily for almost 
two years. 

By t.he summer of 1974, Federal drug abuse program administrators began to 
realize that conditions were worsening and that the gains of prior years were 
being eroded. The deteriorating situation was confirmed over the next ::leveral 
months and, by early 1975, it was clear that a major drug abuse problem still 
faced the nation. 

In February of 1975, the President designated Vice President Rockefeller as 
Vice Chairman of the Domestic Council and c ':larged him with overseeing its 
activities. He asked the Vice President to recommend ~pecific program areas in 
which task forces should be formed to assess existing Federal policies. The Vice 
President, faced with evidence that the gains made in controlling drug abuse 
during 1972 and 1973 were being eroded and that the use and availability of 
drugs was again increasing, recommended such a review for the drug program. 
The White Paper on Drug Abuse 

Accordingly, in May, 1975, the President directed the DomestiC> Council to 
undertake a thorough review and assessment of the effectiveness of the FedC'ral 
program to control drug abuse, to give him a frank assessment of our effective­
ness, and to make recommendations concerning ways to make the Federal drug 
abuse program more effective in the future. 

To accomplish this mission, a task force, consisting of high-'.evel representatives 
of twclve federal Departments and agencies having responsibilities in the drug 
abuse area, was created and charged by the Vice PrE:sident with responsibility 
for preparing a comprehensive report on drug abuse which would be responsive to 
the President's concerns. As its first order of business, the task force established 
working groups to perform the analysis and to prepare initial drafts for its con­
sideration. During the course of the review, more than 80 individuals from more 
than 20 different government organizations participat.ed in work group aetivities. 
More than 30 other individuals, representing almost as many community organi­
zatiom; involved in the drug abuse area, also contributed valuable perspective 
and ideas to the effort. 

The Domestic Council Drug Abuse Task Force was chaired by Mr. Richard D. 
Parsons, Associate Director and Counsel of the Domestic Council, and its work 
group wa~ directed by a mumber of the staff of the Office of Management and 
Budget, Mr. Edward :c. Johnson, but the majority of the work was done by the 
many departmental agency personnel "borrowed" for the purpose of preparing 
the report to the rresident. 

The Drug Abuse Task Force presented its report, the "White Paper on Drug 
Abuse," to the President on September 29, 1975. Shortly thereafter, at the Presi­
dent's direr:tion, the White Paper was released to the public. It quickly won wide 
praise in tue Congress and throughout the country for its candor, practical tone 
and sensible recommendations. 

On December 27, 1975, after the White Paper's unanimous endorsement by 
the members of the Cabinet having drug program responsibility, the President 
endorsed it and made it the centerpiece of a revitalized Federal program. Because 
of its importance, I urge you to make the White Paper a part of t.he record of the:sc 
hearings. 
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Since December, 1975 a" great deal of progress has been made in improving 
the Federal drug abuse program and in putting it on a sound basis. I understand 
that other witnesses directly involved in the drug program have already testified 
concerning much of this progress. 

The role of the Domestic Councii since publication of the White Paper has 
been to encourage and monitor progress in implementing its many recommenda­
tions, to work with OMB in developing a Federal drug program budget which is 
responsive to program needs, to assist program managers with interagency coordi­
nation, and, of course, to keep the President fully apprised of progress and assist 
him in the further development of policy in this area. Ou,' role has gradually 
diminished as the more permanent Cabinet committees established by the Presi­
dent in April, 1976, have begun to provide direction for, and coordination of, 
Federal drug programs and activities.2 Both of these new Cabinet committees 
and their supporting working-level subcommittees are now fully operational and 
extremely active. 
The Remaining Agenda 

It should be clear from this discussion that I believe that a great deal of progress 
has been made over the past 18 months, and that I am proud of the catalytic role 
the Domestic Council has played. But there is more which needs to be done: 

Federal drug enforcement efforts can still be more narrowly focused on 
high-level, interstate and international traffickers; 

our narcotics intelligence system-despite progress in the past year-is 
still inadequate; 

the potential contribution of the Internal Revenue Service and the Federal 
Bureau of Investigations have yet to be fully realized; and 

we can still do much more to encourage other nations to join us in this truly 
international struggle. 

The Domestic Council will continue to urge action in these areas. We are con­
vinced that the necessary organizational entities and interagency mechanisms 
are already in place to deal with these problems, and we assure you that we will 
closely monitor progress toward more coordinated, effective performance. 

We need also to secure passage of the legislation which the President proposed 
in his recent Special Message to the Congress on Drug Abuse. This legislation is 
aimed at improving our ability to put major traffickers in prison and at closing 
loopholes in the law which allow them to continue to prey on our young. 

It has become all too clear that gathering sufficient evidence to prosecute 0. 
trafficker does not guarantee his immobilization. An indicted trafficker may be 
operating in 0. foreign country, out of reach of effective prosecution and sentencing. 
Even in the United States, indictment and arrcst do not guarantee immobiliza­
tion; these events merely begin a long criminal justice process during most of 
which the trafficker is now free to continue operating. At the end of this process, 
incarc~ration may be relatively short. 

This failure to immobilize traffickers against whom a substantial case has 
been developed is very clostly-costly in terms of wasted investigative resources 
and lowered law enforcement morale, costly in terms of weakening the deten'ent 
value of the law, and costly in terms of reduced public trust in the criminal 
justice system. 

N ow that Federal law enforcement agencies are demonstrating the ability 
to shi:ft their focus to high-level violators, we must make a significant change in 
the way 'he criminal justice system handles major traffickers after arrest to 
capitaJizeon this progress. Accordingly, the President has proposed legislation 
which would, among other things: 

Require minimum mandatory prison sentences for persons convicted of 
lJigh-level trafficking in heroin and similar narcotic drugs. 

Enable judges to deny bail in the absence of compelling circumstances for 
certain categories of notorious defendants. 

Raise the value of property used to smuggle drugs which can be seized 
by Administrative, as opposed to Judicial, action from $2,500 to $10,000, 
and extend this forfeiture provision to include cash or other personal property 
l[ound in the possession of a narcotics violator. 

"The Cabinet Committee for Dru~ L/lw Enforcement a;.;d the Cabinet Committee for 
Drug; Abuse Prevention, Treatment and Rehab!litation. 
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These proposals are now before the House in the form of H.R. 6568 and H.R. 
13577. 3 They should receive bi-partisan support and swift Congressional passage. 
I therefore call upon the members of this committee to work with the Administra­
tion in securing prompt passage of this important legislation. Its enactment will 
represent a major contribution to the nationai anti-narcotic effort. 

Thank you for this opportunity to present my views on this vital issue. I hope 
that these remarks are helpful to the committee in developing a complete and 
impartial undenltanding of the drug abuse problem. 

a I also urge prompt passage of H.R. 5359. the implementing legislation for the 1971 
Con\'ention on Psychotropic Substances, which the President also called for in his special 
message. 

• 

'. 
• 

• 

• 

• 

.. P''''''''' 

-



• 

.-
e. 

0-

• 

e 

• 

"', 
e' 

· : 
-

273 

WHITE PAPER 
ON 

DRUG ABUSE. 

September 1975 

A REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT 
FROM J 

THE DOMESTIC COUNCIL DRUG ABUSE 
TASK FORCE 



274 

WHITE PAPER 
ON 

DRUG ABUSE 
. ' 

Reprinted by 

U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
Public Health Service " 
Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration 
National Institute on Drug Abuse 

Septem ber 1975 

A REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT 
FROM 

THE DOMESTIC COUNCIL DRUG ABUSE 
TASK FORCE 

• 

•• 

• 

• 

• 

'. '. 
-.~ 

• 

-



• 

.-
e. 

• 

• 

e 

• 

e 

• 

- ---------._-----------

275 

a ., 
TH E VICE PRESIOENT 

~ 
WASHINGTON 

September 29, 1975 

Dear Mr. President: 

I am pleased t.o submit for your consideration the White Paper 
on Drug Abuse prepared at your request by the Domestic Council 
Drug Abuse Task Force. The White Paper documents the principal 
findings of the Ta~k Force, assesses the current extent of drug 
abuse in America and presents a number of recommendations for 
improving the Federal government's overall program to reduce 
drug abuse. 

Drug abuse is one of the most serious and most tragic problems 
this country faces. Its cost to the nation is staggering, count­
ing narcotics-related crime, health care, drug program costs and 
addicts' lost productivity, estimates range upwards of $17 billion 
~ year. In addition to these measurable costs, the nation bears 
an incalculable burden in terms of ruined lives, broken homes and 
divided communities • 

The Task Force believes that the optimism ab.out "\~inning the "ar 
on drugs" expressed so eloquently and confidently only a fe" ,'ears 
ago was premature, It urgently recommends ·that the federal govern­
ment reaffirm its commitment to combatting drug abuse and that 
public officials and citizens alike accept the fact that a national 
commitment to this effort "ill be required if we are to ultimately 
sllcceed. 

The Task Force submits this White Paper in the kno"ledge that it 
does not provide all of the answers to solving the drug abuse 
problem, The issues are complex and changing and the Federal 
effort represents only part of the nation's total response. 
However, I believe that the recommendations contained in the 
White Paper provide a solid base upon \~hich are-invigorated 
national effort can be built. 

The Members of the Task Force, the contributors to the White Paper 
and I appreciate the opportunity to have participated in this 

• vi tal undertaking. 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, U. c . 

Respectfully submitted, 
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PREFACE 
Oommencing in 1969, the Federal Government launched a major 

commitment toward eliminating the drug abuse problem in America. 
Sufficient progress had been made by late 1973 that Administration 
spokesmen, including, the former President, began to make cautious 
statements about "turning the corner on drug abuse." These state­
ments were always accompanied by warnings that the data were not 
yet conclusive and that there was still a long way to go even if the 
corner had been turned. But, somehow, the qualifying statements 
were overlooked and the notion that we had "turned the corner on 
drug abuse" became accepted as fact by many in government and by . 
most of the public and the press. 

We now know that the very real progress which led to this con­
fidence was, in the main, temporary and regional. In fact, at that very 
time, the underlying trends had already begun to turn up after having 
declined steadily for almost t\,TO years. 

By the summer vf 1974, Federal drug abuse program administrators 
began to realize that conditions were worsening and that the gains 
of prior years were being eroded. The deteriorating situation was 
confirmed over the next several months and, by early 1975, the Oon­
gress, the press and the public at large were becoming aware of the 
new and worrisome situation the Nation faced. 

Deeply concerned over evidence indicating an increase in the avail­
ability and use of illicit drugs, President Ford, in April, called for a 
thorough appraisal of the nature and extent of drug abuse in America 
today. The President directed the Domestic Council, under the leader­
ship of the Vice President, to undertake a priority review of the overall 
Federal effort in the prevention and treatment of drug abuse, to give 
him a frank assessment of our effectiveness, and to make recommenda­
tions concerning ways to make the Federal drug abuse program more 
effective in the future. . 

The specific objectives of the review were to: 
• Assess the effectiveness of current drug programs and l)oliciesj 

and 
• Determine if the Federal drug strategy, priorities and organiza­

tional structures are appropriate to meet current needs. 

IX 

• 

• 

,. 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

.' 
e .. 

• 

• 

• 

... • 

• 

• 

281 

In addi tion, the review was to examine the need for, and structure of, 
a drug management and coordination mechanism in the Executive 
Office of the President. . 

To accompFsh this mission, a task force, consisting of high-level 
representatives of twelve Federal departments and agencies having 
responsibilities in the drug abuse area, was created and charged with 
responsibility for preparing a comprehensive white paper on drug 
abuse which would be responsive to the President's concerns. As its 
first order of business, the task force established working groups to 
perform the analysis and to prepare initial drafts for its consideration. 
During the course of the review, more than 80 individuals from more 
than 20 different government organizations participated in work group 
activities. More than 30 other individuals, representing almost as 
many community organizations involved in the drug abuse area, also 
contributed valuable perspective and ideas. 

The white paper does not attempt to evaluate each Federal drug 
agency or program in terms of its past performance or to compile a 
scorecard sho,ving which agencies or programs produced the most 
impressive numbers of arrests, or sei7.ures, or reformed addicts. It was 
the view of the task force that this type of statistical approach to 
evaluation is responsible, in large measure, for much of the ineffecti veness 
of our current efforts. Nor did the task force attempt to perform a 
management audit. Rather, the white paper seeks to review and asses~ 
the agencies and the programs in an operational context to see if they 
are rational (Do they make sense?), properly targeted (Are our ob­
jectives and priorities appropriate?), and reasonably structured to 
achieve their intended purposes (Can we expect, them t9 accomplish 
what we created them to accomplish?). 

The task force recognizes that, while this kind of analysis may not 
highlight where we have stumbled in the past, it will tell us where 
we should be headed in the future. The task force views the making 
of recommendations for improving the Federal drug program as its 
most important assignment. 

Finally, the task force made every effort to reach unanimity on 
each recommendation, but this was nqt always possible given the 
widely disparate institutional and individual perspectives of its mem­
bers. Accordingly, to provide the most useful document possible, the 
task force decided to work by consensus, identifying conflicts or 
differences of opinion where necessary. To ensure that all views were 
properly represented, however, members of the task force who did 
not share the majority view on any issue were invited to submit 
memoranda outlining points of disagreement. These memoranda are 
appended to, and made a part of, the white paper. 

x 
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1. OVERVIEW: 

A STRATEGY FOR 
CONTAINING DRUG 
ABUSE 

The "drug problem" is not a recent phenomenon; the use of narcotics 
in the United States began prior to the Civil War. The fact that the 
earliest narcotics laws were passed over 60 years ago indicates that 
drugs have been a matter of national concern since the turn of the 
century. . 

Early efforts to deal with the problem focused on limiting the supply 
of drugs, first through taxation, then by prohibition and strict legal 
controls. The ever-increasing severity of Federal anti-narcotic laws 
reached a peak in the late-1950's with the passage of laws calling for 
life imprisonment and even death in certain cases. 

The assumption behind this increasingly tough approach to the drug 
problem was that reducing the supply of illicit drugs would encourage 
drug-dependent individuals to detoxify and would keep drugs out of 
the hands of new users. Some did detoxify, but many did not, and the 
behavior and condition of those who did not detoxify continued to 
deteriorate. By the end of the 1950's there was general agreement 
that Federal policy was ineffective. 

The belief that strict supply reduction by itself wasn't enough, 
coupled with the spread of drug use to new population groups, led 
to increasing e:ll:perimentation with treatment for drug abusers during 
the 1960's. Finally, with the passage of the Drug Abuse Office and 
Treatment Act of 1972, Federal policy clearly called for a balanced 
response to the problem of drug abuse by adding a vigorous prevention 
and treatment component to the existing law enforcement efforts. 

The Domestic Council Task Force on Drug Abuse strongly en­
dorses the concept of a Federal program which balances the effort 
to control and, ultimately, reduce the supply of drugs with an effort 
to control and, ultima.tely, reduce.the demand for drugs.1 We believe 

I The demand reduction program is intended to: (1) Dissuade the nonuser from 
experimenting with drugs; (2) deter the occasional user or experimenter from 
progresEing .to the abuse of drugs; (3) make treatment available for abusers of 
drugs who seek it; and (4) help the former abuser regain his place as a productive 
member of "society. 
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that this concept should continue to be the cornerstone of the Federal 
strategy. 

In addition to confirming the validity of this fundamental strategy, 
the past several years have taught us several lessons which are the 
basic themes upon which our specific recommendations are based.2 

This chapter discusses these basic themes, after first outlining the 
rationale for a balanced strategy. 

NEED FOR A BALANCED PROGRAM 

The fundamental objective of supply reduction efforts is to make 
drugs difficult to obtain, expensive, and risky to possess, sell or con­
sume. The basic assumption is that if taking drugs is hazardous, in­
convenient and expensive, fewer people will experiment with drugs, 
fewer who do experiment will advance to chronic, intensive use of 
drugs, and more of those who currently use drugs will abandon their 
use. 

This assumption is well supported by historir.al evidence. 'Both in 
cases of individual drug U8e and in outbreaks of dru15 epidemics, the 
e8.&Y availability of the dru~s themselves has been found to be a 
major factor. For example: 

• Following the passage of the Harrison Act in 1914, which 
made opiates illegal for the first time, the number of opiate 
users in: the United States was halved . 

• An analysis of a Chicago heroin epidemic which began shortly 
after World War II, reached its peak in 1949, and declined 
in the early 1950's determined that: "The decline of this 
epidemic * * * (was) * * * most clearly associated with 
decreased quality and increased cost of heroin." 3 

• Immediately after World War II, an epidemic of amphetamine 
use swept Japan when this Jrug became readily available. A 
similar epidemic of amphetamine use occurred in Sweden in 
t.he early to mid-1960's. The Japanese experience is of par­
ticular interest because it developed in a country noted for low 
rates of alcoholism and vt:ler forms of excessive drug use. 

• When relatively p'..tl'e heroin at low cost became available to 
U.S. servicemen serving in Southeast Asia in 1970":71, use was 

2 These themes are in large part consistent with the basic findings of the N a­
tional Commission on Marihuana and Drug Abua' as well as tho~e expressed in 
three issues of the Federal Strategy for Drug Ab,ct8e and Drug Traffic Prevention 
prepared by the stra.tegy Council on Drug Abuse, Thus, this white paper 
represents a gradual evolution of a consistept policy, rather than any abrupt 
departure. 

3 Hughes, Patrick H., et al. "The Natural History of a Heroin Epidemic," 
American Journal of Public Health, July, 1972. 
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widespread. When these same servicemen returned to the 
United States, where heroin is much more costly and much 
more hazardous to obtain, use dropped dramatically . 

• During the period 1972-73, a shortage of heroin on the East 
Coast coincided with significant reductions in both the inci­
dence and prevalence of heroin use on the East Coast. 

Furthermore, most studies indicate that experimental users rarely 
search intensively to find drugs. In over 90 percent of the cases, they 
"happen on" drugs, or are introduced to drug use by a friend. This 
finding implies that if new users had to go beyond their normal con­
tacts to find drugs, many would probably not use them. 

In addition, several studies have shown that some people who began 
and enjoyed drug use, but eventually abandoned it, did so because 
drugs became expensive, inconvenient or dangeroua to procure. A 
study of neophyte heroin users abandoned use in Los Angeles indicated 
that 55 percent did so because they lost their "connection." ~ Most did 
not make [i, concerted effort to establish a new connection The defini­
tive survey of heroin users returning from Vietnam indicated that 60 
percent of those abandoning uae indicated inconvenience, cost, or 
fear of arrest and prosecution as reasons. S 

Thus, successful supply reduction efforts can: (1) minimize the 
number of new users, (2) increase the number of old users who abandon 
use, and (3) decrease the consumption of current users. 

These benefits are not attained without cost or limitations. 
Firat, a supply reduction strategy is expensive. The Federal Govern­

ment spends over $350 million on supply reduction efforts annually. 
Moreover, our efforts to encourage other countries to intensify their 
supply reduction effort.a could in some instances have an effect on our 
bilateral relations. 

Second, it is clear that there are significant adverse side effects 
of supply reduction efforts: young, casual users of drugs are 
stigmatized by arrest; the health of committed user,;; is threatened by 
impure drugs; black markets are created and with them significant 
possibilities for corruption of public officials; and crime rates increase, 
as users attempt to meet the rising cost of scarce, illegal drugs. 

Finally, no supply reduction effort can be completely effective. Even 
if we were willing to drastically restrict civil liberties-which we are 
not-or spend enormous sums on supply reduction efforts, some drugs 
would continue to flow into illicit markets. Further, supply reduction 
is not very effective in discouraging the casual illicit use of legitimate 

• HchaHre, Rohert, "Cessation Patterns Among Neophyte Users," International 
JrJurnai of Addiction, Vol. I, No.2, 1966 . 
. ~ Robins, Lee, "The vietnam Drug User Returns; Final Report," 13AODAP, 

H'.'pt., 1973. . 
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drugs, since it is practically impossible to develop a system of controls 
that will prevent legitimate drug5 from occasionally being available to 
illicit users. 

Listing the costs llnd limitations of the supply reduction strategy 
is not mllant to imply that supply reduction efforts nre not justified; 
on the contrary, the task force believes that the effort to control 
availability through supply reduction should remain a central element 
of our strategy. But we must be mindful of the consequences of supply 
reduction efforts, so that we concentrate on ways of securing the bene­
fits of supply reduction while ameliorating, to the extent possible, its 
adverse effects. 

Balancing supply reduction efforts with complementary demand 
reduction efforts is one way to reduce the adverse costs of supply 
reduction, as wen as being itself another avenue for reducing drug 
abuse. For example, the availability of treatment gives the drug user 
who finds drugs becoming scarce and expensive an alternative. 'The 
problems created for users by high prices, impure drugs, uncertain 
doses, arrests, and victimization by other drug users can be reduced 
by making a range of treatment easily available to users. 

In fact, supply reduction and demand reduction are not only 
complementary in that one compensates for the limitations of the 
other, they are also interdependent, in that increases in the resourc.es 
devoted to one activity will be most effective only if increased resources 
are simultaneously devoted to the other. 

For example, reduced drug availability increases pressure on drug 
users to seek treatment. If law enforcement is intensified in a city, 
additional treatment capacity will be required to care for the increased 
number of addicts forced to seek treatment. A good illustration of 
this occurred during the East Coast heroin shortage of 1973, when the 
number of people seeking treatment grew by 42 percent. 

Secondly, demand reduction efforts complement, the limited but 
valuable prevention effects of supply reduction efforts. Programs to 
provide employment, counselling, and recreation may succeed in 
preventing experimentation with drug;; among inner~city youth 
despite the difficulty of substantially decreasing the availability of 
drugs in those areas . 

For many years, social and legal policy dichotomized drug use as 
either a "criminal" or "social" problem. The fact is that it is both at 
once, and that activities aimed at reducing supply (including law 
enforcement) and those aimed at reducing demand (prevention, 
treatment, and rehabilitation) are mutually supportive. Thus, a 
balanced program of supply and demand reduction should be the 
cornerstone of the Federal strategy to reduce drug abuse in America. 

4 
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SUPPORTING THEMES 

In addition to confirming the validity of the basic strategy of 
balancing mutually supportive supply reduction and demand re­
duction activities, the experiences of the past six years, in which the 
drug program has been a major priority of the Federal Government, 
have taught us important lessons. These lessons become general themes 
which underlie findings, conclusions, and recommendations contained 
in the chapters ,,·hich follow. Together with the supplyjUemand 
balance, these themes form the basis for the comprehensive Federal 
strategy to combat drug abuse. They are: 

1. We must be realistic ab011t what can be achieved and what the 
appropriate Federal role is in thelcar against dr'ugs. We should 
stop raising unrealistic expectations of total elimination of 
drug abuse from our society. At the same time, we should in 
no way signal tacit acceptance of drug abuse or a lessened 
commitment to continue aggressive efforts aimed at eliminating 
it entirely. The sobering fact is that some members of any 
society will seek escape from the stresses of life through drug 
use. Prevention, educ!tLion, treatment, and rehabilitation will 
curtail their number, but will not eliminate drug use entirely. 
As long as there is demand, criminal drug traffickers will make 
some supply available, provided that the potential profits 
outweigh the risks of detection and punishment. Vigorous 
supply reduction efforts will reduce, but not eliminate, supply. 
And reduction in the supply of one drug may only cause abuse­
prone individuals to turn to another substance. 

All of this indicates that, regrettably, we probably will 
always have a drug problem of some proportion. Therefore 
we must be prepared to continue our efforts and our commit­
ment indefinitely, in order to contain the problem at a minimal 
level, and in order to minimize the adverse social costs of drug 
abuse. 

We must develop better measures of program progress than 
the "addict counts" or gross seizure and arrest statistics wilich 
have been used in the past, and we must educate the public 
to shift its focus to the more relevant trend, availability, and 
quality arrest data which are available. 

Further, we must be realistic about what the Federal Gov­
ernment can and cannot accomplish in this area. It can play 
a major role in limiting supplies of drugs, in maintaining a 
widespread treatment capacity, and in providing technical 
assistance, research, demonstration, and evaluation. It can 
take the lead in enlisting the cooperation of uther nations of 
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the world in suppressing the produetion of illicit drugs. It 
can provide leaderahip in our domestic effort to reduce the 
levels of drug abuse, particularly if our national leaders cleady 
articulate their commitment to this effort. 

We must recognize, however, that the Federal Government 
cannot single-handedly eliminate drug abuse or its effects on 
our society. Only through the combined efforts of the Federal, 
State and local governments, private individuals and busi­
nesses, and a variety of local organizations, working together, 
can we hope to ultimately succeed in this vital undertaking. 

2. Not all drug use is equally destructive, and we should give priority 
in our treatment and enjorcement efforts to those drugs which 
pose the greater risk, as well as to compulsive users oj drugs oj 
any kind. At any given level of consumption, different drugs 
pose different threats to the behavior and condition of users. 
Further, at high levels of consumption-particularly with 
intravenous injection-the effects are vastly increased. Public 
policy should be most concerned with those drugs which 
have the highest social cost. 

This does not suggest devoting all resources to the highest 
priority drugs, and none to lower priority drugs. All drugs are 
dangerous in varying degrees and should receive attention. 
But where resource constraints force a choice, those drugs 
with the potential for causing the highest social cost should 
be given priority. 

3. Supply reduction is broader than law enjorcement and we should 
utilize a variety oj supply reduction tools. Federal supply re­
duction efforts should be targeted at all aspects of illicit pro­
duction (or diversion from licit production) and distribution 
of drugs. The activities involved range from crop substitution 
and economic development to interdiction of illicit shipments 
and the removal of important traffickers from the supply 
system through long prison terms. More effective regulation 
and monitoring of the legitimate production and distribution 
of drugs such as amphetamines and barbiturates, which are 
also abl1sed or used illicitly, is one reduction tool which should 
receive greater attention than it does now. 

Undertaking a comprehensive supply reduction program 
requires the cooperation of many foreign nations and the active 
participation of numerous Federal, State and local agencies. 
Full utilization of all resources should be encouraged, and closer 
cooperation fostered to enaure that all are contributing op­
timally t.o. the overall supply reduction effort. 

6 
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4. Federal law enforcement e.fforts should focus on the development of 
major conspiracy cases againBt the leaders of h,:gh-level trafficking 
net-u'orks, and should mOl'e aU'ay from "street-level" activities. 
The most effective way to control and reduce supply is to im­
mobilize large trafficking networks through the prosecution 
and conviction of their leaders. Since the leaders of trafficking 
organizations normally insulate themselves from overt illegal 
acts by delegating these acts to subordinates, conspiracy cases 
often are the only effective means for the law to reach them. 

To optimize the development of conspiracy cases, (1) higher 
priority should be placed on developing and analyzing opera­
tional intelligence, (2) the percentage of Federal agent time 
spent on "street-level" activities should decline, and (3) co­
operation with border interdiction forces and with State and 
local police forces must be improved. This last item, improving 
cooperation with border interdiction and local police forces, is 
also important to insure that other vital law enforcement 
efforts continue to be adequately performed. 

5. The current treatment focus of demand reduction ejJortB should be 
supplemented with increased attention to prevention and vocational 
rehabilitation. The bulk of Federal resources and attention have 
gone for treatment since the drug program was elevated to a 
high priority. In light of the acute need which existed at that 
time, this focus was clearly necessary. 

Yet, treatment is a response to a problem which has already 
developed. Given the difficulties of successful treatment, it is 
obvious that effective programs which prevent the problem 
before it develops are highly desirable. Similarly, vocational 
rehabilitation during and after treatment which enhances the 
probability that a former abuser will not return to drug use 
should be given priority. The task force believes both these 
areas should be important parts of the overall demand reduc­
tion program. 

6. Neither successful prevention or successful rehabilitation is drug 
speci;;ic; both should be closely integrated with other social pro­
grams. The successful prevention models which exist have 
not been drug specific. That is, they have dealt with the broad 
range of adolescent problem behavior-drug use, alcoholism, 
truancy, and juvenile delinquency. Further, the more success­
ful programs have been tailored to the specific problems and 
resources of a local community. Thus, prevention should be 
centered in broad range, community-based programs. The 
Federal role should be catalytic in nature, providing technical 
assistance, training, and limited seed money. 
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Rehabilitation is a critical step in returning a drug user to a 
productive life. Individuals need help in developing or re­
covering bkills which enable them to support themselves . 
Some need basic schooling, vocational counselling, al1d skills 
training; some need a form of supported work; and still others 
simply need a job. All of these services are provided by existing 
comnHlnity manpower services; we must be sure that they are 
available to former drug users and stabilized patients in 
treatment. 

In addition to these six programmatic themes, there are four 
themes related to effective manueement of the drug program at the 
Fedemllevel which are woven into the task t-:;.ce's recommendati'.ms. 

1. Cabinet management should be strengthened, and direct White 
HOllse involvement should be restricted, A central theme of this 
Administration is that program management is properly a 
function of the Cabinet departments, and White House 
involvement should be restricted to participt1ting in major 
policy decisions, maintaining oversight to ensure that the 
President's policies and directives are being effectively im­
plemented, and assisting in interagency coordination. 

This theme meets the current needs of the drug program. 
During the past several years, a great deal of direct White 
House involvement was required to get the major drug agen­
cies launched and to ensure that the Federal Government's 
commitment to the drug program was i~plemented. Now 
that these agencies have been in existence for several years, 
they are capable of assuming greater respons:bility for pro­
gram management and coordination. 

2, We must more effectively mobilize andllfilize all the resources 
available in the Federal Government, State and local governments, 
and the private community. While the task force endorses the 
"lead agency" concept, we believe that opportunities exist 
to more fully utilize the resources of the l..!.S. Custums Service 
and the FBI within an integrated Federal law {·nforcement 
program, and to utilize voeational rehabilitation services avail­
able in the Department of La.bor as part of a comprehensive 
demand reduction program. Further, the Federal Government 
should take the lead in mobilizing the enormous potential 
resources available in State and local law enforcement agen­
cies, and in State, local, and private prevention, treatment, 
and rehabilitation services. Only through full utilization of 
all available resources, and close cooperution among all in­
volved agencies, can we hope to reduce the extent of drug 
abuse in America. 
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3. There is a significant need to improve the efficiency and effective­
ness with which the drug program 1·S managed. During the period 
of rapid growth in the drug program, there was little time 
for addressing management issues; rather, the focus was to 
launch a large drug program as rapidly as possible. Now that 
the program (and new agencies) have matured, it is time to 
consolidate the gains that have been made and to strengthen 
program management. 

Improvement is necessary in three areas: 
• Effectiveness of management within agencies. 
• Coordination between and among agencies. 
• Evaluation and follow-up of program and research 

results to determine their impact in reducing drug 
abuse in the United States. 

4. Significant progress can be made without requiring the commitment 
oj substantial additional resources. This is really the net result 
of implementing the preceding strategies and themes. In sum­
mary, a great deal of progress can be made in both supply and 
demand reduction efforts through better utilization and target­
ing of existing resources. 

* * * * * * * 
Before discussing specific recommendations for improving supply 

and demand reduction efforts, Chapter 2 examines the nature and 
extent of the drug problem in an effort to establish an understanding 
of the task which faces the Nation. Chapters 3 and 4 discuss the task 
force's evaluation of supply and demand reduction efforts, respectively, 
and present specific recommendations for improvement. Chapter 5 
pulls the program togeth"r by discussing overall program manage­
ment. The major conclusIOns and recommendations are summarized 
in Chapter 6. 
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2. ASSESSMENT OF THE 
CURRENT SITUATION 

The cost of drug abuse to the nation is staggering. Oounting narcotic­
related crime, addicts' lost productivity, and trea.tment and preven­
tion programs as major items, estimates range from a conservative 
$10 billion upwards to $17 billion a year; and there is no calculating 
the social toll in terms of lives ruined and homes broken. This chapter 
attempts to put this problem in perspective by discussing the current 
situation in detail. Then it draws on this assessment to make recom­
mendations concerning Federal priorities. 

'rhe terms "drug abuse" and "drug problem" mean different things 
to different people. For the purposes of this assessment, "drug abuse" 
is defined as non-medical use of any drug in such a way that it ad­
versely affects some aspect of the user's life; i.e., by inducing or con­
tributing to criminal behavior, by leading to poor health, economic 
dependence, or incompetence in discbarging family responsibilities, or 
by creating some other undesirable condition. Using this definition, 
the "drug problem" is the total effect on society 01 these adverse effects 
of non-medical use of drugs, not only the physical effects of drugs on 
the individuals using them. 

Because we are unable to aceurately measure the adverse effects 
of drug use, we frequently use the number of users as an indicator 
of the magnitude of the drug problem. In uBing estimates of the total 
number of users as a measure of the problem, we must keep several 
factors in mind: 

1. The magnitude oj the drug abuse problem is related to the par­
ticular drug being used. At any given level of consumption, 
different drugs pose radically different threats to the behavior 
and condition of users. 

2. The magnitude oj the drug abuse problem is related to the jre­
quency and quantity oj consumption (or "use pattern"). At high 
levels of consumption-particularly with intravenous admin­
istration-the user's behavior and physical condition may 
deteriorate rapidly. For this user, a reduction in drug con­
sumption is likely to significantly alter behavior and therefore 
impact on the drug problem. 

On the other hand, at low levels of use, drugs are probable 
not particularly important in a user's daily life, so reducing 
his already low consumption is unlikely to have much impact 
on behavior or health. Thus, the largest portion of the drug 
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abuse problem (and the portion where efforts at reduction 
should be focused) is created by chronic, intensive users of 
drugs. 

3. These factors are inter-related. The likelihood of advancing to 
chronic, intensive levels of consumption differs from drug to 
drug ah':: from individual to individual. Users of dependence­
producing drugs such as heroin are more likely to advance to 
high levels of use than are users of non-dependence-produeing 
drugs such as marihuana. 

Thus, in using estimates of numbers of drug users as an indicator 
of the drug abuse problem, it is important to distinguish among drugs 
being used, to recognize the variation of use patterns, and to predip.t 
how use patterns will change over time. These factors, much more than 
the absolute number of user;;, determine the magnitude of the drug 
abuse problem. 

Chart 1 shows the results of the most recent national statistical 
sample of drug use taken in the Fall of 1974. It show;; that a majority 
of both adults and youth have used alcohol and tobacco,! and that 
exposure to marihuana and non-medical u;;e of so-called "dangerous 

Chart 1 

USE OF VARIOUS DRUGS: FALL 1974 

Youth (12·17) Adults (18 and above) 

60% 40% 20% o 70% 40% 60% 

Alcohol 

Tobacco 

Marihuana 

Non-medical use: psychoactive drugs 

LSD; other hallucinogens 

Cocaine 
~ Ever used 

• Used in last month 

Heroin *1 eSS than %% 
• * 

Source: National Institute on Drug Abuse, 1975 

I Sec note conc!'rning nlcohol nnd nicotine on opposite pnge. 
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drugs" 2 is widespread. The dark bands show recent use and, because 
the adverse effects of drug use are a~sociated with frequent, habitual 
nse, are a better measure of the drug problem . 

NOTE CONCERNING ALCOHOL AND NICOTINE 

Although alcohol and nicotine are the two most widely used drugs in the 
United States today, and are clearly psychoactive or mood-altering sub­
stances, their use and its consequences are not a central theme in this study. 
The tusk force excluded them from extensive consideration because public 
and social policy regarding these drugs is significantly different than that 
rcgarding the other drugs being discul'sed. Alcohol and nicotine are lega.lly 
obtainable and l'ocially acceptable drug:;; with !l few exceptions, the drugs 
eonl'idered in this report are not. 

Clearly, alcohol and nicotine are bonafide Hubst.nnces of abuse whose 
use often crente significant adversE' Hocial costs and consequences. As such, 
th<,y Hhould be dealt with along with other substances of abuse. The task 
fOrel' recognizes this int('rrelationship nnd encourngl's efforts to integrate 
Ill! <,Jement~ of "uhstllnce abuse into hroader health care program~, aR is now 
bl'in~ done in the Veterans Administration. 

However, it must be remembered that the dE'velopment of a discrete drug 
I\bu~e hl'lllth care delivery systE'm Wllll neces~ary because existing ;;ystE'ms 
did not respond to the need of the hard-com narcotic addict and other 
chronic drug abuser". In part, this was due to a reluctance-not evident in 
the area of alcohol treatment of exiHting treatment units to treat what 
waR considerE'd to b(' a less desirable population of drug abuser", 

Con."eqnently, unlike alcohol, which har [1 grcater historiCl11 basis of 
,;upport and integration within community hE'nlth care delivery ,;ygtem:-;, 
and which l(,CE'iv('~ the Vl1st majority of its financial support from non­
Federal ;;ourceH, other drugs of abu~e required Federal intervention to 
provide nc<,ded treatm('nt and prevention sE'rvicE's. The Federal (1ow'''!!~ 

!Twnt hilS taken a dir('ct lead in the developm<'nt and support of drug abuse 
prevention and treatment services which should ultimately be effectively 
and fully integrated into other community health gystems. The taok force 
:<upport" those activities which are designed to bettl'r integratl' the "ariouR 
programs developed to respond to the problemF of sllh~ttmcl' abuse. 

In this chapter, each of the principal iBirit drugs is discussed in 
turn, with a summary of historical trends in nse, availability, and 
supply, followed by a de3cription of the current situation. Finally, the 
concluding section of this chapter examines the overall social cost of 
each drug, and recommends a priority for Federal efforts. 

~ The term "dangl'rOUR drugR" is commonly llsrd to reil'r to the non-medical 
usC! of prescription or owr-th<'-conntl'r trnnquilizl'r,;, barbiturate,;, and amphet­
Illnines and other ~timuJant;;. 
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A-PRINCIPAL DRUGS OF ABUSE 

While it is convenient for the purposes of diRcussion to consider 
each of the drugs of abuse separately, in practice, these drugs are 
often used in combination. Even some heroin addicts do not use heroin 
exclusively. This multiple drug use occurs for a variety of reasons: 
beginning user" often experiment with a variety of drugs singly and 
together in quest of novel experiences; experienced drug users some­
times use combinations of drugs for the more intense combined effect; 
and sometimes one drug is substituted for another which is unavailable. 

These complicated patterns of drug use make it difficult to estimate 
the true scope of the drug problem. For example, estimates of the 
number of current abusers of different drugs are not necessarily addi­
tive, since a single individual may be counted in several groups. 

Multiple drng abu:3e is not discnssed in detail here because little 
reliable information is available about the combined effect of various 
drugs; however, research is in progress, as the matter is one of in­
creasing Federal concern. 
HEROIN 

Heroin. The name itself evokes fear in mos t of us, and many consider 
hemin to be the drug problem. Most of the Federal effort in the drug 
abu&e fleB has been directed at it. The concern is well founded; heroin 
is a ,cry serious drug of abuse. But despite the attention it has re­
ceived (and perhaps because of it) herOIn remains one of the most 
misunderstood drugs and continues to be surrounded by many myths. 
Hopefully, this chapter will help dispel some of the myt,hs and place 
the problem in its proper perspective. 
Historical Trends 

In 1965, an epidemic of heroin use began in the United States. 
New use (or incidence) increased by a fact.or of 10 in less than seven 
years.3 Both hepatitig data-important as an indicator because of 
the high rate of hepatitis among heroin usprs-and incidence data 
obtained from clients in treatment demonstrate this phenomenon 
(see charts 2 and 3). 

3 Incidence refers to the number of new users during a stat"!d period of time; 
Prevalence refers to the total number of users at a particular point in time. 
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Chart 2 
NARCOTIC RELATED HEPATITIS CASES 

B r-- r-

r-
.-- r-

..-

r-

.-- I 

n I I 
66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 

Source: Center for Disease Control, 1975 

Chart 3 

ESTIMATED INCIDENCES OF HEROIN USE 

1960 65 70 73 

Source: Notional Institute on Drug Abuse, 1974 
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This widespread epidemic was composed of several smaller ones 
linked by a diffusion process which was surprisingly fast. The epi­
demic began among minority populations living in metropolitan areas 
on both coasts (e.g., New York City, Washington, D.C., Los Angeles, 
San Francisco). It spread quickly to other populations living in those 
same metropolitan areas, and then to other large metropolitan areas 
(e.g., Detroit, Boston, Miami, Phoenix). By about 1970, heroin use 
had begun to appear in smaller cities in the United State8. Chart 4 
shows the incidence of narcotic-related hepatitis among blacks and 
whites, and among men and women. . 

Chert 4 

SPREAD OF NARCOTIC RELATED HEPATITIS 

TO WHITES TO WOMEN 

-+-100% 
Bleck Men 

White 

Source: Viral Heptatitis Surveillance Program Reports 

Chart 5 shows the spread of heroin use to new metropolitan areas 
derived from DAWN emergency room visits.4 

j Drug Abuse Warning Network (DAWN), a data acquisition system which 
routinely collvts information from emergency rooms, medical examiners' offices, 
and crisis centers indicating trends in drug abuse. 
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Chert 5 

"AGE" OF HEROIN PROBLEM IN MAJOR CITIES 

% first Heroin use 
1970-74 

Los Angeles ................... 27% 

New york ...................... 33 

Detroit ........................ 53 

Boston ........................ 59 

Minneapolis ................... 60 

Miami ......................... 75 

Phoenix ....................... 75 

Source: Derived from DAWN data 

This sudden upsurge in heroin use sparked an intensified effort by 
the Federal Government to reduce the supply of heroin and to seek 
new methods of treating heroin addicts. In 1972, as a result of this 
effort, the upswing in incidence and prevalence of heroin use was 
interrupted, and there was a subsequent decline throughout 1973. 

There are at least two interdependent factors which contributed to 
this decline in the magnitude of the heroin problem. 

• The availability of a nationwide system of drug abuse treat­
ment and rehabilitation services provided addicts with an 
alternative to street life and an opportunity to return to a more 
productive role in society . 

• Law enforcement officials at all levels of government put 
unprecedented pressure on the distribution system. It became 
much more difficult, if not impossible, for an individual to 
secure drugs, and those which were available were of low purity. 
Central to the reduction in the supply of heroin was 11 combina­
tion of the Turkish opium ban, aggressive enforcement by the 
police of several European countries (particularly France) and 
several significant international conspiracy cases made by Fed­
eral enforcement agencies. These combined efforts produced a 
shortage of heroin on the East Coast, which was reflected in 
higher street prices and lower purity (see Chart 6). 
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RETAIL HEROIN AVAILABILITY: APRIL 1972 TO MARCH 1975 
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Chart 6 

The effects of these efforts were clear. In the cities on the East 
Coast where an estimated half of the users lived, heroin use declined 
significautly. 

In Washington, D.C., for example, both incidence and prevalence 
declined significantly.5 The decline in the number of new users was 
shown through dramatically reduced numbers of clients with a recent 
onset of heroin use coming into treatment. The decline in the total 
number of users was reflected in declining heroin overdose deaths and 
diminishing rates of detection of heroin among arrestees. 

During the period of the East Coast heroin. shortage, Mexico 
emerged as a major source country. Mexico's share of the U.S. illicit 
heroin market (measured by heroin removals from the U.S. market 
resulting either from seizures or undercover purchases) increased 
from about one-third to about three-fourths between 1972 and 1974. 

5 While it is sometimes misleading to u,;e single cities as indicators of general 
trends in drug use, the experience of Washington, D.C., during this period of 
shortage illustrates developments in other East Coast cities, where a similar, 
but less dmmatic, pattern existed. 
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At the same time, the share supplied by the French-Turkish con­
nection fell from slightly more than half to less than 10 percent, 
as shown in the following table: 

APPROXIMATE SHARE OF U.S. HEROIN MARKET 
(In percent] 

France/Lebanon-Certain. ___________________ .43 } 
Probable ____________________ 10 

Southeast Asia _________________________________ _ 
~exico ________________________________________ _ 
UnknoVf.U ______________________________________ _ 

1972 

53 

7 
38 

2 

1973 

18 

17 
63 
2 

1974 

9 

12 
77 

1 

Note.-Estimates' based on the Drug Enforcement Administration's Heroin 
Signature Program. 

Mexico assumed this major importance not solely because traffickers 
operating in Mexico expanded their supply capabilities, but because 
other sources had disappeared and the total market had declined. 
In effect, Mexico became a large component of a reduced national 
market. By 1974, Mexico's supply capabilities had increased to a 
point where it was offsetting some of the reduced supply from France 
and Turkey. Thus, the task force estimates that the total supply 
available in 1974 was higher than in 1973, but still lower than in 1972. 

Chart 7 

SOURCES OF HEROIN 

Francct/Lebonon 

Shore of total 

Source: DEA Signature Program 
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Current Situation 

While data for 1975 are not as clear as the historical data, we can 
discuss several important features of the current situation. 

1. There are several hundred thousand daily chronic users of 
heroin not currentl~y in treatment.6 These chronic users repre­
sent only a small percentage of those who have ever used 
heroin. 

2. Incidence and prevalence of heroin use remain high on the 
West Coast and Southwest Border, areas which were not 
affected by the East Coast heroin shortage. 

3. The East Coast heroin shortage appears to have leveled off 
and heroin is becoming more available. After increasing three­
fold over the period from June 1972 to March 1974, the price 
of heroin on the East Coast has remained steady. The rise in 
purity throughout 1974 combined with steady prices indicates 
increasing availability. 

4. A number of cities which showed a decline in heroin u~e in 
1972-1973 are now reporting an increase in prevalence based 
on rising numbers of heroin-related emergency room visits 
and heroin-related overdose deaths. These cities are also 
experiencing rising heroin purity. All these factors indicate 
a deteriorating situation. 

5. A number of senous threats to supply reduction efforts exist 
which could, if left unchecked, increase the street availability 
of heroin. Illicit supplies from Mexico continue to pose a 
serious problem despite. the commendable efforts of the Mexic~n 
Government. Illicit production in Southeast Asia remains 
the highest in the world, and the fact that. new trafficking 
routes have been established to Northern European cities is 
worrisome. While it appears that Turkey is effectively control­
ling its current poppy crop, if such control diminishes the 
amount of heroin reaching the United States could increase. 

6 The task force debated including a more precise estimate, but eoncluded that 
any number used would be imprecise, highly influenced by the estimating method­
ology, and subject to misinterpretation if compared to other estimate£ based on 
different methodologies. The simple fact is that it is neither possible nor particu­
larly relevant to make a specific estimate of the number of addicts: not possible 
because of the imprecision of available estimating methodologies and the diffi­
culty of defining precisely who is an addict; and not relevant because other 
data-trends in availability as measured by price and purity, patients in and 
waiting for treatment, drug related deaths, hepatitis cases, etc.-are better meas­
ures of whether things are getting better or worse. All of these measures indicate 
that significant improvement was made all through late 1972 and 1973, and that 
conditions have been gradually worsening sinee early 1974. While they have not 
yet returned to the levels of 1972, the trend is definitely upward. 
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6. The demand for treatment continues to grow and is geograph;­
ically dispersed. Whether this growth in treatment demand is 
the result of an increasing pool of users, of users recycling 
back into treatment or the result of more effective outreach 
efforts by treatment agencie,.; i,.; not altogether clear. It is 
likely, however, that an incremdng pool of users is responsible 
for at least some of the growth in demand for treatment. 

These signs; taken together, are ominous. They indicate not only 
that the work of 1972-1974 is uncompleted, but that some of the 
sig1ll1lcant gains that were achieved during this period have been 
lost and that new losses may accumulate unless our efforts in supply 
and demand reduction are intensified. 

BARBITURATES, TRANQUILIZERS AND AMPHETAMINES 

The various "dangerous drugs" present a special problem, for, un­
like heroin, cocaine, and marihuana-which are totally illegal-these 
categorie" of drugs are frequently prescribed by doctors for valid 
medical purposes. The existence of this legal market vastly compli­
cates control problems and, as a consequence, procurement in the 
illicit market hal' tended to be easy and inexpensive. 
Historical Trends 

At present, we are unable to track trends in the use and sources of 
these "dangeroul' drugs" as well as we can for heroin. However, i.t is 
clear that their Ul'e has increa~ed rapidly in the United States during 
the last decade. Two different trends have led to this growth: 

1. These drugs are being prescribed more frequently and used more 
often in the general population. Currently, about 25 percent, of 
adult Americans have used one or more stimulants, sedatives or 
tranquilizers during the last year. ~10st of this use is under 
medical direction and controlled by prescription. But uncon­
trolled non-medical use of these drugs has grown sharply dur­
ing this period of increasing usage. Currently, active non-medi­
cal use of these drugs is estimated to be 5 percent among the 
adult population, or 7 to 8 million Americans. 

2. Nonmedical use of prescription drugs has become widespread 
among youth (especially students), a trend which roughly 
duplicates the recent history of wholly illegal drugs. Not only 
are common substances such as amphetamines and barbiturates 
widely abused, but there has been a continuing stream of 
"fad" drugs. Since 1972, this unsupervised use by young people 
has apparently leveled off. . 

Both trenus are apparent in 11 series of surveys of different portions 
of the population as shown in Chart 8. 
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Chart 8 

TRENDS IN TH E USE OF DANGEROUS DRUGS 

BARBITURATES - SEDATIVES 
EVER USED 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

I;allonal Sample of Adults 4% 4% 
Notional Sample of Youths 3% S!; 

Re~c/h~:11 ~~::!u~t:~ High 16% 18% 15'" 15% l:", 

Nst~h~~l ~~~S~~t~~ High 6% 9% 19'" 
BARBITURATES - SEDATIVES 

WITHIN LAST YEAR 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Notional Sample or Adults 1% 
Notional Sample of Youths 3% 
R~cih;:11 d~:!ul:t:: High S% 6% 5% 55 4'" 

N~~h~~l a~~S~~t~~ High 3~ 4% 6% 

AMPHETAMINES - STIMULANTS 
EVER USED 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Notional Sample of Adults -5% 6'" 
National Sample of Youths 4'70 5% 
ReS{ih~~11 d~om!ul:t:! High 16% 20% 20% 23% 24% 20% 19% 

Ncg~h~~l b~~!~:t~~ High 9% 15% 32% 

AMPHETAMINES - STIMULANTS 
WITHIN LAST YEAR 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

National Sample of Adults 2'" 
National Sample of Youths 3% 

ReS~h~~: 5~~J~:t~~ High 6% 8% 7% 9% 10% 8% 7% 

Nst~h~~l a~~l~:t:~ High 9% 13% 21% 

These drugs are much more readily available in the illicit market 
than are wholly illicit drugs such as cocaine and heroin. This ready 
availability is reflected in the relatively low cost of a day-long "binge" 
with tranquilizers and amphetamines: less than $10, compared with 
$50-$100 per day for heroin or cocaine. The individual and social 
cost of dangerous drug abuse is, however, as high as that of almost 
any other abused substance. 

There are three important sources of "dangerous drugs": (1) Diver­
sion from legitimate domestic production and distribution; (2) illicit 
domestic production; and (3) illicit foreign production and smuggling. 

It is possible to estimate the share of the illicit market from each 
source by looking for tell-tale "signatures" on seizures and undercover 
purchases made by law enforcement officials. (Signatures can be as 
complicated as a trace chemical due to faulty processing or .as simple 
as a letter stamped on each tablet.) While these signatures are some­
what less developed than are the signatures for heroin, the estimating 
procedure provides the best available indicator of the relative market 
share of the various sources of "dangerous drugs." 

Barbiturates are primarily a diversion problem, methamphetamines 
are primarily a problem of illicit production, and amphetamines are 
obtained from both sources.7 The share of the illicit market. for 

7 Chart 13 in chapter 3 illustratE's relative market shares. 
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methamphetamines diverted from legitimate sources has decreased 
dramatically, and the share for amphetamines has decreased somewhat, 
both declines refiecting significant quota tightening by the Drug 
Enforcement Administration (DEA) under the Controlled Sub­
stances Act. At the same time, the share from legitimate sources for 
barbiturates has remained roughly constant. 
Current Situation 

Based on the survey data summarized in Chart 8, we can make the 
following general statements about the use of these drugs: 

First, chronic, intensive, medically unsupervised use of ampheta­
mines and barbiturates probably ranks with heroin use as a major 
social problem. Even if we restrict our attention to users "in 
trouble"-meaning those who regularly use a number of these drugs 
for non-medical purposes-a large group is involved. 

Chart \} illustrates how this estimate of users "in trouble" is derived. 
Assuming a substantial overlap among drugs, this chart shows that 
there are still more than one-half million regular, medically unsuper­
vised users of different "dangerous drugs." 

Chart 9 

REGULAR USE OF DANGEROUS DRUGS 

% of Papulotion aged 14 or over 

Regular 

Regular Non-Medicol Number of 

Ever Used Regular Use Non·Medical Use Multiple Drugs Users in trouble 

Sedatives 5.7% 2J3% 0.3% 0.2% 270,000 
300,000 

Stimulants 3.1 1.8 0.7% 0.3 400,000 
490,000 

Tranquilizers 9.1 4.9 1.6% 0.3 400,000 

490,000 

Second, the problem could easily get worse. Serious individual and 
social consequences from drug use occur primarily among chronic, 
intensive users. Until recently, only a small fraction of all users of 
these drugs fell into this category. 
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However, the probability of moving to u chronic, intensive use 
pattern is related to the. age at which one began using drugs, as well as 
the number of different drugs used and the length of time since first 
use. We know that a large number of people: (1) Began using drugs in 
the early 1970's in their mid-teens; and (2) have used many different 
drugs. If many in this group follow the traditional pattern of falling 
into ch!'onic use around age 20, the number of "in trouble" users of 
dangerous drugs will increase substantially. 

COCAINE 

Cocaine, though available for many years, is the new "in" drug, 
and the various implements and rituals nssociated with the use of 
cocaine have recently become subject to extensive commercial 
exploitation. 
Historical Trends 

Except for use in several highly publicized "in-groups" (e.g., musi­
cians), cocaine use in this country was apparently insignificant as 
late as the early 1960's. Since then, however, use has increased rapidly, 
a trend which has receivp.d a great deal of attention in the preSE. 

The increasing popularity of cocaine is reflected in law enforcement 
data. Since 1970, there has been a steady upward trend in the amount 
of cocaine seized en route to the United States from South America. 
DEA seizures and undercover purchases of cocaine have increased 
steadily in the last five years, both in the United States and inter­
nationally. Cocaine arrests by State and Federal agents have also 
risen sharply. 

Virtually all of the cocaine entering the United States comes from 
South America and principally fmm Colombia, where the refining 
process is completed.8 

Current Situation 
Chart 1 showed that 4 percent of youths and 3 percent of adults 

have used cocaine at least once, and that 1 percent of each group used 
it in the month prior to the survey. 

Rates of cocaine usc vary greatly among specific groups within the 
general population. In a national survey conducted in 1972, 1.2 per­
cent of junior high school students, 2.6 percent of senior high school 
students, and 10.4 percent of college students reported experience 
with cocaine. Almost half of those youths reported that their first 
use occurred recently-that is, during the previous twelve months. 

8 The finished cocain(' is smuggled from Colombia into the United States by a 
vuriety of rout('s; direct, through l\:I('xico, through the Caribbean, and even 
through Europe or Canada. 
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Additional studies indicate that as many as 16 percent of male high 
school graduates followed in a national sample had used cocaine at 
some time during the five years fonowing graduation. There are other 
subpopulations in which use of cocaine is a]FO high. 

The data indicate that cocaine is used for the most part on an oc­
casional basis (several times a month or less); usually in the company 
of others; and is likely to be taken in combination with alcohol, 
marihuana, or some other drug. Cocaine is not physically addictive. 

About one percent of patients admitted I~o Federally funded treat­
ment facilities reported cocaine as their primary drug of abuse; an 
additional 12 to 13 percent reported that they used cocaine in asso­
ciation with other drugs, mainly heroin. Thus, the data obtained from 
treatment programs and surveys generally reflect the fact that cocaine, 
as currently used, usually does not result in serious social consequences 
such as crime, hospital emergency room admissions, or death. 9 The 
implications of this conclusion are discussed later in this chapter . 

In summary, although the rate of increase of first use of cocaine 
is alarming, significantly less is known about cocaine use in the United 
States than about the other drugs described in this assessment. 

MARIHUANA 10 

Marihuana is the most widely used illicit drug, with an estimated 
20 percent of Americans above the a,ge of 11-25 to 30 million people-

9 The phrm;e "as currently used" is important. The effects of cocaine if used 
intensively-particularly if injected-are not well known, but recent laboratory 
studies with primates, as well ns reports of the effects of chronic cocaine injection 
during the early 1900's suggest that violent and erratic behavior may result. 
For this reason, the apparently low current social cost must be viewed with 
caution; the social cost could be considerably higher if chronic use began to 
develop. 

10 A great deal of controversy exists about marihuana policy. On the; one hand, 
recent research indicates that marihuana 11i far from h;~rmless, and that chronic 
use can prociuce adverse psychological and physiological effects. Therefore, its 
use should be strongly discouraged as a matter of naticnal policy. 

However, in light of the widespread recreational us(/--and the relatively low 
social cost aSRociated with this type of use-the Federal Government has been 
deemphasizing eimple possession and use of mnrihuanu in its law enforcement 
efforts for several years. For exnmple, very fe,,, person5 are arrested by Federal 
l\gent.~ for .simple possession and use; those who are charged with this offense 
normally are nlso being charged with some other, more serious ofl'ense ns well. 
However, vigorous law enforcement aimed at major traffickers has been and 
should continue tJ) be undertaken at the Federal level. 

The task fQr~e endorses this modernte view and expects the lower priority 
that has been estublished for marihuamt will also be reflected in our demand 
reduction efforts by the elimination of many non-compulsive Jllnrihuan" users 
now in our treatment system. 
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having used it at least once. In short, marihuana has joined alcohol 
and tobacco as one of the most widely used drug3 in the United States. 
Historical Trends 

National attention first focused on marihuana following reports of 
widespread use during the mid-1930's. Discussion culminated in 
legislation which imposed Federal criminal sanctions against both the 
distribution and use of marihuana. Although proscribed by Federal 
law, the use of marihuana continued during the ensuing years, but 
at relatively low levels. Marihuana use was mORt common among 
urban minority groups and Mexican-American workers in the South­
west during this period. 

A significant increase in the use of marihuana began to occur during 
the mid-1960's when its use became associated with artistic and anti­
establishment life-styles; use then rapidly spread across geographic, 
demographic, and 80cial boundaries. 

The pources of supply have traditionally been Mexico, the Caribbean 
and South America. They remain so today.n 

Current Situation 

Rates of marihuana use have been rising steadily over recent years 
as shown in chart 10. 

Char! 10 

TRENDS IN THE USE OF MARIHUANA 

EVER IJSED 
1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

National Sample of Adults 15% 16~ 19% 
Notional Sample of Youths 14~ 14r. 23% 

Re~V:~:11 d~am!ul:t:! High 32r. "Or. 43!O 50r. 5B; 55r. 

Nst~h~~1 ~~~S~~t:~ High 10% 35% 62% 

CURRENTLY USED 
1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

National !temple or Adults 5r. 8% 7% 
National Sample of Youths 6% 7~ 12% 

ReS~h~~1 ~~~J~~t:~ High 18~ 25% 25r. 33r. 35r. 36% 38r. 

NS'~h~~1 g~~S~~t~~gh 6% 9r. 2110 

11 In addition, there is an unknown but presumed small amount of domestic 
growth. 
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Current e;,;timates suggest that up to 20 percent of the general 
population over the age of 11 has used marihua.na at least once, and 
that use is encountered in nearly all population groups. Over 40 per­
cent of those who have ever used marihuana are current users, and at 
least half of the current users use it at least once a week. 

Rates of use may be considerably higher or considerably lower, 
depending on the segment of the population under study. The highest 
rates of use have been reported among so-called "hippies" and high 
school dropouts. There appears to be a slight preponderance of males 
among marihuana users, although this distribution varies considerably 
from study to study. Other findings which occur consistently include 
the following; 

• Urban residents use at higher rates than rural residents; 
• Use is greater among those with higher levels of education and 

income; 
• Use is more frequent in the northeastern and western United 

States than in other regions. 
A recent development which is cause for great concern is the in­

creasing availability of the much more potent marihuana derivations­
hashish, and other preparations of high THO (tetrahydrocannabinol) 
content. Unlike common forms of marihuana, these potent drugs are 
known to have serious physical and social effects on the user. 

DAWN provides some interesting data on various drug crises 
attributed to marihuana. During the nine months between July 1973 
and March 1974, marihuana comprised only one percent of all emer­
gency room drug mentions, but 51 percent of all crisis' center drug 
mentions. This distribution of mentions by facility type reflects the 
kind of acute psycholngical problems likely to occur in association 
with the use of marihuana, with panic reactions or "bad trips" 
predominating over the more life-threatening reactions which would 
lead to appearance in an emergency room. 

From a treatment point of view, data show that approximately 
17 percent of patients admittp.d to Federally funded drug treatment 
programs from January to April 1975, reported marihuana as their 
primary drug of abuse.12 There is considerable controversy regarding 
the interpretation of these data for a number of reasons. The frequency 
of use reported by these tlprimary marihuana abusers" is less than 
once a week for nearly 45 percent of the patients. It seems clear that 
these people do not have a serious drug problem ar...J should not be in 
treatment. Most likely, they were referred to treatment by the criminal 
justice system, by schools, or by parents who were concerned about 

12 This includes NIDA, VA, and DOD. When NIDA is viewed alone, the 
marihuana figure is 21 percent. 
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the marihuana use. But when treatment facilities are full, this is a 
poor utilization of resources and these occasional marihuana users 
should not be occupying treatment slots. (Chapter 4 will develop 
this concept further.) 

OTHER DRUGS 

In addition to these foul' major categories of drugs, Americans 
abuse a variety of other substances. 
Hallucinogens 13 

Except for the use of peyote in the religious ceremonies of some 
American Indian tribes, the use of hallucinogens is a recent develop-
ment in the United States. . 

Limited, nonmedical use of LSD began in Caliiornia in the 1950's, 
but was greatly accelerated in the early 1960's as publicity associated 
with its use grew. In the early 1960's this drug was diverted from 
legitimate research sources, but by 1964 illegal manufacture of LSD 
was established. Today, virtually all LSD in the United States is 
produced illicitly and, becauE'e only very small amounts are needed 
to produce an effect, it is easily concealed. 

Hallucinogen use is very different from mos .. I)ther drugs. Addiction, 
or even extended regular use is very unusual. These drugs are rarely 
used more than twice a week. Since a major reason people use these 
drugs is to experience unusual mental effects, most users stop taking 
these drugs entirely after the "trips" lose their novelty. 

Surveys of hallucinogen use show that most who use do so less than 
once a month, and that weekly use is very rare. None of the surveys 
support conclusively the widespread belief that these drugs are not as 
popular as they once were, but there has been a definite decline in the 
number of hallucinogen-related medical problems. 

Hallucinogens can cause a number of side effects, including panic 
reactions and long psychotic or depressive episodes. Most reactions 
are unpredictable and the negative side effects can occur after several 
"safe trips." The possibility of medical side effects such as chromo­
somal or genetic change has neither been thoroughly documented nor 
entirely eliminated. 
Solvents and Inhalants 

These are chemicals that are used for a variety of medical, industrial, 
and household purposes, and can also be inhaled to produce intoxica­
tion. The ingredients of these products are often unknown to the 
purchaser, abuser or doctor treating an adverse reaction. 

13 LSD, (LysergiC Acid Diethylamide Tartrate), mescaline, psilocybin, peyote, 
etc. 
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Very little is known about the pharmacology of solvents. Partial 
tolerance may develop, and the effects of these substances are intensi­
fied when used with other depressants, especially alcohol. 

Data on solvent use are sparse. The few available surveys indicate 
that about 7 percent of junior and senior high school students may 
have inhaled solvents once or twice and that about one percent ~f 
these experimenters continue to inhale periodically. 

Volatile substance abuse occurs almost exclusively among the 
young, perhaps because solvents are often the most readily available 
intoxicants to children. Accordingly, maturing out of the inhalant 
habit is the general rule. Even heavy users will persist for only a 
few years, and then abandon solvent sniffing by their teens. (Many 
of these individuals, however, then begin the excessive use of alcohol, 
barbiturates or other substances.) 

The fact that solvent inhalation lasts for such a short time for 
most users leads to the conclusion that it is primarily a reflection of 
the immaturity of those young people who become involved with it. 
Nonetheless, lI.buse must be monitored and action taken as appropriate. 
One simple action might be to use unpleasant additives in the manu­
fact.uring process. Further, the task force believes that the intervention 
efforts using peer groups discussed in chapter 4 ·will help some young 
people resist the pressure to experiment with these substances if and 
when the inhaling of solvents becomes temporarily popular among 
their friends. 

B - DRUG PRIORITIES 

One of the major themes of the Federal strategy discussed in chapter 
1 was the importance of differentiating in terms of the particular 
drug of abuse, and the frequency and quantity of use. Implicit in that 
decision to differentiate is the assumption that public policy should be 
most concerned with those drugs which have the highest costs to both 
society and the user, and with those individuals who have chronic, 
highly intensive patterns of drug use. 

In order to determine the social cost of a particular drug, we should 
consider the following factors: 

• The likelihood that a user will become a compulsive user, either 
physically or psychologically dependent on the drug: closely 
linked to this concept is the ability of the drug to produce 
tolerance, requiring successively higher intake to achieve the 
same result . 

• Severity of adverse consequences of 11se, both to the individual and 
to society: in terms of criminal behavior, health consequences, 
economic dependence and the like. (This is discussed in greater 
detail below.) 
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• Size of the core problem: the number of compulsive users who 
are currently suffering (or causing others to suffer) adverse 
consequences. 

ADVERSE CONSEQUENCES TO THE INDIVIDUAL 

The adverse consequences of drug use are of two types: consequences 
which are the direct result of drug use, and indirect consequences 
which are associated with drug use. Direct consequences include: 

• Illness or death: Illness or death can occur from overdose, a 
severe toxic or allergic reaction to a drug, or from rapid with­
drawal. In New York Oity, drug-related deaths are a major 
cause of death for males aged 15 to 25. Death due to drug abuse 
is often the result of ignorance-ignorance of possible contam­
inants in drugs, ignorance of the danger of using combinations 
of drugs, ignorance of the strength of the drug purchased and 
of techniques to determine nonlothal doses. If drug use affects 
reproductive organs, or ~vhen certain drugs are taken during 
pregnancy, a second generation may suffer casualties. 

• Acute behavioral effects: The paranoia produced by intravenous 
injection of amphetamines can cause violent behavior and 
consequent criminal acts· such as rape and homicide. Acute 
paranoia and extreme anxiety from the effects of hallucinogenics, 
and depression (in the withdrawal state) from stimulants such 
as amphetamines, are other examples of behavior effects. 

• Ohronic behavioral impairment: Adverse behavioral effects may 
also be chronic as with the inertia, apathy and depression 
associated with long-term heroin use. Also, impairment can 
be measured in things such as loss of productivity, health 
costs, welfare assistance, and criminal costs. 

• Intellectual Impairment: Some evidence of intellectual impair­
ment has been reported by clinicians on the West Ooast. Spe­
cifically, mental status evaluations of chronic users of hallu­
cinogens who stopped after two or more years revealed a 
clinical impression not unlike that of mild chronic brain disease. 

Indirect consequences include: 
• Injury or death associated with impaired judgment: Potent, 

mind-altering drugs such as LSD can affect judgment, which 
may for example, result in accidental death by succumbing to 
bizarre hallucinations, such as believing one can fly. Even a 
"mild" drug such as marihuana may distort preception and 
thus increase the risk of death in automobile accidents of 
either a driver or pedestrian. 

• Injury or death associated with conditions of use: Poor nutrition 
and neglected hygiene stemming froql. the total focus of energy 
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on obtaining drugs can cause damage to vital organs. Trans­
mission of viral hepatitis from shared needles is another medical­
problem of drug abusers. Young people in the drug culture are 
particularly susceptible to pneumonia. Infections associated 
with injections using unsterile needles may be fatal. 

• Developmental difficulties: The potential for personality im­
pairment due to drug use is an important consequence, but 
one difficult to assess. There are crisis periods in the course of 
every individu!).l's development, but adolescence is a par­
ticularly vulnerable period because the individual seems inun­
dated with crises. These crises provide an opportunity for 
growth, formation of new ideas, and the emergence of a health­
ier and more mature personality. The use of drugs as a 
means to deal ",-ith these crises may diminish, delay, or prevent 
this maturation process . 

• Barriers to social acceptance: The public image of the drug user 
is extremely negative; thus, the user is often stigmatized, 
making it extremely difficult for a current or former drug user 
to find acceptance in society. :Moreover, arrest and conviction 
for violation of drug laws results in the creation of a criminal 
record which may follow a use~ for the rest of his life. 

ADVERSE CONSEQUENCES TO SOCIETY 

Obviously the above adverse effects to individual drug users are 
society's loss, too. But there are also more directly measurab1e costs 
to society. A recent study estimated that the total measurable cost of 
drug abuse-direct program costs, health care costs, property losses 
attributable to drug-related theft, and lost productivity-was $10 
billion to $17 billion per year.l4 

Still another way to look at the social cost of drug abuse-one which 
is of particular interest in this discussion of drug priorities because 
it can be broken down by drug-is to look at drug users' appearances 
in the various institutions we have established to deal with people in 
trouble. 

Among the largest and most important of these institutions are the 
welfare system, the criminal justice system, and the health care 
delivery system. Drug users often appear in these institutions, and 
may be identified as users. If we assume that at least part of the 
reason for their appearance is drug use, the frequency of appearance 
provides one rough indicator of the magnitude of the social cost of 
drug abuse . 

U Social Cost of Drug Abuse, Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, 
1974: This excellent survey is summarized in the Federal Strategy, 1975. 
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Our capability to monitor these appearances is irregular and limited 
in scope, but some data exist. Chart 11 illustrates the fraction of drug 
users who had used various drugs prior to their appearance in three 
different places where people in tlOuble show up: the criminal justice 
system (serious crimes only); 15 emergeney rooms and medical exam­
iners' offices. 

Chert 11 

INCIDENCE OF DRUG MENTIONS IN VARIOUS INSTITUTIONS 

Emergency Rooms Deaths 

100% 

Marihuana Marihuana W:'O 

Cocaine ~~~~3 
Cocaine ~'2% 

Opiates 

Source: DEA 

SUMMARY: DRUG PRIORITIES 

Chart 12 ranks the various drugs according to the following criteria: 
(1) likelihood that a user will become physically or psychologically 
dependent; severity of adverse consequences, both (2) to the individual 
and (3) to society; and (4) size of the core problem. 

15 The large proportion of marihuanu mentioned is probably a reflection of its 
widespread use in society. 
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Chart 12 
SUMMARY OF DRUG PRIORITIES 

DEPENDANCE SEVERITY of CONSEQUeNCES SIZE OF 
CORE LIABILITY PERSONAL SOCIAL PROBLEM 

HEROIN HI HI HI 
HI 

400,000 

NEEDLE HI HI HI HI 
AMPHETAMINES ORAL ------------- SOO,COO LOW MeD MED 

MIXED HI -~-- -..!:!!-- MED 
BARBITURATES --- -MED--ALONE HI >AED 300,000 

COCAINE LOW LOW MED LOW 

MARIHUANA LOW LOW LOW LOW 

HALLUCINOGENS MED MED MED LOW 

INHALENTS 
I 

MED HI MED LOW 

Though the data are flawed and the rankings therefore imprecise, 
a clear pattern emerges. 

a Heroin ranks high in an four categories; 
• Amphetamines, particularly those injected intravenously, also 

rank high in all four categories; 
• Mixed barbiturates rank high three out of four categories; 
• Cocaine/6 hallucinogens, and inhalants rank somewhat lower; 

and 
• Marihuana is the least serious. 

On the basis of this analysis, the task force recommends that 
priority in Federal efforts in both supply and demand reduction be 
directed toward those drugs which inherently pose a greater risk to 
the individual and to society-heroin, amphetamines (particularly 
when used intravenously), and mixed barbiturates-and toward 
compulsive users of drugs of any kind. 

This ranking does not mean that all efforts should be devoted to the 
high priority drugs, and none to the others. Drug use is much too 
complicated and our knowledge too imprecise for that. Some attention 
must continue to be given to all drugs both to keep them from explod­
ing into major problems and because there are individuals suffering 
severe medical problems from even a low priority drug, such as 
marihuana. 

16 This ranking is on the basis of current use patterns. As mentioned earlier, 
if intensive use patterns develop, cocaine could become a consideral;>ly more 
serious problem. 
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However, when resource constraints force a choice, the choice should 
be made in favor of the higher priority drugs. For example: 

• In choosing whom to treat, we should encourage judges and 
other community officials not to overburden existing health 
facilities with casual users of marihuana who do not exhibit 
serious health consequences. (But, a person who is suffering 
adverse consequences because of intensive marihuana use 
should have treatment available.) 

• In assigning an additional law enforcement agent, preference 
might be given to Mexico, which is an important source of both 
heroin and "dangerous drugs", rather than to Miami, where an 
agent is more likely to "make" a cocaine or marihuana case. 

This drug priority strategy is essential to better targeting of limited 
resources and it will be further addressed in relation to supply l:Lnd 
demand reduction activities in chapters 3 and 4. Further, the process 
of assessing the current social costs of drug abuse should be a con­
tinuing one, to ensure that resources are allocated on the basis of 
priorities which reflect current conditions and current knowledge. 
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3~ SUPPLY REDUCTION 
Chapter 1 summarized the basic objective of supply reduction 

efforts: to make obtaining drugs inconvenient, expensive, and risky, 
so that fewer people will experiment with drugs, fewer who do ex­
periment will advance to chronic, intensive use, and more of those who 
currently uso drugs will abandon their uae and seek treatment, The 
effectiveness of supply reduction as a means of reducing drug abuse has 
been illustrated earlier and supply reduction will remain a basic part 
of the Federal strategy,l 

Unfortunately, total elimination of illicit drug traffic is impossible. 
Participants at each level of the distribution network are replace­
able, as are the drugs removed from the illicit pipeline through seizure, 
Sufficient resources are not available to eliminate all illicit drug traf­
fic; nor would a free society tolerate the encroachment on civilliber­
ties which such a policy would require. The rea1istic goal of supply 
reduction efforts, then, is to contain and disrupt the distribution 
system, and hopefully to reduce the quantity of drugs available for 
illicit use. From this perspective, supply reduction efforts must be 
selective, and scarce enforcement resources must be used in a way 
which vlill produce the greatest disruptive effects in the supply of 
those drugs which cause the most severe social consequences . 

.Allocation of resources should focus on two areas: 
• Highest priority drugs. Chapter 2 discussed the risk associated 

with the use of various drugs and suggested that highest 
priority be given to those drugs causing the greatest social 
cost. Many supply reduction techniques cannot be focused 
on specific drugs, and some attention must be given to all 
drugs to keep them from exploding into larger problems; 
but when a choice is necessary, efforts should be devoted to 
reducing the illicit supply of high priority drugs . 

• Greatest disruption of distribution systems. The total variety 
of supply reduction techniques-law enforcement, regulatory 
programs, crop eradication, etc.-must be weighed and re­
sources concentrated on the combination of techniques which 
have the greatest overall impact on supply. Efforts should 

1 This benefit is not gained without costs and adverse effects-direct program 
costs, stigmatization of casual users through arrest, deteriorating health of 
continuing user::, encouragement of black markets, crime to meet black market 
prices and the possibility of corruption. To partially offset these disadvantages, 
we recommend a complementary demand reduction effort, discussed in the next 
chapter. 
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focus on that portion of the supply system which appears 
to be most vulnerable at the time. 

This concept of causing the greatest disruption of the distribution 
system has been useful in targeting efforts in the past. It has motivated 
agents to develop cases against financiers, chemists, and managers of 
major trafficking organizations; it has led the Cabinet Committee 
on International Narcotics Control (CCINC) to direct its primary 
attention to countries producing raw materials and harboring major 
traffickers; and it has resulted in greater emphasis on the regulatory 
program to combat the growing problem of retail diversion of ampheta­
mines and barbiturates. 

Identification of the most vulnerable parts of the illicit distribution 
system, and re-allocation of resources as necessary, should be a con­
tinuing activity of program managers. At various times, raw materials, 
processing facilities, inventories, wholesale distribution capacity, en­
trepreneurial skill, or capital will be in short supply. Any of these con­
straining factors which determine the capacity of the system should be 
the target of supply reduction efforts. For example, illicitly produced 
raw materials can be intercepted by locating and destroying lab 
facilities, or by arresting illicit chemists; distribution systems can be 
upset by aggressive investigative activity, interdiction efforts, and 
action by State and local authorities. 

Strategic calculations about where to focus supply reduction efforts 
must recognize that major segments of both licit and illicit supply 
systems operate in foreign countries. For example, all of the opium 
used to produce heroin that is consumed in the United States is grown 
abroad; and a significant fraction of the processing facilities which 
supply methamphetamines and amphetamines are located in foreign 
countries. Thus, our strategy to control supply must often rely on 
foreign governments' capabilities to control drugs, and foreign commit­
ment and capability may place an upper limit on this Nation's ability 
to control the supply of drugs at home. 

Continued attention to this process of continually identifying the 
most vulnerable parts of the illicit distribution system-isolating 
current bottlenecks in terms of resources, capabilities, or activities 
in short supply-should be an on-going activity of program managers. 
Reallocation of resources should follow as necessary. 

The balance of this chapter discusses the Federal supply reduction 
effort in five sections. Although these activities can be isolated for 
convenience in discussion, it is important to recognize that they are 
interdependent and mutually supportive, and that they must be 
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continually balanced against each other in designing the supply 
reduction program appropriate at a given time. They are: 

• Enforcement: The enforcement program is designed to deter, 
immobilize, and incbnvenience illicit producing and trafficking 
organizations, to disc.Qurage potential new trafficking organi­
za#ons from forming, to reduce smuggling, and to remove 
drugs from the illicit market. 

• Intelligence: The worldwide intelligence program provides 
information needed to make strategic and tactical decisions 
with respect to design of the overall supply reduction program, 
and deployment of enforcement resources. 

• International: The purpose of the international program is to 
enlist the cooperation of foreign governments in worldwide 
drug control efforts, and to encourage those governments 
to intensify their efforts by providing them with training, 
technical assistance and material resources, and through 
suitable diplomatic initiatives. 

c Regulatory: The regulatory program focuses on the diversion of 
legitimate domestic production to illegitimate use. Devices 
available to the Federal Government include scheduling drugs, 
establishing production quotas and auditing firms to ensure 
compliance with the security and recordkeeping provisions of 
the Controlled Substances Act. 

• Science and Technology: Science and technology essentially 
serve a supporting role by increasing the effectiveness and 
efficiency of operating programs. This area includes not only 
engineering and hardware, but also operations research and 
program analysis. 

ENFORCEMENT 

Drug law enforcement is often assumed to be suppJy reduction, and 
vice versa. As discussed previously, that impression is not correct; 
law enforcement is but one of many activities which limit the supply of 
illicit drugs. Nonetheless. drug law enforcement has been and probably 
will continue to be the single most important and most visible part of 
the overall supply reduction effort. 

Reorganization Plan 2 of 1973 consolidated the principal drug 
investigative and intelligence resources in the Drug Enforcement 
Administration (DEA) for the purpose of ensuring optimal utilization 
and integration of these resources. While the task force did not under­
take a comprehensive review of Reorganization Plan 2, all members 
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concur in the basic concept of an integrated drug law enforcement 
agency charged with lead responsibility.2 DEA is that lead agency and 
has made considerable progress in its two-year existence. 

The concept of a "lead agency," however, does not denigrate in any 
way the vital roles played by other agencies in the drug law enforce­
ment effort. For example, Justice's Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(FBI) and Treasury's Internal Revenue Service (IRS) and Alcohol, 
Tobacco, and Firearms Bureau (A.TF) have important supportive 
roles in investigation. The Central Intelligence A.gency (CIA) has a 
vital supportive role with respect to intelligence regarding inter­
national trafficking. Treasury's U.S. Customs Service performs an 
invaluable interdiction function at our borders and ports of entry. 
The Immigration and Naturalization Service and. Coast Guard pro­
vide valuable assistance. U.S. attorneys' offices prosecute Federal 
cases, and the courts try and sentence traffickers. The Federal Board 
of Parole determines when imprisoned traffickers are released. And, 
finally, 400,000 State and local police officers, partly financed by 
Justice's Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), are 
the Nation's defense against local trafficking. 

The drug law enforcement program must design a strategy which 
maximizes the contribution of each of these organizations to the overall 
objectives of disrupting illicit traffic and reducing the availability of 
drugs for illicit use. Before discussing the task force's recommenda­
tions for accomplishing these objectives, the three ways in which 
enforcement achieves supply reduction will be reviewed. 

First, the arrest, prosecution and incarceration of traffickers and 
immobilization of trafficking organizations results in the elimination 
of some illicit supply capabilities. Second, the seizure of quantities 
of drugs and of equipment and materials needed to operate drug 
networks (such as vehicles, aircraft and other property used in smug­
gling) , both directly and indirectly reduces illicit supplies of drugs and 
cripples or inconveniences the operations of illicit traffickers. Third, 
enforcement efforts have deterrent effects. Traffickers must operate 
cautiously: they must carefully screen customers, keep their markets 
small, and arrange elaborate strategies to hide the drugs. All of this 
caution reduces both the efficiency of trafficking activity and the 
total capability of the illicit supply system. 

2 Reorganization Plan 2 is perhaps the most misunderRtood and misinterpreted 
issue in drug law enforcement, and is therefore discussed more completely later 
in this chapter. There is fundamental agreement and acceptance of the central 
concept; the disagreement which exists revolves around the relatively narrow 
question of how DEA UJld Customs interact in performing their respective 
missions. 
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The following sections discuss the task force's findings and rec­
ommendations in four key areas which together determine the overall 
effectiveness of law enforcement efforts. They are: 

• The development of enhanced capabilities to conduct con­
spiracy investigations and otherwise target enforcement 
resources at high-level violators. 

• The effective immobilization of arrested or indicted traffickers. 
• Interdiction; its role and interrelationship with investigation. 
• Strengthening capabilities of State and local enforcement 

agencies, and improved cooperation between them and Federal 
investigative agencies. 

Enhancing the Capability To Focus on Major Trafficking Orga­
nizations 

To achieve maximum impact, supply reduction efforts must focus 
upon the prosecution and conviction of those high-level traffickf!rs 
who direct major organizations, because immobilization of these 
leaders significantly reduces the organization's ability to move quan­
tities of drugs for a considerable period of time. 

Experience has shown that conspiracy cases are often the only way 
to apprehend high-level traffickers, since they purposely isolate them­
selves from all activities which would bring them into actual contact 
with drugs.~ For example, DEA reports that almost half of the top 
violators it arrests are indicted on conspiracy charges. Use of con­
spiracy prosecutions is therefore one of the major tactical weapons 
which should be employed by enforcement personnel, prosecutors, 
and courts. Expansion of the use of conspiracy strategies will help 
to emphasize the importance of targeting enforcement resources 
at the leaders of trafficking organizations. Other strategies may, of 
course, be equally effective in certain cases. The important thing is to 
concentrate on top-level violators. 

In the course of its work, the task force prepared very detailed 
recommendations for improving the Federal Government's ability to 
conduct conspiracy cases, and submitted them to the appropriate 
agencies. These detailed recommendations, which are only summarized 
and highlighted here, were in three broad areas: 

• Building understanding and commitment to conspiracy 
strategy. 

• Inducing cooperation of knowledgeable individuals. 
• Developing long-term approaches to investigations. 

3 In high-level conspiracy cases, Federal efforts have a great advantage over 
State and local /loctivity, since coordination' of a variety of investigative techniques 
can best be achieved at the Federal level, and high-level cases usually involve 
interstate activity. 
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First, it is essential to build understanding of and commitment to 
the conspiracy strategy among enforcement officials, prosecuting 
attorneys, judges, the Congress and the interested public. 

Despite previous policy directives, it scems clear that current field 
practices in both investigating and prosecuting agencies often empha­
size the quick arrest or conviction at the expense of vigorous pursuit of 
high-level violators. This orientation has proved resistant to change 
partly because of external incentives influencing the performance of the 
organizations, and partly because of internal personnel systems-those 
which recruit, train, evaluate, and reward individual agents. 

Thus, more than policy exhortation is required. Leaders of the 
agencies involved in suppressing illegal drug traffic must putflicly 
support the long-term conspiracy strategy, seek support for it, and 
be willing to accepl, possibly unfair criticism when sheer numbers 'of 
arrests decline. Within each organization, leaders must make the 
necessary shifts of resources and adjustments to the incentive and 
rating systems which will get agents "off the streets," and curtail 
the arrest of low-level employees in trafficking organizations. In 
particular, new measures of effectiveness must be developed which 
encourage building conspiracy cases rather than rewarding managers 
and agents on the basis of numbers of arrests. 

Commitment to high-level conspiracy cases is equally necessary 
in the prosecuting function. Conspiracy investigations are difficult 
for prosecutors-they absorb time and result in relatively high rates 
of acquittal and reversal. In addition, rapid turnover among prose­
cuting attorneys works against developing skills in this area. The 19 
Controlled Substance Units inaugurated by the Attorney General 
this year offer a potential solution to these problems, provided that 
these specialists are not diverted from drug conspiracy prosecutions 
to other work.4 

Judicial support for conspiracy prosecutions has been less than 
enthusiastic. Conspiracy trials are time-consuming and complicated, 
and courts have expressed some legitimate concerns regarding the 
misuse of conspiracy laws by law enforcement agencies. On the other 
hand, the task force believes that the courts will be more responsive 

4 In addition, better coordination in enforcement and prosecution of conspiracy 
cases is imperative. Exploiting the full potential of a complex conspiracy case 
requires complete responsiveness of agents and prosecutors to each other's needs. 
Prosecutors should advise the enforcement agency as to the kim1s of evidence 
needed to support conspiracy and other drug violations. Similarly. enforcement 
and prosecution should be coordinated in case disposition; e.g., question6 of 
whether to grant informal immunity, transfer a case to a local jurisdiction, utilize 
a grand jury, or to enter into plea bargaining are ones in which investigative 
agencies should have a say. 
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to this important law enforcement tool if repeatedly made aware of 
the fact that high-level drug traffickers seldom become involved with 
actual drug transactions, making conspiracy investigations the only 
possible avenue of prosecution. 

Finally, support for thb conspiracy emphasis by Congressional 
committees with oversight and budget responsibility must be devel­
oped, 01' law enforcement agencies win continue to feel compelled to 
generate seizure and arrest statistics, the traditional measures 
of succes&. 

The second area for improvement is by inducing the cooperation 
of persons with knowledge of drug conspiracies. Due to the nature 
of illicit drug trafficking, only a few individuals working inside the 
organization. have knowledge of drug distribution networks. 

In developing conspiracy ca3es these are the people who can provide 
the most valuable leads. C<'operation can. be induced by a wide variety 
of legal devices. These include decisions to grant formal or informal 
immunity,6 postponing sentencing until defendants have delivered 
on their promise to cooperate, making cooperation a condition of 
probation, explicitly recognizing cooperation as a rae tor in parole 
decisions, and maintaining adequate protection of cooperating indi­
viduals by the U.S. Marshals Service. 

The third way we can improve our capability to conduct c(;nspiracy 
investigations is by developing long-term a.pproaches to investigation. 
Since productive leads and cooperating individuals are scarce commod­
ities, they must be preserved, if possible, by keeping these individuals 
out of court. This can be done by developing other evidence, or by 
using the border 8earch authority of the Customs Service to arrest a 
known drug smuggler. In maintaining long-term sources of informa­
tion, great care must be taken to avoid putting the cooperating in­
dividual in a position in which he is forced to actually participate in an 
illegal act. 
Immobilizing Drug Traffickers 

Gathering sufficient evidence to prosecute a trafficker does not 
guarantee his immobilization. He may be operating in a foreign coun­
try, out of reach of effective prosecution and sentencing. Even in the 
United States, indictment and arrest do not guarantee immobilization; 
these events merely begin a long criminal justice process during most. 
of which the trafficker may be free to continue operating. At the end 
of this process, incarceration may be relatively short .. 

6 As tools to secure cooperation, grants of immunity can be effective. Yet they 
should be used sparingly. The Justice DepfLrtment has recently reviewed the 
process of granting immunity with an eye toward tightening procedures. 
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This failure to immobilize traffickers against whom a substantial 
case has been developed is very costly-costly in terms of wasted 
investigative resources, weakened deterrent, and reduced public 
trust in the criminal justice system. Consequently, the task force 
believes that efforts to more effectively immobilize indicated traffickers 
are vitally important. 

The United States has two broad options for denying traffickers 
safe havens in foreign countries. First, U.S. enforcement officials can 
cooperate with foreign law enforcement officials in developing cases to 
be tried in foreign countries. 6 In some countries-for example, 
France and Mexico-laws permit evidence gathered in the United 
States for violations committed here to be used in prosecuting a 
trafficker in the foreign country's courts. Second, we can indict the 
foreign trafficker and then seek jurisdiction through extradition or 
expulsion. Both of these devices should be used to the maxium extent 
possible and the task force recommends that a pt;;rmanent DEA­
Justice-State committee be established under the CCINC to co­
ordinate the extradition and expulsion program. 

For traffickers operating within the United States, simpJy arresting 
them has not proven to be an effective means of immobilization. 
Traffickers usually raise bail quickly and often immediately resume 
trafficking when released. Thus, attention should be paid to ways to 
keep traffickers from operating b(-1fore conviction or while on appeal, 
and we should of course seek ways to increase the rate of conviction, 
and the period of incarceration which follows. 

The task force's major recommendations regarding sentencing 
and parole of drug traffickers include: 

• Requiring minimum mandatory sentences for persons con­
victed of high-level trafficking in narcotics and "dangerous 
drugs." 7 

• Requiring mandatory consecutive sentencing rather than 
concurrent sentencing for persons who are arrested and con-

6 It is worth noting that our SUCCfSS in cncouraging other countries to deny 
safe havens depends significantly on our willingness to deal severely with people 
we !1rrest in the United States. Foreign governments have noticed and complained 
about om lenient treatment of couriers from their countries arrested in the United 
St.ttes. They have also noticed the short prison terms for major domestic viola­
tors. Conscquentl)r, some doubt our determination to control drug abuse. Thus 
there is an important interdependence between the program to deny safe havens 
to overseas traffickers, and the program to effectively control traffickers arrested 
in the Unitp.d 8tate~. 

7 1:1 this regard, the task force specifically endorses the President's proposal 
for mandatory minimum sentences for persons trafficking in hard drugs and sug­
gests that consideration be given to expanding the proposal to include major 
tmffickers in barbiturates and amphetamines. 
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victed for narcotics trafficking .vhile on bail from another 
trafficking (lffense. This kind of selective deterrent aimed at 
offenses committed while on bail should help reduce the high 
rate of continued drug trafficking. ~ 

• Undertaking major efforts to educate judges regarding the 
likelihood of repeated trafficking offsenses, and encouraging 
them to carefully weigh the danger to the community a traf­
ficker represents if released. 

• Submitting written reeommendations from prosecutors to the 
parole board regal'ding parole decisions on high-level violators . 
At minimum, prosecutors should submit written requests to 
keep high-level traffickers incarcerated. This policy should 
ultimately result in explicit revisions of parole guidelines in 
order to defer parole for high-level traffickers. 

• Revoking parole and cancellation of all "good time" ah'eady 
served, in the event that e paroled offender is re-arrested on 
narcotics trafficking charges. 

Indirect pr~ssur'es can also be used to supplement direct prosecu­
tion attacks on drug traffickers. Efforts can be aimed at confiscating 
contraband drugs, damaging the trafficking network's capacity to 
finance its operations, and seizing vehides, passports, and licenses 
(e.g., pilots') necessary to remain in the drug trade. 

Targeting on the seizure of contraband by itself would not be an 
effective supply reduetion strategy. The amounts seized are too small 
and the drugs themselves too easily replaced. N onctheless, increased 
seizures of drugs in quantity could have a substantial impact on 
trafficking organizations. Toward this end, the development of im­
proved technical equipment to detect drugs, especially easily COIl­

cealed narcotic drugs, should be given high priority. Further, the 
detection of drugs will always remain useful for the leads and evidence 
that detection produces. 

By focusing on the trafficker's fiscal resources the government can 
reduce the flow of drugs in two ways. First, high-level operators, 
usually well insulated from narcotics charges, can often be convicted 
for tax evasion. Second, since trafficking organizations require large 
sums of money to conduct their business, they are vulnerable to any 
action that reduces their working capitaL 

The IRS has conducted an extremely successful program that 
identifies suspected narcotics traffickers susceptible to criminal and 

8 A recent DEA study showed that 45 percent of !L group of traffickers on bail 
were implicated in post-arrest trafficking. 
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civil tax enforcement actions. Recently, the ])rogram has been assigned 
a low priority because of IRS concern about possible abuses. The 
task force is confident that safeguards against abuse can be developed, 
and strongly recommends re-elllphasizing this program. The IES 
should give special aH"ntion to enforcement of income tax laws 
involving suspected or "unvicted narcotics traffickers. 

Drug enforcement agents should be further encouraged to recognize 
promising leads for tax investigation purposes, and to refer them to 
the IRS. Even when tax cases cannot be made, information regarding 
financial transactions may be valuable in proving other violations by 
drug dealers. For example, the Customs Service enforces a law requir­
ing reports of international transportation of currency; drug dealers 
have to violate this law regularly. 

International agreements to increase investigative access to infor­
mation in financial institutions should also be pursued. 

All of these indirect methods of immobilizing trafficking networks 
can be very powerful tools in the overall supply reduction strategy. 
However, the great discretion these tools provide law enforcement 
officials requires that extreme care be devoted to developing appropriate 
guiddines and procedures for their use, to ensure that constitutionally 
guaral.\teecf civil liberties and fundamental rights of privacy are not 
impinged upon. 
Interdiction; Its Role and Interrelationship with Investigation 

The Customs Service and the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service perform a valuable interdiction role along our borders and at 
ports of entry. Interdiction has an effect on the overall supply reduc­
tion effort in three ways. First, such actiyity results in the arrest of 
persons and the seizure of drugs. Second, the presence of a uniformed 
interdiction force which can search persons and cargo at the border 
has a strong deterrent effect: some potential traffickers will be dis­
suaded, and others will be forced to adopt more expensive and vulner­
able methods of smuggling. Third. interdiction efforts ,rill often dis­
cover narcotics trafficking activities that were previously unknown 
to investigators, thus adding to the investigation data base. 

The last two of these three functions-deterrence and discovery 
of previously unknown distribution systems-are most effective if the 
interdiction efforts are random. If interdiction focuses too narrowly 
on t!ertain locations, types of people, and types of activity, then a 
sophisticated trafficker ,rill simply "beat the system" by doing the 
unexpected. On the other hand, the first objective-arrest and 
seizures-is best accomplished if interdiction concentrates its efforts 
on individuals, activities, and places which have a known potential for 
trafficki.1g on the basis of current information. Thus, there is a need 
for both random and targeted interdiction efforts. 

Under Reorganization Plan 2, a distinction is drawn between 
investigative functions and interdiction functions with respect to 
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narcotics enforcement efforts. The investigative function was given 
to DEA; the interdiction function continues to be performed by the 
Customs Service. Unfortunately, the distinction between interdiction 
and investigation was not precise in the legislation. This ambiguity 
has led to jurisdictional disputes among enforcement agencies, and the 
resulting interagency rivalry and lack of coordination have hampered 
supply reduction efforts. 

The extent of the jurisdictional dispute is often viewed out of con­
text and, frankly, out of proportion. The actual issues in que~tion are 
relatively small. This is not to say that real differences do not exist­
they do-nor that the effects of the disputes are minor-they are not . 

However, to put the differences in their proper perspective, we 
should first. outline the considerable areas of agreement which exist. 
They are: 

1. The central concept of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1973-
that of creating a lead agency for drug law enforcement which 
integrates most investigative and intelligence activities­
is sound, and DEA is that lead agency. 

2. The development of conspiracy cases should be a major 
element of drug law enforcement. Both border arrests and 
undercover purchases are useful ways of penetrating trafficking 
organizations to initiate conspiracy investigations, as are a 
number of other techniques. All should be used. 

3. Interdiction of drugs at the border and ports of entry is an 
important.component of the overall supply reduction strategy 
because of (1) the deterrent effect, (2) the potential for 
penetration of trafficking organizations, and (3) the possible 
removal of large quantities of drugs. The importance of tIllS 
function is enhanced by the unique search authority of 
Customs. 

4. Prior information is useful in performing the third of those 
objectives; namely, removing quantities of drugs from the 
market. While the vast majority of Customs border arrests 
and seizures always have been accomplished without prior 
information, both before and after Reorganization Plan 
No.2, the most significant seizures have in the past been 
made based on prior information. 

5. To date, DEA has not provided intelligence to the Customs 
Service relating to the modus operandi of smugglers, or 
regarding specific individuals, in sufficient quantity. A greater 
exchange of information is necessary. 

The task force believes that. these basic points should form the 
framework for resolution of outstanding jurisdictional issues and 
better overall coordination. The specific jurisdictional issues to be 

45 



326 

resolved center on the extent of Customs activities in performing the 
interdiction role assigned by Reorganization Plan No.2. They include: 

• Development of prior information. 9 

• Jurisdiction over air interdiction and the use of transponders 
in suspected aircraft. 

• Maintenance of intelligence information systems. 
• Liaison with foreign cust'Jms agencies on narcotics matters. 
• Laboratory analysis of narcotic seizures. 
• Debriefing of persons arrested at the border on narcotics 

smuggling charges, to enable appropriate followup m­
vestigations. 

These issues are founded on sincere differences of opinion regarding 
how best to utilize the unique capabilities of each agency in reducing 
the overall supply of drugs. But prompt resolution is essential; con­
tinued failure to resolve these issues hinders the effectiveness of the 
entire program to reduce the flow of drugs. 

The task force feels that the two agencies have a basis upon which 
to achieve agreement for better operational coordination. Their re­
spective efforts are complementary elements of an overall program, 
and are not mutually exclusive. DEA and Customs must set aside 
their institutional interests and work together if the Nation is to have 
the most effective drug enforcement effort. 

The task force is encouraged by recent progress which has been 
made ,in meetings between the Commissioner of Customs and: the 
Acting Administrator of DEA. Nonetheless, the task force recom­
mends that the President direct the Attorney General and the Secre­
tary of the Treasury to undertake resolution of these issues within 
the next three months. If these issues cannot be, or have not been 
resolved at the agency or department level by December 31, 1975, 
the task force recommends that the Attorney General and the Secre­
tary of the Treasury report their final recommendations for resolution 
of the matter to the President. 

The time has come for these issues to be resolved and solutions 
implemented. 

Strengthening Capabilities of State and Local Police 
The last area for improving the overall law enforcement effort is 

-'.e strengthening of linkages between Federal law enforcement 
agencies and the more than 400,000 State and local police. 

9 In this, the most contentious of these issues, DEA has recently established 
a special section within its Office of Intelligence to eoncentrate entirely on creating 
intelligence information for use by Customs-smuggler's methods of operation, 
individuals who are suspected traffickers but not currently the subject of on­
going covert investigations, license plates of vehicles involved in narcotics, etc. 
Further, Customs has repeatedly been invited to participate as [J, full purtner in 
the recently established El Paso Intelligence Center, which is designed expressly 
to improve intelligence exchange at the U.S.-Mexican bordcr. 
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These police have an important independent effect on supply 
reduction objectives, since they are solely responsible for directing 
efforts against local drug dealers. Local Jaw enforcement officials can 
disrupt stable distribution pattern!> and force dealers to be extremely 
cautious in approaching new, unknown, and as yet untrusted users. 
In addition, State and local enforcement agencies produce defendants 
in drug cases who may prove to be valuable leads in developing sig­
nificant conspiracy cases. 

The Federal Government seeks to strengthen State and local 
enforcement agencies and co;.·operate with them through several 
mechanisms. First, LEAA blo'ck and discretionary grant::; support 
State and local drug enforcement along with other enforcement 
activities. Second, LEAA and DEA jointly fund State and local officers 
involved in joint enforcement efforts. Third, DEA provides a variety 
of services to State and local agencies; for example, they train State 
and local officials in up-to-date narcotic::) investigation techniques; 
process State and local drug evidence in DEA laboratories; and dis­
seminate intelligence to State and local agencies .. 

All of these efforts should be continued and expanded. 

INTELLIGENCE 
The intelligence function is an integral part of the overall supply 

reduction program. Good strategic intelligence on trends in drug 
abuse, general levels of availability, sources of drugs, and ~apability 
of other governments to control drugs is essential. This information 
is a key to making resource allocation decisions among the various 
components of the overall drug program, and for evaluating the 
effectiveness of both supply and demand reduction programs. Opera­
tional and tactical intelligence are vital in targeting enforcement 
resources; without them enforcement efforts would be targeted on a 
more random basis, with a resultant rrduction in effieiency and effec­
tiveness. Further, tactical intelligence often leads to the development 
of st-r!Ltegic intelligence. 

Significant progress has bren made in establishing a national 
narcoties intelligl'llee system since the formation of DEA in 1973. 
However, the overall narcotics intelligence function has generally 
suffered from: 

• Counterproductive competition within and among enforcement 
agencies. There is 1111lplc evidence that competitive attitudes 
within and among enforc/'ment agencies hay/, impeded an 
optimal produetion and flow of operational intelligence. In 
order to base enforcement action on something more than 
random inspeetions and informants' initiatives, all intelligenc<, 
producers must be made to recognize that they serve many. 
users. 
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• Insufficient funding during the internal resource allocation 
process. This is particularly t.rue with regard to intelligence 
analysis capability. 

The following sections discuss highlights of the task force's analysis 
of the intelligence function, looking first at operational and tactical 
intelligence and then at strategic intelligence. In each, the four phases 
in the production of finished intelligence will be reviewed: collection, 
collation (or data base management), analysis and dissemination. 
Operational and Tactical Intelligence 

The collection of operational intelligence is currently one of the most 
effective components of the intelligence system. The reason is simple: 
enforcement agents are the primary collectors and they have been in 
place for a long time. However, this component can be made even 
stronger by: 

• Encouraging the cooperation of defendants, as discussed earlier 
in the section on conspiracy cases. 

• Including questions during debriefings which may produce 
information useful to another agency or may develop historical 
material useful in conspiracy cases. We suggest that a new 
investigative report form be devised with the participation of 
representatives of all user agencies; it would reflect priority 
operational intelligence questions and would compel the inter­
rogator to cover a broader range of subjects than his individual 
investigation might dictate. 

• Expanding DEA's narcotics intelligence capability in a way 
which closely integrates it with enforcement activities. 

The analysis of operational and tactical intelligence depends on the 
adequacy of three factors: (1) Analytic resources; (2) manual and auto­
mated information filing systems; and (3) a proper flow of information 
to the intelligence analysts-all of which are currently inadequate. 
Inadequate analysis can only be overcome by increasing t,he number of 
intelligence analysts in DEA and attracting the best available talent 
for this function. The problem of inadequate information storage and 
retrieval capability is complicated by the existence of four separate 
automatic data processing (ADP) systems. The task force recommends 
that an analysis of all these systems be conducted, perhaps by O::v[B, 
with a view toward integration or at least improved interface. 

Competitive attitudes within and among enforcement agencies 
have had a negative impact on the sharing and usc of operational 
intelligence. Perhaps this is caused by the inordinate attention paid to 
agency seizures totals, which causes one agency not to pass inform a-
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tion to another. Another problem centers on the behavior of users of 
intelligence; they must be compelled to observe all restrictions concern­
ing its further dissemination. Failure to impose discipline in this 
regard leads to reluctance on the part of the agency producing sensi­
tive intelligence to share it. Other potential impediments to the dis­
semination of operational intelligence are the Privacy Act, and the 
Freedom of Information Act. 

The Central Intelligence Agency plays a vital role in the overseas 
collection of intelligence dealing with international narcotics traf­
ficking. While its principal focus is on strategic intelligence, valuable 
tactical and operational intelligence is also collected. 
Strategic Intelligence 

Strategic intelligence about trends in drug abuse, lev0ls of !1Vaila­
bility, sources of drugs, characteristics of illicit production and dis­
tribution systems, and capacities of foreign governmeuts to control 
drug supplies is important in making broad resources alloeation de­
cisions, and in selecting which supply or demand reduction programs 
to emphasize. Accordingly, this intelligence should be routinely avail­
able to all organizations involved in the drug program, as appropriate 
to their particular responsibilities and functions. 

As the agency responsible for the development of a national narcotics 
intelligence system, DEA has made significant progress in some areas. 
The development of chemical signatures to identify sources of drugs, 
and the use of hepatitis and emergency l'ooin episodes as indicators 
of trends in drug abuse are examples. However, DEA is currently 
inadequately equipped to supply the full range of stro.tegic intelligence 
requirements, mostly due to the lack of sufficient strategic intelligence 
analysts. The task force recommends that greater resources be com­
mitted to this area. In addition, the users of this intelligence-in 
many cases members of this task force-must do a better job in 
identifying specific strategic intelligence requirements. The Intelligence 
Estimate Board recently established by DEA should help in this 
regard, as should the Foreign Intelligence Subcommittee of the 
CCINC. 

The task force believes that the CCINe must provide greater 
leadership in the area of foreign narcotics strategic inteUigenee. The 
Central Intelligence Ageney, the State Department, the Department 
of Defense, and DEA all have important roles to play in the coUection 
and analysis of information, and the CCINC is the appropriate inter­
agency coordinative mechanism. 
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INTERNATIONAL '10 

No matter how hard we fight the problem of drug abuse at home, we 
cannot make really significant progre:Js unless we succeed in gaining 
cooperation from foreign governments, because many of the serious 
drugs of abuse originate in foreign countriesY 

Thus, our capability to deal with supplies of drugs available in the 
United States depends strongly on the interest and capability of 
foreign governments in drug control. In order to encourage the greatest 
possible commitment from other governments to this joint problem, 
the task force believes that narcotics control should be discussed at 
the highest levels, to adequately communicate our deep concern over 
international drug trafficking and our commitment to control it. 
President Ford recently said: 

All nations of the world-friend and adversary alike-mu~t understand that 
America considers the illicit export of opium to this country a threat to our 
national security * * * Secretary Kissinger and I intend to make sure that they 
do (understand). 

The task force applauds this statement, and urges that it be re­
flected in the agenda of all high-level bilateral discussions j between 
heads of State, foreign ministers, finance ministers, justice mini~ters, 
and any other officials who play a part in the drug program. These 
discussions should deal not only with illicit opium, but with a.ther 
drugs as well. . 

The key objectives of the internatbnal program are to gain the 
support of other nations for narcotics control, and to strengthen 
narcotics control efforts and capabilities within foreign governments. 
These objectives can be achieved through internationalization of the 
drug program, cooperative enforcement and enforcement assistance, 
and control of raw materials-each of which is discussed below. A 
final section deals with the special problem of Mexico. 

Internationalization of the Drug Program 
In many countries, drug abuse is still seen as principally an Ameri­

can problem. Many countries are unaware of the extent of their own 
drug abuse. Poorer nations find it difficult to justify the allocation of 
scarce resources to deal with drug abuse in the face of so many other 

10 The international program is operated under the general policy guidance of 
the Cabinet Committee on International Narcot.ics Control (CCINC), which 
is chaired by the Srcretary of StatC'. Other mrmbers include the Attorney General, 
the Secrl'taries of Tr-!asury, DEfense, and Agriculture, the U.S. Ambassador to 
the United Nations, and the Director of the CIA. The Executive Director of 
the CCINC is the Sonior Advi~or to tho SC'cretary of 8tate and Coordinator for 
NarcoticR Control :Matters. Other key working-level organizations are the Agenoy 
for Intt'rnational Developmpnt, United 8tatl's Information Agency, National 
Institutp Oil Drug Ahusl', and th(' Office of )'Ianagemcllt and Budget. 

I! Not all abuRrd drugs ar(' of foreign origin; of course, we h:wc probll'ms with 
U.S. manufactured amphetamines, barbiturates and other mooc;i-altcring drugs. 
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pressing needs. Some producing countries lack sufficient administra­
tive control over opium-growing areas within their boundaries to 
effectively participate in drug control programs . 

Still, there are several things the United States Government can 
do to raise the level of concern of foreign governments. The United 
States should intensify diplomatic efforts at the highest level of 
government to assure that other "victim" nations express their 
concern over violation of international treaty obligations in multi­
lateral forums and in bi.lateral contacts. In addition, the United 
States should continue to participate in building institutions that 
promote international awareness of drug abuse. Such mechanisms 
include the signing of formal drug control and regulatory treaties 
and the support and encouragement of international efforts to study 
and reduce drug abuse. Chapter 4 will describe cooperative assistanco 
in determining the extent of drug abuse in a foreign nation. 

International treaties complement U.S. efforts to control drug abuse 
and have formalized the drug concerns of other nations. The Single 
Convention on Narcotic Drugs of 1961 is the basic treaty now in 
force for controlling narcotic substances. The international machinery 
established by the Single Convention has a mixed record. It has worked 
well in limiting legal production of narcotic drugs to amounts needed 
for medical and scientific use.12 It has been less successful in getting 
countries to fulfill their treaty commitments to root out illegal produc­
tion and trafficking. 

Accordingly, in 1972 a United Nations Conference prepared a 
Prowcol to Amend the Single Convention. The Protocol strengthens 
the authority of the International Narcotics Control Board (INCB), 
the control organ of the Single Convention. In addition, the Protocol 
strengthens provisions used to estimate production, manufacturing and 
consumption requirements. By Jul,}' 1975 a total ot 40 countries 13

-

including the United States-had ratified or acceded to the Protocol, 
and it came into force on August 8, 1975. 

The impact of the Amending Protocol can be significant: 
• The INOB for the first time has authority to require reduction 

of opium poppy cultivation and opium production in countries 
shown to be sources of illicit traffic. 

12 Further, the U.N. has been closely monitoring worldwide developments in 
regard to the supply of and demand for. codeine and other opium derivo,Lives, 
which have been in short supply for two years. The task force recommends that 
thE' ad hoc Opium Policy Task Force continue to provide similar oversight of the 
American situation until the period of limited supplies is past. Additionally, the 
Task Force recommends that the Opium Policy Task Force accelerate its evalua­
tion of the potential of Papaver Bracteatum as a substitute for morphine-based 
Papaver Somniferum in the production of codeine. 

13 UnfortunatelYI with the exception of Thailand, none of the important opi~m­
producing countries has yet ratified or acceded to the ProtocoL An important 
part of our progralll is to urge other nations to do so. . 
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• The international control system will intensify its efforts against 
illicit narcotics traffic through access to better information, 
on-the-spot examinations, and publicity of control violations 
or non-cooperation at the highest levels of the United Nations. 

• The United States will have, along with other "victim" coun­
tries, significantly greater ability to extradite and thus prosecute 
narcotics traffickers who have taken refuge in other nations. 

• For the first time under a narcotics control treaty, the control 
organ will have authority to recommend technical and financial 
assistance to help cooperating governments carry out their 
treaty obligations. 

• Also for the first time in international narcotics control, the 
nations undertook an obligation to drug abuse prevention and 
education, by adding the tr~atment, rehabilitation and social 
reintegration of drug abusers to law enforcement efforts, as 
was done in the United States with the passage of the Drug 
Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 1972. 

Even with the Amending Protocol, however, the Single Convention 
is not without problems. The INOB remains dependent upon the 
cooperation and ability of the parties to the treaty to furnish it with 
timely and accurate statistics. An even more serious problem is that 
the INCB must depend upon the willingness and ability of cooperating 
governments to respect and enforce the Board's decisions. Finally, 
it must be recognized that governments unable to enforce their own 
national narcotics laws are not likely to be able to enforce the INCB 
rulings. 

Another important international treaty is the Convention on 
Psychotropic Substances of 1971. It provides a system for the inter­
national control of psycho tropics similar to that which the Single 
Convention provides for narcotic drugs.14 Although the United States 
played a major role in the preparation of this treaty, Congress has 
not yet passed the enabling legislation and the Senate has not yet 
ratified it. U.S. ratification of the Psychotropic Convention would 
demonstrate willingness to control production of substances manu­
factured here in much the same manner as we ask other governments 
to control production of narcotics covered by the Single Convention. 

H The Convention sets up various procedures for the control of psychotropic 
SUbstances. :Manufacturing, distributing, and trading in psychotropic substances 
must be licensed and the drug3 way be dispensed only by an authorized prescrip­
tion. 'Warning labels must be used. The Convention also requires that records 
be kept by the manufacturer, the distributor and the dispenser and provides for 
a system of inspection. For the, more dangerous substances, both export and 
import authorizations are required. The Convention also calls for measures of 
prevention and education and for treatment, rehabilitation; and social reintegra­
tion of drug-dependent persons. It provides for coordinated action against illicit 
traffic, punishment of violations of the Convention, and extradition of offenders. 
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Oonsequently, the task force strongly recommends the prompt passage 
of enabling legislation and ratification of this treaty. 

Through the initiative of the United States, the United Nations 
Fund for Drug Abuse Oontrol (UNFDAC) was established to provide 
voluntary contributions to enable the United Nations and its narcotics 
organizations to increase their narcotics control assistance to member 
governments. The fund has helped energize the entire U.N. drug 
program. It has also been useful in calling attention to the fact that 
drug abuse is truly a worldwide problem, not one which affects only the 
United States. Moreover, the Fund has served as an essential supple­
ment to U.S. efforts in those countries which prefer to receive assist­
ance from multilateral rather than bilateral sources. 

To date, the United States has contributed four-fifths 01 the 
financial support of the Fund, and there is justifiable conceln in 
Congress about the high proportion of the Fund's resources provided 
by American taxpayers. The task force believes that a more aggressive 
and imaginative fundraising program directed to the leaders of other 
governments would be likely to generate greater financial support 
from them. While it is expected that other governments will progres­
sively carry a greater load, the Fund's work in priority areas such as 
Turkey is so directly important to U.S. drug supply reduction efforts 
that it is in our national interest to continue support for the Fund. 

The task force believes that the United States should continue to 
support and actively participate in other important international 
organizations dealing with drug controL These include Interpol, the 
international criminal police organization, and the Oustoms Coopera­
tion Council, an international organization of representatives from 
the Customs services of 76 member nations. 
Cooperative Enforcement and. Enforcement Assistance 

Once enhanced international interest in drug control is aroused, the 
problem of translating that concern into effective operational programs 
still remains. The key to solving this problem is the development of 
strong drug control organizations within foreign countries. Strengthen­
ing foreign enforcement organizations depends on three interrelated 
components: the provision of technical and equipment assistance, 
formal training of foreign enforcement officials, and assistance through 
cooperative enforcement efforts with U.S. agents stationed overseas . 

U.S. technical and equipment assistance and support to foreign 
enforcement agencies accompanied by 11 political commitment on the 
part of the host government, and careful bilateral planning, can con­
tribute significantly to better narcotics control. In many instances 
such assistance is absolutely essential to the development of foreign 
narcotics control capability. 

Formal training oj enjorcement officials is another important com­
ponent of the program to strengthen foreign enforcement organiza­
tions. Since the establishment of the CCINC, the Drug Enforcement 
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Administration and the U.S. Customs Service have provided training 
in the United States and overseas for over 9,000 foreign enforcement 
officials. Such training has taught many foreign officials the necessary 
skills to sl~ppress illicit narcotics production and trafficking, has moti­
vated them to become more effective in conducting enforcement 
operations, and has encouraged greater cooperation between them and 
American enforcement officials. 

Under CCINC auspices, an evaluation was recently made of DEA 
and Customs training programs. It highlighted the need to closely 
integrate training into the other elements of narcotics assistance pro­
grams so that training will contribute to the more basic objective of 
develpping self-sustaining, highly skilled foreign narcotics control 
units. 

Direct assistance to foreign officials through cooperative enforcement 
activities is a third component of this program. The Drug Enforcement 
Administration presently has more than 200 agents in over forty 
foreign countries. The primary task of U.S. narcotics agents abroad 
is to assist their foreign counterparts in preventing illicit supplies of 
narcotics and dangerou's drugs from reaching the U.S. market. In 
addition to the reduction in narcotics flow, these joint efforts provide 
"on-the-job training," for foreign officials in advanced anti-drug 
trafficking techniques. This cooperative activity has contributed to 
reducing the illicit traffic affecting the United States. For example, it 
played a major role in immobilizing the heavy illicit heroin traffic from 
Turkey and France which had such a serious impact on the United 
States. Currently, DEA agents are working with Mexican Federal 
agents to control the problem which has developed there. 

The task force believes that additional emphasis on the collection, 
analysis and utilization of overseas operational intelligence is needed. 
By providing additional training to U.S. agents abroad in intelligence 
collection needs and techniques, intelligence could be a more effective 
tool in deterring the flow of drugs to the United States. Finally, U.S. 
narcotics agents abroad should concentrate their activities on inter­
national trafficking channels, particularly those believed to be headed 
for the Uniteu States, and should avoid becoming involved in inconse­
quentiallocal arrests and seizures. 
Control of Raw Materials 

The basic factors to consider in the control of raw materials u::led in 
making drugs are controls over legitimate production, and illicit 
crop destruction and crop substitution programs. 

The medical need for opium-derived drugs requires some poppy 
cultivation. The problem is to control diversion from these legal crops. 
Past strategy has attempted to concentrate legitimate poppy cultiva­
tion in countries with the capability to control diversion, and to 
strengthen the control capabilities in other producing countries. As 
a result, India, which has a successful control system, has been a 
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major legal producer of opium. When Turkey decided to re-enter the 
licit market, the U.N. made a major effort to a.s~:'ist in the strengthen­
ing of control systems. Consequently, Turkey has shifted its harvesting 
methods from poppy incision to harvesting by the "poppy straw 
process." This program promises much more effective control of di­
version from legitimate poppy cultivation. 

Illicit cultivation of opium poppies, coca leaves and marihuana 
can be attacked through crop destruction or substitution programs. 
Because of different political, economic and cultural factora in each 
source country, no' general approach can apply. In Thailand, for 
example, although opium has been outlawed for more than fifteen 
years, Thai hill tribes have cultivated the crop for centuries. Thus, 
any serious program to suppress illicit crop production by the Govern­
ment of Thailand must be undertaken in conjunction with income 
substitution in the affected areas to create new economic alternatives 
so that the hill tribes will not turn to banditry or insurgency . .An 
important consideration in the use of crop destruction as a tool in 
narcotics control is that the elimination of crops at the source in 
one or two significant countries of supply is not, alone, a solution to 
the problem. The ba"e materials' for illicit drug traffic-whether 
opium, coca, or cannabis-can be cultivated in a large number of 
countrie3, so crop eradication can only be a short-term measure to 
control drug availability in oneJ.::,pecific area. 

The task force recognizes that efforts to eliminate illicit cultivation 
will have limited success as long as there are no viable economic 
alternatives for growers. Thus, we endorse efforts to develop alter­
native sources of income. For example, in Turkey our agricultural 
experts have developed a winter lentil, winter safflower, and hardier 
oat, wheat, and barley vari",ties to replace the poppy crop.IS The 
United States should continue to explore ways to effect crop substitu­
tion in cooperation with foreign countries and the U.N. Such projects 
increase the possibility of a long-term solution to the problem of 
illicit supply.I6 While crop replacement project3 involve an element 
of uncertainty, in the final analysis they may constitute the only 
feasible alternatives to moving to strong controls or the elimination 
of production, two methods which by themselves are likely to be 
unacceptable to the producing country. 

Since full implementation of a crop substitution project over a 
lb,rge area is likely to be expensive, the task force believes that efforts 
should be made at the beginning of any such project to enlist other 

16 It is interesting to note that the Turkish government has decided to continue 
these projects with its own funds, despite its decision to allow renewed cultivation 
of opium poppies. 

16 Since new crops are unlikely to provide the same income illicit poppy cultiva­
tion provided, effective enforcement of a poppy-growing prohibition must accom­
pany development of thesE.' projects. 
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financial sponsors, such as the varlOUS international financial 
institutions. 
Mexico: Major Source of Supply 

Mexico is currently the top priority country in the international 
narcotics control program, since drugs are both produced in and 
trans shipped through 1,,1exico. The Mexican narcotics situation is 
complicated by such factors as its proximity to the U.S. market, 
the size and topography of the country, and the relatively unpatrolled 
2,000 miles of common border. All of these factors are exacerbated by 
the problem of insufficient trained personnel within Mexico. 

Since H)69, there has been growing cooperation between the United 
States and Mexico in suppressing narcotics abuse. President 
Echeverria has assigned high priority to the Mexican anti~drug cam~ 
paign, and in May and June 1975, a review of the past year's narcotics 
control program in Mexico resulted in the Mexican Government's 
decision to increase dramatically its effort to eliminate illicit culti­
vation of opium and marihuana by expanding crop destruction opera­
tions and committing more personnel to the task. 

The United States agreed to support the Mexican effort by providing 
additional equipment for crop "destruction. DEA and Customs are 
also taking strenuous steps to intensify their own efforts to cope with 
this problem. 

Even though joint U.S.~Mexican efforts within the past year far 
exceeded those of previous years, the amount of heroin and other 
illicit substances crossing our common border is not decreasing. 

Thus, these efforts must be further improved on both sides of the 
border. The task force recommends that a program be developed for 
more effective border control, and that Customs, DEA and the U.S. 
Border Patrol vastly improve their coordination of activities along 
the border, including joint task force operations. The task force also 
recommends that the CCINC be instructed to discuss fnrther coopera~ 
tive programs with the government of Mexico. 
REGULATORY AND COMPLIANCE 

In Chapter 2, we observed that the abuse of "dangerous drugs" 
such as amphetamines and barbiturates ranks with heroin as a severe 
social problem. Of course, only a small fraction of the people using these 
drugs use them chronically and without medical supervision. However, 
this small frRction of the total users amounts to a large absolute num­
ber of abusers. EstimaLs are that there are several hundred thousand 
people using these drugs in a manner which leads to a high personal 
and social cost, which is roughly comparable to the number of heroin 
addicts. 17 

17 Chapter 2 discusses this concept. Basically, a user is likely to be "in trouble" 
if he uses these drugs intensivelr, in combination with other" drugs, and without 
medical supervision. 
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The regulatory and compliance program plays a vital role in the 
strategy to control the illicit supply of these drugs. By its very nature, 
this program is targeted exclusively at drugs which have legitimate 
medical uses as well as abuse potential. Therefore, two objectives 
must be carefully balanced: we must keep legitimately produced 
"dangerous drugs" out of illicit markets, and, at the same time pre~ 
serve a legitimate market in which drugs are inexpensive and readily 
available. 

Moreover, the regulatory and compliance program is targeted only 
at that portion of the supply of these drugs which is diverted from 
legitimate domestic manufacture; to deal with illicit production and 
smuggling, we must rely on a criminal enforcement program similar 
to that used to reduce supplies of opium. cocaine, and marihuana. 
The chart below shows that drug diversion accounts for a major share 
of the illicit market. 
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Diversion from legitimate domestic production can occur at a 
variety of different points and in a variety of ways. Drugs can be 
diverted at the production stage, the wholesale distribution stage, the 
retail distribution stage, the dispensing stage, or at the sub-retail 
leyal (e.g., medicine cabinr.ts). This diversion can occur as a result of 
thefts, accidental losses, fraudulent purchases, or illicit sales. 

The regula.tory program attempts to minimize this diversion by 
(1) using the authority of the Controlled Substances Act of 1970, 
and (2) by controlling retail diversion. 
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Controlled Substances Act 
The Oontrolled Substances Act of 1970 provides the statutory 

authority to regulate drugs which have abuse potential. The Act 
provides for: 

• The scheduling of drugs into five abuse classifications; 
• The imposition of manufacturing quotas on Schedule II drugs 

(highest level of abusable drug with legitimate medical use) ; 
• Auditing firms to determine compliance with the manufac­

turing, reporting, and security requirements of the Act. 
DEA and the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) in HEW share 

responsibility for scheduling drugs. Scheduling decisions are made by 
balancing a drug's abuse potential with its medical value. Higher 
drug schedules correspond to increasing abuse potential and lower 
legitimate medical need, and require tighter restrictions on production, 
distribution, and use. 

An evaluation of recent scheduling decisions indicates that sched­
uling does reduce abuse of dangerous drugs without significantl} 
increasing the cost of these drugs to legitimate users. The chart below 
shows the decline in abuse as measured by DAWN mentions of five 
stimulants and four depressants following their scheduling in 1973. 
The average decline is 35 percent. 

Chart 14 
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During the same period, the retail price of these same drugs in the 
legal market either remained steady or rose only a few percent. These 
data indicate that the regulatory system can reduce abuse without 
substantially affecting the prices in legitimate markets. 

The scheduling procedure should be quick (to avoid the spread of 
abuse) i accurate (to insure appropriate trade-offs between preventing 
abuse and insuring availability for legitimate medical use) i and con­
sistent (to avoid legal problems with drug firms). The major obstacle 
to an effective drug scheduling process has been the difficulty of mak­
ing reliable assessments of the abuse potential of a drug. However, 
research currently being conducted by DEA, NIDA and FDA should 
provide in the near future techniques for quickly and accurately gaug­
ing the relative abuse potential of various drugs, 

In summary, the scheduling system appears to be working 
effectively. 

DEA and FDA are also required to establish production quotas for 
Schedule II drugs, based on an estimate of "legitimate medical need" 
for ~he drugs. These quotas aim at preventing overproduction of 
legitimate drugs, thereby reducing the likelihood of diversion. 

In practice, the quota system proves difficult to administer and 
cannot alone prevent the diversion of legitimate drugs. The govern­
ment must utilize quotas in concert with other regulatory controls 
to ensure that manufactured drugs are distributed only to those who 
need them. Since the government is responsible for ensuring the 
availability of drugs to legitimate users, and since it cannot guarantee 
appropriate distribution, the quota-estimating procedure must make 
fairly liberal allowances for inventory and manufacturing needs. This 
problem of determining production limits is further compounded by 
inadequate and unreliable projections of demand provided by FDA. 

Thus, the realistic function of quotas is to dampen market pro­
motion and prevent overstocking. At best, the quotas limit inventories 
(sometimes significantly reducing them as with amphetamines) 
thereby reduclng the amount lost when thefts occur and perhaps 
inhibiting promotional activities by drug companies. 

Finally, the Controlled Substances Act requires Federal licensing 
of all firms that handle scheduled drugs. In addition, the Act imposes 
an elaborate set of security and recordkeeping requirements on 
licensed firms. The security requirements help prevent t,hefts, and 
the recordkeeping requirements help prevent accidental losses and 
deter illicit sales. 

To insure compliance with these provisions of the Act, DEA 
investigates licensed firms. The major sanction available to DEA 
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to induce compliance is its ability to deny or revoke a firm's license 
to handle scheduled drugs. IS 

The program to control diversion at the wholesale level has been 
generally effective, but improvements can be made in its efficiency. 
For example, existing automated information systems can be used 
to reduce the amount of time required to complete an inspection of a 
legitimate firm. Information about· local trends in abuse, legiti­
mate drugs that appear in illicit markets, the size of existing firms, 
thefts reported by specific firms, and records of previous inspections 
can be combined to permit the pinpoint targeting of compliance 
investigations. The personnel system for compliance investigators 
(e.g., recruitment, selection, training and evaluation of the investi­
gators) can be strengthened to insure high quality investigations. 
These three improvements would increase the efficiency and effective­
ness of the regulatory program. 
Controlling Retail Diversion 

Retail diversion is a large and growing problem, as evidenced by the 
fact that thefts from retail pharmacies have increased sharply in the 
last two years. Also, a number of recent surveys have indicated that 
fraudulent prescriptions are not difficult to obtain and are readily 
filled. I9 The predominance of retail diversion is evidenced by an ex­
amination of drugs available in the illicit m,arket; the distribution of 
brands is parallel to the distribution of brands in legal markets. 
If wholesale diversion were the major source of supply, the distri­
bution of brands in the illicit market would be skewed in some manner. 

The Federal Government has very little regulatory authority at 
the retail level. Most of the authority in this area is reserved to States. 
The Federal role primarily involves giving. technical, financial and 
informational assistance to the States. A major obstacle to effective 
control at the retail level is the sheer number of registrants: there are 
o'\1er half a million. 

Since the Federal Government is dependent on State capabilitie,:; 
in seeking to control retail diversion, the most important recommenda­
tion of the task force·regarding retail diversion is to launch a systematic 

is The Federal Government can revoke a registrant's license only if the registrant 
loses his State license, is convicted of a felony, or lies on his application form. 
Since these criteria are fairly narrow, the revocation sanction is rarely used. How­
cver, the Federal Government can reject a license renewal application from pro­
ducers and wholesall:' distributors for "failing to operatc in the public interest." 
This power does not, however, extend to retail distributors and dispensers. The 
reissue of a retail distributor's license can be denied only on the same narrow 
grounds that allow revocation. Thus, the Federal Government's authority is 
broader at the wholesale level than at the retail level. 

19 A recent DEA study shm~ed that a random snmple of pharmacists presented 
with fraudulent prescriptions filled them in about half of the instances. 
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effort to upgrade State regulatory capabilities. The other major 
compon~nts of a program to control retail diversion are efforts aimed 
at improving physicians' prescribing practices and experimental 
programs to curb pharmacy thefts. Each is desclibed briefly below. 

Key elements of the program to upgrade State regulatory capabilities 
include: 

• A State assessment program which evaluates current State 
capabilities, and monitors improvements. 

• Expansion of the LEU supported Diversion Investigation 
Units which fund joint efforts to control retail diversion. 

• Training of State investigators through formal DEA operated 
schools and by cooperative retail investigations. 

Key elements of the program to improve physicians' prescribing 
practices include 

: Development of prescribing guidelines by joint FDA, NIDA, 
DEA and medical society coImnittees. 

• NIDA sponsored programs within medical schools to dis­
seminate information on proper prescribing practices and 
appropriate scheduling procedures. 

• Continuation of FDA efforts to educate physicians about 
proper prescribing practices through labeling and other means. 

• NIDA sponsored technical assistance to medical societies 
regarding peer review of prescribing activities, especially 
through Professional Standard Review Organizations. 

Finally, development of a program to curb pharmacy thefts should 
be given high priority since pharmacies account for over 80 percent 
of all drugs stolen through the licit distribution system. A pilot 
program in St. Louis, in which pharmacies took anti-burglary pre­
cautions and police gave high priority to pharmacy thefts had promis­
ing results, and may form the basis for development of an LEU 
experimentation program in other selected cities. 

SCIENCE lAND TECHNOLOGY 

The science and technology function is an important support 
element of the overall supply reduction program. If successful, the 
science and technology program will increase the overall effectiveness 
of other program elements both directly, for example, by providing 
a better device for tracking suspect vehicles, or by allowing better 
assignment of interdiction forces through statistical analysis and 
operations research; and indirectly, perhaps through extracting 
useful information as to source from a drug sample. 

The key in achieving the most from science and technology expendi­
tures is to closely integrate its planning with the objectives and strate­
gies of the ultimute users of the technology, whether in law enfoi'ce-
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ment, intelligence, regulation of legitimate production, or crop con­
trol. Science and technology planned in conjunction with the ultimate 
user can thus be a vital part of the overall supply reduction effort. 
For example, the need for a way to identify opium poppy fields over a 
wide area led to the development of "Oompass Trip," an aei'lal detec­
tion system based on multi-spectral photography. Use of this system 
permitted more effective deployment of ground forcet; involved in 
crop destruction, as well as providing a mechanism for subsequently 
determining the effectiveness of the crop destruction effort. 

Based on an assessment of technology needs from the perspective 
of the overall supply reduction program, the task force recommends 
that high priority be given to projects in the following areaE'. 

1. Limit the flow oj drugs entering the Umted States by inie, 'fiction 
at the port oj entry or between ports. Better equipment, such 
as X-ray systems, thermal viewers and electronic detectors 
of drug vapor are needed for facilitating border interception 
efforts. Aircraft equipped with electronic sensors and advanced 
communications equipment, high-speed boats, and sophisti­
cated ground radar, sensors and monitors are other examples 
of the type of equipment needed. 
We should also develop better methods for traclring suspect 
land vehicles, aircraft and boats by improving the use of 
beacon devices and tracking systems. 

2. Improve U.S. drug intelligence and injormation systems. Science 
and technology can assist intelligence efforts by developing 
advanced computer technology and management information 
systems to improve the storage, retrieval and analysis of data. 
For example, systems have been developed to monitor changes 
in patterns of drug abuse throuf;h analysis of hepatitis data.. 

3. Improve communications systems and support equipment jor 
enjorcement officers. 'I'he effectiveness and safety of agents 
could be increased by the use of devices such as miniaturized 
alarm systems, and night vision and video-recording systems 
for monitoring drug distribution operations. Advanced com­
munications systems would also facilitate the coordination of 
various agents' activities. Better tracking devices would 
enhance an agent's ability to maintain sU1"veillance. 

4. Assign experienced scientists, engineers and technicians to pro­
vide direct technical and scientijic support jor enjorcement and 
intelligence operations in the field. A closer relationship between 
technical specialists and enforcement officers would provide 
each group with a better appreciation of the others' role in the 
overall supply reduction effort. 
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5. Selective local destruction oj d1'1l.[J crops. Development of better 
means of locating crops and developing poppy-specific herbi­
cides would improve our ability to control poppy t;u!tivation, 
for example. 

6. Determine the country oj origin oj illicit drugs by analysis oj 
seized samples. Trace elements in drugs such as opium, mor­
phine base and heroin can be used to identify their country of 
origin. Such information has both strategic and diplomatic 
value. 

7. Determine the source oj the diversion oj licit drugs into illicit 
markets. The deliberate incorporation of trace elements into 
legitimately produced drugs would aid in pinpointing the 
location of the diversion effort. 

Changes in year-to-year program funding prove particularly dis­
ruptive to technology development. Long-term commitments of 
money and scientific and technical talent are essential in meeting the 
program objectives described here. Thus, to the degree possible, fund­
ing and staffing of science and technology activities ahould remain 
relatively steady from year to year. 
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4. DEMAND REDUCTION. 
If the supply reduction effort discussed in the last chapter is success­

ful, illicit drugs will become more expensive, will be more difficult to 
find, and buying them will be hazardous. As a result, fewer people will 
use drugs illicitly, and those who do may reduce their consumption. 

However, some drugs will continue to be available in the illicit 
market in varying quantities, since supply reduction efforts cannot be 
completely successful. Thus, some people will continue to use drugs 
and others will experiment with them and perhaps become habitual 
users. 

In Chapter 1, we noted that complementary demand and supply 
reduction programs improve the effectiveness of the overall effort to 
combat drug abuse. This chapter analyzes the components of the 
Federal program to reduce the demand for drugs. 

Most of the early efforts in the demand reduction area were directed 
toward providing treatment to drug users. This emphasis on providing 
care for those in need was appropriate because of the acute nature of 
the problem and the national responsibility to provide treatment to 
those who seek it certainly continues. 

Nonetheless, we now realize that "cures" are difficult to attain. 
This is especially true if we define cure as total abstinence from drugs. 
Relapse rates are high, and many narcotic addicts require treatment 
again and again. l Even treatment which does not result in permanent 
abstinence is worthwhile from society's point of view, since for the 
period of treatment plus some time beyond, most addicts' lives are 
stabilized and most are better able to function as valuable members 
of society. Perhaps the addict is able to hold a job, or returns to school, 
or becomes a more reliable family member. Certainly,treat.ment­
even if not completely successful-is useful. 

But treatment alone is not enough. Once someone reaches the 
point at which he needs treatment, a serious problem has already 
developed and permanent improvement is extremely difficult. It is 
far better to prevent the problem before it develops. 

TheTefore, the task force believes that greater emphasis must be 
placed on education and prevention efforts that promote the healthy 
growth of individuals and discourage the use of drugs as a way to 
solve (or avoid) problem§l. E:X'Periences to date indicate that broad­
based, community-based programs which meet the developme~tal 

1 Experience show!> that individual addicts who return to treatment exhibit 
more progress the SE.'cond time; more again the third; and so on. 
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needs of children and youth are the most effective, and future emphasis 
should be placed on this type of prevention and education program, 

At the same time that greater emphasis is being placed on preven­
tion efforts, it is also important that greater attention be paid to drug 
users by existing rehabilitation programs in order to provide them 
with marketable skills and jobs, Positive changes in an addict's life 
and self-esteem are needed to keep him hom returning to drug use. 
A job can de as much to accomplish this as anything else. 

Detailed recommendations for improving demand reduction efforts 
are only highlighted here. Many others developed in the comse of the 
review have already been implemented in whole or in part. The 
balance of this chapter summarizes the most important findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations of the task force under six headings: 

8 Education and Prevention. 
• Treatment. 
• Vocational Rehabilitation. 
• Interface with the Criminal Justice System. 
o Research, Demonstration, and Evaluation. 
• International Demand Reduction. 

EDUCATION AND PREVENTION 
Illicit drugs are likely to remain available for a long time. And, 

despite our efforts to treat and rehabilitate drug users, we now 
understand that once a person begins to abuse drugs, long-term 
rehabilitation is both expensive and difficult. These sobering facts 
have convinced many experts that supply reduction efforts, even 
when coupled with treatment and rehabilitation, are not enough, 
and that ultimately the drug problem can only be contained through 
effective education and prevention efforts. 

There has been common agreement on the long-term desirability of 
expanding efforts in the education and prevention field for some time. 
However, only recently has experience begun to indicate how that 
e}..'}Jansion should be implemented and what roles the Federal, State 
and local governments and the private sector should play. 

One conclusion well supported by experience is that drug abuse 
does not occur in. isolation., so programs which addrtlss the broad 
developmental needs of children and youth are the most effective in 
preventing an.d reducing drug abuse and other forms of self-destructive 
behavior such as truancy, alcoholism j and juvenile delin.quence.2 The 

2 Although recognizing that drug: abuse is not confined to youth, current educa­
tion and prevention efforts conl}cntrate on youth from early childhood through 
late adolescence. Adults of all ages and roles will be involved in these efforts, but 
as a group they will not be the target of a specific effort. 
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most successful drug abuse education and prevention programs are 
those that take into account all the problems affecting young people 
and do not focus exclusively on drug abuse. 

Another lesson learned from experience is that in all programs where 
prevention efforts have been successful, the local community has been 
a vital part of program planning, management and financial support. 
In some communities the schools are the focal point of prevention 
activities; in others, churches; in still others, neighborhood "rap" 
centers. Communities have generally been very receptive to the 
development of prevention activities, and over 1,000 communities 
have responded to the opportunity to receive training to help them 
create the opportunities for personal and social growth for their youth 
which prevent or reduce destructive drug use. This community interest 
is evidenced by the number of Office of Education Mini-Grant 
Projects 3 and NIDA funded demonstrations currently underway.4 

We have also learned valuable lessons from programs which have 
proven unsuccessful. Early experiments with drug education using 
scare tactics aimed at youth and children did not work. In fact, they 
may have been counterproductive by stimulating curio')ity about 
drugs. Future Federal media efforts aimed at this audiente should: 

• provide basic information about drugs and their effects, not 
in a "scare" sense, but with an objective presentation of "best 
information"; and 

• emphasize successful and productive lifestyles of non-drug 
users. 

Additional media efforts should be directed at parents, teachers, 
police, clergy, and others whose relations with drug-prone youths 
have a major influence on whether or not they decide to use drugs. 

In the general area of community-based prevention, the Federal role 
should be catalytic in nature; specifically: 

• To provide training and technical assistance to local communi­
ties which enable them to define their problems and mobilize 

----
3 The Mini-Grant program is an attempt by the Office of Educatioi1 to involve 

concerned people in local communities and school systems in the planning and 
execution of programs dealing with youth problems. S9lected teachers, parents, 
police, and other concerned residents are trained in organizational skills so they 
can successfully establish and fund programs defined by the community as im­
portant in assisting with the problems of youth. Approximately 1.,500 local <lrug 
abuse prevention programs have been established by th.:s" cor;; groups, and another 
2,500 "influenced" by them. 

4 The NIDA program provides over 40 communities with funds to be used in the 
developraent of innovative prevention program techniques that might serve as 
models for replication in other locations. A wide variety of community and school­
based initiatives are presently being supported, including p()er-counselHng, inter­
personal communications and problem solving skills, career educatiojl, and planned 
alternatives programs. . 
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their resources in support of effective education and prevention 
programs; 

• To provide materials and guidebooks for use by local programs; 
• To provide limited seed money for particularly critical programs 

and creative new programs; 
• To rigorously evaluate existing programs; and 
• To make the res l .Its of theRe evaluations widely available for 

use by States and iocaL communities in designing or improving 
their own programs. 

The task force does not anticipate (or recommend) major Federal 
grants in support of these local projects. 

Federal efforts to deal with the wide variety of youth problems 
are now scattered across numerous agencies. The task force believes 
that it is critically important to coordinate and integrate their efforts 
more closely. The agencies involved include: 

• Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (Justice) 
• Drug Enforcement Administration's Prevention Section 

(Justice) 
• Runaway and Truancy Programs (Health, Education and 

Welfare) 
• Office of Education (HEW) 
• National Institute on Drug Abuse (HEW) 
• National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (HEW) 
• National Institute of Ment'1l Health (HEW) 
• Dependent School System (Department of Defense) 
• Social and Rehabilitation Service (HEW) 
• Veterans Administration 
• Extension Service-4-H Youth Program (Department of 

Agriculture) 
Representatives of these agencies should form a permanent func­

tional subcommittee under the Cabinet Committee for Drug Abuse 
Prevention (CCDAP).f The subcommittee's first responsibility should 
be to develop a government-wide prevention plan which will address 
all dysfunctional behavior in youth regardless of the particular form 
it takes. This plan should be submitted to the Secretary of HEW, 
as Chairman of CCDAP, by March 31, 1976 . 

. In summary, education and prevention should playa more impor­
tant role in the national program than they have in the past. The task 
force recognizes that drug abuse does not occur in isolation and that 
drug abuse prevention programs involve many of the same elements 
which are required to prevent other kinds of self-destructive behavior. 
Accordingly, the task force believes that these drug abuse prevention 
efforts should be integrated into an overall Federal, State, local, 

5 See. chapter 5. 
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and private program for dealing with all behavioral problems among 
youth as soon as possible. Finally, the role of the Federal Govern­
ment in this area should be catalytic and supportive; the major effort 
and funding should come from local communities. 

TREATMENT 
As mentioned earlier, the main thrust of the Federal demand re­

duction effort to date has been in treatment. Reflecting this priority, 
the budget for Federally funded treatment services grew from $18 
million in 1966 to $350 million in 1975. 

Progress in establishing a sizeable treatment capacity has been 
impressive. As shown in Chart 15 below, national capacity exists to 
treat over one quarter of a million drug abusers at one time. Since the 
average length of tirre an individual remains in treatment is seven 
months, this treatment system could potentially treat over 450,000 
drug abusers in a given year. 

NATIONAL DRUG TREATMENT CAPACITY 
December 1974 

STATE end 

LOCAL 

TOTAL: 276,000 

SOU1'ce: NIDA 

Chert 15 

Yet even this doesn't seem to be enough. Waiting lists began to 
form again early in 1975, after being almost nonexistent for 15 months. 
No longer can NIDA shift unused treatment slots to more hard­
pressed areas as was done throughout 1974, since no significant excess 
Federally supported capacity exists anywhere. The number of identi­
fied drug abusers among persons arreilted is climbing. Nearly everyone 
from the treatment community contacted in the course of the study 
named "limited treatment capacity" as the single most in: Drtant issue 
in drug abuse treatment and rehabilitation. 
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Treatment capacity should be increased to fill unmet treatment, 
demand when necessary because of the high social cost aClsoriated with 
compulsive drug use. But there are also ways to inrrease the effective 
capacity of (or reduce the effective demand on) the existing system, 
and to increase the efficien.::y of treatment. Both types of improvement 
should be made before increasing static capacity. The task force 
recommendations regarding treatment are discussed below in four 
sections: 

• Treatment priority. 
• Treatment types (or "mod&.lities l

'). 

• Quality of care. 
• Supplemental funding. 

Treatment Priority 

In chapter 2, we said that priority should be given to those drugs 
and patterns of use which have the highest social costs. We said that 
the highest social costs were associated with the compulsive use of 
those drugs with high dependence liability. Drugs in the highest risk 
category are: 

• Heroin 
• Barbiturates, particularly when mixed with other drugs 
• Amphetamines, particularly when administered intravenously 

Other drugs of abuse, such as cocaine or marihuana, present a some­
what lesser but not insignificant risk, particularly if used in a com­
pulsive manner. 

Ohart 16 below shows the percentage of patients admitted to treat-

Chart 16 

PRIMARY DRUG OF ABLISE 

TOTAL: 96,000 SLOTS 

Source: CODA? 
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ment funded by ~IDA, VA, and the Bureau of Prisions between Jan­
uary and April 1975 who reported various drugs as their primary drug 
of abuse.6 • 

Marihuana, the second most prevalent drug, is not one identified as 
having a high priority. The third most prevalent is alcohol for which 
separate treatment centers exist. The task force recognizes that some 
individuals are indeed suffering severe adverse consequences because 
of compulsive use of these drugs and need treatment. But to the 
extent possible, services in drug treatment centers should first be pro­
vided to abusers of opiates, barbiturates, and amphetamin~s. 

The task force also recognizes that many drug treatment centers 
face the problem of receiving inappropriate referrals of casual or 
recreational marihuana users from the courts f0r "treatment" as an 
alternative to jail. This places both the client and treatment center 
in a difficult position. The task force recommendR that NIDA, in 
conjunction with the Department of Justice, establish and distribute 
guidelines for appropriate judicial referral for drug treatment services. 
Further, the task force urges the expanded use of community mental 
health centers (CMRC's) to provide alternate community tleatment. 
The success of CMRC's in providing drug and alcohol treatment, 
particularly in rural areas, is sound evidence that these resources can 
and should be used to a greater extent than at present. 

In summary, all agencies involved in drug treatment should develop 
operating plans which give preference to abuJers of high-risk drugs 
or compulsive abusers of any drug, to the extent possible, and should 
refer users of low-risk drugs to other wcial services.7 Agencies such as 
VA and DOD which ar(' l'equired to provide treatment to users of 
lower priority drugs should do so in the most cost-effective way pos­
sible. The work group has made recommendations to the Assistant 
Secretary for Hef.l.lth, REW, which give NIDA the authority to ensure 
that Federally funded Community Mental Health Centers make 

8 Unfortunately, we do not have complete data concerning the 120,000 non­
Federal slots. However, we believe that the pattern shown here closely approxi­
mates that for non-Federal slots as well. 

e7 Options for implementing a policy of giving treatment priority to users of 
high-risk drugs are somewhat limited for some agencies. For example, Veteran 
Administration legislation mandates treatment for all eligible veterans who re­
quest it, regardless of their particular drug of abuse. Nonetheless, ev"n in these 
situations some leverage exists through choosing to provide less costly types of 
treatment to users of lower priority drugs, and reserving the most expensive 
treatment for those using high-risk drugs. 
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services available to drug users.s If only half of the NIDA funded 
slots currently occupied by marihuana and alcohol abusers could be 
recovered, 12,000 Federal slots would be avialable to treat users of 
more serious drugs . 

Treatment Types 

Another way to increase the effective capacity of existing treatment 
programs jg to utilize the most cost-effective type of treatment for 
each patient. There are a variety of treatment types including: 

• Methadone maintenance, which provides the medication to 
satisfy the craving for narcotics in dependent individuals so 
that they can take advantage of rehabilitation services and 
maintain a more nOImal lifestyle. 

" Detox'ijication, which gradually eliminates a patient's physio­
logical dependence on a drug. 

• Drug1ree treatment, which provides counselling and structured 
activities to help the individual regain his place in society. 

Each of these, in turn, lire offered in a variety of settings, which 
have radically different costs. 

Avtrage 
V •• TZU 

c08t per 
patient 

• Hospital (inpatient) _______________________________________ $21,800 
• Prison_ _ _ _ _ ___________ ______ __ ____ ____ ___________________ 9,000 

• Residential, including half-way houses and ~,herapeutic com-
munities ____________________ '__ _________________ ________ 4, 500 

• Da,y care____________________________________ _____________ 2,200 
• Outpatient _________________________________ . _ ____________ 1,700 

To give an indication of the use of these various treatment types 
and settings, Ohart 17 shows the percentage of patients entering 
NIDA treatment programs between ,Tanuary 1 and March 31, 1975, 
in each type and setting. For example, Ohart 17 shows that 8 percent 
of the patients entered hospitals for detoxification, while 42 percent 
Wb::-e drug-free outpatients. 

Since hospital treatment costs more than twenty times as much t\,S 

outpatient services, we recommend that the latter form of treatment 

8 Specifically, NIDA should be given the means to ensure that Community 
Mental Health Centers provide the full range of drug abuse services as mandated 
by Section 401(A) of PL. 92-255; and NIDA should be authorized to approve 
or disapprove all requests for waivers by CMRC's as they relate to this 
legislation. 
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Chart 17 

TYPES OF TREATMENT AND SETTINGS 

TYPE OF TREATMENT 
TREATMENT 
SETTING Methadone Drug 

Maintenance Detoxification Free TOTAL 

• Prison - - 3 3 

• Hospital - B 3 11 

• Residential - ~ ! 12 14 

• Day Core - - 4 4 

• Outpatient ...lL llL ..i!.... .E.. 

TOTAL 15 20 64 100% 

be utilized whenever possible. For example, opiate detoxification 
can usually be accomplished on an outpatient basis, and should be. 

In general, inpatient detoxification should only be used when 
drug abusers are physically dependent on a drug, and when life­
threatening medical, surgical, psychiatric, or obstetrical complications 
justify hospitalization. Another instance in which this option should 
be considered would be mixed addictions such as opiates and bar­
biturates requiring two separate withdrawal regimens. 

On the other hand, the possibility of effectively treating compulsive 
abusers of high-risk drugs in outpatient drug-free slots is highly 
questionable. People abusing opiates and barbit!;rates generally need 
either medication or the structure and supervision provided in a day 
care or a residential program. The use of outpatient drug-free slots 
for low priority drug users should be curtailed, and such funds used 
to provide effective treatment services for high priority drug users. 9 

Quality of Care 
Improving the quality of care will also constructively affect the 

balance between treatment capacity and demand. To the degree that 
we improve treatment effectiveness, the relapse rate-the percentage 
of treated drug users requiring further treatment-should decline, 

9 For example, the 31 % of NIDA's outpatient drug-free slots currently used for 
marihuana users, and the 17% currently used for people who claim no drug use 
at all. 
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thereby reducing the effective demand for treatment services in a 
relatively short period of time. 

During the past year, NIDA has initia,ted a number of major 
programs to improve the quality of care in drug treatment programs. 
These include pUblication of the Federal Funding Criteria and 
various "How To" manuals, provision of technical assistance training 
for both professionals and paraprofessionals, ongoing program review 
and development of accreditation standards under the auspices of 
the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Hospitals. 

In addition to those steps which have already been taken, the task 
force has recommended several lSpecific actions to the Director of 
NIDA, the Assistant Secretary for Health, HEW, and other ap­
propriate officials. These actions, many of which are already being 
implemented as a result of being highlighted by the task force, are 
summarized below. 

1. Switching from methadone to LAAM, a long acting substitute for 
methadone, in treating opiate-dependent persons as soon as its 
safety and efficacy have been determined. Because patients 
will only be required to come to the dinic three times a week, 
LAAM should reduce diversion, cost, and interference with 
patients' work schedules. 

2. Publishing revisions to regulations governing methadone im­
mediately. These regulations will facilitate entrance into treat­
ment and will allow more reasonable surveillance, establish 
a more equitable patient termination procedure, and allow 
the use of physicians' assistants where medically and legally 
appropriate to substitute for certain current physician time 
requirements. 

3. Accelerating skill trai.ning for paraprofessionals. 
4. Resolving jurisdictional and organizational problems between 

DEA, NIDA and FDA. Most of these deal with overlapping 
responsibilities for setting fmd monitoring compliance with 
treatuent standards. The task force recommends that this 
be made NIDA's responsibility. 

5. Incorporating drug abuse ~'nto the required curricula of medical 
schools and schools of social work, psychology, and vocational 
rehabilitation. Drug abuse problems have generally been on 
the periphery of health training, and medical schools seem 
unwilling to incorporate the subject into their curricula; of 
115 U.S. medical schools, fewer than 5 require course work 
in drug dependency and less than 20 offer it as till elective. 
Some progress has been made; for example, licensing and 
accreditation examinations for health personnel arc being 
revised to include specific references to drug abuse knowledge 
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and related skills. However, more must be done and the task 
force recommends that HEW develop a specific plan in this 
regard. 

Supplemental Funding 
The Federal Government funds drug treatment services by sharing 

costs with local programs on a gradually declining Federal share 
basis for a period of several years. Part of the philosophy of this type 
of funding is having the Federal Government provide the financial 
assistance and expertise to initiate treatment programs, with the 
Federal role gradually declining to allow State -and local agencies 
to pick up larger shares of the costs of these programs. However, many 
programs are now finding it difficult to meet even their proportionate 
matching share of funding. 

HEW's policy is to move away from grants for specific programs 
(categorical grants) toward reliance on payments by outside agencies 
such as insurance companies, Medicaid, and social services funds 
(third-party payments) for services provided clients. While this 
policy is sound in the case of most medical and social services, there 
are at present many serious limitations to garnering third-party 
payments for drug abuse treatment. These include: 

• Olient Eligibility. A large percentage of clients in drug abuse 
treatment do not qualify under major third-party programs 
(i.e., Medicaid and social service funding) due to stringent 
eligibility requirements related to age, sex, income and 
disability. 

• Lack oj Ooverage. Less than one-third of the treatment clients 
are employed at the time of admission, and of those employed, 
many do not have health insurance coverage. Those clients 
who are insured IlTP likely to have plans that exclude out-of­
hospital benefits, thereby eliminating the majority of cost­
effective drug abuse treatment services. Furthermore, many 
insurers view drug addiction as a self-inflicted or chronic 
problem and will not provide coverage. 

• Provider Status. The Medicaid program is administered 
differently in each State. Since clinical services are optional 
under Medicaid, community-based treatment clinics are 
eligible for reimbursement only in States which have such 
plans. An additional constraint is the lack of licensing and 
accreditation standards for drug abuse programs, necessary 
for inclusion under most insurance plans. 
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• Rate Structure. Most payment programs are not obligated to 
pay the full cost of services, resulting in a gap between costs 
and reimbursement. 

Because of these limitations, third-party payments are not realistic 
as a major source of funding for drug abuse treatment services at 
this time. The changes required for drug abuse coverage would be 
massive, including changes in Medicaid and social service statutes, 
changes in the implementation of the Medicaid program, and com­
prehensive revamping of private insurance policies. However, drug 
programs have not adequately tried to capture third-party and social 
service reimbursements for those clients who are eligible. 

Under current legislative and regulatory provisions, third-party 
payments cannot be expected to replace Federal funding for drug 
abuse treatment and rehabilitation, but they can be an important 
supplement. For example, third-party payments can be used as a 
secondary funding mechanism for programs to meet a portion of their 
local matching requu-ements. 

Rather than jeopardize treatment programs which are already 
finding it difficult to obtain local matching requirements, the task 
force recommends that the Federal share of categorical program sup­
port not be reduced below 60 percent. Tr..is cost-sharing rate of 60 
percent FederalJ40 percent local should be maintained until it can be 
determined that local governments and private donors are able to 
assume greater fiscal responsibility. 

In the long term it is critical that drug abuse treatment services be 
incorporated into the general health services system. However, it is 
impractical to do so at this time. Nonetheless, the task force believes 
that we must continue to pursue the goal of including drug abuse 
services in national health insurance and other programs designed to 
meet the overall health needs of Americans. 

Current and Pr,ojected Treatment Demand 

Many of the steps recommended above will have a significant impact 
on the treatment capacity required in the future. For example, the 
identification of barbiturates and ampehtamines as drugs whose 
abuse warrants high treatment priority will tend to increase treatment 
demand. On the other hand, many under-utilized slots can be freed 
through more careful screening of marihuana and alcohol abusers . 

It appearE, nonetheless, that current capacity is inadequate to meet 
the existing demand. NIDA treatment utilization has increased 
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rapidly over the past, 18 months and is now operating at or above 
effective capacity as shown in Ohart 18 below. tO 

Chert 18 

PATIENTS IN FEDERAL TREATMENT 

THOUSANOS 
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Source: NIDA 

Initially, treatment programs were funded on the basis of "best 
guesses" of the demand for treatment in an area. However, during 
1974 a full inventory of treatment utilization was made and a massive 
shifting of slots occurred from areas of underutilization to areas where 
there was 1illID.et treatment demandY This resulted in a better geo­
graphic distribution as well' as full slot utilization. Today, because 
almost all treatment facilities are operating at a capa6ity level, only 
marginal geographic shifts in trel~tment location are possible. 

Thus, there is a shortage ()f treatment resources at the present time. 
This existing unmet treatment demand comes from several sources: 

Approxi­
mate 

Number 
• Patients currently on NIDA waiting lists _______________________ 4,400 
• The treatment alternatives to street crime program (TASC) (It is 

anticipated that the TASC program will generate this unmet treat-
ment demalld of 4,500 slots annually) __________________________ 4,500 

• Bureau of Prisons parolees (U.S. Probation Service estimates an 
ndd1tional 3,000 potential clients for the already fully utilized 
community care programs.) __________________________ . ________ 3, 000 

10 Effectiv~ capacity is below 100 percent because a few slots will be empty at 
scattpred sites, lowering the utilization rate. 

11 Over 15,000 slots were shifted during 1974 
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In addition, further demands are likely, since NJDA treatment 
utilization has grown by approximately 3,000 patients per month 
during the past year. That rate has &lowed in recent months, but it 
is reasonable to expect some additional demand from communities. 

N on-Federal sources are unlikely to meet ttU of this increased 
demand for treatment. Local programs are already experiencing 
difficulty in meeting their increasingly proportionate share of funding 
through the categorical grant process. State and local sources now 
fund about one-half of all treatment slots, and these sources are 
finding it difficult to increase their investment in drug abuse treatment. 
And, given the many legislative and programmatic constraints out­
lined in the supplemental funding section, third-party payments 
cannot make a substantial contribution to treatment funding at the 
present time. 

Therefore, the Federal Government should be prepared to fund 
additional community treatment capacity. The exact number of 
additional slots y:.\quireJ will not be known until the interrelated 
effects of the recommendations discussed above are assessed, but it 
is imperative that the Dumber be determined as soon as possible. 
The task force recommends that CCDAP 12 undertake a high priority 
analysis of treatment capacity, and submit a recommendation to 
the President by December 1, 1975, in order to be considered in 
FY 1977 budget deliberations. 

VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 

Vocational rehabilitation is a critical part of the treatment process, 
since society's objective of altering the drug-using lifestyle of a former 
addict is clearly linked to his ability to find and hold a job. A job not 
only enables',fll1e to be self-supporting, it enhances the dignity and 
self-reliance that people need t{l be responsible members of society. 

Treatment services targeted at interrupting the abuse of drugs 
are an important first step. To complete the process and insure against 
the likelihood of return to drug use we must provide the abuser with 
the emotional stability and technical skills he needs for survival. 
At present, the rehabilitation needs of drug abusers are not being 
adequately met. For example, CODAP 3 data for the period ending 
September 30, 1974, indicated that 30 percent of clients in treatment 
were employed full-time; 5 percent employed part-time; 4 percent 
were in training programs, and 121>ercent were in education programs. 
But, 49 percent of clients in treatment were not involved in any form 
of employment, educatioI}al or training activity at all. 

12 See chapter 5. 
3 Client Oriented Data Acquisition administered by NIDA. 
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A further example of the lack of success in rehabilitation is depicted 
in Ohart 19 below, which shows the vocational status of patients 
entering treatment and leaving treatment from January 1 to March 31, 
1975. 

Chart 19 

EMPLOYMENT AND EDUCATION STATUS OF CLIENTS 

None of 

Employed Employed In In Skill the Named 
Activity Full.Time Part.Time School Deve lopment ~ " j 

u 
when admitted 19.64 5.23 20.67 3.84 56.13 

'0 
~ when discharged 20.26 6.10 17.61 4.40 58.06 

(Sourc,,: CODAP Report June 1975) 

These data are imprecise since they deal with different groups of 
people. But the story they tell is distressing: there may be no dis­
cernable improvement in the employment and educational status of 
patients during their period of treatment. Either the treatment system, 
or the rehabilitation system, or both have missed an important 
opportunity. . 

Treatment programs themselves are usually not equipped to provide 
clients with the skills, training, and educational services needed to 
prepare for employment. These rehabilitation services have not been 
built into the treatment system, since they are available through 
State and local rehabilitation programs. However, the availability 
of such services depends upon the willingness of local and Federally 
funded rehabilitation programs to provide services to drug users, 
and the willingness of private and public employers to hire them. 
Unfortunately, in far too many cases, this cooperation is lacking. 
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To encourage more effective cooperation and collaboration between 
drug abuse trea.tment programs and the rehabilitation and employment 
service agencies, the task force recommends the following: 

1. Establish a vocational rehabilitation subcommittee under 
CCDAP 14 with representation from the Department of Labor, 
Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) , Veterans 
Administration, Social and Rehabilitation Service, and NIDA 
to develop a strategy to review current program regulations 
and guidelines, State plans, and special initiatives of relevance 
to the long-term rehabilitation of drug abu..lers. This sub­
committee should (1) develop j oint research and demonstration 
projects to improve the delivery of rehabilitation and employ­
ment services to drug abusers, and (2) develop strategies for 
involving the private sector in the employment and rehabilita­
tion of drug abusers. 

2. Establish and implement a DREW policy that RSA, in 
cooperation with NIDA, will formally encourage State voca­
tional rehabilitation agencies to provide rehabilitation services 

, to drug abusers. While the legislation andregulations governing 
State vocational rehabilitation programs clearly state that 
no individuals or groups may be excluded because of their 
disability, the fact is that in RSA no current emphasis is 
placed on' the provision of services to drug abusers. The 
regulation which Rtates that no individual or group may be 
excluded becaUi:,e of their disability should be strictly enforced 
enforced in connection with drug abusers. 

3. Encourage drug abuse Single States Agencies and treatment 
programs to seek cooperative agreements with manpower and 
vocational rehabilitation agencies by strengthening the 
drug abuse State plan regulations to require substantive joint 
activity. Emphasis should be placed on establishing mech­
anisms to provide for referral of clients requiring employ­
ment oriented services and on requiring joint State and local 
planning to plOvide a full range of services to drug abusers. 

4. NIDA and the Department of Labor should review all regula­
tions to ensure tlint they do not impede the provision of reha­
bilitation services to drug abusers. This applies to the NIDA 
confidentiality regulations as well as vocational rehabilitation 
regulations . 

14 Cabinet Committee for Drug Abuse Prevention, discussed in chapter 5. 
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INTERFACE WITH THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

Studies have repeatedly shown that most high priority drug users 
have a history of repeated involvement with the criminal justice 
system. This involvement may be an arrest for possession or for a 
"habit-supporting" crime such as larceny. Or. it may be for offenses 
entirely unrelated to drug use. Whatever the reason, these arrested 
drug users are prime candidates for treatment since the arrest and 
subsequent criminal justice procedure provides an opportunity to 
detect and monitor their drug-using behavior, and to encourage their 
participation in a treatment program. Therefore, development of 
systematic linkages between the treatment and criminal justice system 
is critical. 

Ideally this linkage would encompass everyone who comes into 
contact with Federal or State criminal justice systems for any signifi­
cant period of time and would operate from the time of arrest until 
final discharge from the correctional system. Current progrnrns begin 
to meet this requirement, but are limited in scope and geographic 
coverage. Further, re1ationships between treatment and criminal 
justice agencies have often been impeded by procedural obstacles, 
mutually shared suspicions and inadequate coordination. 

The Federal Government currently sponsors programs to improve 
these linkages for both Federal and State offenders. Below, the task 
force recommends new initiatives for both Federal and State offenders. 

Federal Offenders: Pre-Trial 
While there are no existing programs which screen people entering 

the Federal criminal justice system for drug abuse, the recently passed 
Speedy Trial Act of 1975 (STA) may provide the vehicle to develop an 
identification and referral program. 

Title III of the STA provides for the establishment of pre-trial 
service agencies on a demonstration basis in ten Federal judicial 
districts. In these pilot projects, all arrestees are to be routinely 
screened to determine if they have a history of drug abuse or are cur­
rently using drugs. Recommendations are to be made to the judicial 
officer, who can place the defendant under supervision of the pre­
trial services officer. This pre-trial services officer then can assist the 
defendant in securing any necessary drug treatment, employment 
help, medical or legal services. 

The Speedy Trial Act i.s an important step in the right direction, 
but it has some limitations. While mandatory urinalysis for all 
offenders may not be feasible, the program should develop an effica-
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cious means of identifying drug-abusing criminal offenders and 
referring them for treatment services. Further, activity under STA 
applies only to those arraigned and pending trial, and does not deal 
with others who voluntarily or involuntarily come in contact with the 
system through investigation or arrest and release. Finally, the ten 
cities pilot provides no assurance that programs will be developed 
in all Federal judicial.districts. 

If the results of the first ten pilot projects are good, the task force 
recommends prompt expansion of the program. 

Prisoners and Parolees 
The Bureau of Prisons (BOP) provides drug-free inpatient treat­

ment to certain opiate-dependent offenders. The inc are J?rogram con­
sists of 21 treatment units in 16 Federal correctional facilities through­
out the United States, currently accommodating approximately 
2,000 prisoners. The Bureau also contracts for community care 
programs for Federal parolees and probationers. 

Once Federal offenders are released from prison they are super­
vised by the U.S. Probation Office, an agency of the judicial branch 
of government. Persons who could benefit from drug treatment may be 
referred to community treatment programs either on a voluntary 
basis, or as a condition of parole. When drug treatment services are 
required, these services are paid for by the Burbl.Lu of Prisons even 
though the U.S. Probation Office by law must maintain supervision, 
responsibility and plimary contact with the treatment organization. 

This cumbersome arrangement should be modified to improve the 
administration of payments for treatment services for parolees and 
probationers. The task force therefore recommends that funds and 
responsibilities be transferred from BOP to the U.S. Probation Service, 
and that the U.S. Probation Service be made pay agent for treatment 
services for Federal parolees and probationers. 

Another problem area with Federal parolees is the apparent resist­
ance of the courts and BOP to the use of methadone maintenance. 
Ninety-five percent. of drug using prisoners are opiate abusers, yet 
only two percent of those persons who get treatment while on parole 
receive methadone. The need to have acceas to a wide variety of treat­
ment approache& has been established, and methadone maintenance 
has proven useful in treating opiate addiction. Therefore, the task 
force recommends that the courts and BOP accept methu,10ne mainte­
nance a& a proper treatment alternative. 
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State Offenders 
Many drug-using offenders come into contact with the criminal 

jUf3tice system at the State level. The main Federal role in these cases 
is to encourage the State and local law enforcement agencies to 
utilize treatment procesaes in conjunction with or in lieu of prosecution 
and jail, and to provide assistance for this purpose. The task force 
recommends that priority in Federally funded treatment be given to 
criminal justice offenders who desire to participate. Further, the task 
force strongly encourages State and local governments to develop 
more comprehensive criminal justice treatment programs, drawing 
upon existing models. It is further recommended that NIDA en­
courage Single State Agencies and State Planning Agencies to develop 
joint programs providing greater cooperation in this area. 

At the present time, the major Federally sponsored program for 
referring State and local criminal offenders to community based treat­
ment programs is Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC). 
Its goal is La decrease the incidence of drug-related crimes with their 
attendant cost to the community by interrupting the drug-driven 
cyrle of street crime-arrest-jail by providing treatment. TASC 
identifies drug abusers in the criminal justice system, refers them to 
proper treatment, and monitors their progress. 

TASC has established projects in 26 major metropolitan areas, 
with 4,000 clients presently in treatment; over 15,000 have been 
referred since August 1972. Of the clients referred under TASC, over 
half were receiving drug treatment for the first time. 

Under present policy each T ASC project may receive a maximum 
of two or three years of LEAA discretionary funding. After this period, 
each project must seek local and/or State continuation funding. One 
project has completed its LEAA funding period and is being funded by 
State block grant funds. Three additional projects whose Federal 
support ends in January 1976 will be continued by non-:Federal 
funding. It is anticipated that most of the remaining Federally funded 
TASC projects will secure State and/or local funds despite the present 
economic situation. 

The task force recommends that the TASC project be expanded to 
include any jurisdiction with a population of 200,000 or more that can 
satisfactorily demonstrate eligibility. The task force also recommends 
that TASC funding over the next several years be maintained at its 
present level of approximately $4 million per year. As older projects 
complete their period of Federal funding, monies will be available for 
new starts. Increased efforts should also be undertaken to secure con­
tinued funding of all successful TASC projects from LEAA State 
Planning Agencies. 
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Summary 

Current programs for Federal offenders are limited in scope (i.e., 
focusing primarily on parolees) and geographic coverage, and are 
functioning under obsolete legislation. IS Moreover, there is presently 
no comprehensive Federal guidance for State and local agencies who 
seek to establish programs more flexible than TASC. Development 
of comprehensive programs for providing drug treatment to all criminal 
offenders 'tho neEd it should be given the highest priority. 

Accordingly, the task force l'ecommends that an interdepartmental 
committee on the drug user and the criminal justice system be estab­
lished under the Cabinet Committee on Drug Abuse Prevention. 
This committee should: 

10 Develop alternative models for treatment in lieu of and in 
conjunction with criminal justice processing from the time of 
arrest througn. final flischarge. 

• Develop minlinum standards on these matters as guidelines 
to be employeq in connection with the funding of State and 
local programs by both LEAA and NIDA . 

• Draft new legislation for the treatment of Federal offender8 
encompassing the entire process from arrest through final 
disposition; this legislation would replace NARA and other 
obsolete legislation and would provide a model for parallel 
State and local efforts. 

A progress report should be completed by March 31,1976. 

IS The Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act of 1966 (NARA) is outmoded. For 
example, under Title I, pereOllS charged with certain Federal offem;es are eligible 
for civil commitment in lieu of prosecution. However, this cumbersome procedure 
has been infrequently invoked since its enactment, and has become obsolete in 
terms of contemporary treatment approaches. 

Title III of NARA provides Federally funded treatment for persons who volun­
tarily present themselves to the U.S. Attorney and request these services. Often 
such persons "voluntarily" request such commitment in return for dismissal of 
criminal charges by local prosecutors. The task force recommends that Title III 
be terminated. Title III provided treatmen\' at a time when there was no estab­
lished Jletwork of community based treatment services in the country. However, 
today NIDA has established a nationwide treatment network through funding 
of staffing grants, drug abuse service project grants, State-wide service 
contracts and formula grants, and currently maintains 95,000 treatment slots. 

Thus, there no longer exists the' basic need for Title III of N ARA. In fact, 
utilization of Title III slots has showed a dramatic decrease from almost 2,000 
clients in 1971 to 265 clients for the same period in 1975. The money saved from 
the more expensive NARA slots ($2,940 per slot for NARA vs. $1,640 for NIDA) 
could be used by NIDA to supplement grants in those treatment areas that do 
not have room for Ildditional clients. 
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RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATION AND EVALUATION 
Since 1971, drug abuse research has received increasing priority, 

with higher levels of resources available and major national capability 
created in the field. Funding over 'he past five years has totaled 
$243 million, as shown below. 

Funding (millions of dollars) 

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 Total 

NIDA _____________________________ 14.3 28. 6 39. 3 54.2 48.4 184.8 
OE ________________________________ 4.2 4. 6 3. 0 0.2 0.5 12.5 
DEA _______________________________ no. 3.7 3. 3 7. 8 5. 7 20.5 VA ________________________________ 

0.3 O. 6 2.0 1.0 1.3 5.2 DOD _____________________ . ________ 
0.0 3.4 6.6 4.8 4. 9 19.7 

TotaL _______________________ 18. 8 40.9 54.2 \i8.0 60.8 242.7 

This research prop:r!1m has led to significant advances in our under­
standing of di'ug a},use, particularly in methods of detecting drugs, in 
measuring the extent of drug abuse and the abuse potential of various 
drugs, and in the pharmacology of methadone and other chemo­
therapeutic alternatives for treating ~arcotic addiction. 

In developing a research strategy for the future, two principal 
areas should be addressed: 

• Research priorities; and 
• Research management 

Research Priorities 
There currently 18 no broad agreement on Federal priorities for 

research. Yet, the need for greater attention to evaluating the relative 
efi'ecti.veness of different drug abuse prevention, treatment, and re­
habilitation approaches is obvious. In order to properly allocate Fderal 
dollars in the future, it is critical that we know what works and what, 
doesn't, for whom it ,vorks and under what conditions. This determina­
tion requires in-depth follow-up studies on the progress of clients dur­
ing and after treatment. Identifying what prevention and treatment 
programs work best should be the humber one research priority. 

Other high priority areas for reseil,rch and evaluation include 
d~tcrminillg : 

• What causes a person to turn to drugs: what leads certain 
individuals iut" serious drug abuse problems whik~ others avoid 
them. 

• What treatment systems seem to do better in terms of de­
creasihg drug lise, decreasing crime, increasing employment, 
etc. 
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• What effect different treatment systems have on the behavior 
of clients, as contrasted with their pre-treatment behavior. 

.. How the behavior of clients changes during treatment and after 
release into society. , 

• Whe~ber characteristics of a clients' profile at admission can 
be predictors of probable success in one type of treatment vs. 
another type. 

• What treatment methods work best for each type of client. 
Clients could then be immediately referred to a particular 
modality based OIl the information compiled in their client 
profile studies. 

Research Management 
Because of the rapid expansion of research activities and the 

differences between individual agency missions, there is no mechanism 
for coordinating' research across the various Federal programs, no 
systematic long-range planning to derive the maximum benefit from 
research activities, and little dissemination of available results be­
tween Federal agencies. Since all Federal research is aimed at basically 
the same objective, there is obviously a need to integrate and co­
ordinate the overall Federal research, demonstration and evaluation 
(RD&E) effort. 6 

To insure that the required coordination among agencies involved 
in RD&E is achieved, a single agency mu'>t have overall responsi­
bility for Federal RD&E planning. The obvious choice is NIDA, since 
NIDA is the major funding source of Federal RD&E in drug abuse, 
with a FY 1975 budget representing over 80 percent of the entire 
Federal effort. NIDA is involved in all areas of basic research in drug 
abuse, and has a strong capability in applied research, demonstration 
and evaluation. Because of the predominant size of its research pro­
gram, we recommend that NIDA first formulate an overall plan for 
RD&E in consultation with other agencies involved in the RD&E 
function. Then other agencies should develop their specific plans in a 
way that supplements, rather than duplicates, NIDA's program. 

Further, in order to coordinH~te the development of an integrated 
RD&E program, the task force recommends that an interagency 
research committee be established under CCDAP. The committee 
should be composed of the heads of research activities at NIDA, 
the Office of Education (HEW), the National Il13titute of Mental 
Health (HEW), the Drug Enforcement Administration, the Depart­
ment of Defense and the Veterans Administration. 

o This doeF not negate the need for specific research effort,.; by ugencies which 
are targeted toward a given popUlation or agency activity, "mch us Depm:tment 
of DefensI) research focusing on the drug problems of s~rvicemen. 
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INTERNATIONAL DEMAND REDUCTION 
During the past few years, the Federal Government has markedly 

increasen its participation and support of international drug abuse 
demand reduction programs. 

Further action is required in three major areas of international 
demand reduction: 

• Providing drug abuse prevention and treatment sercices jor 
official American citizens residing abroad. The Department 
of State should continue to be the agency with primary re­
sponsibility for providing treatment services for official Ameri­
cans and their dependents living abroad in the high-risk areas 
of drug abuse. In performing this mission, the Department of 
State should seek technical assistance and advice fmm NIDA. 
Programs run by the United States over, 1as provide additional 
benefits by serving as on-site demonstration projects for 
various types of treatment, by facilitating the exchange of 
information, and by displaying the most up-to-date approaches 
to drug abuse demand reduction for host country professionals 
and government officials. 

• Providing advice and technical assistance to joreign governments 
and international organizations. Under the OOINO aegis, NIDA 
should provide teams of consultants to those countries which 
request U.S. assistance in developing demand reduction plans 
and programs. 

• Formulating general international drug abuse prevention and 
treatment policy. The Treatment Subcommittee of the OOINO 
should be activated to improve this functi.on and a NIDA 
representative made Ohairman. 

The following specific objectives should be pursued by the United 
States in its effort to reduce domestio drug abuse through prevention 
programs among foreign governments. We should: 

• Assist foreign governments to estimate tile scope of drug abuse 
problems in their country . 

.. Assist foreign governments in developing programs offering 
alternatives to drug abuse. 

• Encourage and assist foreign governments to undertake and 
share the results of research on the extent, causes, treatment 
and prevention of drug abuse. 

• Oall to the attention of appropriate foreign governments their 
obligations under Article 38 (as amended) of the Single Oonven­
tion on Narcotic Drugs, which requires international coordina­
tion of dema.nd reduction activities. 

• Oontinue to support the United Nations Fund for Drug Abuse 
Oontrol and strengthen our bilateral efforts, both: to respond to 
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requests from other governments and to stimulate selectively 
those requests which will further U.S. interests. 

In summary, cooperative demand reduction programs serve to 
bring to the attention of other countries their own drug abuse problems. 
This recognition that drug abuse is a problem which affects all nations 
will help to encourage international cooperation in reducing drug 
L.-::'-.lse. 
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5. PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT 

The Federal program to control drug abuse is composed of activities 
as diverse as any in government: crop substitution in the mountains 
of northern Thailand; drug treatment centers in over 2,000 locations; 
research on the pharmacology of drugs; cooperative law enforcement 
with police forces in over 40 foreign countries; Defense Department 
urinalysis testing; and patrolling thousands of miles of border to 
prevent illicit smuggling-to name just a few. In fact, the Federal 
effort to simultaneously reduce the supply of and demand for illicit 
drugs involves seven Cabinet departments and seventeen agencies.1 

Clearly, strong coordinative mechanisms are necessary to ensure 
the efforts of these departments and agencies are integrated into an 
effective overall program, and that the approach adopted in each is 
consistent with the President's priorities, This need was quickly 
recognized when drug abuse first beca.me a high priority program in 
the early 1970's. A variety of permanent and temporary offices were 
created to provide policy guidance, program oversight, and inter­
agency coordination of the rapidly expanding program. These included: 

• The Cabinet Committee on International Narcotics Control 
(CCINC), created in 1971 to coordinate the international 
control program. 

• The Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention 
(SAOD~P), created in 19712 to oversee and coordinate the 
development of a. comprehensive treatment and prevention 
program to balance the existing law enforcement program. 

• The designation of the head of the Justice Department's 
Office of Drug Abuse Law Enforcement (ODALE) as Special 
Consultant to the President for Narcotics Affairs in 1972. 

• The creation of a special drug abuse staff within the Domestic 
Council. 

As the drug program maturedo, many of these temporary offices 
were replaced with more traditional and stable structures. By mid-

1 Departments of State, Defense, HEW, Justice, Treasury, Labor and Agri­
culture; AID, CIA, Veterans Administration; NIDA, FDA, Social Rehabilitation 
Service, Rehabilitation Services Administration, and Office of Education in HEW 
DEA, LEAA, Immigration and Naturalization Service, and Bureau of Prisons 
in Justice; Customs, ant! Internal Revenue Service in Treasury; and OMB, 
NSC and the Domestic Council in the Executive Office of the President. 

2 By Executive Order: Legislation followed in 1972. 
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1973, the specialb:ed Domestic Oouncil staff had evolved into a small 
office in the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), and the execu­
tive directorship of OOIN 0 had been transferred to the State Depart­
ment's Senior Advisor for Narcotic Matters (S/NM). In July 1973, 
ODnE was merged with the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous ' 
Drugs, the Office of N o,tional Narcotics Intelligence, and with U.S. 
Oust oms Service officers involved in drug investigations to create a 
new Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) in the Department of 
Justice; and the Attorney General was given overall re.3ponsibility 
for drug law enforcement. Finally, by early 1974, the permanent suc­
cessor to SAODAP-the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA)­
was established in HEW. Over the next 18 months, NIDA gradually 
assumed most of SAODAP's functions, allowing SAODAP to expire 
as scheduled on June 30, 1975. 

Thus, a steady decrease in direct Executive Office involvement 
paralleled the assumption of authority by the lead agencies in the 
drug field: NIDA for prevention and treatment; DEA for law enforce­
ment; and the State Department Office of the Senior Advisor (S/NM) 
for international activities. The Administration's goal was to develop 
effective management within each of the three segments of the Federal 
drug program and, as their management capacity inCleased, to l,,;radu­
ally reduce direct Executive Office involvement. 

The task force strongly endorses this concept, but recognizes the 
continuing need for program oversight and limited interagency co­
ordination at the Executive Office level. The Iecommendations whi::h 
follow are designed to strengthen the management capabilities of the 
lead agendes concerned with drug abuse, and to provide better 
coordination of the overall drug abuse prevention effort. 

The task force reccmmends four basic actions: (1) Revitalization of 
the Strategy Oouncil on Drug Abuse to provide overall policy guid­
ance; (2) creation of a Oabinet Oommittee for Drug Abuse Preven­
tion with an active subcommittee structure to continue the. coordina­
tion of prevention and treatment activities formerly provided by 
SAODAP; (3) continuation of a small staff in the Office of Management 
and Budget to proviqe assistaD;ce to the Strategy Oouncil and the 
Executive Office; and (4) development of an integrated data analysis 
capability. Each of these recommendations is discussed below. 

REVITALIZATION OF THE STRATEGY COUNCIL 

The Strategy Oouncil on Drug Abuse was established "in 1972 to 
develop an annual strategy statement which would provide an assess­
ment of the drug abuse problem in the United States, a plan for a 
comprehensive Federal response) and an analysis of tlle major pro-
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grams conducted in drug abuse prevention and drug traffic preven­
tion.a In addition to continuing to develop the Federal Strategy,4 
the task force recommends that the Council's responsibilities be ex­
panded to include the following functions: 

• To offer a forum for policymakers which spans both drug abuse 
supply and demand activities, in order to resolve major policy 
Issues. 

• To provide coordination between supply and demand reduction 
programs, and to ensure that resources are allocated in a 
manner which strikes the optimal balance between these 
complementary aspects of the program. 

• To advise the President, Vice President, and other I!:ey Execu­
tive Office personnel on the status of drug abuse in the United 
States. 

• To monitor progress in implementing task force recommenda­
tions as presented in thi~ white paper, and to report progress 
to the President by March 31, 1976. 

In order to ensure that the Strategy Council is sufficiently broad 
in its outlook (i.e., able to maintain a perspective which balances 
supply and demand reduction activities, and to integrate drug abuse 
with other national goal~ and programs), the task force recommends 
that the Assistant to' the President for Domestic Affaim be added to 
the Council and designated as Chairman. 

Further, the tusk force rerommends that the Secretary of the 
Treasury also be added to the Strategy Council, in view of the im­
portant, roles played by the U.S. Customs Service and the Internal 
Revenue Service in the overall drug program. 

CREATION OF A CABINET COMMITTEE ON DRUG ABUSE 
PREVENTION 

Coordination among agencies involved in drug abuse demand re­
duction was the refiponsibility of SAODAP prior to its expiration. A 
cGnRistent t.heme which emerged in each of the functional working 
gro'lps on the demand side of the task force review was that the 
need to coordinate Federal drug abuse prevention activities remained, 
and that interagency coordination should in fact be strengthened be­
yond that which had existed under SAODAP. 

a Membership includes the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, the 
Attorney General, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the 
Administrator of Veterans Affairs. 

t In the past, publication dates have varied. The task force recommends that 
in the future the document should be published on June 30. To facilitate prepara­
tion of the book, the Council may reCJ,uire'-departments and agencies eIlg~ed in 
the drug program to submit information 3m! reports necessary to assure a COni- . 

prehensive document. 
" 
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. To meet this need, the task force recommends that a new Oabinet 
Oommittee on Drug Abus~ Prevention (OODAP) be created, and that 
the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education and W p1fare 
be named Ohairman. We believe that this recommendation is fully 
consistent with the President's often-stated goals of lodging operating 
responsibility in the appropriate Oabinet departments, and of holding 
Oabinet officers responsible for improving the Federal Government's 
response to critical natipnal problems. The membership of the OODAP 
should include: 

• The Secretary of HEW, Ohairman. 
• The Secretary of Defense. 
• The Secretary of Labor. 
• Administrator, Veterans Administration. 
• The Attorney General. 

The task force further recommend~ that the Secretary of HEW 
appoint an Executive Director of OODAP who would serve as chair­
man of an assistant secretary level working group. Finally, the task 
force recommends the creation of a series of interagency functional 
groups to provide detailed coordination below the level of the working 
group.s 

Ohart 20 illustrates one possible structure for OODAP . 

I 
TREATMENT 

Chart 20 

CABINET COMMITTEE ON DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION 

CHAIRMAN: SECRETARY OF HEW 

ATTORNEY GENERAL SEC OF LABOR 
SECRET ARY OF DEFENSE VA 

I 
WORKING GROUP 

HEW JUSTICE 
oNIDA o DEA 
• EDUCATION " LEAA 
"RSA " PRISONS 

LABOR STATE: SINM 
DEFENSE DOMESTIC COUNCIL 
VA OMB 

STAFF CO·ORDINATOR OMB 

INTERAGENCY I FUNCTIONAL COMMITTEES 

I I I I LINKA\ GE TO 
EDUCATION AND 

PREVE:NTION 
VOCATIONAL RESEARCH PUBLIC CRIMINAL 

REHABILITATION INFORMATION JUSTICE 

• 6 The task force's model is the COINO, which has been quite successful in 
providing interagency coordination of the international program. 
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CCDAP should be charged with the following responsibilities: 
• Prepare annually a government~wide assessment of drug abuse 

demand program requirements in treatment, rehabilitation, 
research, demonstration, evaluation, and information systems, 
to be submitted to the President. 

• Maintain and publish semi-annually a report on the status of 
drug abuse in the United States. 

• Provide overall policy direction for, and coordination of, 
Federal drug education and prevention, treatment, vocational 
rehabilitation, research, and trainin.g programs. 

The Executive Director of CCDAP should be given the following 
responsibilities: 

• Act as public spokesman for the Federal Government on overall 
drug abuse prevention programs and the status of drug abuse;6 

• Provide leadership in planning and coordinating drug abuse 
prevention with other Federal programs; 

• Encourage departments and agencies whose primary mission 
is not drug-related to place high priority on drug abuse preven­
tion and treatment needs of their constituencies. 

• Advise the Secretary of HEW on drug abuse prevention pro­
grams, policies and priorities. 

The creation of this Cabinet Committee will give HEW, Alcohol, 
Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration (ADAMHA), and 
NIDA the organizational strength and authority to provide the inter­
departmental and interagen.\~.y coordination needed to maintain the 
progress which has been made n drug abuse treatment and prevention. 

In addition, the task force has proposed a number of internal 
organization and management changes to strengthen NIDA's ability 
to carry out its expanded responsibilities. Among the most important 
are (1) assignment of a full time legal counsel; (2) establishment of 
an Office of Communications and Public Affairs; (3) delegation of 
greater authority by ADAMHA and HEW; and (4) improvements in 
contract and grant procedures. 

The task force recommends tnat DEA continue its corresponding 
lead agency role regarding law enforcement and regulatory programs, 
as designated by Executive Order No. 11727. In the course of this 
review, the task force noted several opportunities to improve DENs 
ability to fill this lead agency role through improvements in internal 
management; these have been discussed with the Administrator and 
the Deputy Attorney General. Howev~r, since the task force ha.s al­
ready recommended that the Attorney General and the Secretary 

G Individual agency heads would continue to speak for their own specialized 
programs. 
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of the Treasury report to the President by December 31, 1975, 
concerning their recommended program for improving coordination 
of drug law enforcement activities, the task force has not recommendtd 
a specific coordinating mechanism for supply reduction activities. 

CONTINUATION OF A SMALL EXECUTIVE OFFICE STAFF 

The actions already discuf'''led will play an important role in 
helping assure greater policy guidance and interagency coordination. 
Nonetheless, the task force believes that there is a continuing need 
for a limited Executive Office staff for some period of time to provide 
coordination and policy guidance during this transition period. 
Accordingly, the task force recommends that an Executive Office 
staff, consisting of 3 to 5 professionals, be maintained in OMB. Its 
functions should in~lude: 

• Oversight and limited coordination of the three major aspects 
of the drug program-law enforcement, treatment and preven­
tion, and international controL 

• Staff support to the Strategy Council, the Domestic Council, 
OMB, the National Security Council, and others in the Execu­
tive Office of the President. 

• Selective management assistance to the drug agencies. 
• Assistance and advice on drug abuse management and budget 

issues to the Director and Deputy Director of OMB. 
This Executive Office staff should also work with, and provide 

staff assistance to, other interagency drug coordinating structures 
which are or will be in place, including: the CCINC, the CCDAP, 
DEA and NIDA. . 

The task force recommends that as many of the responsibilities 
of this office as possible gradually be shifted to the departments, 
agencies, and Cabinet committees, in order to avoid institutionalizing 
dkect Executive Office involvement in this area. 

DEVELOPMENT OF INTEGRATED DATA CAPABILITY 
A major requirement for managing the drug program is the develop­

ment of a systemati.c data base to serve as a foundation for both long­
range and short-range program management decisions. While the in­
formation needs of senior managers are liiverse and vary from agency 
to agl9ncy, there are elements which, when integrated, can be useful 
to all. Some progress. has been made in identifying and integrating 
these elements over the past several years, but much more work is 
required to meet t.he overall needs of the drug program. 

Accordingly, the task force recommends that an interagency 
information-sharing m.echanism be established under the aegis of the 
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Strate!,;"'Y Council.7 This mechanism would improve Federal drug abuse 
program management by increasing the sharing, analyses, and co­
ordination of drag abuse information. For example, data collected by 
law enforcement agencies (e.g., on the availability of various drugs) 
is needed by managers on the demand reduction side tv accurately 
program resources, and treatment trend information can be useful 
to law enforcement managers by indicating new patterns of use. 
In developing an information-sharing mechanism, each agency should 
continue to provide for its own objectives and program responsibilities; 
therefore, it is not practical to develop a single Federal data system in 
the drug abuse area. However, a periodic report to Federal policy­
makers consisting of selected data and analyses from all agencies 
will allow them to manage from an overall Federal perspective. 

The task force is confident that if the recommendations discussed 
in this chapter are successfully implemented they will ensure a more 
effective and efficient Federal drug control effort in the future. Further­
more, the task force feels confident that prompt action on these 
management recommendations will make possible a more rapid 
implementation of the policy and program recommendations pre­
sented earlier. 

7 Membership should include: DHEW (FDA, NIAAA, NIDA, NIMH); 
DOD; DOJ (BOP, DEA, LEAA); OMB, 'l'reasury (Customs); and VA, S/NM. 
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6. RECOMMENDATION 
SUMMARY 

In the preceding chapters, the Domestic Oouncil Drug Review Task 
Force has: (1) presented its assessment of the nature and extent of the 
drug abuse problem in the United States today; (2) evaluate~ current 
programs and policies designed to deal with drug abuse; and (3) made 
recommendations for improving the effectiveness of the drug program 
in the future. 

While each recommendation is important in itself, it is the combined 
effect of all taken together that will produce a major improvement in 
the overall program to reduce drug abuse. Viewed as a whole, these 
recommendations underline and expand the themes discussed in 
Ohapter 1; namely: 

1. Total elimination of drug abuse is unlikely, but governmental 
actions can contain the problem and limit its adver-se effects. 
We recognize that drug abuse is a long-term problem and 
requires a long-term commitment. 

2. All drugs are not equally dangerous, and all drug use is not 
equally destructive. Enforcement efforts should therefore con­
centrate on drugs which have a high addiction potential, and 
treatment programs should give priority to those individuals 
using high-risk drugs, and to compulsive users of any drugs. 

3. Efforts to reduce the supply of and the demand for drugs are 
complementary and inter-dependent, 'and Federal programs 
should continue to be based on a balance between these two 
concepts. 

4. We must broaden existing programs aimed at supply and 
demand reduction. In supply reduction, greater emphasis 
should be given to regulatory and compliance activities aimed 
at curtailing diversion from legitimate production, and a higher 
priority should be given t<' increasing international cooperation 
in preventing the illicit production of drugs. In demand reduc­
tion, increased attention should be given to prevention and 
vocational rehabilitation. 

5. Program management must be improved to ensure the maxi­
mum return from resources committed to drug programs. 
Better interagency coordination and stronger intra-agency 
management are required, with more attention paid to the 
setting of priorities. 
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6. The Federal Government should provide leadership in the 
national drug abuse prevention effort, but it cannot do the 
job alone. The support and cooperation of State and local 
governments, private businesses and community organizations 
are essential if we are to contain drug abuse and minimize 
its costs to the individual and society. 

The major recommendations made throughout the white paper 
I1re listed below for easy reference. 

DRUG PRIORITIES: CHAPTER 2 

1. The task force recommends that when resource constraints 
force a choicE;, priority in both supply and demand reduction should 
be directed toward those drugs which inherently pose a greater 
risk-heroin, amphetamines (particularly when used intravenously), 
and mixed barbiturates. 

2. The task force recommends that priority in treatment also be 
given to compulsive users of drugs of any kind. 

SUPPLY REDUCTION: CHAPTER 3 

1. The task force recommends that a continuous process of identi­
fying the most vuln~rable segments of the illicit distribution system 
be launched, and that resources be continually reallocated to focus on 
the most vulnerable portion of the system. 
Enforcement 

1. The task force, while endorsing the concept of a lead agency in 
drug law enf"rccm£nt :recommends thwt the 1a;;.;"" enforcement stru,tcgy 
be designed to fully utilize the resource of all organizations involved in 
law enforcement. 

2. The task force recommends that Federal law enforcement efforts 
focus on major trafficking organizatinns and particularly on the 
leaders df those organizations. 

3. The task force recommends that greater attention be given to 
development of conspiracy cases, which often are the only way to 
apprehend high-level traffickers. Detailed recommendations for 
accomplishing this are made in three areas: (1) Building understanding 
and commitment to conspiracy strategy; (2) inducing cooperation 
of knowledgeable individuals; (3) and developing long-term approaches 
to investigations. 

4. The task force recommends that personnel systems which recruit, 
train, evaluate, and reward individual agents be adjusted so that they 
emphasize conspiracy investigations rather than simply the number of 
arrests. 
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5, The task force recommends that the Controlled Substances Units 
inaugurated by the Attorney General be continued and not diverted to 
other activities. 

6, The task force endorses the President's proposal for mandatory 
minimum sentences for persons trafficking in hard drugs, and suggests 
that consideration be given to expanding the proposal to include traf­
fickers of barbiturates and amphetaminies. 

7. The task force recommends mandatory consecutive sentencing 
rather than concurrent sentencing for persons who are arrested and 
convicted for narcotics trafficking while on bail from another traf­
ficking offense. 

8. The task force recommends revoking parole in the event that a 
paroled offender is re-arrested on narcotics trafficking charges. 

9. The task force recommends that the Internal Revenue Service 
reemphasize its program of prosecuting drug traffickers for violation 
of income tax laws under strict guidelines and procedures. 

10. The task force recommends that the President direct the At­
torney General and the Secretary of the Treasury to settle juris­
dictional disputes between DEA and Customs by December 31, 1975, 
or to report their recommendations for resolution of the matter to 
the President on that date. 

11. The task force recommends continuation and expansion of 
LEAA and DEA activities aimed at strengthening St~te and local 
law enforcement agencies. 
Intelligence 

1. The task force recommend>; t.hM· !l- Dew investigative report 
form be devised, with a number of questions aimed at eliciting infor­
mation useful to other agencies. 

2. The task force recommends an analysis of the four automatic 
data processing systems involved in intelligence activities, with an 
eye to either integrating or better coordinating them. 

3. The task force recommends that DEA devote more resources 
to the analysis of intelligence, both strategic and tactical. 

4. The task force recommends that the CIA'I:! role should continue 
to be focused on the collection of strategic intelligence. 

S. The task force recommends that users or strategic intelligence 
under the guidence of CCINC identify specific startegic intelligence 
requirements . 
International 

1. The task force recommends that a higher priority be given to 
development of int·ernational cooperation in preventing illicit p~o­
duction of drugs, and that special attention be given to Mexico as the 
major source country for U.S. markets. 
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2. The task force recommends that the U.S. government intensify 
diplomatic efforts to heighten other governments' concern over vio­
lations of international treaty obligations; and continue participation 
in institutions that promote international awareness of drug abuse. 

3. The task force recommends the prompt ratification of the Con­
vention on Psychotropic Substances of 1971. 

4. The task force recommends continued support for the United 
Nations Fund for Drug Abuse Oontrol, buc, urges that the Fund be 
encouraged to initiate a more aggressive fund-raising program. 

5. The task force recommends continued support and participation 
in Interpol, and the Oustoms Oooperation Oouncil. 

6. The task force recommends that additional emphasis be ~laced 
on the collection, analysis, and utilization of overseas operational 
intelligence, and recommends that U.S. agents stationed overseas 
concentrate their activities on international trafficking channels 
believed to be headed for the United States. 

7. The task force recommends that continued attention be given 
to crop substitution as a means of reducing the supply of raw materials 
used in making drugs, and believes that this should be one of the 
major focuses of the U.N. Funds' efforts. 

8. The task force recommends creating a permanent DEA/Justice/ 
State Oommittee under the Oabinet Oommitteo on International 
Narcotics Oontrol to coordinate efforts to seek U.S. jurisdiction over 
foreign drug traffickers through extradition or expulsion. 

9. The task force recommends that the Opium Policy Task Force 
accelerate its evaluation of Papaver bracteatum as a substitute for 
morphine-based Papaver Somniferum in the production of codeine. 
Regulatory and Compliance 

1. The task force recommends several specific actions which will 
improve the program to control diversion at the wholesale level. 

2. The task force recommends a major effort to upgrade the regu­
latory capabilities of States regarding retail diversion of drugs. 

3. The task force recommends a program to improve the prescribing 
practices of physicians. 

4. The task force recommends development by LEAA of pilot 
programs designed to curb pharmacy thefts. 
Science and Technology 

1. The task force recommends a specific set of priorities for the 
research effort; highest among these are projects aimed at providing 
better equipment for use in border interdiction, improving intelligence 
information systems, and better support and communication equip­
ment for enforcement officers. 

2. The task force recommends that research program funding be 
kept relatively steady from year to year to enable long-range planning 
and development. 
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DEMAND REDUCTION: CHAPTER 4 

1. The task force recommends that greater emphasis be placed on 
, ~ ucation and prevention efforts that promote the healthy growth of 
individuals and discourage the use of drugs. 

2. The task force recommends that greater attention to patients in 
drug treatment and former drug users be })aid by the vocational re­
habilitation system in order to provide them with marketable skills 
for jobs. 
Education and Prevention 

1. The task force recommends that education and prevention pro­
grams address the broad developmental needs of children and youth, 
and be community based. 

2. The task force recommends that Federal media efforts provide 
basic information about drugs, and emphasize successful and produc­
tive lifestyles of non-drug users, rather than using scare tactics. 

3. The task force recommends that the. Federal role in community 
based prevention be catalytic in nature; specifically, to provide train­
ing and technical assistance to local communities, to provide materials 
and guidebooks to local programs, to provide limited seed money, to 
evaluate existing programs, and to make the results of these evalua­
tions available for use by other States and communities. 

4. The task force recommends that an overall national program for 
integrating Federal, State, local and private programs for dealing 
with all behavioral problems in youth be developed, and identifies 
eleven separate government programs which should be included in 
this overall review. 

Treatment 
1. The task force recommends that agencies involved in drug ah'J.se 

treatment give treatment priority to a('User!' of the following high-risk 
categOlies of drugs: heroin, barbitur&t.(,' (especially when mixed with 
other drugs), and amphetamines (ps.' ticularly when administered 
intravenously). Priority should also be given to compulsive users of 
drugs of a.ny kind. 

2. The task forM recommends that NIDA be given the authority to 
assure that users of lower priority drugs can obtain tl'eatment, when 
available, at Community Mental Health Centers, in accord with 
Section 401A of the Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 1972. 

3. The task force recommends that hospital treatment, for drug 
abuse should be severely restricted in order to reduce overall costs, and 
outlines specific guidelines for its use. 
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4. The task force recommends that the use of outpatient drug-free 
treatment for compulsive users of high-risk drugs be restricted, and 
these people treated in a more structured environment. The use of out­
patient drug-free treatment for casual users of lower-risk drugs should 
also be restricted, and the funds thus freed used to provide more 
effective services for high priority drug users. 

5. The task force recommends that LAAM, rather than methadone, 
be used as a medication for opiate-dependent persons as soon as its 
safety and efficacy have been determined. 

6. The task force recommends that the Food and Drug Adminis­
tration (FDA) methadone regulations be published immediately. 

7. The task force recommends that training courses to increase 
skills of paraprofessionals be expanded. 

8. The task force recommends prompt resolution of existing juris­
dictional and organizational problems between DEA, NIDA and FDA 
by the Assistant Secretary for Health, HEW. 

9. The task force recommends that drug abuse treatment be part 
of the required curricula of medical schools and schools of social work, 
psychology, and vocational rehabilitation. 

10. The task force recommends that categorical funding for drug 
treatment programs be stabilized so that cost sharing is at a maximum 
rate of 60 percent Federal and 40 percent local until local governments 
or community organizations are able to assume fiscal responsibility 
above this level. 

11. The task force recommends that long-term efforts be initiated 
to incorporate drug abuse treatment services into the general health 
care delivery system. 

12. The task force recommends that the Federal Government be 
prepared to fund additional community treatment capacity, if neces­
sary, and recommends that the specific need be identified by Decem­
ber 1, 1975. 
Vocational Rehabilitation 

1. The task force recommends that NIDA and the Department 
of Labor review all regulations to ensure that they do not impede 
the provision of vocational rehabilitation services to drug abusers. 
This applies to the NIDA confidentiality regulations as well as 
vocational rehabilitation regulations. 

2. The task force recommends that the Rehabilitation Services 
Administration (RSA) instruct State vocational rehabilitation 
agencies that the regulation which states that no individual or group 
may be excluded because of their disability will be strictly enforced 
in connection with drug abusers. 
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3. The task force recommends that NIDA encourage Single 
State Agencies to develop cooperative agreements with manpower 
and vocational rehabilitation services in their areas. 

4. The task force recommends that NIDA and RSA develop joint 
research and demonstration projects to improve the delivery of 
rehabilitation and employment services to drug abusers. 
Criminal Justice System 

1. The task force recommends that treating criminal offenders 
who abuse drugs be given the highest priority. The Department of 
Justice and HEW should establish a permanent working group 
charged with seeking ways to expand the interfa,ce between the 
criminal justice and drug treatment systems. This criminal justice 
working group should publish a semi-annual report that addresses 
the progress made in implementing the recommendations discussed 
in the white paper with further recommendations for future initia­
tives. The first report would be due in March 1976 . 

2. The task force recommends that the pilot pre-trial service 
projects, to be established in ten Federal judicial districts as a result 
of the Speedy Trial Act of 1975, routinely screen all arrestees to deter­
mine if they have a history of drug abuse or are currently using drugs. 
The results of these ten pilot pre-trial services projects should be 
evaluated as soon as possible. 

3. The task force recommends that funding for the Trelatment 
Alternatives to Street Crime crASC) program be maintained at its 
present level of approximately $4 million per year, and the program be 
expanded to include any jurisdiction with a population of over 200,000 
which can demonstrate eligibility. 

4. The task force recommends that funds and responsibilities be 
transferred from the Bureau of Prisons to the U.S. Probation Office so 
that USPO can contract for and administer treatment services for 
Federal parolees and probationers. 

5. The task force recommends that the U.S. courts and the Bureau 
of Prisons alter their policy regarding drug-free treatment and accept 
methadone maintenance as a proper treatment alternative for parolees 
and probationers. 

6. The task force recommends that Title III of the Narcotic 
Addict Rehabilitation Act of 1966 be terminated, and the budgetary 
savings diverted to NIDA to :supplement granL!; in 11'ett[,ment areas 
which have prospective clients or waiti:ng 1ists. 
Research, Demonstration, and Evaluation 

1. The task force recommends that priorities in research be estab­
lished for follow-up studies on the progress of clients after leaving 
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treatment, and to determine relative effectiveness of diffei"ent pre­
vention, treatment, and rehabilitation approaches. 

2. The task force recommends that NIDA formulate a plan for 
research, demonstration, and evaluation in consultation with other 
agencies involved in RD&E; those agencies should then develop 
their specific plans to supplement rather than duplicate NIDA's 
plan. 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT; CHAPTER 5 

1. The task force recommends that the Strategy Council on Drug 
• Abuse be given additional responsibilities to provide coordination 

between supply and demand reduction programs, and that the Assist­
ant to the President for Domestic Affairs be made a member and 
designated as Ohairman. The task force also recommends that the 
Secretary of the Treasury be added to the Strategy Oouncil. 

2. The task force recommends the creation of a Oabinet Oommittee 
on Drug Abuse Prevention chaired by the Secretary of the Depart­
ment of HEW to provide coordination among agencies involved in 
drug abuse demand reduction activities. Membership of the OODAP 
should include the Secretary of HEW, the Secretary of Defense, thf.l 
Secretary of Labor, Administrator of the Veterans Administration, 
and the Attorney General. 

3. The task force recommends that the Secretary of HEW appoint 
an executive director of the OODAP who will serve as chairman of an 
Assistant Secretary level work group. This work group should be 
supported by a series of interagency functional groups which would 
provide detailed coordination in specific areas; e.g., treatment, educa­
tion, prevention and research. 

4. The task force recommends OODAP be charged with preparing 
annually a government-wide assessment of drug abuse demand pro­
gram requirements, and with publishing semi-annually a report on the 
status of drug abuse in the United States. 

5. The task force recommends that DEA continue its corresponding 
lead agency role regarding law enforcement and regulatory programs, 
as designated by Executive Order No. 11727. 

6. The task force recommends continuing a small Executive Office 
staff, located in the Office of Management and Budget, to provide 
assistance and advice to the White House staff, the Strategy Oouncil, 
and OMB. The task force recommends that the responsibilities of the 
Office gradually be shifted to the departments, agencies and Oabinet 
Oommittees. 

7. The task force recommends the creation of an interagency exec­
utive committee to improve the sharing, analysis, and coordination 
of drug abuse information at the Federall'evel. 
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Treasury jCustoms Service 
Addendum to Domestic Council White Paper 

The Domestic Council White Paper on Drug Abuse is a monumental effort 
and a valuable addition to assist. tht' eff,orts of the United States Government to 
counteract a recent increased trend in narcotics trafficking and consumption. We 
nevertheless feel it desirable to indicate Treasury-Customs disagreement with 
some of the major conclusions in the law enforcement sections of the report. The 
conclusions which we address ourselves to in this addendum relate principally to 
the structural restrictions placed upon U.S. Customs Service by Reorganization 
Plan No.2, but also address themselves to some degree to our relations with foreign 
countries in the effort to control drug trafficking. 

Nothing in this addendum should be construed as criticism of any agency of 
Government. We believe that the presl'nt coopt'ration between the Drug En­
forcement Administration and Customs is better than it ever has been, and may 
be as good as it can be considering the prohibitions imposed upon Customs and the 
organizational imperatives of Reorganization Plan No.2. We feel that there will not 
be maximum coordination among agencies with enforcement or supply reduction 
roles as long as the Customs Service is prevented organizationally from realizing 
its full potential as an interdictor of drugs at the land and sea borders of the 
United States. 

After more than two years of experience with the single agency investigation 
concept, it appears to us that the complete exclusion of Customs from intelligence 
gathering and investigative activities rela~ing to narcotics smuggling has been 
counter-productive to the ovrrall national narcotics enforcement effort. The cur­
rent failure to pursue conspiratorial leads resulting from border seizures and arrests 
and the under-utilization of intelligence and investigative resources has created a 
major gap in a comprehensive narcot.ics enforcement program. The full utilization 
of Customs intelligence and investigative resources would be a positive step in 
bringing Federal narcotics enforcement effectiveness to its highest possible level. 

In assessing what U.S. strategy should be, we must be flexible enough to 
adopt changes where necessary to assure utilization of all available U.S. resources 
and to give the U.S. Government maximum flexibility in obtaining foreign 
government cooperation for improving our overali effort. Together these step~ 
could give the U.S. a greater chance to exercise real leadership in the global 
effort and promote our own interests. 

Treasury, together with Customs, urges the following: 
1. The lead agency concept undcr Reorganization Plan No.2 should not 

be the basis for denying the U.S. Government diplomatic flexibility 
should special circumstances in certain countries dictate the marshalling 
of additional and available resources. 

What is needed is clear acceptance of agency roles and missions, full 
utilization of existing resources, skills, and statutory and regulatory author­
ity to accomplish not only individual agency mission but to support each 
other's mission. Just as the Drug Enforcement Administration and other 
agencies have good relations with counterpart police officers in foreign 
countries, so the Customs Service has particularly close relations with its 
counterpart Customs Services in virtually every country, most of which are 
members of the Customs Cooperation Council. Since these foreign Customs 
Services are the principal repositories of information about smugglers in 
their countries, and since they generally prefer to deal with U.S. Customs 
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rather than any other U.S. agency in the exchange of intelligence regarding 
narcotics, it would be mo~t productive for the U.S. Customs Service to 
c\llect intelligence abroad on all types of smuggling, including narcotics. 
A limited additional number of Customs agents assigned overseas to 
in l 'estigate and collect intelligell<~c on narcotics could nntribute materially 
to I nh:mced mforcement capabilities at U.S. ports and borders. 

2. Tile most effE'rtive and efficient means of interdicting the drug traffic is to 
seize the high-value, concentrated narcotics at the borders of the United 
States. The statutory authority of search and seizure pORsessed by the 
U.S. Custom~ Service is broader than that of any U.S. enforcement agency. 
Effective drug interdiction at the bordE"'~ IS dependent upon the gathering 
of intelligence abroad concerning potential shipments and the application 
of all enforcpment tools to accomplish the actual seizures at the border. 

3. Over,.:eas both in manpower and funding may have limited impact in re­
ducing the long-term availability of drugs in the U.S. so long as the world 
opium supply far exreeds demand. It is unrealistic to expect that the U.S. 
Government alone can effectively reduce the supply of illicit drugs from 
abroad by overseas effort in the foreseeable future. While the U.S. can 
provide the leadership, as important v.ill be the effBrts by the countries 
themselves to improve their anti-narcotics capabilities. We should a) 
advance the concept that recipient countries should become totally self­
sustaining in the anti-narcotics program,; now funded by the U.S.; and b) 
move toward the goal of "de-Americanizing" the overseas effort as rapidly 
as possible. 

4, It appears essential that the scope of U.S. efforts in Mexico be broadened 
to l'ncolllpass al' many branchl's of till' Gov~rnment of Mexico as possible 
by utilizing incentivl'S for favorabll' :\[exican action. Action to that end 
should also contribute to grl'ater fll'xibility in moving against funds used 
t" finance drug trafficking. Recipl'ocal strengthening of U.S. enforcement 
e ... orts along the Southwest hllrder is required as a dear sign of U.S. 
commitment to !luhstantial drug supply reduction. 

il. Whill' assigning a high priority to treatment efforts may be required 
and beneficial, the United States can suffer only tragic consequences by 
practicing selective law enforcement. Enforcement must be even-handed 
and comprehensive to be pffective and corruption-free, To diminish 
efforb; against marijuana and coc!line can only crode further respect for 
law and law enforcement (lfficcr~. Cprtninly, the fnct that the United 
States i:~ ('xperien('ing the highe~t 1('ve1 of contraband !lmuggling since 
Prohibitioll is nn indication of thp involvement of organized criminal 
elements utilizing the derivpd illicit profits for ndditional criminal nctivity. 
During the P!lst 90 day~, there have bepn seizures of 13 tons, 18 tons, 
43 tons and 6 tons of marijuana nnd dozpns of seizures exceeding one 
nnd two ton~. These ~muggling ventures have been by boat, airplane and 
every conceivable menns. There is an unprecedented volume and scope 
of contrabnnd smuggling activity which should not be ignored or de­
emphasized by Fed1>ral law enforcement agencies. 
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Comments of the Drug Enforcement 
Administration 

SUPPLY REDUCTION STRATEGY AND THE ROLE OF PRINCIPAL 
FEDERAL AGENCIES 

As the White Paper correctly observes, the princip:1l component of the Federal 
Government's supply reduction strategy is the law enforcement effolt and related 
functions. The necessity of this activity is easily grasped by the public at large, 
but the successful pursuit of a strategic enforcement policy, the complexity of the 
factors involved, and the appropri .. te roles of the various Federal agencies is a 
matter poorly understood by those not directly involved. The White Paper has 
dealt with many of these issues and illuminated important strategy and policy 
considerations. There are, however. additional facets which are worthy of expres­
sion and which form the basis of this comment. 

Basically, Federal enforcement effort-s are divided into three distinct functional 
areas. These are interrelated by virtue of the single mission which <:'~ch seeks to 
serve, but otherwise dissimilar in the sensE' that they represent a clear division of 
labor required for the efficient use of resources. 

I. Investigation. 
The first and most important effort is the aggressive investigation and appre­

hension of those individuals directly responsible for the organization of this illicit 
commerce. The activity of these persons, which spans continents and cultures, 
makes possible the maintenance of an illicit drug traffic with a continuity and 
volume which could not otherwise be sustained. Their identification and appre­
hension can form a strategic blow to the traffic, sharply reducing the continued 
availability of drugs. 

In order to ensure that Federal investigative efforts are in fact targeted in this 
strategic fashion, it is necessary that a single agency with the total conceptual 
grasp of the problem be able to cull through the vast amount of intelligence and 
leads deve10ped by itself and other Federal, state, and local agencies. Moreover, 
since much of the traffic in drugs is of international scope, it is necessary that 
this agency establish and maintain functional offices abroad in order to make 
possible the penetration of criminal organizations at both ends of the flow of 
traffic. It is at the foreign source and the domestic points of delivery where the 
greatest opportunities for penetration exist. Customarily, several weeks or more 
of advanced planning will be required in the foreign country to obtain the financial 
backing, to recruit couriers, and to plan for the concealment and smuggling of the 
contraband goods. This provides a number of opportunities for undercover pene­
tration and surveillance by foreign police assisted by their U.S. counterparts. 

By the same token, similar opportunities exist simultaneously within the' 
United States, where those violators destined to receiv", the illicit drug shipment 
are reaching out for customers and co-conspirators to facilitate their eventual 
distribution. 

Again, it is clear on the basis of reason as well as reference to past experience 
that a single agency must have total purview of the investigatory effort on both 
sides of the U.S. border in order to: (1) ensure appropriate targeting of investi­
gatory resources, (2) achieve coordinated cooperation of both foreign and domestic 
investigatory efforts, and (3) make tactical decisions as to most favorable time, 
place, and circumstances to culminate the investigation with arrests, indictments, 
and seizures. This mission has been entrusted by the President and the Congress 
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to the Drug Enforcement Administration, an agency of the Department of Justice 
created by Reorganization Plan No.2 of 1973. It was the clear intention of the 
Congress and the President to create a aingle agency to pursue this particular 
form of the Government's effort. 

A. History of Reorganization Plan No.2. 
Prior to its creation, this single function was fragmented between the Bureau of 

Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs and the United States Customs Service. This 
represented a counterproductive division which had existed at least since the 
founding of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics in 1930 and had often resulted in 
operational and jurisdictional disputes of a destructive nature. These problems 
were thoroughly documented in both the Senate and House reports and hearings 
in the Spring of 1973. Moreover, many years of experience had proven that the 
nature of these conflicts were such as to require a final and absolute organizational 
solution. It was in the light of this history and the demonstrated need to put an 
end to three decades of bureaucratic conflict that Reorganization Plan No.2 
was conceived and approved. 

In Chapter No.3, entitled "Supply Reduction," the White Paper references 
continuing disputes between the Drug Enforcement Administration and the U.S. 
Customs Service. These disputes are primarily concerned with the techniques for 
establishing working cooperation in the field and the exchange of intelligence 
between the two agencies. They are in some sense a residue of the jurisdictional 
conflicts' of past decades. In our own opinion, these have been exacerbated in 
recent mrnths because of the Customs Service's dissatisfaction with the juris­
dictional determinations expressed in the Reorganization Plan and its hope of 
returning to the previous state of affairs as a result of the present study and similar 
inquiries being cOIlducted by a Senate Subcommittee . 

But both common sen5e and existing law mandate the continued centralization 
of investigative re.sponsibility within a single agency to ensure the kind of total 
coordination which the President and the Congress desire and the use of enforce­
ment resources in a strategic fashion on the basis of strategic standard~. 

The central point Which we wish to emphasize here Ii> that the plan itself contains 
no ambiguity but provides clear principles for the allocation of specific responsi­
bilities on the basis of whether their essential nature relates to investigative 
activity as opposed to search and seizure functions to be performed by uniformed 
personnel. 
II. Interdiction. 

The second most important enforcement effort within the total Federal strategy 
is the interdiction of the flow of illicit drugs at the United States ports and borders. 
This function is allocated to the U.S. Customs Service and the Border Patrol of 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service. It is performed in a manner entirely 
unlike that of the investigatory function and is designed to achieve different but 
related objectives. These duties were ell.-pressly reserved to the Customs Service 
by Reorganization Plan No.2 of 1973 in recognition of the importance of this 
task as a part of the Federal supply reduction effort. This effort will be most 
effectively served if the management of the Customs Service will concentrate its 
emphasis on this task rather than seeking to develop a secondary duplication of 
existing investigatory efforts. 

III. Government-wide Support. 
The third element of the Federal drug enforcement effort consists of the support­

ing efforts of various Federal agencies in accordance with the role appropriate to 
each. In other words, although Reorganization Plan No.2 established a principal 

110 



388 

agency for the investigation of and collection of intelligence concerning the illicit 
drug traffic, it. recognized that other agencies such as the FBI, IRS, ATF, and 
CIA could mo,ke unique contributions as a spin-off of the pursuit of their particular 
missions. 

Additionally, non-enforcement agencies of the Federal Government frequently 
provide support which, although ancillary to their principal ,,'ission, is indis­
pensable to a successful supply reduction strategy. For example, the Department 
of State has provided the diplomatic initiative necessary to pro;:ure the interests 
of foreign nations and to lay the ground work for the cooperation of DEA agents 
with their foreign counterparts. The CIA, as was noted in the White Paper, plays 
a valuable role in the collection of strategic intelligence in many foreign countries. 
The Department of Agriculture continues to provide valuable technical assistance 
in programs which envision crop substitution and eradication. The Federal Avia­
+ion Administration participates in DEA's El Paso Intelligence Center for de­
veloping intelligence concerning the traffic in drugs across the US/Mexican border. 
Finally, the Food and Drug Administration, as has been stated, participated in 
and supports many of the regulatory decisions designed to reduce the diversion of 
legitimate drugs. 

IV. Conclusion. 
DEA has established liaison and cooperation with each of these agencies and 

departments of government. Each provides a unique type of expertise not dupli­
cated within DEA itself and in no sense representing discordant jurisdictional 
ambiguities. Thus, where the statutory divisions of labor are recognized and 
taken advantage of, the basis exists for establishing a team effort in which each 
can assist in achieving the Government's ultimate objectives. The DEA is com­
mitted to absolute cooperation and fulfillment of its role within the concept of 
interdepartmental teamwork called for by the White Paper. It is !llso cOIl}mitted 
by virtue of both policy and practice now in force to increasing the targeting of 
investigative resourcps f.t the major violators and organizations responsible for 
much of the traffic in illicit drugs. It is DEA's view that the perception of the 
corrcct supply reduction strategy fiR briefly summarized in this comment will 
clarify thEe' understanding of the appropriate roles which each !lgency should play 
in the overall Federal effort. This understanding is the key to the elimination of 
the kinds of counterproduci.ive and often petty bureaucratic tensions which have 
sometimes occurred. 
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{From the Office of the White House Press Secretary, Apr. 27. 1976J 

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT UPON SIGNING THE DRUG MESSAGE 

For nearly a year I have been devoting increasing attention to a problem which 
strikes- at the very heart of our national well-being, drug abuse. I have initiated 
and then endorsed a major study of this issue. I have met with foreign heads of 
state, Members of Congress and members of my Cabinet to express my deep con­
cern and the need for action, and I have publicly spoken about this as one of the 
most serious and t.ragic problems our country faces. 

Today I am sending to the Congress a special Message on Drug Abuse which 
outlines, in very frank terms, the severity of this problem and which proposes 
definitive steps which must be taken to meet the challenge posed by the worsening 
drug situation. 

I am requesting the Congress to enact specific legislation to improve our ability 
to put the traffickers who sell drugs into prison. I am also calling for a renewed 
commitment to a program that balances the law enforcement effort with the pro­
visions of humane and effective treatment for drug users. 

Finally, since our ability to control the supply of illegal drugs in this country 
depends to a very large degree on the interest and the capability of foreign gov­
ernments in controlling drugs which originate in or move through their territory, I 
renew this government's commitment to providing support for foreign allies in this 
fight. 

With the combined efforts of the Executive Branch, the Congress, State and 
local Government and the private sector, we can control drug abuse. 

Now that the problem is worsening, we must not shrink from this challenge 
but rather redouble our efforts at aU levels to provide the leadership and resources 
to reverse the trend. 

At this time I will sign the two Messages to the House as well as to the Senate. 

[From the Office of the White House Press Secretary, Apr. 27, 1976J 

FACT SHEET--PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON DRUG ABUSE 

In transmitting his special Message on Drug Abuse to the Congress today, the 
President stated that he would propose legislation to strengthen the criminal jus­
tice system's ability to deal with arrested traffick"l'S. Also, he announced that he is 
taking several Executive actions to strengthen the overall management of the drug 
program, and he called for intensified diplomatic initiatives to strengthen inter­
national narcotic controls. 
Background 

Counting narcotic-related crime, addicts' lost productivity, criminal justice 
system costs, and direct treatment and prevention program spending, estimates of 
the direct cost of drug abuse to the Nation range from $10 billion to $17 billion a 
year. More than 5,000 American citizens die of drug-related causes each year, with 
most of these deaths cOllcentrated among the young adult population. Also, law 
enforcement officials estimate that up to one-half of all robberies, muggings, bur­
glaries, and other forms of property crimes are committed by addicts to support 
their expensive and debilitating habits. 

Over the past half decade, total Federal e>rpenditures have grown from less than 
$100 million to over three quarters of a billion dollars per year for a comprehensive 
program of prevention and treatment, law enforcement, and international control. 
The result was that between late 1972 ~nJ early 1974, drug abuse indicators which 
had been going up steadily for years had turned down, and the increase in property 
crime seemed to have berm broken. 

By early 1975, it was clear that conditions were again worsening and that gains 
of previous years were being eroded. For example, "street" availability of heroin 
measured by price and purity was increasing. Waiting lists for treatment existed 
again, after having almost disappeared. Drug-related deaths and drug-related 
cases in hospital emergency rooms were increasing. Drug-related crimes were on 
the upsurge. Cities which only two years before had reported a decline in heroin 
use, began reporting an increase, and some smaller communities which never before 
had a drug problem began experiencing significant use of heroin ane! other dan­
gerouE: drugs. 
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Last April, President Ford directed a comprehensive review of the entire Federal 
effort in drug law enforcement, treatment and prevention, and international 
control. He asked for an assessment of the extent of the problem and for recom­
mendations to make the Federal program more effective. 

Thc President has endorsed the resulting White Paper on Drug Abuse (see 
supplement A for summary of White Paper), and the budget he submitted for 
fiscal year 1977 requests funds to implement all of its principal recommendations 
(see supplement B for description of fiscal yet~r 1977 drug abuse control budget). 

The message which the Pre.~ident is sending to the Congress today builds on t te 
White Paper, spells out a number of specifie steps the President is taking to 
strengthen the overall drug program, and calls on the Congress to act in several 
areas. . 

I. STRENGTHENING I,AWS 

Substantial progress has been made in improving the ability of Federal law 
enforcement agencies to apprehend major drug traffickers; for example, the 
number of major traffickers arrested in the last six montht< of 1975 was up sharply 
over prior periods. 

However, this progress in arresting major traffickers may be largely dissipated 
unless major changes are made in the way the crirninal justice system handles 
them after arrest. For example, a recent Justice Depu.rtment study revealed that 
one out of every four persons convicted of trafficking in heroin received no prison 
sentence at all; one in three received a sentence of less than three years. In another 
example, a 197 4 Justice Department study showed that nearly one out of two of a 
sample of individuals arrested for trafficking in narcotics were implicated in 
post-arrest drug trafficking while out on bail. 

To remedy this situation, the President will shortly submit legislation to the 
Congress which will: 

Require minimum mandatory prison sentences for per~;ons convicted of high­
level trafficking in heroin and similar narcotic drugs; 

Enable judges to deny bail in the absence of compelling circumstances if a 
defendant arrested for trafficking heroin or dangerous drugB is found (1) to have 
previously been convicted of a drug felony; (2) to be presently free on parole; 
(3) to be a non-resident alien; (4) to have been arrested in possession of a false 
passport; or (5) to be a fugitive or previously convicted of being a fugitive; 

Raise the value of property used to smuggle drugs which can be seized by 
administrative, as opposed to judicial, action (from $2,500 to $lt1,OOO); 

Extend the above forfeiture provision to include cash or other personal property 
found in the possession of a narcotics violator if the property is dt~termined to have 
been used (or be intended for use) in connection with an illegal drug transaction; 

Require masters of boats-including pleasure vessels-arriving in the United 
States to report immediately to Customs upon arrival, rather than within 24 
hours as is now required; and 

Expand Customs' authority to search for cash and other monetary instruments 
being smuggled out of the country. 

n. IMPROVING PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

The Federal program to control drug abuse involves seven Cabinet departments 
and seventeen agencies. The President has taken a number of actions to integrate 
the efforts of these departments and agencies into an effective overa.ll program, 
while at the same time ensuring that program management be lodged with the 
departments and agencies having direct program responsibility. Thel President 
has also taken several actions intended to more fully utilize all thel resources 
available throughout the Federal Government. 

Two new Cabinet committees are being established to provide direction for, and 
coordination of, Federal drug programs and activities. The Cabinet Commit,tee 
for Drug Law Enforcement will be chaired by the Attorney General, and will 
include the Secretaries of Treasury and Transportation. The Cabinet Committee 
for Drug Abuse Prevention, Treatmf'.nt, and Rehabilitation will be chaired by the 
Secretary of HEW, and will include the Secretaries of Defense and Labor, and the 
Administrator of the Veterans' Administration; 

The Secretary of HEW and the Attorney General have been directed to develop 
plans to improve coordination between the treatment and criminal justice system, 
so drug users in the criminal justice system are identified and provid~\d with 
trea.tment and rehabilitation services; 
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The new Cabinet Committee on Drug Abuse Prevention, Treatment, and 
Rehabilitation has been directed to give high priority to identifying specific ways 
to improve job opportunities for former addicts; 

The Secretary of the Treasury and the Commissioner of the Internal Revenue 
Service, in consultation with the Attorney General and the Admini&trator of the 
Drug Enforcement Administration, have been directed to develop a tax enforce­
ment program aimed at major drug traffickers. 

III. ENHANCING INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION 

Since many of the most seriously abused drugs originate in foreign countries, 
our capability to deal with supplies of drugs available in the United States is 
to a large degree reliant upon thc interest and capability of foreign governments to 
control the production and shipment of illicit drugs. 

In his drug message, the President: 
Reaffirms the Administration's commitment to intensifying diplomatiC efforts 

at all levels in order to encourage the greatest possible commitment from other 
governments to this mutual prolJlem, and to continuing to provide technical and 
equipment assistance, formal t <tining of foreign enforcement officials, and assist­
ance through cooperative enforcement efforts with U.S. agents stationed overseas; 

Directs the Secretary of State, the Attorney General, and the Ambassador to the 
United Nations to expand their discussions of drug control with foreign leaders; 

Endorses the proposal of Mexican President Echeverria to establish a mechanism 
for formally exchanging information and ideas between high-level coordinating 
bodies; assigns responsibility for liaison with the Mexican Commission to the 
Cabinet Committee on International Narcotic Control; and directs the Chairman 
of the CCINC to immediately form an Executive Committee to meet with its 
Mexican counterpart to discuss ways in which our Government can collaborate 
more effectively with Mexico; and 

Urges the Congress to expedite approval of the 1971 Convention on Psychotropic 
Substances, an international treaty which would provide a system for the control of 
synthetic drugs similar to that which exists for narcotic drugs. 

[From the Office of the White House Press Secretary, Apr. 27, 1976] 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I address this message to the Congress on a matter which strikes at the very 

heart of our national well-being-drug abuse. 
The cost of drug abuse to this Nation is staggering. More than 5,000 Americans 

die each year from the improper use of drugs. Law enforcement offici:1ls estimate 
that as much as one half of all "street crime"-robberies, muggings, burglaries­
are committed by drug addicts to support their expensive and debilitating habits. 
In simple dollar terms, drug abuse costs us up to $17 billion a year. 

But these statistics-ominous as they are-reflect only a part of the tragic toll 
which drug abuse exacts. For every young person who dies of a drug overdose, 
there are thousands who do not die but who are merely going through the motions 
of living. They sit in classrooms without learning. They grow increasingly isolated 
from family and friends. At a time when they should be preparing for the future, 
they are "copping out" on the present. 

The problem, moreover, is not limited to youth or to the disadvantaged. It 
extends to citizens of all ages and all walks of life-from the housewife to the 
college professor. The cumulative effect is to diminish the quality and vitality of 
our community life; to weaken the fabric of our Nation. 

When this problem exploded into the national consciousness in the late 1960's, 
the response of the Federal Government was swift and vigorous. Federal spending 
on a comprehensive program to control drug sbuse grew from less than $100 
million in 1969 to over three-quarters of a billion in 1974; specialized agencies like 
the Drug Enforcement Administration and the National Iustitute on Drug Abuse 
were created; and international diplomatic efforts to mobilize the assistance of 
foreign governments in a world-wide attack on drug trafficking were intensified. 

With the help of State and local governments, community groups and our 
international allies in the battle against narcotics, we were able to make impressive 
progress in combatting the drug menace. So much so that by mid-1973 many were 
convinced that we had "turned the cornel''' on the drug abuse problem. 
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Unfortunately, while we had won an important victory, we had not won the war 

on drugs. By 1975, it was clear that drug use was increasing, that the gains of prior 
years were being lost, that in human terms, narcotics had become a national 
tragedy. Today, drug abuse constitutes a clear and present threat to thr health and 
future of our Nation. 

The time has come to launch a new and more aggressive campaign to reverse the 
trend of increasing drug abuse in America. And this time we must be prepared to 
stick with the task for as long as necessary. 

Because of my deep concern about this problem and my personal commitment 
to do something about it, last year I directed the Domestic Council to undertake 
a thorough review and assessment of the adequacy of the Federal drug program. 
That review, which 'Julminated in the publication of the White Paper on Drug 
Abuse, has helped tremendously to refocus and revitalize the Federal effort. We 
have made suhRtantial progress in implementing the many sounu recommendations 
contained in the White Paper, but more needs to be done. 

And more will be done. The first need for stronger action is against the criminal 
drug trafficker. These merchants of death, who profit from the misery and suffering 
of others, deserve the full measure of national revulsion. They should be the 
principal focus of our law enforcement activities-at the Federal, State and local 
level. In this regard, I am pleased to note that arrests by Federal law enforcement 
officers of major drug traffickers are up substantially over previous years. How­
ever, the progress we have made in improving our ability to apprehend these 
traffickers will be lost unless major changes are made in the way our criminal 
justice system deals with drug traffickers after arrest . 

Justice Department statistics show that one out of every four persons convicted 
of trafficking in heroin received no prison sentence at all. One out of every three 
received a sentence of less than three years. And since convicted traffickers are 
eligible for parole upon the completion of one-third of their sentence, even those 
who received longer sentences rarely served more than a few years. 

I believe this is wrong. It is wrong for the criminals who profit by selling drugs, 
it is wrong for the victims of drugs, and it is wrong for our system of justice. Laws 
which permit traffickers to go free to prey again on society should be changed. 
These criminals must know with certainty that, if convicted, they will go to jail 
for a substantial period of time. Only then will the risk of apprehension be a 
deterrent rather than just another cost cf doing business. 

Accordingly, I will submit to the Congress this week legislation which will 
require mandatory minimum prison sentences for persons convicted of trafficking 
in heroin and similar narcotic drugs. Sentences under this legislation would be at 
least three years for a first offense and at least six years for subsequent offenses or 
for selling to a minor. 

I want to emphasize that the purpose of this proposal is not to impose vindictive 
pupishment but to protect society from those who prey upon it and to deter 
others who might be tempted to sell drugs. Considering the terrible human toll 
that drug addiction takes and the extent to which it contributes to more and more 
crime, it is a matter of high priority that Congress make our laws more effective 
in curbi.ng drug traffic. 

Another serious problem with current Federal law is that even the most notorious 
drug traffick~rs are usually released on bail soon after arrest. The bail is often 
small and the profits from drug trafficking are large, so raising and then forfeiting 
the bail is just another cost of doing business. A 1974 Justice Department study 
shows that 48 percent-nearly one out of two-of a sample of individuals arrested 
for trafficking in narcotics were implicated in post-arrest drug trafficking while 
out on bail. Other studies show that approximately one-fourth of all bail~jumpers 
in drug cases are aliens who were caught smuggling drugs into the country. These 
offenders simply fiee to their homelands upon posting bail. There, they serve as 
walking advertisements for international traffickers attempting to recruit other 
couriers. 

This, too, Is wrong. Therefore, in addition to asking Congress to establish 
mandatory minimum sentences, I shall submit to Congress legislation that would 
enable judges to den:r bail if a defendant arrested for trafficking heroin or danger­
ous drugs is found (1) to have previously been convicted of a drug felony; (2) to 
be presently free on parole; (3) to be anon-resident alien; (4) to have been arrest.ed 
in possession of a false passport; or (5) to be It fugitive or previously convicted 
of liaving been a fugitive. 

81-443 0 - 77 - 26 
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Next, the Federal Government must act to take the easy profits out of drug 
selling. 

We know that tremendous amounts of money are illegally taken out of the 
country each day, either to purchase drugs or to transfer profits made by selling 
drugs to safe and secret bank accounts abroad. To prevent this money from being 
smuggled out of the country, I will ask Congress to grant to the U.S. Customs 
Service the authority to search persons suspected of smuggling money out of the 
country as Customs now has the authority to search for contraband entering 
the oountry. 

I shall ask Congress to pass legislation requiring the forfeiture of cash or other 
personal property found in the possession of a narcotics violator-where it is 
determined that it was used or was intended for use in connection with an illegal 
drug transaction. 

I shall ask Congress to change provisions of the law which allow the seizure of 
vehicles, boats and aircraft used to smuggle drugs. At present, these may be 
allized by administrative action only if the value of the property is less than 
$2,500; otherVvise action by a Federal judge is necessary. 

This $2,500 limitation is out of date and must be changed. Therefore, I shall ask 
Congress to raise to $10,000 the ceiling for administrative forfeitures. This will 
not only make law enforcement against traffickers more swift and more effective 
but it will also help to relieve court congestion. 

I shall ask Congress to tighten the provisions of the law relating to small 
privately owned boats reporting to Customs after their arrival. At present, the 
masters of these vessels have 24 hours to report their arrival to Customs-and 
that is ample time to unload contraband. I shall ask Congress to pass legislation 
requiring such vessels to report to Customs immediately upon their arrival. 

I call on Congress also to ratify an existing treaty for the international control 
of synthetic drugs. 

Over the past fifty years the major nations of the world have worked out 
treaty arrangements for the international control of drugs with a natural base, 
such as opiates and cocaine. But no similar arrangements exist for the control 
of synthetic drugs-such as barbiturates, amphetamines and tranquilizers; and 
the abuse of these synthetic drugs is a growing problem which is now almost as 
serious as the abuse of heroin in the United States. 

Five years ago the United States played a major role in the preparation of the 
1971 Convention on Psychotropic Substances, a treaty to deal with international 
traffic in synthetic drugs. But the Senate has not yet ratified this treaty, and 
Congress has not yet passed the enabling legislation. 

The delay in U.S. ratification of the Convention has been an !:mbarrassment 
to us. Moreover, it has made it extremely difficult for us to urge other countries to 
tighten controls on natural-based narcotic substances, when we appear un­
willing to extend international controls to amphetamines, barbiturates and other 
psychotropic drugs which are provided here in the United States. 

So far, I have emphasized the need for additional legislation and Congres­
sional action. 

But there are Executive actions which I can take and I am today doing so. 
The Federal program to control drug abuse is as diverse as any in government, 

involving some seven Cabinet departments and seventeen agencies. It is vitally 
important that the efforts of these departments and agencies be integrated 
into an effective overall program but that responsibility for specific program 
management rest with the appropriate departments and agencies. 

Accordingly, I am today establishing two new Cabinet committees-one for 
drug law enforcement and the other for drug abuse prevention, treatment and 
rehabilitation. . 

The Cabinet Committee for Drug Law Enforcement will conl;ist of the Attorney 
General as chairman and the Secretaries of the Treasury ~nd Transportation. 
The Cabinet Committee on Drug Abuse Prevention, Treatment and Rehabilita­
tion will consist of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare as chairman, 
the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Labor and the Administrator of the 
Veterans Administration. I charge the Attorney General and the Secretary of 
HEW, as chairmen of these committees, with responsibility for oversight and 
coordination at all Federal activities within their respective area.'3. 

In carrying out his responsibilities as Chairman of the new Cabinet Com­
mittee on Drug Abuse Prevention, Treatment and Rehabilitation, the Secretary 
of HEW should give particular attention to developing expanded vocational 
rehabilitation opportunities for drug addicts. Experience has shown that treat­
ment alone is not enough. Unless something is done to alter the funda~eJ;ltal 
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conditions which led the individl'al to seek escape through drug use, a relapse is 
likely. A job, with the dignity and self-esteem it brings, is essential to help the 
individual re-enter the mainstream of American life. Further, the Secretary of 
HEW and the Attorney General will work together to develop plans for improving 
the coordination between the drug abuse treatment system and the criminal 
justice system. 

I am directing the Secretary of the Treasury to work with the Commissioner of 
the Internal Revenue, in consultation with the Attorney General and the Admin­
istrator of the Drug Abuse Enforcement Administration, to develop a tax en­
forcement program aimed at high-level drug traffickers. We know that many of 
the biggest drug dealers do not pay income taxes on the enormous profit::! they 
make on this criminal activity. I am confident that a responsible program can 
be designed which will promote effective enforcement of the tax laws against these 
individuals who are currently violating these laws with impunity. 

No matter how hard we fight the problem of drug abuse at home, we cannot 
make really significant progress without the continued cooperation of foreign 
governments. This is because most dangerous narcotics are produced in foreign 
countries. Thus, our capability to deal with supplies of drugs available in the 
United States depends largely on the interest and capability of foreign govern­
ments in controlling the production and shipment of illicit drugs. 

Many countries still see drug abuse as primarily an American problem and are 
unaware of the extent to which the problem is truly global in scope. Poorer nations 
find it difficult to justify the allocatioll of scarce resources to deal with drug 
abuse in the face of many other pressing needs. Also. some opium producing coun­
tries lack effective control over, or access to, growing areas within their boun­
daries and, thus, their efforts in drug control programs are made more difficult. 

Still, we have been reasonably successful in enlisting the cooperation of foreign 
governments. We must now intensify diplomatic efforts at all levels in order to 
encourage the greatest possible commitment from other governments to this 
international problem. We must continue to provide technical and equipment 
assistance through cooperative enforcement efforts with U.S. agents stationed 
overseas, all aimed at strengthening drug control organizations within foreign 
countries. And we must continue to participate in building institutions and a 
system of international treaties which can provide a legal framework for an inter­
national response to this international problem. 

I have spoken personally to Presidents Echeverria of Mexico and Lopez­
Michelsen of Colombia and with Prime Minister Demirel of Turkey in an effort to 
strengthen cooperation among all nations involved in the fight against illicit 
drug traffic. I intend to continue to urge foreign leaders to increase their efforts 
in this area. Attorney General Levi has recently discussed drug control problems 
with the Attorney General of Mexico and Secretary of State Kissinger has dis­
cussed narcotic control efforts with senior officials in Latin America on his recent 
trip there. I have asked both of them, as well as our Ambassador to the United 
Nations, William Scranton, to continue to expand these important discussions. 

The reactluns of the governments which we have approached have been posi­
tive-there is a genuine and healthy air of mutual concern and cooperation between 
our countries and I am confident that our joint efforts will bring about a real 
reduction in drug trafficking into the United States. 

One recent example of the new awareness and commitment of foreign govern­
ments to this struggle deserves special mention. President Echeverria has written 
to inform me of his intention to set up a cabinet level commission to coordinate 
all law enforcement and drug treatment pro'grams within Mexico and to suggest 
that his commission might periodically exchange information and ideas with a 
counterpart here. This proposal, which was the result of discussions between 
President Echeverria and concerned members of the United States Congress, 
stands as a clear signal that the Mexican government recognizes the need to 
build a coordinated response to the problem of drag abuse. I believe the periodic 
exchange of views on this matter between our two nations would be helpful. Ac­
cordingly, I am assigning responsibility for liaison with the Mexican Commission 
to the Cabinet Committee on International Narcotic Control and I am directing 
the Secretary of State, as Chairman of the CCINC to immediately form an ex­
ecutive committee to meet with its Mexican counterpart to discuss ways in which 
our government can collaborate more effectively. We shall of course consult with 
concerned members of Congress as these efforts are carried on. 

Drug abuse is a national problem. Our national well-being is at stake. The 
Federal Government-the Congress, the Executive Branch and the Judicial 
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Branch--State and local governments, and the private sector must work together 
in a new and far more aggressive attack against drugs. 

I pledge that the Federal Government will maintain the high priority which it 
has given this problem. We will strengthen our law enforcement efforts and im­
prove our treatment and rehabilitation programs. With Congress' help, we will 
close loopholes in our laws which permit traffickers to prey on our young; and we 
shall expect the courts 1,0 do their part. _ • 

All of this will be of little use, however, unless the American people rally and 
fight the scourge of drug abuse within their own communities and their own 
families. We cannot provide all the answers to young people in search of them­
selves, but we can provide a loving and a caring home; we can provide good coun­
sel; and we can provide good communities in which to live. We can show through 
our own example that life in the United States is still very meaningful and very 
satisfying and very worthwhile. 

Americans have always stood united and strong against all enemies. Drug 
abuse is an enemy we can control but there must be a personal and a national • 

I dedication and commitment to the goal. 
If we try, we can be successful in the long run. I am convinced we can-and 

that we will. 
GERALD R. FORD. 

THE WHiTE HOUSE, April 27, 1976. -):,. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 1972 created the Strategy 

Council on Drug Abuse and required that Council to publish annually a 
Federal Strategy for Drug Abuse and Drug Traffic Prevention. Since the 
last Federal Strategy was published in June 1975, a great deal has 
happened. 

In response to the increasing availability and use of illicit drugs, 
President Ford, in May of 1975, directed the Domestic Council to 
undertake as thorough review and assessment of the Federal program to 
control drug abuse, to give him a frank assessment of its effectiveness, and 
to make recommendations concerning ways to make the Federal program 
more effective in the future. The Domestic Council Drug Abuse Task 
Force, created to discharge this responsibility, reported its findings and 
recommendations to the President in September 1975. That report, the 
White Paper on Drug Abuse. was endorsed by the President and has 
become the centerpiece of a revitalized Federal program to control drug 
abuse. 

This Federal Strategy for Drug Abuse and Drug Traffic Prevention 
1976 attempts to place the events of the last eighteen months in perspective 
and to inform the nation of the future direction of the Federal program. 
It analyses the progress which has been made in combating drug abuse, it 
identifies and examines the "open agenda" of remaining problems and it 
charts a course which should guide Federal efforts in this area over the next 
several years. Spcdically, Chapter I outlines the overall Federal strategy 
for dealing with the drug abuse problem and refines and extends several 
basic components of the strategy. Chapter 2 presents an assessment of the 
nature and extent of drug abuse in America, focusing particularly on the 
last three years. Chapter 3 summarizes the considerable progress which has 
been made In improving the Federal drug abuse program over the past 
eighteen months. Finally, Chapter 4 discusses the remaining problems and 
outlines the framework for dealing with them in the next several years. 

The Strategy Council submits this document with full knowledge that it 
does not provide all of the answers to solving the drug abuse problem. The 
issues are complex and changing and the Federal effort represents only part 
of what must be a national effort to deal with drug abuse. However, the 
Federal Strategy for 1976 represents a sound base upon which a truly 
national commitment to combating drug abuse can be built. 
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1. OVERVIEW: 
THE FED ERA1L 
STRATEGY FOR 
CONTAINING DRUG 
ABUSE 

Since 1970, the Federal strategy for containing the extent and impact of 
drug abuse in America has been developed, adjusted and refined in a 
succession of documents: these include the findings of the National 
Commission on Marihuana and Drug Abuse l , three issues of the Federal 
Strategy for Drug Abuse and Drug Traffic Prevention2 and, most recently, 
the White Paper on Drug Abuse3, published just one year ago. 

That strategy, as crystallized in the White Paper basically states that: 
l. Total elimination of drug abuse is unlikely but governmental 

actions can contain the problem and limit its adverse effects. The 
Federal Government recognizes that drug abuse is a long-term 
problem and require;; a long-term commitment. 

2. All drugs are not equally dangerous and all drug use is not equally 
destructive. Enforcement efforts should therefore concentrate on 
drugs which have a high addiction potential, and treatment 
programs should give priority to those individuals abusing high­
risk drugs and to compulsive users of any drugs. 

3. Efforts to reduce the supply of and the demand for drugs are 
complementary and interdependent, and Federal programs should 
continue to be based on a balance between these two concepts. 

4. Existing programs aimed at supply and demand reduction must be 
broadened. In supply reduction, greater emphasis should be given 
to reguiatory and compliance activities aimed at curtailing 
diversion from legitimate production and a higher priority should 
be given to increasing international cooperation in preventing the 
illicit production of drugs. In demand reduction, increased 
attention should be given to prevention, early intervention and 
vocational rehabilitation. 

5. Program management must be improved to ensure the maximum 
return from resources committed to drug programs. Better 
interagency coordination and stronger intra-agency management 

I Published in two reports: (I) Marihuana: A Signal of IvUwnderstandlilg, March 1972; .3.nd 
(2) Drug Use in America: Prohlem in Perspective, March 1973. 

2Published by the Strategy Council in March 1973, June 1974, and June 1975. 
3Published by the Domestic Council Drug Abuse Task Force in October 1975. 
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are required. More attention should be paid to the setting of 
priorities, with Federal law enforcement efforts focused on high­
level traffickers and Federal treatment resources focused on 
habitual users of high-risk drugs such as heroin, amphetamines and 
barbiturates. 

6. The Federal Government should provide leadership in the national 
drug abuse prevention effort, but it cannot do the job alone. The 
support and cooperation of State and local governments, private 
businesses and community organizations are essential if we are to 
contain drug abuse and minimize its costs to the individual and 
society. 

The strategy, as summarized above and as developed more fully in the 
White Paper, has not changed. Thus, the remainder of this chapter 
discusses, extends and amplifies the existing strategy, rather than breaking 
new ground. Specifically, five concepts which are at the heart of the Federal 
strategy for containing drug abuse are discussed. They are: . 

• The adverse effects of drug use represent the real cost to society, not 
drug use itself. 

• The Federal program should balance supply and demand reduction 
efforts. 

• Relative priority among drugs of abuse in both supply and demand 
reduction efforts should be based on the relative "social cost" and 
the risk to personal health. 

• There should be greater efforts to assure full utilization of all 
available resources. 

• Drug abuse occurs in the context of other social problems, not in 
isolation. 

THE ADVERSE EFFECTS OF DRVG llSE 
REPRESENT THE REAL COST TO SOCIETY 

The term "drug problem" means different things to different people. To 
some, the use of drugs is itself a serious social problem. To others, the 
effects of the drug usc constitute the problem and, so long as drug use does 
not lead to adverse effects on society, they believe that the government 
should not interfere with individual choices. Obviously, these concepts are 
closely interrelated and any definition of the drug problem must contain 
elements of each. 

Over the past several years, most public officials have come to recognize 
that society is most concerned about the societal costs resulting from the 
adverse effects which drug use has on the lives of drug users and those who 
interact with them: by inducing or contributing to criminal behavior; by 
leading to poor health, economic dependence, or difficulty in discharging 
family responsibilities; by causing death; or by creating other undesirable 
conditions. Using this definition, the "drug problem" is the total effect on 
society of these adverse effects of the non-medical use of d rugs, not only the 
effects of drugs on individuals using them .. 
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Because we cannot always accurately and directly measure the adverse 
effects of drug use, we frequently use the number of users as an indicator of 
the magnitude of the drug probJem,4 In using estimates of the total number 
of users as a measure of the problem, three factors must be kept in mind: 

I. The magnitude of the drug problem is related to the particular drug 
being used. At any given level of consumption, different drugs pose 
radically different threats to the behavior and condition of users. 

2. The magnitude of the drug abuse problem is related to the 
;,"YUCIICY and quantity of cOhsumption (or "use pattern"). At high 
levels of consumptioll-particulariy with intravenous admin­
istration-the user's behavior and physical condition may de­
teriorate rapidly. For this user, a reduction in drug consumption 
is likely to significantly alter behavior and therefore impact on the 
drug problem. On the other hand, at low levels of use, drugs are 
probably not particularly important in a user's daily life, so 
reducing his already low consumption will have less impact on 
behavior or health. 

3. These factors are interrelated. The likelihood of advancing to 
chronic, intensive consumption differs from drug to drug and from 
individual to individual. Users of dependence-producing drugs such 
as heroin are more likely to advance to high levels of use than are 
users of non-dependence-producing drugs such as marihuana. 

Thus, in estimating the magnitude of the drug abuse problem, we cannot 
simply look at estimates of the total number of drug users. It is important 
to distinguish among the drugs being used, to recognized the variations in 
use patterns, and to assess how use patterns are likely to change over time. 
In terms of social cost, the most critical drug abuse problem commanding a 
priority on governmental efforts is created by chronic, intensive users of 
drugs who suffer or cause others to suffer adverse effects such as death, 
illness, job Joss or drug-induced criminality. The total of these adverse 
effects determines the magnitude of the drug abuse problem. 

THE FEDERAL PROGRAM SHOULD BALANCE 
SUPPLY AND DEMAND REDUCTION EFFORTS 

The fundamental objective of early attempts at dealing with the drug 
problem focused on reducing the supply of illicit drugs; making them 
difficult to obtain, expensive, and risky to possess, seIl or consume. The 
basic assumption was that if taking drugs is hazardous, inconvenient and 
expensive, fewer people would experiment with drugs, that few who did 
experiment would advance to chronic, intensive use, and that more of those 
currently using drugs would abandon their use. Evidence suggests that 
these effects do indeed occur; that when drug availability is reduced 

4 We arc. however. currently working to improve and sharpen our ahility to measure direct 
indicators of drug related prohlems. 
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through supply reduction efforts, a corresponding reduction in drug use 
occurs.s 

These benefits are not obtained without cost or limitations, however. 
First, supply reduction is expensive. Second, there are significant adverse 
side-effects of supply reduction efforts: casual users of drugs are 
stigmatized by arrest; the health of committed users is threatened by 
impure drugs; black markets are sustained and with them significant 
possibilities for corruption of public officials; and some addicts are driven 
to commit more crime to meet the rising costs of scarce, illegal drugs. 
Finally, no supply reduction effort can be completely effective, at least 
within the constraints of this nation's commitment to the concept of civil 
liberty and with resources necessarily limited by the demands of other 
pressing social problems. 

However, the supply reduction effort is complemented by a demand 
reduction effort designed to make treatment available as an alternative to 
the drug user who finds drugs scarce and costly, and to prevent as many 
individuals as possible from beginning drug use (or moving to compUlsive 
use). Thus, many of these adverse effects of supply reduction can be 
reduced, and at the same time programs to provide employment, 
counseling, early intervention and recreational opportunities may succeed 
in preventing experimentation or increased drug usage among youth 
despite the difficulty of substantially decreasing the availability of drugs in 
certain areas. Therefore, a balanced program of supply and demand 
reduction is and will continue to be the cornerstone of the Federal Strategy 
to reduce drug abuse in America. 

Reducing the demand for drugs is contingent upon (1) reducing 
availability; (2) developing more effective prevention programs; (3) 
interrupting the progression from experimentation to regular use, and (4) 
providing medical and social rehabilitation assistance for those with 
compUlsive or addictive patterns of drug use. 

To date, our efforts at prevention have had only.limited success6 ; 

however, we have had considerable success in our treatment efforts. During 
the past year several important studies have been completed which indicate 
that treatment does, in fact, lead to substantial reduction in drug use, crime 
and other problems for patients while in treatment and for several years 
thereafter. The details of these studies are discussed at length in Chapter 3, 
but they are worth highlighting here: a 4-year follow-up of over 1,000 male 
heroin users showed a 93 percent reduction in daily opiate use and a 60 
percent reduction in reliance on crime for financial support. 

A final point which should be emphasized in this discussion is the fact 
that both supply reduction and demand reduction include a variety of 
activities, some of which need more emphasis. For example, Federal supply 
reduction efforts should be targeted at all aspects of the illicit production 

5 See Chapter 3 for a discussion of recent statistical evidence of this link between availability 
and use of drugs. 

~ New initiatives in this area will be disclissed in Chapter 4. 
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and distribution of drugs. The activities involved range from crop 
eradication in illegal growing areas abroad, to interdiction of illicit 
shipments, to the removal of important traffickers from the supply system 
through arrest and imprisonment and through actions against their fiscal 
resources. The regulatory and compliance program, with its focus upon 
preventing diversion of legitimately produced drugs through effective 
regulation and the monitoring of production and distribution of such 
drugs, is one supply reduction tool which should receive increased 
attention. 

In demand reduction, the current treatment focus should be supplement­
ed with increased attention to prevention and vocational rehabilitation. 
Treatment is a response to a problem which has already developed. Given 
the difficulties of successful treatment, society better serves its citizens if it is 
able to prevent drug abuse. Thus, effective prevention and early 
intervention programs are highly desirable and should be pursued. 
Similarly, vocational rehabilitation during and after treatment should be 
given priority. Individuals need help in developing or recovering skills 
which enable them to support themselves: some need basic schooling, 
vocational counseling and skills training; some need a form of supportive 
work; and still others simply need a job. We must be sure such help is 
available to former drug users, stabilized patients in treatment and 
marginal users who are vulnerable to increasing their drug use, if we are to 
achieve long-term improvement in their behavior. 

PRIORITY SHOULD BE GIVEN TO 
THE MOST DANGEROUS DRUGS 

One qf the major themes of the Federal strategy is that there should be 
more selectivity and targeting of Federal efforts. Federal policy calls for 
giving priority in both supply and demand reduction efforts to those drugs 
which inherently pose a greater risk to the individl!~: and to society­
heroin, and the so-called "dangerous drugs". Additionally, priority in law 
enforcement should be given to high-level traffickers of all illicit drugs, and 
priority in treatment should be given to compUlsive users of drugs of any 
kind. 

In determining the social cost of a particular drug, the following factors 
are considered: 

• The likelihood that a user will become a compUlsive user, either 
physically or psychologically dependent upon the drug. 

• Severity of adverse consequences of use, both to the individual and 
to society in terms of criminal behavior, health consequences, 
economic dependence, and the like. 

• The size of the core problem: the number of compUlsive users who 
are currently suffering (or causing others to suffer) adverse 
consequences from the use of drugs. 

A note of caution should be sounded concerning this concept of 
priorities. It does not suggest devoting all resources to the highest priority 

5 



412 

drugs, and none to lower priority drugs. All drugs are dangerous in varying 
degrees and should receive attention. For example, within an overall 
program which gives priority to high risk drugs, there are organizational 
and regional units (such as the Drug Enforcement Administration's Miami 
office) or even entire agencies (such as the U.S. Coast Guard) which by the 
nature of their location or mission are most likely to make many seizures of 
lower priority drugs. This is not inconsistent with a policy of shifting the 
overall effort towards higher priority drugs. 

Further, some investigative techniques are not easily targeted by drug or 
even by level of vioiator. Often the arrest of a lower level violator may lead 
to the subsequent arrest of higher level violators; and some smuggling 
networks trade in a variety of drugs, so the immobilization of a network 
financing and smuggling marihuana could remove an actual or potential 
heroin network. Thus, we must continue to devote resources on all aspects 
of the problem, but the overall effort should be shifted towards higher 
priority drugs. 

Similarly, on the treatment side, there are individuals suffering serious 
physical and psychological effects from compUlsive use of low priority 
drugs. These individuals need and should be provided treatment. And in 
the international program, some program elements such as crop 
eradication deal with the drug problem at such an important step of the 
illicit production and distribution process that efforts of this kind may be 
justified against all drugs. 

Where resource constraints force a choice, however, the choice should be 
made for the higher priority drug, the higher level violator, ,and the 
compulsive user of drugs of any kind. 

This concept is critical because these kinds of priority decisions are in 
fact beting made daily-often implicitly by individuals at the operational 
level-without regard to the inherent risks of the various drugs. For 
example, every time a law enforcement officer decides whether or not to 
'pursue an investigation lead, he is making such a decision. Every time a 
specific research project is approved, a priority decision is made. When 
Customs officers are assigned to ports of entry such as Chicago or New 
York, a similar decision is being made. 

The concept of "drug priorities" is intended to ensure that these implicit 
allocaticJJ1 decisions made by the individuals reflect a coherent policy based 
on the inherent costs to society of the different drugs. In Chapter 3 of this 
report, we will cite evidence of the implementation of this concept over the 
past year by bu.h enforcement and treatment officials. 

These priorities are not static, and should be subject to continuous 
review by program managers. As new evidence of the personal and social 
costs of drug use becomes available and ,use and abuse patterns change, it is 
necessary to modify these priorities, and reallocate resources accordingly. 
The Stragegy Council has undertaken such a review and has determined 
that the priorities established in the White Paper remain valid for the 
present. 
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Drug abuse is a national, indeed an international, problem. In order to 
combat it, it is critical that we more effectively mobilize and utilize all the 
resources available in the United States and overseas to deal with this 
problem. The Federal Government-the Congress, the Executive branch 
and the Judicial branch-State and local governments, and the private 
sector must work together in a new and far more aggressive attack against 
drugs. 

Specifically, despite progress over the past two years, opportunities stiIl 
exist to more fully utilize the resources of the U.S. Customs Service, the 
Internal Revenue Service, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation within 
an integrated Federal law enforcement program. Opportunities still exist to 
develop and use a broad spectrum of education, employment and 
vocational training services, many now available in the Department of 
Labor, as part of a comprehensive demand reduction program. 

The primary responsibility for leadership and coordination of the total 
effort lies with the designate~d Cabinet departments and agencies. The lead 
agency concept places primary responsibility for law enforcement policy 
with the Department of Jus,:ice; for prevention, treatment and rehabilita­
tion policy with the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; and 
for international narcotic cOlltrol policy with the Department of State. A 
Cabinet committee has been established in each of these areas under the 
leadership of the respective Cabinet officers, and working groups are 
addressing issues and coordinating activities across agency and departmen­
tal lines. One of the major ta~ks of each of these Cabinet committees is to 
enlist the support of all F~,deral organizations having something to 
contribute to a broad responst\ to the drug problem. 

Further, the Federal Government should take the lead in mobi':I/',£ig the 
enormous potential resources available in State and local law enfor<eement 
agencies and in State, local and private prevention treatment and 
rehabilitation services. Only through full utilization of all available 
resources and close cooperation among all involved agencies can we hope 
to reduce the extent of drug abuse in America. 

Most importantly, we must enlist the aid of communities and families in 
the fight a['1inst drug abuse. Studies by Presidential Commissions, 
Government agencies and private groups have concluded that the best 
defense against drug use, crime, and alienation is the family unit, and a 
community which makes an effort to reach out and include youth in 
meaningful and interesting activities. Strong, viable communities and 
families are the best way to make sure children learn the values necessary to 
avoid the trap of drug abuse; that they learn to respect others "and 
themselves; and that they have healthy outlets for their energy. If families 
fail in these vital tasks, there is relatively little the government can do, no 
matter how well intentioned. The importance of the family and community 
in preventing drug abuse simply cannot be overemphasized. 

81-44S 0 - 77 - 27 7 
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THE RELATIONSHIP OF DRUG ABUSE 
TO OTHER SOCIAL PROBLEMS 

Drug abuse does not occur in isolation. The profound changes which 
have occurred in the pattern of community and family life, together with 
the increased mobility of our population, have seriously weakened the 
influence of many traditional value systems on the behavior of youths and 
young adults. At the same time, new influences-particularly the visual 
media-send mixed and confusing signals to the young about drug use. 
Thus, while traditional institutions try to discourage drug use, the media 
advertises "chemical solutions" for a variety of problems, from illness, to 
drowsiness, or inability to sleep, to obesity. 

Further, while drug abuse strikes all strata of our society, heroin 
addiction-the most feared-often afflicts those who have a variety of 
other social problems: poverty, unemployment, alienation, or lack of 
opportunity. 

Understanding and acceptance of these simple facts has been slow in 
coming. All too often in the past we have tended to view drug abuse as an 
isolated phenomenon which could be dealt with independently of other 
problems and cured as one might cure a childhood infectious disease. 

Over the past several years, however, there has been a growing awareness 
of the relationship between drug abuse and a variety of other social and 
personal problems with which we are afflicted. With this increasing 
awareness has come the understanding that drug abuse prevention and 
rehabilitation must be dealt with against the background of a broad range 
of problem behavior, including alcohol consumption, truancy, juvenile 
delinquency and unemployment; and the recognition that drug treatment 
facilities must have the capability to provide assistance (or refer to 
assistance) in a variety of "non-drug" areas including medical, familial, 
social and vocational. 

This discussion of the interrelationship of drug abuse with other social 
problems is not meant to imply that progress cannot be made on the drug 
abuse front without first solving the other problems. But it does imply that 
these other problems have an impact on the success of drug programs, and 
that drug programs must be designed in a way which is both consistent and 
coordinated with efforts to alleviate other social problems. 

In sum, efforts to seek ways of more fully coordinating drug abuse 
prevention and law enforcement programs with other social, health and 
rehabilitative services are a growing part of the Federal strategy. 

8 

• 

-. 

-. .f 

• 

• 

• 

• 



e 

e· 

-

• 

• 

• 

e, 

e 

415 

2. THE NATURE AND 
EXTENT OF DRUG ABUSE 

Drug abuse remains at unacceptably high levels throughout the United 
States. Because of the illegal nature of most drug abuse, direct counts of the 
drug abusing population are difficult. However, on the basis of national 
surveys of drug use and analysis of other indicators of drug abuse trends, 
we are increasingly confident about our ability to describe the extent and 
trends of drug use in the country. 

It is estimated that, in the past year, over 22 million have used 
marihuana; 7 million have used prescribed medication without medical 
supervision; 3 to 4 million have used cocaine; and over one-half million 
have used heroin. I 

USE OF VARIOUS DRUGS IN LAST YEAR 
FALL 1974 and WINTER 1975/76 

CHART 1 

youth (12-17) 
60% 4ll% 2ll% 

Alcohol 

Tobacco c;:urrc!nt smoker 

Marihuana 

Non-medical use: psychoocli~edrugs 

Hallucinogens 

Cocaine 

Heroin 

SOURCE: HIDA 

* * 
* * 

Adults (18 and above) 
2ll% 41l''' 6ll% 

1974 ~ 

1975/76. 

I These estimates are drawn from the most recent (Fall! Winter of 197506) national survey.of 
drug use. The corresponding numbers for use at least once during lifetime: almost 139 million 
have used alcohol; about 3717 million have used marihuana; almost 19 million have used 
prescribed medication without medical supervision; almost 7 million have used cocaine and 
about 2 million have used heroin. The survey data are generally believed to accurately reflect 
drug use except for heroin. For some reasons, studies have shown the extent of heroin use to 
be consistently understated. Estimates made by other means of the number of Americans who 
have used heroin at least once in their lives have ranged as high as 2 to 4 million. 

2 It was the clear in!ent of the legislation calling for the preparation of this Strategy that it 
concentrate on those drugs covered by the Controlled Substances Act of 1970. Therefore. 
although acknowledging the high rates of use and the concomitant high social cost of alcohol 
and tobacco. this Strategy focuses on the scheduled drugs. 
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Chart I shows the results of the most recent national survey of drug use, 
taken in the winter of 1975/76 and compared to the previous survey taken 
in the fall of 1974. The chart shows use of different drugs during the twelve 
months preceding the survey by youths and adults. Notice that almost half 
of the youths and two-thirds of adults used alcohol within the past year 
(one-third of youths and more than one-half of adults within the past 
month). Further, almost one youth out of five and more than one adult out 
of ten had used marihuana within the past year. Non-medical use of so­
called "dangerous drugs" was also widespread.3 

In reviewing the survey numbers, it is important to remember that we are 
talking about hundreds of thousands of people. For example, one percent 
of youth aged 12-17 is equivalent to 250,000 people and one percent of 
adults is approximately one and one-half million people. Further, while 
these data indicate that the rising rates of use evident in the past have 
slowed, stopped, or even reversed for certain drugs, this dampening of 
previous upward trends in drug use should not be seized as evidence that 
the drug abuse problem is being solved.4 We remain deeply concerned 
about these continuing high rates of use and their consequences. 
Additionally, we should not lose sight of the fact that these general trends 
often mask important changes in drug use among certain elements of the 
population or in certain geographic areas. In short, we must accept the fact 
that we are facing a chronic, persistent problem. 

In Chapter I, we discussed the concept that public policy should be most 
concerned with the adverse effects of drug abuse on the individual and 
society. Clearly, the adverse effects of the various drugs differ significantly 
and not all drug use contributes to these effects. Therefore, it is important 
to look not only at the number of users but at measures of direct social 
costs from drug abusing behavior as well. 

The most graphic demonstration of the adverse effects of drug abuse is a 
"crisis" which results in death or in illness or injury severe enough to 
require emergency treatment in hospitals. Over the last two years, the 
National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) and the Drug Enforcement 
Administration (DEA) have developed and refined a large-scale national 
drug abuse data collection system which collects data associated with drug 
abuse-related crises as reported by hospital emergency rooms and medical 
examiners in 24 of the largest metropolitan areas of the United St-ates.5 

1 The term "dangerous drugs" is commonly used to refer to the non-medical use of 
prescription or over-the-counter tranquili7.ers, depressants, and stimulants and other 
psychoactive drugs. 
4 The apparent decline in use by youths may be due to the "graduation" of a group with 
particularly high rates of drug use from the youth to the adult category since the last survey-­
sec discussion later in this chapter. However, a separate nationwide survey of high school 
seniors also showed a modest decline in the use of all drugs except alcohol and marihuana 
between 1975 and 1976. 
~ While the 24 metropolitan areas were not chosen randomly, they include most of the largest 
areas which together account for 31 percent of the total U.S. population. Thus, the aggregate 
data may be regarded as indicative of the situation across the United States, although they do 
not represent a random sample in the statistical sense. 
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This system is called the Drug Abuse Warning Network, or DAWN. 
Chart 2 shows the distribution of "mentions" to DAWN by medical 

examiners and emergency room facilities during April through June 1976.6 . 

100% 

MEASURES OF DRUG PROBLEM 
Emergency 

Rooms r------, 
__ H-erein/Mcrphine ---- f--------l 

1------1/ Al<ohol.in.CombinoHon /I-------l 

SOURCE, DAWN 

CHART 2 

Looking first at deaths, over half of all mentions are accounted for by 
heroin, alcohol in combination with some other drug' or barbiturates. On 
the other hand, cocaine, inhalants, amphetamines, hallucinogens, and 
cannabis each account for less than one percent of drug-related deaths. 

When emergency room data are examined, we find that tranqualizers 
replace heroin as the leading drug mentioned. but the serious drugs 
reported by both systems are similarH; further, the least often mentioned 
are the same. These similarities in ranking indicate the basic validity of the 
assigned drug priorities. Even if mentions associated with a suicide attempt 
or gesture are eliminated from these data, the most serious drugs remain 
heroin, alcohol-in-combination, tranquilizers, barbiturates and non­
barbiturate sedatives. 

The remainder of this Chapter discusses each of the principal illicit drugs 
in turn, focusing especially on the past two years, the period for which data 
are most extensive and reliable. 

• A "mention" represents a substance abused by a patient which played a part in c<lusing him 
to seek help. The patient ma~/ "mention" more than one drug during a single drug abuse crisis 
episode. 
7 The DAWN system now only records alcohol when its use is related to use of some other 
drug. We are currently investigating expansion of the system to include alcohol-drug mentions 
on the same basis m~ntions of other drugs are now made. 

~ Except for non-narcotic analgesics (e.g .• aspirin). which rank relatively high in hospital 
emergency room mentions because of their widespread use among the general population. 
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HEROIN 

As noted in the White Paper on Drug Abuse, there was a decline in 
heroin uSe during 1972 and 1973 following imposition of a ban on poppy 
cultivation by Turkey and effective enforcement action against traditional 
trafficking networks by the French police. Shortly thereafter, heroin 
originating in Mexico began to flood the American market. Use of heroin 
turned upward again in early 1974 and continued to increase until the third 
calendar quarter of 1975. Since that time, there has been a general 

. stabilization in the situation, with both the emergency room visits and 
overdose deaths remaining essentially flat or declining slightly, as shown in 
the following chart. 

CHART 3 

HEROIN/MORPHINE PROBLEM 

index 

170 
................. Emergency Rooms 

-.~ .... . ... j \ .~. 

160 

140 

1:>0 

~---1974 ___ ..J ~-- 1975 ----' 
SOURCE, DAWN 

These charts of three-month moving averages are based on data from a 
consistently reporting panel of hospital emergency rooms and medical 
examiner facilities. This consistent reporting panel represents approxi­
mately 40 percent of the total DAWN system. 

Availability of heroin measured by retail purity, as shown in the chart 
following, has followed essentially the same pattern, except that there is a 
slightly more detectable downturn in availability since January 1976. 
Hopefully, this indicates the beginning of a measureable result from the 
1975 Mexican opium poppy eradication campaign, but the downturn must 
be sustained for several more months before we can be confident that this 
represents a real trend. 
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AVAILABILITY OF HEROIN 
(by calendar quarters: 1973-1976) 
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A closeiy related abuse problem which definitely appears to be lessening 
is death from the abuse of illegally obtained methadone. These deaths, 
which have predominated in New York City and have accounted for more 
deaths, than heroin in that city in recent quarters, have declined by more 
than one-third since later 1973. 

DANGEROUS DRlJGS 

t' <;hown in the charts above, the various dangerous drugs-
bar Jrates, tranquilizers, and amphetamines-rank behind only alcohol 
and marihuana in extent of use, and behind only heroin and alcohol in 
terms of the severity of effects upon individuals using them. These drugs 
present a special problem, for unlike heroin, cocaine and marihuana­
which are totally illegal-these drugs are frequently prescribed by doctors 
for valid medical purposes. The existence of this legal market vastly 
complicates control problems. As a consequence procurement in both 
quasi-legal9 and illegal markets has tended to be relatively easy and 

:t'- inexpensive. 
Tranquilizers, used in the past year by approximately two percent of the 

youths and adults surveyed, account for one-fourth of emergency room 
mentions-more. than double any other drug. Although this category's 

• contribution to deaths ranks considerably lower, the abuse oftranquiIizers 
is clearly one of our most severe social problems. Both emergency room 

~ For example, from over-prescription, or when taken from a family member's medicine chese 
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and medical examiner data from DAWN show a relatively stable pattern of 
mentions over the past two years. However; the most recent survey of drug 
use indicated a noticeable increase in non-medical use of tranquilizers by 
adults, particularly those in their twenties. Because of this increase as well 
as the continuing high level of problems caused by this class of drugs, we 
believe tranquilizer abuse trends should be closely monitored and 
corrective action taken, if necessary. 

Chronic use of barbiturates also continues to rank with heroin and 
tranquilizers as a major social problem. Approximately three million 
Americans used these drugs without proper medical supervision in the past 
year; and barbiturates accounted for approximately 15 percent of DAWN 
medical examiner mentions (ranked third) and seven percent of emergency 
room mentions. 

As shown in the chart below, there has been a definite decline in the 
number of barbiturate-involved deaths reported to DAWN and a 
somewhat less steep decline in barbiturate-related emergency room visits. 
This declining trend in abuse indicators probably is due to a combination 
of stricter scheduling, greater attention to compliance investigations, better 
medical treatment of barbiturate overdoses in emergency rooms and 
increased physician knowledge concerning the adverse side effects of 
excessive barbiturate prescription. It may also reflect substitution of other 
drugs for barbiturates by prescribing physicians. 

Unsupervised use of amphetamines, while not as great a problem as is 
use of tranquilizers and barbiturates, remains serious because of their high 
use. In the last year, over half a million youths and 3V2 million adults used. 
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amphetamines without proper supervision, with adult use reflecting a fairly 
significant increase. 

COCAINE 

Cocaine, a stimulant with effects similar to those of amphetamines, 
presents a somewhat different control problem since most "street" cocaine 
originates from strictly illegal sources. Despite its illegality, however, the 
availability of cocaine has been gradually increasing over the past two 
years, due largely to increased production in coca-growing areas of Peru, 
Bolivia, and Ecuador. However, despite the common belief among law 
enforcement officials that cocaine use is increasing as well, the latest survey 
of drug-using behavior does not confirm any such increase. 

As indicated in the charts summarizing DAWN data, cocaine mentions 
are a relatively minor portion of those drugs reported. However, program 
managers are convinced that cocaine continues to deserve a somewhat 
greater attention than seems indicated by those data in light of the incom­
plete knowledge we have as to its effects after continuing high use. 

MARIHUANA 

While marihuana is the most widely used illicit drug, its serious health 
consequences as reported to DAWN are two-thirds less frequent than are 
those for barbiturates, even though the number of youths using marihuana 
is almost ten times higher and the number of adults six times higher than 
those using barbiturates improperly. Both extent of use and health 
consequences have remained relatively stable for marihuana over the past 
year. This stability in both DAWN and survey data perhaps indicates that 
marihuana use is approaching a "saturation level" under current COIl­

ditions.lo 

OTHER DRUGS 

In addition to these four major categories of drugs, Americans abuse a 
variety of other substances. These include: 

• Hallucinogens such as LSD. The hallucinogen problem, which 
reached serious levels several years ago, appears to be on a definite 
decline. Both the number of users and the adverse effects reported 
by DAWN declined in the last year. For example, 2.8 percent of 
youths and 1.1 percent of adults used hallucinogens in the year prior 
to the most recent survey; the corresponding numbers for the 1974 
survey were 4.3 percent and 1.5 percent. Emergency room data show 
the same downward trend, a trend which began at least two years 
ago. However, this favorable trend does not sigr.al a time to turn 

IU Current conditions include the continued legal prohibition on marihuana trafficking, 
possession, and use in most States. While early evidence from those States which-have 
decriminalized it indicates very little change in the extent of marihuana use, more widespread 
decriminalization of marihuana possession and use could have an unknown impact on the 
extent of use. 
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attention away from hallucinogen abuse, since experience has 
demonstrated that "fad drugs" can change in popularity rapidly. 

• Inhalants such as paint and glue. The abuse of inhalants is unique 
among all drugs reported in the national survey in that they are the 
only ones which are abused most heavily at the youngest end of the 
age spectrum: age 12-13. This concentration of inhalant abuse 
among the young is probably due to the fact that inhalants and 
solvents are the most readily available intoxicants to children. Even 
though most children mature out of the inhalant habit. its use 
should be monitored and action against abuse-such as using 
additives which produce an unpleasant odor in the manufacturing 
process of inhalants-should be taken where possible. 

SPECIAL ANALYSIS: DRUG USE 
AMONG YOUNG ADULTS 

One of the most striking and worrisome findings of the most recent 
survey of drug-using behavior is the extremely high use rates of young 
adults aged 18-25. 

The chart below shows the percentage of youths, young adults, and other 
adults who have ever used a number of different drugs. It also shows the 
percentage who had used drugs in the 12 months prior to the survey, the 
same measure used in the general discussion earlier in this chapter. 

Used in 
Ever Used Past Year 

12-17 18-25 26+ 12-17 18-25 26+ 

Marihuana 22.4% 52.9% 12.9% 18.4% 35.0% 5.4% 
Amphetamines 4.4% 16.6% 5.6% 2.2% 8.8% 0.5% 
Barbiturates 2.8% 11.9% 2.4% 1.1% 5.7% 0.5% 
Tranquilizers 3.3% 9.1% 2.7% 1.8% 6.2% 0.8% 
Cocaine 3.4% 13.4% 1.6% 2.3% 7.0% * 
Heroin 0.5% 3.9% 0.5% * 0.6% * 

*Less than 0.5% 

As shown, substantially greater proportions of young adults-from two 
to four or more times as many-report both exposure to and recent use of 
each of the major categories of drugs than do either the younger or older 
groups. II In fact, high rates of use among young adults are so much higher, 
than those of younger or older groups that the mere passage of one and 
one-half years since the last survey-permitting 16V2 to 18 year olds then 
reported as youths to move into the "young adult" category-results in an 
apparent decrease in drug use among youths and an apparent increase in 
drug use among young adults (see Chart I). 

J J Not surpl"isingly, drug-related deaths strike disproportionately at t~is group as well, 
ranking as one of the leading causes of death for both young men and young women.' 
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Of these young adults, who were teenagers in the turbulent late 1960's 
and early 1970's when the heroin epidemic peaked, many represent an 
unfortunate legacy of that unhappy era. Whatever the reason for their high 
levels of drug use, it is clear that priority attention should be given to 
understanding and coping with the special problem of drug use by this 
group, lest it follow them through adulthood. 
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3. PROGRESS IN 
STRENGTHENING THE 
PROGRAM AGAINST 
DRUG ABUSE 

Progress made in understanding the fundamental nature of drug abuse 
and in refining the Federal Strategy to minimize the cost of drug abuse to 
society was discussed in Chapter I. Likewise, the pro~ress made in 
controlling the spread of drug use and abuse to ever-increasing numbers of 
citizens was discussed in Chapter 2. This chapter summarizes the 
considerable progress made over the past 18 months in improving the 
operation of the Federal drug program and in putting it on a sound basis: 
progress which we hope to see reflected by a reduction in the basic 
indicators of drug use over the months to come. 

This progress is discussed in six categories: 

• Evaluating the impact of a balanced stragety . 
• Targeting scarce resources. on the most important part of the 

problem. 
C Strengthening coordination and cooperation among Federal drug 

agencies. 
• Broadening international cooperation. 
• Improving the use and distribution of information. 
• Securing effective removal of traffickers. 

But first, a note of caution. While we take pride in these accomplish­
ments, we recognize that much remains to be done. The fact that the extent 
and cost of drug abuse remain at high levels demands a continuing, long­
term commitment to minimize the problem. In Chapter 4 we will discuss 
this commitment in terms of new initiatives and new approaches to the 
problem of reducing drug abuse. 

EVALUATING THE IMPACT 
OF A BALANCED STRATEGY 

The concept of a balanced effort aimed at reducing the supply of illicit 
drugs while at the same time reducing the demand for those drugs has been 
the foundation of Federal drug policy for the past several years. 

Central to this concept are the beliefs that: (1) reducing the availability 
of drugs will lead to a reduction in their use; and (2) treatment "works"­
that is, it reduces drug use. Both of these beliefs were extensively discussed 
in the White Paper on Drug Abuse. This section describes some additional 
evidence developed over the past year. 

19 



426 

Effect of Supply Reduction 

The best single measure of the availability of heroin is its retail purity. 
The following chart shows this measure of availability since 1968 as a series 
of bars. As shown, average retail purity rose steadily to a peak of 9.6 
percent in 1970, fell sharply in 1971 and 1972 (resulting from the 
elimination of Turkey as a major source of heroin), reached its low of 5.2 
percent in 1973, and then gradually increased in 1974 and 1975 as Mexican 
brown heroin spread throughout the country. 

To measure the extent of heroin use during the same period, four 
indicators of its use were converted into a single composite for display 
purposes-this is shown as a solid line above the availability bars so that 
direct comparisons can be made. 1 

Retail 
Purity % 
10 -

-
5 -

o 
1968 

r-

r---- r-

1969 1970 1971 

Use 

Availabilitv 
J 

- -

1972 1973 

r--

1974 

CHART 7 

Index: 1971-100 
-120 

_100 

- 80 

- 60 

r-

1975 

I Since no single use indicator yet developed is totally reliable. four which are generally 
believed to reflect trends in use were selected, converted into indices with 1971 equal to 100. 
and averaged, giving them equal weight. The indicators used were: (I) narcotic-(primarily 
heroin) related deaths, (2) narcotic-related serum hepatitis cases (a good measure of new use); 
(3) State and local heroin and cocaine arrests (reported together, but predominately heroin), a 
reliable indicator on the assumption that no major changes were made in State and lecal 
priorities and procedures; and (4) property crime. 
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The heroin problem, as measured by the composite of the four problem 
indicators, rose throughout 1971, fell in 1972 and 1973, and rose again in 
1974, and remained level during 1975.2 

We believe that this' chart represents an important piece of evidence in 
support of the statement that heroin use goes down when heroin 
availability goes down, and goes up when availability goes up. 

Effect of Treatment 
Also critical to the concept of a balanced Federal program is the belief 

that treatment "works", that it leads to a reduction in criminality and other 
socially costly behaviors. However, skeptics continue to question the value 
of drug treatment in view of the high rate of repeat drug use. 

During the past year, several important studies have been released which 
indicate that treatment does indeed lead to substantial reductions in a 
patient's rate of drug use, crime, and other problem indicators, both while 
in treatment and several years after leaving treatment. 

The most comprehensive study of post-treatment behavior of heroin 
addicts is just now beginning to report results of its analysis. Preliminary 
results seem to offer powerful evidence that treatment results in a 
significant decline in an addict's undesirable behavior. These results are 
based on detailed follow-up of a scientifically selected national sample of 
1,078 male heroin users who entered treatment between June 1969 and 
June 1971. These individuals were contacted in 1974 and 1975 and 
interviewed concerning their current behavior. 

The following chart summarizes the percentage of this group who 
manifested some undesirable activity or trait during the two months 
immediately preceding admission to treatment, and compares it to a two 
month period approximately four years after leaving treatment. 

Follow-up Sample of 1078 Males 
2 Months Pre-Treatment: 2 Month Period 4 Years Later 

(expressed in percent) 

Any illicit drug use 

Any opiate use 
Daily heroin use 

Any non-opiate use 
Daily or weekly non-opiate use 

Any illegal support 

Any part- or full-time employment 

Pre-Treatment 

100 

90 
75 

62 
34 

50 

39 

Follow-up 

34 

23 
5 

23 
9 

17 

49 

ZLooking at the indicators individually, all tour rose steadily to a peak in 1971, the first year 
availability fell. All but hepatitis dropped in 1972; hepatitis held at the 1971 level that year 
following extremely sharp increases in the prior two years; thus. holding steady represented a 
sharp reversal of the trend. [n 1973, the four indicators were mixed as would be expected in 
the year during which the lowest availability was reached and the subsequent increase began. 
In 1972 all four rose, reflecting the general deterioration in the heroin situation. In 1974" 
property crime rose, but the other indicators all dropped slightly. 
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This chart shows that, although some drug use persists, heavy drug use at 
the time of the follow-up interview is relatively low, reliance on illegal 
support (criminal income) is cut by more than 60 percent and there is a 
modest improvement in.employment.3 

Another follow-up study-one conducted on patients of the Narcotics 
Treatment Administration in Washington, D.C.-involving a smaller 
sample of individuals two years after treatment, shows similar results. 

These advances in understanding the effects of major program elements 
and in validating basic assumptions on which the Federal strategy is based 
are extremely important. For example, in order to properly allocate 
Federal dollars in the future, it is critical that we know what works and 
what does not, for whom it works and under what conditions. This 
determination requires in-depth follow-up studies examining the extent of 
drug use following a change in availability or regulation, or the progres~ of 
clients during and after treatment. Identifying what programs work best 
remains the number one research and evaluation priority. 

TARGETING SCARCE RESOURCES 

A central theme of the Federal strategy is that there should be greater 
selectivity and targeting of Federal efforts in both supply and demand 
reduction, so that scarce resources are used where the problem is most 
severe and where the greatest impact can be made. Specifically, the strategy 
calls for concentrating Federal law enforcement efforts on high-level 
traffickers, and focusing Federal treatment resources on habitual users of 
high-risk drugs. In both supply and demand reduction, this concept 
suggests giving special priority to those drugs which inherently pose a 
greater risk to the individual and to society4-heroin, and the so-called 
dangerous drugs. 

Great strides have been made by the various agencies, working 
independently and together, in implementing this concept. For example, a 
new Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) Strategy has been issued 
which includes a mission statement focusing the agency's resources on the 
identification and investigation of key participants in major trafficking 
organizations. 

Results both in terms of resource use and resulting arrests are impressive. 
The two charts on the following pages show the percentage change of FY 
1976 over FY 1975 in two key measures of resource allocation: 

1 Another interesting statistic is the one dealing with other treatment experiences: more 
than half of this group had been treated before their 1969-1971 admission; and three of five 
were enrolled in treatment program:.: r:etween release from that treatment and the 1975 follow­
up interview. This pattern of repeated treatment perhaps suggests that drug treatment 
"failures" are not that at all; but rather that each treatment experience gradually moves many 
drug abusers closer to abstinence. 

'See Chapter I for a more complete discussion of this "drug priority" concept-its 
justifications. meaning. and limitations. 
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CHART 9 

DEA MANPOWER UTILIZATION: FY 76 vs FY 75 
(% Change) 

BY LEVEL BY DRUG 

,±~ 

+31 

Oa.lgoraus 
Closs It Class III Class IV Drugs Cocaine Marihuana 

Closs I Heroin No ChanGO 
-4 

~ -9 

-18 

43 

• Manpower Utilization-the number of man-hours devoted to cases 
of different types. While the total number of hours increased by only 
four percent, the number of hours devoted to the investigation of 
Class I-the highest level-violators increased 40 percent, and the 
number of hours devoted to heroin cases increased 31 percent.S 

c Arrests-The total number of arrests increased by two percent, but 
the number of Class I arrests increased 49 percent, and the number 
of heroin arrests increased 24 percent. 

Overall, major shifts have been made toward Class I and Class II 
violators and away from Class III and Class IV; toward heroin traffickers 
and away from cocaine and marihuana. Thus, even overall manpower only 
increned by four percent and the overall amount of PEl PI actually 
decreased by 13 percent, by shifting resources, DEA was able to devote 
almost half again as much manpower and slightly more PEl PI funds to the 
investigation of Class I violators. The result was a 49 percent increase in 
arrests of Class I violators. 

To ensure that this refocusing of resources toward high-level traffickers 
and the more dangerous drugs continues, DEA ha.s taken several internal 
management actions to help focus enforcement efforts on major drug 
traffickers. Its Office of Enforcement has been reorganized to promote the 
interregional cooperatk'n required in complex conspiracy cases directed 

5Evaluation of PEl PI expenditures --the expenditure of funds to purchase evidence (PE) or 
information (PI) needed in a drug investigation-shows a similar pattern. 
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against high-level violators. DEA agent evaluation forms have been revised 
to stress success in identifying and directing enforcement efforts against 
high-level violators and to encourage building interregional conspiracy 
cases rather than statistical arrest totals. The system of classifying drug 
arrests has been revised so that targeting of enforcement resources against 
high-level vioJaters is more selective and aimed at organizations capable of 
bringing large quantitIes of illegal drugs into a region on a continuing basis. 
Finally, guidelines have been issued to DEA agents overseas which 
emphasize concentration on major traffickers and organizations responsi­
ble for drugs destined for the United States. 

DEA ARRESTS: FY 76 vs. FY 75 
CHART 10 

BY LEVEL 
(% Change) 

BY DRUG 

+27% 
+24% 

Dangerous 

CLASS 111 CLASS IV Drugs Cocaine Marihuana 

CLASS I CLASS II 
-4% 

Heroin -I 
-12% 

14% 
...,..16% 

-35% 

To focus even more attention on the problem of illicitly produced or 
diverted amphetamines and barbiturates, DEA has recently established an 
Office of Regulatory and Compliance Affairs. This office, which will be 
augmented by 16 new positions granted in the FY 1977 budget, should 
further concentrate efforts on the mega I diversion of controlled substances 
and ensure minimum leakage from the production of legitimate drugs. 

Significant progress in targeting scarce resources where they will hdve the 
greatest impact in reducing drug abuse has also been made in the use of 
existing drug abuse treatment capacity. For example, the number of low. 
priority drug users (such as casual marihuana users) in treatment programs 
has been reduced, thereby releasing badly needed treatment services for 
those with a greater need (heroin addicts, for example). The following chart. 
compares the percentage of patients admitted to treatment funded by the 
National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA), the Veterans Administration 
(V A) and the Bureau of Prisons (BOP) who reported various drugs as their 
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primary drug of abuse during the period of January to March 1975, and 
January to March 1976. 

CHART 11 

PRIMARY DRUG OF ABUSE 
PATIENTS ADMITTED TO FEDERAL TREATMENT 

Marihoona 

Jan·March 1975 Jan·March 1976 

Source! Client Orienled Data Acquisition Process (r:ODAP) 

Looking only at community treatment funded by NIDA, treatment for 
patients whose primary drug of abuse was marihuana, alcohol, or "no 
drug" was reduced by 57 percent between October 1975 and April 1976, 
freeing over 4,500 treatment slots for people with a greater need for 
treatment.7 

Progress in restricting the use of expensive types of treatment has also 
been made. For example, in accord with White Paper recommendations: 

• NIDA reduced the number of outpatient drug-free treatment slots 
by almost 6,000 between July 1975 and Apri11976, a reduction of 14 
percent; 

• The Department of Defense reduced the number of people in its 
drug-free residential rehabilitative services by almost 800, a 
reduction of 25 percent; 

• The Veterans Administration, excepting its pilot alcohol and drug 
dependence treatment program (which accepted all drug users 
regardless of primary drug of use), showed similar progress; 

·This modest reduction is due to inclusion of alcoholics in a V A-sponsored pilot combined 
drug. alcohol abuse treatment evaluation project. Alcohol abuse continues to t'e our most 
serious drug problem. However. at the present time separate treatment centers are maintained 
for alcohol abusers. so patients whose primary drug of abuse is alcohol should be referred to 
those centers for treatment. The possibility of combining treatment for alcohol and other drug 
abusers is discussed in Chapter 4. 

'In addition. funding for 7.000 additional community treatment slots is included in the FY 
1977 budget request. 
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• The total number of patients treated in expensive in-patient hospital 
settings by NIDA, V A and Defense was reduced 19 percent. 

Another way to improve the quality of care at a minimum cost involves 
greater utilization of paraprofessionals. The number of paraprofessional 
training courses provided by NIDA, VA and Defense has increased from 
238 in 1975 to 346 this year, and the number of paraprofessionals trained 
increased by 59 percent, from 6157 to 9759. Also, the Departments of 
Defense and Health, Education, and Welfare and the Veterans Administra­
tion took the lead in incorporating drug abuse into professional education 
curricula, including the proposed curriculum for the new Defense 
Uniformed Services University of the Health Science Medical School and 
the Veterans Administration program for training medical students and 
residents in 18 university-affiliated Veterans Administration hospitals 
throughout the country. 

STRENGfHENING COORDINATION AND COOPERATION 
AMONG FEDERAL DRUG AGENCIES 

A major theme of the Federal strategy is that only with the full and 
efficient utilization of all available resources can we hope to contain the 
drug problem. Thus, major emrhasis has been given to increasing the 
involvement of all agencies and to building mechanisms for coordinating 
their efforts. 

There has been substantial progress in this area over the past 18 months. 
A major factor in the improved climate of cooperation was the need to 
work together to meet the President's request for a thorough review and 
assessment of the effectiveness of the Federal program to control drug 
abuse (an effort which led to the publication of the White Paper on Drug 
Abuse). During the course of that review, more than 80 individuals from 
over 20 different government organizations participated in work group 
activities. In reality, the Drug Abuse Task Force and its numerous 
working-level subcommittees never stopped working. On December 27, 
1975, the President gave the Task Force the additional responsibility of 
preparing recommendations for dealing with the problem of drugs crossing 
our southern border, which served to keep the supply reduction groups 
meeting and working together. The demand reduction work groups were 
kept operating under the Office of Management and Budget's Office of 
Federal Drug Management in anticipation of the creation of the Cabinet 
Committee on Drng Abuse Prevention, recommended by the White Paper. 

These temporary but effective coordinative mechanisms became the 
operating arms of two new Cabinet committees created by tb President in 
April 1976 to ensure the coordination of all government resources which 
bear on the problem of drug abuse.s The President charged the newly 

~ The President announced the establishment of these two new Cabinet committees-one 
for drug law enforcement and the other for drug abuse prevention, treatment, and 
rehabilitation-in his Special Message to Congress on Drug Abuse of April 27, 1976. 
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formed Cabinet committees, together with the existing Cabinet Committee 
for International Narcotics Control, with integrating the efforts of seven 
Cabinet departments and seventeen agencies into an effective overall 
program directed against drug abuse. Specifically, he charged the new 
Cabinet committees with the following responsiblities: 

(1) To develop and implement the Federal strategy with respect to 
drug law enforcement (or drug treatment, rehabilitation, preven­
tion and research); 

(2) To assure proper coordination among Federal drug law enforce­
ment (or treatment and rehabilitation) programs, including the 
collection, analysis and dissemination of info!"mation (or enforce­
ment intelligence data); 

(3) To assure that Federal enforcement resources (or prevention, 
treatment and rehabilitation) are effectively utilized; 

(4) a. To assure proper coordination between the investigative and 
prosecutorial arms of the government 

b. To develop and monitor a plan for improvingjob opportunities 
for former addicts; 

(5) To provide liaison between the Executive Branch and Congress, 
State and local governments and the public; 

(6) To assure implementation of relevant recommendations contained 
in the Domestic Council's White Paper on Drug Abuse; 

(7) To evaluate and make recommendations to improve Federal drug 
law enforcement (or treatment and rehabilitation) programs; and 

(8) To report their progress to the President on October I, 1976, and 
periodically thereafter. 

In addition to the above ongoing responsibilities, the Chairmen of the 
Cabinet committees were directed to work closely to develop plans for 
improving the coordination between law enforcement and drug abuse 
prevention, treatment and rehabilitation programs. 

The new Cabinet committees are now quite active, both at the Cabinet 
committee level and in their working groups and functional subcommittees 
(see chart below for the structure of the two committees). 

This Federal Strategy 1976 is evidence of the work of those Cabinet 
committees since most of it is drawn from their respective October 1 prog­
ress reports to the President. 

Important progress in improving interagency coordination and coopera­
tion has been mad~ between individual agencies, as well. For example, at 
the time the White Paper was released, the greatest need for improved 
interagency coope:-ation involved the Drug Enforcement Administration 
and the U.S. Customs Service. Reorganization Plan No.2 of 1973 drew a 
distinction between investigative and interdiction functions with respect to 
narcotics enforcement. The investigative function was given to DEA and 
the interdiction function left with the Customs Service. Unfortunately, the 
distinction between interdiction and investigation was not made clear in the 
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CABINET COMMITTEE ON CABINET COMMITTEE ON 
DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION DRUG LAW ENFORCEMENT 

CHAIRMAN: SECRETARY OF HEW CHAIRMAN: ATTORNEY GENERAL 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE SECRETARY OF TREASURY 

SECRETARY OF LABOR SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR: ADMINISTRATOR, DEA 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, DIRECTOR, HIDA I 
I WORKING GROUP 

WORKING GROUP CHAIRMAN: ADMINISTRATOR,OEA 

CHAIRMANI DIRECTOR, NIDA JUSTICE TREASURY 

HEW JUSTICE -OEA _IRS 

_HEALTH VA -FBI • CUSTOMS 

-EDUCATION 0",. -INS TRANSPORTATION 

_HUMAN DEVELOPMENT U.S. COURTS -U.S. ATTORNEY • FAA 

OEFENSE • COAST GUARD 

LA130R OMS 

ADMINISTRATOR, 0 EA: EX OFFICIO COMMISSIONER OF POLICE, BALTIMORE: EXOFFICIO 

S/NM. STATE: EX OFFICIO DIRECTOR, HIDA: EX OFFICIO 

S/NM. STATE: EX OFFICIO 

SUICOMMITTEES 
LEAA: EX OFFICIO 

WORKING 

WORKING SUJCOMMI7TEES TRE~EMP~~YMENT I CRIMINA~ JUSTICE r 
I 

I 

I PREVENTION RESEARCH 8. ENFORCEMENT L.EGISL.ATION 8. 

EVALUATION INTELLtGENCE ADMIN. POLICY 

PROSECCTION 8. PUBLIC INFORMATION 8. 

INVESTIGATION CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON 

Reorganization Plan. This ambiguity led to jurisdictional disputes between 
the agencies. 

The most valuable contribution the White Paper made toward the 
resolution of these disputes was to focus the debate on a relatively narrow 
set of issues, and to point out the considerable areas of agreement which 
existed, but which were often overlooked. Since llle White Paper's release, 
the working relationship between DEA and the Customs Service has 
improved markedly. Among other things: 

• Last December, the U.S. Customs Service and DEA signed and 
implemented a Memorandum of Understanding which outlines 
operating guidelines for improving coordination between those 
agencies, thus signalling an end to the rivalry which had hindered 
Federal drug law enforcement efforts for more than ten years. These 
guidelines were discussed by top DEA and Customs officials injoint 
session in February 1976 to ensure clear understanding of them. 

• To respond to Customs' complaint that DEA was not providing 
useable tactical intelligence in sufficient quantity, DEA established a 
capability within its intelligence branch to work specifically on 
Customs requirements. In addition, Customs has made provisions 
for assigning three intelligence analysts to DEA headquarters to 
ensure that DEA personnel are sensitive to Customs' intelligence 
requirements, and that all relevant information is relayed to them. 
Customs has also assigned personnel to the interagency El Paso 
Intelligence Center and to DEA's Detroit office. The resulting flow 
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of information from DEA to Customs has increased sharply since 
the Memorandum of Understanding was signed, from a few 
hundred specific items per month to over one thousand per month. 

e FinaIIy, in June 1976 DEA and CUftoms agreed on a procedure 
which permits Customs to debrief persons arrested for drug 
smuggling at the border if DEA declines to do so. 

A similar Memorandum of Understanding between Customs and the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) was signed in April 1975 
and the U.S. Coast Guard will soon be executing Memoranda of Under­
standing with Customs and DEA. 

The Immigration and Naturalization Service, the U.S. Coast Guard, the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms (ATF), as well as DEA and Customs, are working 
together at the EI Paso Intelligence Center. An Interagency Drug Intel­
ligence Group with representatives of several of these agencies has 
been meeting since mid-June to monitor the movement of brown heroin. 
Further, DEA, in coordination with the Cabinet Committee on Drug Law 
Enforcement, has established two pilot Field Intelligence Exchange Groups 
in Chicago and Miami. Th~ objective of these groups is to maximize 
prosecutions against key high-level traffickers and financiers by coordinat­
ing the local intelligence resources of Federal agencies and State and city 
law enforcement organizations. 

BROADENING INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION 

In his April 27 message to the Congress on drug abuse President Ford 
said: 

"No matter how hard we fight the problem of drug abuse at home, we 
cannot make really significant progress without the continued coopera­
tion of foreign governments. This is because most dangerous narcotics 
are produced in foreign countries. Thus, our capability to deal with 
supplies of drugs available in the United States depends largely on the 
interest and capability of foreign governments in controlling the 
production and shipment of illicit drugs. 

" ... We must now intensify diplomatic efforts at all levels in order to 
encourage the greatest possible commitment from other governments to 
this international problem. We must continue to provide technical and 
equipment assistance through cooperative enforcement efforts with U.S. 
agents stationed overseas, all aimed at strengthening drug control 
organizations within foreign countries. And we must continue to 
participate in building institutions and a system of international treaties 
which can provide a legal framework for an international response to 
this international problem. ' 

"I have spoken personally to Presidents Echeverria of Mexico and 
Lopez-Michelsen of Colombia and with Prime Minister Demirel of 
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Turkey in an effort to strengthen cooperation among all nations involved 
in the fight against illicit drug tra:"c ... 

"And I am confident that our joint efforts will bring about a real 
reduction in drug trafficking into the United States." 

Mexico has been the top priority country in the international narcotics 
control program for the past several years since it has become the 
dominant U.S. source of heroin. Mexico is also a major source of 
marihuana and an important transshipment route for cocaine. During the 
past year, President Ford, Secretary Kissinger and Attorney General Levi 
have all underlined in their talks with the President, President-elect and the 
Attorney General of Mexico the great importance we attach to Mexico's 
narcotics control efforts.9 Further we have continued to provide substantial 
amounts of material assistance, primarily aircraft, to Mexican narcotics 
agents. IO 

Probably the most important single development in the international 
narcotics control area over the past 18 months was the decision last year by 
the Mex\can Government to move from manual destruction of poppy 
plants to use of environmentally safe herbicides. I I Previously, soldiers were 
moved by helicopter into the poppy fields in the high Sierra Madre 
mountains to knock the plants down with sticks-a system as laborious, 
slow, and inefficient as it sounds. \ 

Using the vastly more efficient aerial spraying method, the Mexican 
Government reports that it destroyed over 20,000 poppy fields in the 
campaign which ended in April 1976, more than four times the number of 
fields destroyed in any previous campaign. While many of the fields were 
undoubtedly harvested before being destroyed, and many were replanted, 
this represents a major achievement which should significant reduce the 
amount of Mexican heroin available in the U.S.:2 As noted in Chapter 2, 
we believe the decline in purity of brown heroin since June 1976 portends 
this reduction but only time can confirm that trend. 

Lasting effectiveness of the eradication campaign and complementary 
U.S. enforcement efforts will require continuation, at the same or higher 
levels, oi the strenuous efforts both governments are now making. A new 
Mexican administration will be inaugurated in December, three months 
after the resumption of intensified poppy eradication efforts this fall. 
President-elect Lopez-Portillo stated in his September 24, 1976 meeting 

q President-elect Lope7.-Portillo assumes office on December I. 1976. 
10 Following the provision of $15.8 miJlion in assistance in FY 1975, the U.S. Government 

will prtlvide $14.5 million in FY 1976 including the transition quarter, and an additional $8. I 
million is programmed for FY 1977. This represents more than one-fourth of the total 
international narcotics assistance program. 

II These short-acting herbicides used were selected by the Mexican government from 
among those used routinely in Mexican agriGulture. 

12 At the same time the Mexican Government has stepped up its eradication campaign, 
DEA has intensified enforcement attacks on major traffickers of Mexican heroin, both in· the 
U.S. and in Mexico, through sharing intelligence and joint prosecutions. 
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with President Ford that his administration will continue and even seek to 
increase, his predecessor's efforts. This is critical, because even a brief 
slowdown during the transition between presidential administrations could 
allow a significant amount of opium to be harvested, since substantial 
acreage reaches maturity in late fall. 

Another important joint Mexican-U.S. program implemented over the 
past year is called JANUS-a special program to prosecute Mexican 
national traffickers in Mexico based on testimony taken in the U.S. 

Significant progress can also be noted in the cases of two other opium 
producing countries-one, the former major U.S. source; the other a 
major potential source . 

• Turkey: In the 1960's and early 1970's, opium diverted from 
Turkey's licit crop and processed into heroin in Marseilles 
accounted for more than half of the heroin in the United States. 
Because of its concern about the diversion, the Turkish Government 
banned all opium production following the 1971-1972 crop year, a 
ban which was rescinded under intense domestic political pressure 
in 1974. However, the poppy crop now is strictly monitored and 
harvested by the more controllable poppy straw method: to date, 
Turkish, United Nations and U.S. experts have not detected 
significant diversion to illicit markets from the 1974-75 or the 1975-
76 poppy straw crop . 

• Burma: Burma produces the largest quantity of illicit opium in the 
world, estimated at 450 metric tons annually.J3 Recognizing that 
most of the insurgent groups and independent warlords that infest 
its northern states finance their operations with the proceeds of 
opium trafficking, the Burmese Government has dramatically 
stepped up its destruction of illicit poppy fields and raids on 
trafficking caravans, using U.S. supplied helicopters for mobility.J4 
During the 1975-76 growing season the BUrmese Government 
destroyed and/ or forced out of operation 17 laboratories and 
refineries, intercepted nine large drug caravans and destroyed 
approximately 18,000 acres of opium poppies. These efforts reduced 
significantly the amount of heroin that would have been available 
for export from Burma. 

Another drug of abuse which is grown and processed overseas is cocaine. 
Coca production is narrowly limited geographically, with coca leaves 
grown primarily in Bolivia and Peru, and processing into cocaine taking 
place mainly in Colombia. Th1.3, if supplies can be reduced in those three 

13 To put this volume in perspective, the annual U.S. illicit demand is estimated at 5·7 tons 
of heroin, equivalent to 60·80 tons of Southeast Asian opium. 

14 Our narcotics control expenditures in Burma for FY 1976 were $13.3 million, following 
less than $1 million in FY 1975. A FY 1977 budget request for $2.9 million is to support a' 
spare parts and maintenance program for U.S. helicopters and furnish any additional required 
aircraft . 
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countries, the total amount of cocaine available can be severely limited, 
since there are not ready alternative sources. Just such an opportunity to 
make major inroads into coca production, refining, and trafficking appears 
to be developing. In September 1975, President Lopez-Michelsen of 
Colombia and President Ford discussed the increasing cocaine problem. 
Following that meeting, President Ford directed that we expand our 
assistance to Colombian efforts to interdict the growing cocaine traffic. In 
response, U.S. narcotics assistance provided to Colombia increased from 
approximately half a million dollars in FY 1975 to almost $5 million in FY 
1976 for a comprehensive package of aircraft, communications equipment 
and other needed equipment. 

In June 1976 President Banzer of Bolivia and Secretary Kissinger met 
and laid the groundwork for an expanded assistance program in Bolivia 
which will: 

• Expedite and expand research and pilot efforts now underway to 
determine the feasibility of alternative sources of income for the 
traditional coca growers; 15 

o Develop a mechanism to enforce control over coca growing (new 
growers should now be stopped from growing and traditional 
growers should be subjected to control when alternative sources of 
income become available); and 

• Strengthen Bolivian enforcement capabilities against drug traf­
fickers. 

Subsequently Peru, the other major source of coca, has offered to work 
with us as well, and negotiations are now underway to develop a joint 
program. 

The difficulties posed by a program of bringing coca production under 
control in those countries by combining alternative income for coca 
growers with the adoption of a parallel crop control and enforcement effort 
cannot be minimized. Not only must we identify viable alternate sources of 
income in these remote areas, we must also develop means of marketing the 
products. Moreover, long-entrenched lifestyles must change. But the price 
of failing to try is clearly greater than the funds involved. 

Questions have been asked about these "cocaine initiatives" in light of 
the fact that cocaine is a lower priority drug than heroin or the "dangerous 
drugs." However, the drug priority concept does not mean that all efforts 
should be devoted only to the opiates, barbiturates and amphetamines 
which have higher social costs. Attention must be given to all drugs to keep 
them from expanding into major problems. 

I~ President Ford has approved potential funding over five years with up to $45 million of 
Agency for International Development (AID) concessional loan funds for agricultural 
assistance to poor farmers in the coca-growing areas of Bolivia beginning in 1979, and up to 
$8 million in additional narcotics control funds to strengthen enforcement. U.S. loan funds 
will only be utilized provided viable programs can be developed and the Bolivian government 
moves forward with enforcement and control measures. We plan also to encourage Bolivia to 
seek additional assistance for this effort from international financial institutions. 
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The percentage of our international program directed against cocaine­
even with the new programs now projected for Bolivia and Peru-some $5 
to $7 million per year over five years from an annual budget that has 
averaged in the upper thirty millions-is well below the percentage directed 
against heroin. Therefore, the programs envisaged for Bolivia, Peru and 
Colombh: regarding cocaine are consistent with the concept of drug 
priorities. In Chapter 4 we discuss the need to monitor these programs with 
a view toward assessing how they fit within an overall international strategy 

Another area in which progress has been made over the past 18 months is 
that of developing a more comprehensive and strict system of international 
treaties and national laws to control drug production and trafficking. For 
example, the Convention on Psychotropic Substances of 1971 came into 
force in August 1976 upon ratification by forty countries. 

While the fact that the Convention came into force is salutary, with the 
exception of France it has not been ratified by any of the major producers 
of psychotropic substances, which severely weakens its effectiveness. 
Prominent among the holdouts is the United States, though the 
Convention was sent to the Senate over five years ago and the President has 
repeatedly called for passage of domestic enabling legislation, most 
recently in his drug abuse message to the Congress of April 27, 1976.16 

Further, a number of prominent drug producing or trafficking countries 
have strengthened internal control in the past year. These include: 

• Singapore. In December 1975, the Government of Singapore passed 
legislation providing for the death penalty for trafficking in 
morphine or heroin, and the ultimate sentence has already been 
impqsed. Evidence suggests that traffickers are now less willing to 
use Singapore as a transit route . 

• Holland. Over the past few years, Amsterdam has become a major 
point of entry for Southeast Asian heroin destined for Western 
Europe. In August 1976 the Dutch Parliament passed legislation 
which simultaneously increased the penalties for trafficking and 
decreased them for simple possession. 

Additionally, the U.S. Customs Service has concluded treaties with 
counterpart organizations in Mexico and Austria during the past year to 
increase cooperation in the suppression of customs offenses, inclUding the 
smuggling of narcotics and other contraband. 

Finally, in order to stimulate greater international demand reduction 
activity, the Cabinet Committee on International Narcotics Control 
recently revised its guidelines in this area and disseminated them to all 
United States diplomatic missions abroad. These guidelines should result 

16 "The delay in U.S. ratification of the Convention has been an embarrassment to us. 
Moreover, it has made it extremely difficult for us to urge other countries to tighten controls 
on natural-based narcotic substances, when we appear unwilling to extend international 
controls to amphetamines. barbiturates and other psychotropic drugs which are produced 
here in the United States." 
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in greater attention to the modest but important program which has been 
launched over the past several years to encourage other nations to look 
more closely at their domestic drug abuse problems. By bringing their own 
drug abuse problems to the attention of other countries, we can stimulate 
closer cooperation among nations in a truly global effort to control illicit 
drug trafficking. 

IMPROVING THE USE AND 
DISTRIBUTION OF INFORMATION 

The collection and sharing of information regarding all aspects of the 
drug abuse program are crucial to its success. For.example, information on 
the effects of drug use is central to any public education process. Data on 
the extent of drug use, the availability of illicit drugs and the resultant 
social costs are critical in making broad resource allocation'decisions and 
in evaluating the overall effectiveness of our programs. Strategic 
intelligence on trends in drug abuse, levels of price and availability, sources 
of drugs, and capabilities of other governments to control drugs are 
essential for more detailed resource allocation decisions. Data on the effect 
of different types of treatment on abusers of different drugs, both during 
and after treatment, are vital to determining what type of treatment works 
best for whom. In short, information should serve as the foundation for 
both short- and long-term program management. 

Over the past several years, the volume of information available to drug 
program managers has increased greatly. Progress in analyzing this 
information and in distributing it in a timely and useful way to potential 
users-ranging from the public to other enforcement agencies-has not 
kept pace. 

We hav~ made modest progress over the past 18 months, in analyzing 
available data and in sharing information more widely. For example, the 
Client Oriented Data Acquisition Process (CODAP) and DAWN provide 
data on the extent of drug use, the impact of such drug use in terms of 
deaths and hospital emergency room visits, the characteristics of drug users 
entering treatment and the impact of treatment on those users. This 
information is now available on a quarterly basis to program managers, 
health professionals, regulatory officials and the general pUblic. 

Further, the NRtional Institute on Drug Abuse has undertaken to 

• 

• 

t.-

• 

• 

-
periodically publish a Heroin Indicators Trend Report which synthesizes , 
these and other data to determine trends in availability and use. 

Intelligence, often thought of as an exotic art somehow unconnected 
with the rest of the drug program, is merely the use of information from a 
variety of sources to provide a picture of what is happening, so managers • 
can target resources appropriately. The White Paper found that the overall 
narcotics intelligence function generally suffered from: 

• Insufficient funding during the internal resource allocation process. 
This was particularly true with regard to intelligence analys.is 
capability. • 34 
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• Counterproductive competition within and among enforcement 
agencies. There was evidence that competitive attitudes within and 
among enforcement agencies impeded the production and flow of 
operational intelligence. 

To respond to the inadequacy of funds, additional resources have been 
allocated to intelligence activities in both DEA and Customs. 17 A unit will 
be established for long-range intelligence planning in DEA, and DEA 
headquarters' strategic intelligence capability will be expanded. Further, 
DEA has implemented several internal management changes in both 
headquarters and field intelligence operations, as well as stressing the 
responsibility of agents to collect and report intelligence to meet multi­
agency needs. For example: 

• DEA has scheduled six intelligence collection and reporting training 
schools for Special Agents beginning in November 1976. 

• All regional intelligence offices, foreign and domestic will have 
functional reporting responsibilities to the headquarters Office of 
Intelligence. 

It Existing agency and management evaluation forms will be revised 
to include intelligence collection and reporting as an important 
factor to be considered in the evaluation of all agents for 
supervisory positions. 

• The curricula for DEA's supervisors· school and mid-level 
management school will be revised to place greater emphasis on 
intelligence collection and reporting. 

• DEA field managers will be scheduled for intelligence management 
training aud review either in the three-week school or in abbreviated 
sessions designed to highlight its curriculum. 

As these changes are implemented, the intelligence support provided to 
other agencies should improve, thus increasing interagency cooperation 
and sharing. In addition, s.everal mUlti-agency efforts to ensure full 
participation in information sharing by drug law enforcement agencies 
have been launched. These initiatives are intended to provide an exchange 
of information on local, regional, and national levels. They are: 

• El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC): This interagency group, located 
in the southwestern border area, receives and disseminates 
information on trafficking and illegal alien activity along the 
southern border. The EPIC staff includes operational personnel 
from DEA, Customs, INS, Coast Guard, FAA, and A TF. 

• Interagency Drug Intelligence Group (IDIG): This interagency 
intelligence group, at DEA headquarters in Washington, combines 
DEA, Customs and INS personnel efforts in analysis and 

I7Specifically, a total of 59 new positions for FY 1977 are being allocated within DEA for 
regional, strategic and operational intelligence. Customs has added 21 intel'igencc positions. 
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dissemination of intelligence relating to a priority drug target, 
heroin from Mexico . 

• Unified Intelligence Division (UJ D): A joint city-State-DEA 
intelligence unit has been in operation for over two years in the New 
York City metropolitan area, with membership from a broad range 
of Federal, State and local drug law enforcement agencies operating 
in that area. The UID has a small central staff housed within the 
DEA regional office and analyzes and disseminates intelligence 
information for the area . 

• Field Intelligence Exhange Group (FIEG): The Cabinet Committee 
on Drug Law Enforcement has proposed that interagency groups be 
formed in 19 major cities to focus intelligence resources upon 
selected major trafficker targets. On August 20, 1976 pilot efforts to 
test this concept were begun in Chicago and Miami. Agencies 
participating include DEA, Customs, IRS, the U.S. Attorney's 
Office, INS, Coast Guard, FBI, Secret Service,. A TF and 
representatives of State and local law enforcement. 

Despite this progress, much more needs to be done. Plans to further 
improve the dissemination of information are discussed in the next chapter. 

SECURING EFFECTIVE 
REMOVAL OF TRAFFICKERS 

Earlier, we discussed the progress being made in focusing Federal law 
enforcement resources on the arrest of major traffickers. Much of the 
progress we have made in improving our ability to apprehend these 
traffickers will be lost, however, unless major changes are made in the way 
our criminal justice system deals with drug traffickers after arrest 

To deal with the failure to immobilize traffickers against whom 
substantial cases have been develop, President Ford proposed legislation in 
his April 27, 1976 special message which would: 

1. Require minimum mandatory prison sentences for persons 
convicted of high-level trafficking in heroin and similar narcotic 
drugs. These minimum sentences-three years for a first offense 
relating to an opiate and six years for an offense following a 
previous conviction or for selling an opiate to a person under 21 
years of age-are mtended to ensure that drug traffickers know that 
they will go to jail upon conviction. 

2. Enable judges to deny bail in the absence of compelling 
circumstances for certain categories of notorious drug defendants. 
These defendants include those persons previously convicted of an 
opiate felony, persons on parole, probation, or other conditional 
release, non-resident aliens or persons in possession of illegal 
passports at the time of arrest, and persons convicted of having 
been fugitives. 

3. Raise the value of property used to smuggle drugs which can be 
seized by administrative as opposed to judicial action from $2,500 
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to $10,000 and extend this forfeiture provision to include cash or 
other personal property found in the possession of a narcotics 
violator. 

4. Make meaningful an existing provision which requires that any 
person planning to transport an amount exceeding $5,000 file a 
report, and that the report be filed prior to departure. 

5. Reduce the opportunities for unloading of contraband by requiring 
owners or masters of small, privately owned boats to report their 
arrival to the U.S. Customs Service immediately, instead of within 
24 hours. 

Enactment of this legislation would represent a major contribution to the 
Federal anti-narcotics effort. Securing enactment is thus one of the highest 
priority "open agenda" items discussed in Chapter 4. 

The problem of fugitives is significant: currently there are 2,547 Federal 
.fugitives charged with drug-related offenses. Of these, 345 are Class I major 
traffickers. To help deal witn this problem, the FBI will utilize resources 
available to them to assist DEA in apprehending major drug fugitives. In 
addition, the Department of State, the Immigrati0n and Naturalization 
Service, U.S. Customs and the Criminal Division of the Department of 
Justice are developing plans for coordinating the controlled re-entry of 
drug law fugitives into the United States. These plans will include a review 
of existing extradition treaties with an eye toward strengthening them as 
necessary. 

Finally, to attack the financial resources necessary for narcotics 
traffickers' illegal transactions, in his April 27, 1976 Special Message on 
Drug Abuse the President directed the Secretary of the Treasury to work 
with the Commissioner of the Internal Revenue Service, in consultation 
with the Attorney General and the Administrator of the Drug Enforcement 
Administration, to develop a tax enforcement program aimed at key 
traffickers. To begin implementing that directive, the Administrator of 
DEA and the Commissioner of the Internal Revenue Service have signed a 
Memorandum of Understanding providing for exchange of information on 
major drug violators who may be guilty of tax evasion. So far, the names of 
375 Class I drug violators have been sent to IRS field officials so that tax 
investigations can begin if warranted. . 

In June 1976, a U.S.-sponsored resolution urging governments to make 
the financing of narcotics traffickers a punishable offense and to exchange 
information that would be helpful in identifying persons committing such 
offenses, was adopted unanimously by the United Nations Economic and 
Social Council. Action to this end should prove to be a significant step 
toward improved cooperation in narcotics investigations. 

In addition, the recently concluded U.S.-Swiss Mutual Assistance Treaty 
on Criminal Matters, which becomes effective in January 1977, should 

tNThere is a great likelihood that these individuals are routinely committing tax offenses. 
since they pay no taxes on their illegal income. 
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expedite the exchange of information concerning persons engaged in 
criminal activities, including alleged drug traffickers, even while the case is 
still in the investigatory stage. Exploratory discussions have been held or 
are underway in a number of countries with a view toward entering into 
mutual assistance agreements for exchanging information to disrupt the 
financing of international crimes. 

To provide specialized prosecutorial support to the program aimed at 
incarcerating major drug traffickers, the Attorney General has devoted 
greater resources to more extensive enforcement of the conspiracy laws of 
the United States. There are presently special controlled substances 
prosecution units in operation in the offices of 19 U.S. Attorneys 
throughout the country. The U.S. Attorneys were alloted additional 
personnel to staff these units so that prosecutors would be in a position to 
devote full time to major cases. In addition, DEA has established a 
headquarters staff to support conspiracy cases and has put ~reater 

emphasis on its Central Tactical Units which specialize in the development 
of major conspiracies. Both the Criminal Division of the Department of 
Justice and DEA monitor the activities of the prosecution units and 
conduct seminars to train attorneys and agents. In addition, DEA has a 
conspiracy investigation course for agents which is now being expanded to 
train personnel in the domestic regional offices. 

* * * * * * It should be clear from this discussion that we believe a great deal of 
progress has been made over the past 18 months in revitalizing and 
refocusing the Federal drug abuse program and putting it on a sound basis, 
but there is more we must do. This is the subject of the next chapter: "The 
Open Agenda." 
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4. THE OPEN AGENDA 
As indicated in the previous chapter, we have made progress in the past 

18 months, particularly in the fuller utilization of Federal resources. 
Nonetheless, much remains to be done in all of the areas discussed there. 

Specifically, Federal enforcement efforts can still be more narrowly 
focused on high-level, interstate and international traffickers. The Internal 
Revenue Service, the Federal Bureau of Investigation and State and local 
law enforcement organizations can all contribute more to an overall 
enforcement program. We can do much more to encourage other nations 
to join us in this truly international struggle. We need to secure passage of 
new legislation aimed at improving our ability to put major traffickers in 
prison and at closing loopholes in the law which allow them to continue to 
prey on our young. And we need to enlist State and local vocational 
training services; and State, local and private organizations in a broad 
prevention effort. 

This chapter discusses the additional need for priority action in nine 
areas: 

• Development of a national prevention strategy. 
• Expansion of treatment linkages with both Federal and State and 

local criminal justice systems, other State and local community 
services, and alcohol treatment. 

• Broadening of the program against amphetamine and barbiturate 
use. 

• Removal of offenders from drug trafficking by improving post­
arrest prosecution and incarceration, and by attacking the financial 
resources of traffickers. . 

• Improvement in intelligence support. 
e Action to strengthen State and local law enforcement. 
• Outlining of an overall framework for evaluating specific interna­

tional programs. 
• Review of sanctions imposed for possession offense. 
• Development and use of new knowledge . 

Much of this "open agenda" is not entirely new and some of it has been 
called for explicitly before. These items remain on the open agenda because 
progress in implementing them has been slow or inadequate, program 
managers have been unable to mobilize the resources from organizations 
which are outside their control, Congress has failed to act on proposed 
legislation or simply because they need continuing emphasis. All are 
important to the success of the Federal strategy. The fact that action on 
them has been called for before but not achieved should not deter us from 
renewing our efforts in these critical areas. 
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DEVELOPMENT OF A NATIONAL 
PREVENTION STRATEGY 

Nearly every major revL:w of the Federal drug program has concluded 
that greater emphasis must be placed on education and prevention efforts 
aimed at discouraging the use of drugs. I Yet, despite this general agreement 
about the importance of giving greater attention to prevention, progress 
has been limited. There is only now emerging a general agreement 
concerning what constitutes prevention, what prevention approaches work 
best and what the Federal role should be in this area. 

In the past the Federal Government has supported a variety of well­
intentioned programs which were aimed at "preventing" drug abuse. The 
results of most such programs have been questioned, however, and there is 
no strong evidence which clearly demonstrates that prevention programs 
work. In response to this apparent conflict between the ned to do more in 
the area and the paucity of knowledge as to what works, the Executive 
Branch and the Congress have been extremely cautious in committing 
resources to prevention programs, Iesulting in only modest financial 
support for these activities. 

In order to overcome this dilemma, we believe that a high priority effort, 
including additional funds for demonstrations, should be made to deve:op 
a comprehensive National strategy which, in specific terms, discusses what 
works and what doe~n't and which outlines the appropriate Federal role in 
the prevention effort. Accordingly, the Cabinet Committee for Drug Abuse 
Prevention, Treatment and Rehabilitation has undertaken an action 
agenda which will first catalogue existing prevention programs, evaluate 
each of these to determine if they work and, if so, for what kinds of 
individuals in what kinds of environments. They will also point out where 
new knowledge is required and reco'nmend a program for developing such 
knowledge. At each stage, attention will be given to developing interim 
products which can be of immediate use to community-based prevention 
sponsors. 

Since we do know that initial experimentation and much subsequent 
heavy drug use occur during adolescence, services and stratl!gies should be 
directed at population groups within the age span of 8 to '18. We also know 
that programs must be developed that are able to operate across a 
contin'Jum ranging from those unlikely to get involved in drugs to those at 
highest risk. Programs must also include four essential components: 
information, education, alternatives and intervention. Adults involved with 
the youth (for example, parents, teachers, counselors) and friends should 
be viewed as key secondary target groups. 

I Fur example. the White Paper said: ..... despite our efforts to treat and rehabilitate drug 
users. we now understand that once a person begins to abuse drugs. long-term n:habilitation is 
both expensive and difficult. These 50beri.lg facts have convinced many experts that supply 
reduction efforts. even when coupled with treatment anci rehabilitation. are not enough. and 
that ultimately the drug problem can only be contair.ed through effective education and 
prevention efforts." 
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A number of community institutions-the family. school. church. 
recreation programs and the media-have an impact on the growth and 
development of children. The role of each of these institutions in 
preventing drug abuse should be emphasized. Opportunities for doing so 
should be evaluated and the best incorporated in an overall prevention 
strategy. 

Another area of drug abuse prevention which deserves greater attention 
is early identification and intervention. This requires early attention to 
children who have problems with alcohol or drug use in their early teen 
years. Schools. family. health and counselling centers. welfare agencies and 
other institutions linked to the daily lives of children and families should be 
sensitized to both identifying and appropriately dealing with such behavior 
so that it doesn't progress and become more serious. 

Prevention research efforts should focus on determining conditions 
which precede drug abuse. These eifOJis should include studies of non-drug 
use and drug-free communities to identify factors contributing to and 
promoting non-drug use. A great deal of research has already been done on 
these factors and the Federal Government should now broaden its efforts 
to collect and synthesize this existing knowledge. To this end, it is 
important to maintain a close liaison with those involved in child and 
adolescent research in order to take advantage of learning which might 
have implications for drug abuse prevention. 

Finally, the Federal Government should encourage and facilitate an 
evaluation of the effectiveness of prevention models. In the past, 
information provided by prevention projects varied so mw" ~hat direct 
comparison of various programs was difficult. Therefore, d',· statements 
of program objectives must be developed and disseminated which pose 
common criteria for program reporting and evaluation. This will allow 
communities to better determine the impact of their programs. 

EXPANSION OF TREATMENT LINKAGES 

While some progress has been made in developing systpmatic linkages 
between the Federally-funded treatment system and other existing systems 
dealing with individuals in trouble, more is needed. Specifically, greater 
cooperation and expanded linkages are required between the Federally­
funded treatment system and: 

• the criminal justice system (both Federal, and State and local); 
• State and local community services; and 
• organizations dealing with alcohol abuse. 

Criminal Justice System 

Studies have repeatedly shown that most high priority drug users have a 
history of repeated involvement with the criminal jt:·/~ce system. This 
involvement may be an arrest for simple drug possession or for a "habit­
supporting" felony such as robbery or it may be for offenses entirely 
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unrelated to drug use. Whatever the reason, these arrested drug users are 
prime candidates for treatment since their arrest and subsequent handling 
in the criminal justice system provide an opportunity to detect and monitor 
drug-using behavior and to encourage participation in a treatment 
program, where appropriate. Thus, development of systematic linkages 
between the treatment and criminal justice system is critical. 

The Federal Government has taken an important step in providing 
referral services to offenders who come into contact with the criminal 
justice system at the State level. A Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA) funded program called Treatment Alternatives to 
Street Crime (T ASC) identifies and refers narcotic-involved offenders to 
drug abuse treatment in 38 cities throughout the United States. About 
26,000 clients have been referred to treatment since the program began, and 
there are 5,200 clients currently in treatment. Results to date have been 
dramatic-the average recidivism rate has been cut in half-and the 
program has been enthusiastically received by the law enforcement 
officials, the courts and communities alike. 

T ASC should be expanded as rapidly as possible to encompass any 
jurisdiction with a population of 200,000 or more that can demonstrate 
eligibility. As older projects complete their period of Federal funding, 
monies will be available for new starts. As the start-up funding provided by 
LEAA runs out for each T ASC project, the local government should be 
prepared to provide funding support from either LEAA block grants or 
other sources: none of these projects should be allowed to lapse. If the 
additional client load_ caused by T ASC referrals exceeds existing 
community treatment capacity, increasing that capacity should be given 
high priority. 

Federal offenders with histories of drug dependency who are in the 
community under either pre-trial or post-conviction supervised release are 
highly vulnerable to relapse and criminal behavior to support their 
addiction. Thus, a T ASC-like program applied to Federal probationers 
could have a similar positive impact on recidivism rates in this high risk 
category of released offenders. 

Currently, the only program which provides this identification and 
referral system for Federal offenders is the pre-trial services pilot project 
directed by the Chief Justice of the United States. Mandated under the 
Speedy Trial Act of 1974, the pilot is being implemented in 10 major 
Federal judicial districts to screen all defendents brought before the 
Federal courts to determine present and past drug use, especially heroin 
use. 2 Each defendant is routinely questioned as to present and past drug 
use. Present or past drug treatment for opiate and non-opiate use is 
determined and recommendations for continued or initial treatment are 
made to the judicial officer. Treatment needs are determined by the pre­
trial services officer as a result of the initial bail interview and by follow-up 

lNew York City, Brooklyn. Philadelphia. Baltimore. Atlanta. Detroit. Chicago. Kan~a~· 
City. Dallas. and Los Angeles. 
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field verification of interview data. All ten agencies have been operational 
since February 1976 and well over 4,500 defendants have been interviewed, 
with approximately one-third having been released on pre-trial supervi­
sion. 

This project is important because it begins to fill an important gap in 
refenal services for drug abusers within the Federal criminal justice system. 
Presently, Federal referral efforts begin only after sentencing and even 
these pre-incarceration efforts are limited. Most Federal referral activities 
occur when an individual is about to be released from prison. The ten-cities 
pilot will enable the Federal Government to develop a more comprehensive 
capability to identify and refer for treatment and other appropriate services 
those people entering the criminal justice system who need such help. As 
soon as preliminary favorable results of the first ten pilot projects are 
substantiated, the program should be expanded. 

Attention must also be given to providing proper treatment to those in 
prison or on parole. LEA A legislation required that by October 1, 1976, all 
convicted offenders incarcerated or on a supervised release program receive 
drug or alcohol treatment, if warranted. Earlier surveys of State prison 
systems have indicated that such services have been lacking. A priority 
assessment of the actual delivery of required services has been undertaken 
to determine if significant corrective action is needed. Currently, programs 
for Federal offenders are operating under antiquated legislation, the 
Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act of 1966 (NARA). We should repeal 
Titles I, II and III of the Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act, substituting 
legislation for Title II which wiJl identify drug-dependent inmates and 
provide institutional and aftercare supervision. 

While the number of heroin-using clients referred to treatment by the 
criminal justice system should increase, the number of casual or 
recreational marihuana users referred for "treatment" as an alternative to 
jail should decrease in order to reserve limited treatment capacity for those 
who need it more. To accomplish this, the National Institute on Drug 
Abuse (NIDA) and the Department of Justice have begun to develop a 
referral training package for judges, prosecutors and probation and parole 
officers which could be used at aJl levels of operations, i.e., Federal, State 
and local jurisdictions. Further, the Cabinet Committee on Drug Abuse 
Prevention (CCDAP) has adopted the establishment of guidelines for 
judicial referral as an issue to be. incorporated into their activities. 

State and Local 
Community Services 

The federal Government has traditionally been responsible for a greater 
share of the funding for drug abuse treatment than for most other health 
services, including alcohol and menta! health. This was necessary since 
traditional health and mental health providers were reluctant to initiate 
drug abuse treatment activities. 

Over the past four years State and local governments have assumed an 
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increasing share of this funding. However, they now appear to be unable to 
assume any additional responsibility. Indeed, some States and localities 
have had difficulty this past year in meeting their present matching 
requirements. The National Association of State Drug Abuse Program 
Coordinators has urged "that the level of Fedem. support for drug abuse 
services be fixed at 80% of the true program cost", which they assess at 20% 
more than current allowances, "without reducing the current nationwide 
base of 102,000 NIDA-supported treatment slots." This concern under­
scores the real problem that States face in meeting their financial 
commitments in the drug abuse area, and suggests that the current policy of 
stabilizing the cost-sharing at 60 percent Federal and 40 percent non­
Federal is too low as assessed by the States. The importance of maintaining 
or increasing the Federal contribution to community-based treatment 
cannot be overstated: it is vital to the continuing viability of a community 
service delivery strategy. 

A related problem to the one of funding is that of system stability. Time 
and again, State and local officials have stressed the need to have a greater 
understanding of what the Federal treatment position will be over a 3-to-5 
year period in order to adjust their own plans. Thus, we should attempt to 
define a Federal strategy for treatment which covers several years. Such a 
treatment strategy should indicate what the Federal objective is-for 
example, to provide treatment services to all who seek them; or to provide 
detoxification services on demand and fund only a certain number or 
broader treatment slots-the approximate level of resources to be expected 
and what services we expect the States to provide. 

Finally, there is a need for community-based treatment to expand its 
interface with the total community health and social service providers to 
ensure that the drug abusing client receives the services he needs. 
Obviously, more than just treatment services are needed if rehabilitation is 
to occur. For example, employment and related training are essential to the 
rehabilitation of the drug involved offender. Since the drug abuse 
treatment system is not specially funded to provide employment and 
training services, better ways of assuring access to programs in the 
community that do provide such services are essential. However, many of 
the existing Federal programs which provide skills training or employment 
assistance currently exclude drug abusers or narrowly limit their participa­
tion. J 

Because employment and related training and job development activities 
are essential to the rehabilitation of the drug involved offender, and current 
services lacking, we must establish ways of improving drug offenders' 
employability and employment opportunities. Over the next six months, 

1 Under the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act authority to conduct skills 
training and employment assistance programs has heen delegated to prime sponsors.-· 
political jurisdictions of 100,000 or more. Consequently, determinations as to whether drug 
ahusers should he targeted for special assistance is dependent upon local initiatives and policy 
determinations. 
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the cabinet Committee on Drug Abuse Prevention, Treatment and 
Rehabilitation will undertake to ensure that drug abusers will not be denied 
access to existing Federal manpower or rehabilitation programs. Specific 
activities will be directed at reviewing guidelines, regulations and plans for 
vocational rehabilitation and employment programs at both Federal and 
State levels; developing cooperative activities and projects in these areas; 
and developing a strategy for greater involvement of the private sector in 
employment programs. 

Finally, we reaffirm the long-term goal of incorporating drug abuse 
services into the general health service system and including drug abuse 
services in national health insurance and other payment programs. While it 
is difficult to do so, we have made some progress in collecting third-party 
payments and we will continue to do more. But we should not abandon 
categorical support of drug abuse treatment services, since existing third­
party payment schemes can at best cover only a portion of the required 
service. 

Alcohol Treatment 

Alcohol is the most widely used drug in the United States today, and its 
abuse is related to more deaths and injuries than any other drug. Yet very 
little has been done to integrate the community-based activities dealing 
with the problem of alcohol abuse and the abuse of other drugs.4 At the 
least, there are opportunities for more fully integrating alcohol research 
with other research on the causes of addiction. 

Further, even though efforts have begun to exchange programmatic 
information between NIDA, the National Insitute on Alcohol Abuse and 
Alcoholism and the National Institute on Mental Health-the three 
institutes which comprise the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health 
Administration (ADAMHA)-a need remains for increased inter-institute 
sharing of a broad system of information, including coordination of 
planning and research data, to provide timely influence on policy decisions 
by the institutes. At a time of increasing Congressional emphasis on cost 
containment, we must improve the efficiency of ADAMHA. 

The case for partial integration of treatment services is not as clear, but 
the CCDAP should review and evaluate data on the clinical experiments 
that combine drug and alcohol abuse treatment to measure how well this 
approach works. Where possible, specific recommendations regarding 
further combined demonstrations or research should be made. 

BROADENING OF THE PROGRAM AGAINST 
AMPHET AMINE AND BARBITURATE ABUSE 

In Chapter 2, we observed that the abuse of "dangerous drugs" such as 
tranquilizers, amphetamines and barbiturates ranks with heroin as a severe 

• However. the Veterans Administration and the Department of Defense have been moving 
toward integration for several years . 
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social problem. Estimates are that there are several hundred thousand 
people using these drugs in a manner which leads to a high personal and 
social cost, a figure roughly comparable to the number of heroin addicts.5 

However, the complexities of the problem confronting the Federal 
Government with regard to dangerous drugs are much different and in 
some ways more difficult to correct than are those of heroin abuse: 

• Since many of these drugs have legitimate medical uses as wen as 
abuse potential, two objectives must be carefully balance; we must 
keep legitimately produced "dangerous drugs" out of illicit markets 
and at the same time preserve a legitimate market in which drugs are 
inexpensive and readily available. 

• The existence of this licit distribution system vastly complicates the 
control problem, since much of the illicit supply begins as legitimate 
production and is diverted at a variety of levels. 

• The legitimate retail distribution is "controlJed" by indepengent 
doctors and pharmacists, some of whom do not exercise adequate 
standards of control. 

• Once distributed, the drugs essentially are under the control of the 
individual recipient. 

The regulatory program which has been established under the authority 
of the Controlled Substances Act of 1970 does a reasonably effective job of 
controlling production and distribution at the manufacturing and 
wholesale stage through a system of schedules, quotas, registration and 
investigations. 6 But the Federal Government's ability to affect this 
problem at the retail and user level is severely constrained, both by the 
geographic dispersion and large number of registered retail distributors 
(over 500,000) and by the impact of doctors, pharmaceutical manufacturers 
and pharmacists on drug-using behavior. 

Therefore, the Administrator of DEA has established a special task force 
chaired by the DEA Office of Regulatory Affairs with membership from 
DEA, the Food and Drug Administration, NIDA, FTC, DoD, CPSC and 
regulatory boards to: 

• Review the problem in depth and make specific recommendations 
for enhancing the overall program. 

• Develop specific proposals, such as increased training or the 
creation of more Diversion Investigation Units, which will assist 
and thus increase the effectiveness of State and local authorities in 
combating retail diversion. 

l Basically, a user is likely to be in need of specialized assistance if he uses these drugs 
intensively, in combination with other drugs, and without medical supervision. 

6 For example, the abuse of several scheduled drugs, barbiturates in particular, has 
decreased between FY 1975 and FY 1976 through the introduction of quotas, tight security 
and record-keeping. The recent creation of a separate Office of Regulatory Affairs within 
DEA and the assignment of additional manpower should lead to further improvements. 
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• Develop cooperative alliances with professional associations so that 
drug control prevention and self-regulation programs such as the 
promulgation of prescribing guidelines can be instituted. This will 
impact on some of the social as well as regulatory consequences of 
drug abuse. Improper prescribing practices as well as poor 
communications between the professionals and the regulatory 
agencies will also be addressed. 

• Follow up on the recently completed Federally funded study of 
State licensing boards and professional associations to assess how 
its recommendations can be implemented. 

• Review the unrestricted international trade in dangerous drugs and 
monitor other nations' experiences with new drugs of abuse. 

REMOVAL OF OFFENDERS FROM DRUG TRAFFICKING 

It has become all too clear that gathering sufficient evidence to prosecute 
a trafficker does not guarantee his or her removal from further trafficking. 
A trafficker may be operating in a foreign country, out of reach of effective 
U.S. prosecution, trial and sentencing. If they remain in the United States, 
indictment and arrest do not guarantee immobilization; they merely begin 
a long criminal justice process during most of which the trafficker is free to 
continue operating. At the end of thi~ process incarceration may be 
relatively short. 7 

This failure to immobilize traffickers against whom a substantial case has 
been developed is very costly; in terms of wasted investigative resources 
and lowered morale, in terms of weakening the deterrent value of the law, 
and in terms of reduced public trust in the criminal justice system. 
Consequently, efforts to more effectively immobilize indicated traffickers 
are vitally important. 

The open agenda for improving performance in this area is discussed in 
two parts: 

• Improving post-arrest handling in the criminal justice system. 
• Attacking the financial resources of traffickers. 

Post-arrest Handling by 
Criminal Justice System 

Now that Federal law enforcement agencies are demonstrating the i 

ability to shift their focus to high-level violators, we must make significant I 
changes in the way the criminal justice system handles major traffickers. 
after arrest to capitalize on this progress. 

One necessary step is to enact better laws. The President proposed 
legislation in his April 27 Special MesJage on Drug Abuse which, among 
other things, is aimed at improving our ability to put major traffickers in 
prison. 

7 Nationally, 55 percent of convicted Federal narcotics offenders received sentences of 
eithc::r less than three years of imprisonment, or probation. (FY 1975 data) 
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These proposals are now before the Congress. They should receive 
bipartisan support and swift passage. Enactment of these proposals will 
represent a major contribution to the national anti-narcotics effort. 

Increased attention to the problem of prosecution of major traffickers is 
also needed. The establishment of Controlled Substances Units (special 
drug prosecution units) in the United States Attorneys' offices in 19 cities 
has helped to focus prosecution resources on cases involving major 
traffickers. But all too often, limited prosecutorial resources have forced 
these units to be diverted to lower level drug cases, or even to non-drug 
cases. We understand that this diversion reflects competing needs for the 
services of experience prosecutors who normally staff these units, but they 
nonetheless hurt the drug program. 

We believe that there needs to be greater commitment of experienced 
att..:>rneys to these units. Specifically, we recommend that all existing 
Controlled Substances Units be staffed with experienced prosecutors and 
further that the United States Attorneys' offices which do not have 
Controlled Substances Units select one or more experienced prosecutors to 
work with DEA on major cases. Additional DEA conspiracy units should 
be developed and DEA should ensure close working relationships between 
designated agents and prosecutors' offices in all major cities. Training DEA 
agents in conspiracy techniques, already increased substantially, should be 
further expanded and U.S. Attorneys should receive regular briefings by 
DEA personnel on the drug traffic in their geographic areas. 

Finally, there also is a pressing need to increase the number of United 
States magistrates and Federal judges. We specifically endorse the 
recommendations concerning Federal judges and magistrates made by the 
President in his June 17, 1976 message to the Congress on crime. 

Financial Resources 
of Traffickers 

By focusing on traffickers' fiscal resources the government can reduce the 
flow of drugs in two ways. First, high-level violators, usually well insulated 
from narcotics charges, can often be convicted for evading the taxes due on 
their illicit income. Second, since trafficking organizations require large 
sums of money to conduct their business, they are vulnerable to actions 
that reduce their working capital. 

Thus, the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) has a major role that it can and 
must play in drug enforcement. In accordance with the Presidential 
directive to develop a tax enforcement program aimed at high-level drug 
traffickers, DEA and the IRS signed a Memorandum of Understanding on 
July 27 which provides for the sharing of information concerning suspected 
tax vioiations by major narcotics violators. Since signing the memoran­
dum, DEA has provided IRS with an initial listing of 375 names of high­
level violators and meetings have been conducted in the field between DEA 
and IRS officials. All of this represents a good start: now the IRS qlust 
devote sufficient resources to ensure effective enforcement of the tax laws 
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against high-level drug traffickers. If additional resources are necessary, 
they should be provided. 

In addition to ;'lction by the IRS, there are other measures which can be 
taken to deprive the trafficker of fiscal resources needed in his trade, or to 
use financial aspects of his operations to build a criminal case. They include 
the following: 

• Enact the provisions of the President's proposed drug legislation 
which would: (1) raise the value of property used to smuggle drugs 
which can be seized by administrative, as opposed to judicial action 
(from $2,500 to $10,000), and extend this forfeiture provision to 
include cash or other personal property found in the possession of a 
narcotics violator; and (2) make operative the current provision 
requiring a report whenever more than $5,000 is being exported. 

• Pursue negotiations to bring about mutual assistance agreements 
with other countries for increased investigative access to informa­
tion which could help disrupt the financing of narcotics trafficking . 

• Expand the OEA financial intelligence project, which analyzes 
financial flow to and from a suspected violator to build a 
prosecutable case. 

• Expand training in financial intelligence. The sophisticated methods 
used by higher-level traffickers to move money and conceal profits 
require an equally sophisticated form of investigation. OEA's 
National Training Institute should work with the IRS to devise 
training courses for our' analysts and agents in financial investigative 
techniq ues. 

IMPROVEMENT IN 
INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT 

Despite the progress made in the past year, the narcotics intelligence 
function remains weak. Improvements are critically needed because the 
availability of good strategic and ta.::tical intelligence is the key to proper 
resource allocation. For example, strategic intelligence on trends in drug 
abuse, levels of price and availability, sources of drugs and capabilities of 
other governments to control drugs is essential for resource allocation 
decisions within and across agencies and for evaluating the impact of 
supply reduction efforts. Operational and tactical intelligence is essential 
for targeting enforcement efforts, screening possible leads and for insuring 
the maximum development of those leads. 

Over the next several months, the Enforcement Intelligence Subcommit­
tee of the CCOLE will focus on improving four critical functional phases of 
the intelligence process: 

• Establishment of agency requirements for intelligence information 
and the assignment of collection tasks against those requirements. 

'1 Collection of intelligence information from domestic and foreign 
sources and reporting of the information . 
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• Analysis and dissemination of intelligence . 
• Linkage between domestic and foreign intelligence. 

To meet the needs of participating agencies, the subcommittee will 
develop and disseminate a set Gf multiagency requirements. Further, to 
ensure that the information needed by each agency is accurate and fully 
attuned to the changing environment, it may be advisable to establish a 
Requirements Management Group with the principal function of updating 
and disseminating intelligence requirements to ensure adequate reporting. 

The investigator/agent in the field should be the principal resource for 
the collection and reporting of tactical narcotics intelligence information. 
Law enforcement managers must reorient the agent force to serve not only 
enforcement, but strategic intelligence and multiagency needs as well. DEA 
must become accustomed to collecting and reporting information beyond 
the immediate scope of a specific case. To help accomplish this, DEA has 
scheduled six intelligence collectinb and reporting training schools for its 
Special Agents beginning in November 1976. Within DEA, intelligence and 
enforcement activities must be more closely coordinated for more efficient 
collection, analysis and utilization of intelligence.N 

Efficient use of intelligence data is dependent on analysis and 
dissemination. Recognizing this need, additional resources for intelligence 
analysis have been provided for both DEA and Customs, but more may be 
required. This is particularly true with regard to domestic strategic 
intelligence. 

The international nature of the production and traffic in illicit drugs 
requires the use and careful coordination of both domestic law 
enforcement intelligence resources and foreign intelligence resources. The 
fact that two Cabinet Committees-International Narcotics Control and 
Drug Law Enforcement-have overlapping responsibilities in the area, 
plus the legal prohibition of any domestic involvement of the CIA (one of 
the major contributors to the international narcotics intelligence effort) 
makes coordination both difficult and essential. To address this 
coordination problem, the Working Group of the Cabinet Committee on 
International Narcotics Control (CCINC) has established a special task 
force to examine difficulties impeding effective interagency relationships 
abroad. The Enforcement Intelligence Subcommittee of the CCDLE is 
working closely with this task force. One concern of this group is to assure 
that appropriate foreign intelligence is available for domestic drug 
enforcement, while all proper legal requirements and related policies are 
implemented and observed. 

K As discussed in Chapter 3, several individual agency steps have also been taken to improve 
the collection and dissemination of intelligence information. Recently DEA and Customs 
concluded an agreement that provides that Customs may debrief those narcotics defendants 
not debriefed by DEA, so that more intelligence supporting interdiction and investigative 
efforts can be gathered and analY7.ed. In addition. Customs and DEA have agreed that 
Customs officers should gather narcotics related information from the international Customs 
community. Further. a number of interagency intelligence sharing mechanisms,at the 10c~1 
and national level have also been established. 
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ACTION TO STRENGTHEN 
STATE AND LOCAL ENFORCEMENT 

An inevitable result of directing Federal drug law enforcement activities 
against major drug traffickers is even greater reliance on State and local 
enforcement to investigate and prosecute the remaining drug offenses. As 
DEA moves away from prosecution of lower-level violators, additional 
resources must be found to enable local jurisdictions to handle those 
investigations. Further, Federal prollecutors are becoming increasingly 
selective as to which cases they will. accept, so there will be increasing 
pressure on local prosecutors to take those drug cases declined by Federal 
prosecutors. These increased pressures on State and local law enforcement 
resources will in turn increase demands on already congested State and 
local courts and correctional facilities. 

There is little evidence that State and local police and prosecutors have 
the resources to handle this additional burden. In fact, over the past few 
years many States and most major metropolitan areas have actually 
reduced the funding of enforcement programs, drug law enforcement 
particularly. Rare is the major police department whose drug enforcement 
program has been able to acquire increased resources to meet its increasing 
needs during the past few years. Further, many promising State and local 
programs originally funded through LEAA start-up funding were 
terminated because State and local jurisdictions have chosen not to absorb 
these programs in their budgets. 

The paradox is that, while we are depending more and more on State 
and local involvement in drug law enforcement, State and local authorities 
are allocating fewer and fewer resources to combatting drug abuse. 

Cooperative efforts, such as the establishment of a Unified Intelligence 
Division in New York to coordinate intelligence sharing among Federal, 
State and local enforcement officials, as well as two pilot projects in 
Chicago and Miami, help. So do the training programs run by DEA: 
during last year alone, DEA trained 3.33 I local police officers in narcotics 
enforcement. The availability of Federal resources is an important factor in 
assisting State and local law enforcement. In FY 1975, $29 million in 
LEAA grants for drug law enforcement were made, bringing the 6-year 
total in this area to $133 million.9 

All of these activities should be expanded. For while we have a­
responsibility to enforce the Federal statutes, we also have a responsibility 
to work more closely with local police to develop joint investigations and to 
focus on traffickers who are bringing drugs through interregional, 
interstate and international boundaries to local jurisdictions. 

State and local governments have a great responsibility, as well. Under 
our Federal system, the responsibility for enforcing the law against most 

q In addition, the budget for FY 1977 provides for continuation of the DEA tusk force 
program which capitaiizcs on joint Federal and local enforcement efforts. and continued 
training and laboratory support for State and local officers. 
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violations is specifically reserved for State and local jurisdiction. They 
simplY cannot e~pect the Federal Government to continually shoulder a 
greater and grer.ter share of the responsibility and funding for these vital 
programs. We understand resources are scarce, but the drug abuse 
program certainly deserves a special priority as long as the problem 
persists. 

OUTLINING OF AN OVERALL FRAMEWORK FOR 
EV ALUATING SPECIFIC INTERN A TIONAL PROGRAMS 

The objectives of the international program are to gain the support of 
other nations for narcotics control and to strengthen narcotics co.ltrol 
efforts and capabilities within those foreign governments. 

To achieve these objectives, we have undertaken efforts in a wide variety 
of areas. In addition to diplomatic efforts, we have fostered the 
development of international control organizations and have participated 
in the formulation of international treaties to assist in illicit drug control. 
We have provided technical and equipment assistance to foreign 
enforcement organizations, direct cooperative enforcement assistance 
through U.S. agents stationed overseas. and training of enforcement 
officials. We have assisted in the eradication of illicit crops, and in the 
development of alternative source of income for traditionally grown illicit 
crops. We have encouraged the extradition and expUlsion to the United 
States of indicted traffickers. the exchange of evidence to permit 
prosecution of traffickers in the foreign countries in which they are 
operating, and more recently. have assisted in assessing the extent of a 
nation's drug problem and advised regarding t:le establishment of 
treatment systems. 

In all of this, we have attempted to provide corrective action as close to 
the source as possible, since it becomes more and more difficult to deal with 
illicit drugs as they move further into the distribution network. 

As we continue to gain experience with all of these techniques, we must 
also continue to assess the contribution each makes to the overall program, 
and at what cost, so that the priorities we set among techniques, as well as 
among individual country programs, are sound and consistent with overall 
Federal policy. Naturally, any such overall framework must leave 
considerable flexibility for responding to individual opportunities, and. 
must take into consideration realistic constraints on what can be done 
imposed by the sometimes limited capacity of the host govenment and 
overall foreign policy objectives. 

Two particular areas in which careful consideration and integration into 
an overall strategy are needed are: 

• Use of foreign assistance funds for extensive income substitution 
projects. Recently, we have undertaken an ambitious income 
substitution pilot project in Bolivia. Similar programs are being 
negotiated for Peru and Pakistan. The problems which must be 
resolved if these programs are to be successful are many and 
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difficult. Illegal traffickers are able to outbid renumeration from 
legal production; hence, licensing procedures must not only be 
developed but enforced. Also, the areas in question are remote from 
markets and the tradition of poppy or coca growing is embedded in 
the cultures of the peoples in question. These programs should be 
monitored closely to assess the feasibility of developing alternative 
sources of income for those who currently product illicit drug crops. 

• Activities of narcotics control personnel abroad. Our narcotics 
control personnel abroad now include 287 persons from the Drug 
Enforcement Administration assigned to our Embassies and 
Consulates, an increase from 91 in 1971. Operating under the policy 
guidelines of the CCINC and the direction of the ambassadors 
under whom they serve, DEA agents are the principal liaison 
contact for the U.S. Government with foreign agencies concerned 
with enforcement of drug laws. Their principal duties are liaison in 
enforcement and in the development and exchange of narcotics 
intelligence. 
Th.:: latest guidelines for DEA operations in foreign countries, dated 
July 30, 1976, reflected the Congressional concern written into the 
National Security Assistance and Arms Control Act of 1976 that 
U.S. officers not participate in direct police arrest action abroad. 
This Congressional action expressed a desire, congruent with the 
policy direction the Cabinet committee and DEA have for some 
time been following, to move DEA agents abroad away from 
operational activities and toward a liaison and intelligence 
collection and exchange role. These new guidelines should be closely 
monitored. 

Finally, an international program to encourage the prosecution of 
foreign traffickers abroad where possible should be expanded. Such 
judicial cooperation requires methods for exchanging evidence consistent 
with our own judicial procedures. Foreign cooperation in the prosecution 
of traffickers relieves docket congestion in U.S. courts and manifests the 
spirit of cooperation in the broadest sense. 

REVIEW OF SA.NCTIONS IMPOSED 
FOR POSSESSIG;'II OFFENSE 

No strategy or policy should remain static. Its effectiveness and validity 
should be continually assessed as new information and experiences are' 
developed. The White Paper on Drug Abuse filled just such a role for most 
of the drug program but did not completely address one component of the 
Federal strategy-the question of what sanction to impose for possession 
of small quantities of illicit drugs for personal use. This is a particularly 
difficult question with regard to marihuana. 

There is no longer a question that marihuana is harmful and that·chronic 
use can produce adverse psychological and physiological effects. Therefore, 
the Council is unanimous in its belief that Federal policy ought to strongly 
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discourage its use. The question, however, is how do we most euecdvely 
accomplish this with the least c')st to society. 

In light of the widespread recreational use of ;'l..irihuana and the 
relatively low social cost associated with this type of use, an increasing 
number of people have begun to question the appropriateness of applying a 
criminal sanction against marihuana users. Without doubt, tr...: threat of a 
criminal sanction will discourage some potential users. On the other hand, 
society pays a relatively high price for this form of deterrence: high in terms 
of stigmatizing casual users with criminal records; high in terms of 
diverting limited criminal justice resources from other, more serious 
matters; and high in terms of contributing to an atmosphere which 
nurtures disrespect for the law. 

A number of States and foreign governments have begun to experiment 
with a variety of alternative approaches to discouraging marihuana use. IO 

We believe the Federal Government should carefully assess the experience 
of these States and foreign governments with a view toward building an 
empirical data base that would enable pO~lcymakers at all levels to weigh 
the costs versus the benefits of the vari:>us alternatives. We should know, 
for example, how "decriminali.zation" of jJossession of marihuana has 
affected the number of users, the frequency of use and public attitudes in 
jurisdictions which have decriminalized, and how it has impacted on the 
criminal justice system within those jurisdictions. Additional!y". the Federal 
Government should give particular attention to identifying th ~ likely 
international implications of a shift in U.S. policy, in that a number of 
Latin America~ governments have expressed concern about this prospect, 
interpreting it as a signal of generally lowered concern about drug abuse. II 

The recommendation for this kind of analysis should not be construed as 
a call for decriminalization of marihuana or of ii:1y other drug. It is not. 
But we must attempt ~o id;;:ntify and quailtify the costs and benefits of 
alternative approaches to discouraging drug use to ensure that we .re 
pursuing our policies in the most effective manner. 

DEVELOPMENT AND USE 
OF NEW KNOWLEDGE 

Much r)i the discussion in the Federal ,C;lralegy concerns how we can 
maximize the effectiveness of our current programs by instituting greater 
management efficienGY, setting priorities, and identifying targets of greatest 
opportunity in order to focus major efforts on them. However, all of these 

10 For example, in the U.S., Alaska, California, Coiorado, Maine, Minnesota, Ohio, 
Oregon and South Dakota, and overseas, Italy, the Netherland~ and Colombia arc 
experimeming with different versions of reduced penalities for marihuana possession. 

II An international consideration which has sometimes been erroneously raised is the effect 
of decriminalization on our obligations under the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs. 
Simply put, that ConventiOl. says that marihuana possession must be ill~gal, but leaves the 
sanction to the signator country's discretion. The Convention does require continued 
attentio:l to trafficking. . 
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concepts, valuable though they may be, have an overriding limitation: the 
current state of our knowledge. In the long-term, the degree to which we 
can realize major progress in addressing the problem of drug abuse is 
dependent on the rate at which we can increase our use and analysis of 
current information, as well as how successful we are in developing new 
knowledge and understanding of the phenomenon of drug abuse. 

For example, while progress has been made in the development and 
utilization of drug abuse indicators over the past two years, the capacity of 
the Federal Government to conduct sophisticated analysis of this data and 
information is very modest. Both DEA and NIDA must devote greater 
attention and resources to more complete analyses of the information and 
data they are generating in increasing quantities. Grants and contracts in 
this area should clearly require that analysis be an integral part of the effort 
and the resultant data should be made widely available to avoid 
duplication by others. Expensive information-gathering systems will 
become difficult to justify if the capacity to analyze the data is not 
significantly enhanced. 

Drug abuse research also has a basic and essential role to play in any 
attempt to get at the basic causes and longer range solutions to the 
problem. Research is required to: 

I. Increase our understanding of the social and individual causes and 
consequences of drug abuse. For example, we still know very little 
about why some individuals when exposed to a particular drug 
either turn away from it, experiment with it or become severely 
dependent on it. 

2. Increase our knowledge about the long-term effects of drugs such as 
cocaine. This knowledge is important in both our treatment and 
law enforcement efforts, and is essential to our ability to develop 
informed and rational public policy. 

3. Assess the exact relationship between drug use and crime. While 
public officials almost uniformly believe that a strong relationship 
exists, research has not proven any causal relationship. 

4. Improve treatment systems through the development of longer 
acting opiate maintenance and of narcotic antagonists. LAAM (L­
alpha-acetyl methadol) is a methadone-like drug which has the 
significant advantage over methadone of spreading its action more 
evenly and over a longer period of time. By helping to eliminate the 
need for frequent clinic visits, the drug promises to permit the 
addict to lead a more normal life and to virtually eliminate the 
problem ofilJegal diversion and accidental poisoning created by the 
previous need to take medication home. Narcotic antagonists, 
which are not themselves addictive, show promise of providing an 
effective pharmacological device for breaking the cycle of addiction 
by preventing the reinforcing action of a narcotic from occurring 
while an individual is on the drug. Very promising early clinical 
trials have lead to (he undertaking of large-scale studies on both 
types of drugs. 
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5. Continue basic research on the pharmacology of drug use. The 
findings during this past year of the existence of naturally occurring 
opiate-like substances in the brain grew directly out of Federally 
funded basic dn.lg research of the past five years. This is one of the 
most effective areas of all biomedical research. It holds out the 
promise of major breakthroughs in understanding drug depend­
ence, the development of new treatments for drug abusers, the 
development of new medical treatment agents for pain and a wide 
variety of mental disorders. 

The outcome and especially the long-term implications of any given 
research are often difficult to anticipate. What might begin as a curious 
observation may turn out to be the key to much-improved treatment and 
prevention. A close look must be given to increasing the modest amounts 
of support which are presently being given to research with a clear 
understanding that the key to long-term diminution of drug abuse lies with 
a better understanding of the basic nature and extent of drug abuse. It is 
important that the Federal effort be broad enough to encompass both basic 
and applied research and flexible enough to respond to newly emergent 
problems and opportunities. 

U.S. GOVti.RNMENT PRINTING OFFICE; 1976 0-224-505 
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON NARCI)TICS ABUSE AND CONTROL, 

Washington, D.C., December 6,1976. 
Dr. JOEL CANTOR, 
Director, Drug Abuse Programs, 
Veterans' Administration, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR DR. CANTOR: As you know, this Committee has been conducting over­
sight studies relating to the jurisdiction of the several federal agencies having 
responsibility for some phase of drug abuse programming. 

Would you kindly provide us, at your earliest convenience, with a brief state­
ment detailing the current activities of the Veterans Administration in the pre­
vention, treatment. and rehabilitation phases of drug abuse within your jurisdiction. 

A short des'.lriptive paragraph concerning each such DE program will be suf­
ficient for the time being. 

Your cooperation in this respect will be greatly appreciated. 
Very truly yours, 

JOSEPH L. NELLIS, Chief Counsel. 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION, 
DEPARTMENT OF MEDICINE AND SURGERY, 

Washington, D.C., December &7, 1976. 
Han. LESTER L. WOLFF, 
Chairman, Select Committee on N areoties Abuse and Control, House of Representa­

tives, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am pleased to respond to the request of Mr. Joseph L. 

Nellis, Chief Counsel for the Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Controi, 
for information regarding the current activities of the Veterans Administration in 
the prevention, trl'atment and rehabilitation phases of drug abuse. 

The goal of the VA in drug abuse prevention has been to reduce active drug 
abuse among eligible veterans through earliest possible diagnoSis, treatment and 
rehabilitation. Drug dependence treatment programs (DDTP's) have been 
established in 53 areas of highest incidence of drug abuse in order to realize that 
goal (list of locations is enclosed). Our programs utilize a multimodal treatment 
approach including detoxification, drug-free treatment, and methadone mainte­
nance components, coupled with aggressive olltreach and follow-up activities. 

From July 1969 through June 1976, the VA admitted over 116,000 veterans for 
drug abuse treatment. The largest annual number, 26,527, was admitted in fiscal 
year 1976, up 6.55 percent from fiscal year 1975. Data from the last fiscal year 
shows that 66.2 percent of inpatients and 75.1 percent of outpatients were 
admitted for dependence on opium, opium derivatives or synthetic analgesics 
with morphine-like effects. 

Vocational and social rehabilitation have been major objectives of the DDTP's 
and specialized personnel-Community Services Specialists, Veterans Assistance 
Counselors and Outreach Rehabilitation Technicians-have been assigned to all 
DDTP's to ensure that all eligible veterans receive comprehensive treatment, 
planning and full rehabilitation benefits programming. 

I am, also, enclosing a summary of a study of drug dependent veterans com­
pleted earlier t,his year, which evaluated the treatment outcome at 11 months 
following admission. 

I trust this information is fully responsive to your request. 
Sincerely yours. 

Enclosures. 
(463) 

JOHN D. CHASE, :rvLD'j 

Chief Medical Director. 
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OCTOBER 7, 1976. 

DRUG DEPENDENCE TREATMEN'l' CENTERS 

VAH Albany, New York. 
V AH Allen Park, Michigan. 
V AH American Lake, Washington. 
VAH Atlanta, Georgia (D(lcatur), Outpatient Clinic, 196 Pryor St., Atlanta, Ga. 
VAH Baltimore, Maryland, Outpatient Clinic, 31 Hopkins Plaza, Baltimore, Md. 
V AH Battle Creek, Michigan. 
V AH Bedford, Massachusetts. 
V AH Boston, Massachusetts. 
V AOC Boston, Massachusetts (92 Water Street). 
VAH Bronx, New York. 
VAH Brooklyn, New York. 
V AH Buffalo, N ew York. 
VAH Chicago (West Side), Illinois. 
V AH Cincinnati, Ohio. 
VAH Cleveland (Brecksville Division), Ohio. 
V AH Coatesvllle, Pennsylvania. 
V AH Dallas, Texas. 
V AH Denver, Colorado, Outpatient Clinic, 1776 "\Villiams St., Denver, Colorado. 
VAH North Chicago, Illinois. 
VAH East Orange, New Jersey, Outpatient Clinic, 37 Central Ave., Newark, 

N.J. 
V AH Hines, Illinois. 
V AH Houston, Texas, Outpatient Clinic, 2120 Travis St., Houston, Tex. 
VAH Indianapolis (10th Street), Indiana. 
V AH Little Rock, Arkansas. 
V \H Long Beach, California. 
; A,H Los Angeles (Brentwood), California. 
VAOC Los AngeleS, California (425 South Hill Street) 
VAH Lyons, New Jersey 
V AH Marion, Indiana. 
VAH Martinez, California, Outpatient Clinic, 1096 Yerba Buena, Emeryville, 

Calif. 
V AH Memphis, Tennessee. 
VAH Miami, Florida~ Outpatient Clinic, 1491 20th St., N.W., Miami, Fla. 
V AH Minneapolis, l\finnesota, Outpatient Clinic, Ft. Snelling, St. Paul, 

Minnesota. 
V AH Montrose, New York. 
VAH New Orleans, Louisiana, Outpatient CliniC, 639 South Rendon St., New 

Orleans, La. 
VAH New York, New York. 
V AH Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, Outpatient Satellite, 1717 North Peoria, 

Tulsa, Okla. 
V AH Palo Alto, California, Outpatient Satellite, 259 Hyde St., San Francisco, 

Calif. 
V AH Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 
VAH Pittsburgh (University Drive), Pennsylvania, Outpatient Clinic, 5108 

Baum Blvd., Pittsburgh, Pa. 
V AH Providence, Rhode Island. 
V AH RiChmond, Virginia. 
VAH Salt Lake City, Utah. 
V AH San Diego, California (Outpatient Treatment). 
VAH Seattle, Washington, Outpatient Clinic, Smith Tower Bldg., Seattle, 

Wash. 
V AN Sepulveda, California. 
VAH St. Louis (Jefferson Barracks), Missouri, Outpatient Clinic, 915 North 

Grand Blvd., St. Louis, Mo. 
V AH Tucson, Arizona. 
V AH Vancouver, Washington, Outpatient Clinic, 4241 South East Hawthorne, 

Portland, Ore. 
VAH Washington, D.C., Outpatient Clinic, 3103 Georgia Avenue, Washington, 

D.C. 
VAC Wood, Wisconsin. 
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1.UY 20, 1976. 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION MENTAL HEALTH AND BEHA VIORAJ, SCIENCES 
SERVICE, EVALUATION OF TREA'fMENT OF DRUG DEPENDENT PATIENTS 

The Veterans Administration, Department of Medicine and Surgery, conducted 
a study of drug dependent yeterans admitted to VA treatment between July 1, 
1973 and December 31, 1973. An evaluc.tion of treatment outcome was obtained 
11 months following admission, including a urinalysis. Although the target 
followup sample was only 2,600, it is presumeu that they represent a fair sampling 
of the VA treatment experience and the VA client at that time. The following 
findings were reported: 

1. A large decrease in heroin use. 
At time of admission 55.3 percent of the patiE'nts were r.ctive heroin users. At 

the 11-month followup evaluation 16.1 percent of the patients were active heroin 
users. 

~ . 2. Moderate decreases in the use of several other drugs. 

-

• 

• 

(In percent) 

Other opiates, opium preparations and synthetics ................................ _ .. Cocaine ........... __ .... _ .. ___________________________________________________ _ 
Barbiturates ____________________________________________________________ .. _____ _ 
Other sedatives, hypnotics and tranquilizers .. ____________________________________ _ 

~~fu~f~~~~~~:::::::: :::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::: 

3. No salutary effect on use of marijuana or hashish. 
Cannabis sativa: 

At time of admission, 49.7 percrnt. 
At ll-month followup, 52.3 percent. 

At time of 
admission 

15.6 
17.6 
24.2 
19.8 
21.3 
10.5 

At n·mo 
followup 

4.0 
6.2 
7.7 
9.0 
8.3 
2.0 

4. A small increase in use of alcoholic beverages to the point of intoxication: 
At time of admission, 26.1 percent. 
At ll-month followup, 32.1 percent. 

5. A sizeable shift in drug US!' proclivities from use of the drugs listed above 
toward a personal behavior style which limited drug use to alcohol and cannabis. 

None of the drugs listed above except aJc:ohol and cannabis: 
At time of admission, 19 percent. 
At ll-month followup, 67.1 percent. 

6. A small increase in economic independence. 
7. No salutary effect on frequency of arrests. We had no provision for a statis­

tical breakout, initiallr, or civil and criminal arrests. We are thcrefore unable to 
identify whether, ~s rf'purted in other studies the frequency of arrests for criminal 
behavior decreuscu during the first year of treatment, while civil law violations 
remained hgh during the early period of treatment. We now have the various 
categories of arrests identified for subsequent followup studies. 

Supported self from employment (percent> __________________________ .. ___ .. ______ __ 
Supported dependents (If applicable, percent) _____________________________________ _ 
Hours o{ employment per week ________________________ • _________________________ _ 
Weekly IOcome. ________________________ • __ -__________________________________ ._ 
Attende~ school or job training (pelcen!). ________________________________________ _ 

AlUms of 
8dmlsslon 

45 
39 

17.8 
$66.37 

7 

At ll-mo 
followup 

6 
5 

20. 
p6.3 

1 

This analysis .:represents some of the overall findings. The breakout analyses 
comparing the experif'nce and treatment outcome of those who dropped out of 
treatment early with those who continued on through a significant period of 
treatment have not been accomplished as of this date, but are in process. 

The drug abuse problem is a difficult one, but we feel we have made some 
breakthroughs in treatment approaches, particularly with use of group and 
family treatment techniques, and with selective use of vocational rehabilitation, 
providing the veteran with job skills which are more competitive . 
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The following treatment goals were defined and adopted by the VA for this 
study: 

The treatment of drug dependent veterans is intended to-
1. Eliminate the non-prescribed use of drugs. 
2. Develop the work skills and attitudes nece3sary to become or remain self­

supporting in the community. 
3. Eliminate antisocial (criminal) activity. 
4. Enable them to establish and maintain stable living arrangements, that is, 

arrangements that assure adequate food, clothing and shelter. 
5. Improve and maintain physical condition with respect to drug-related or 

medical problems. 
6. Improve abilities to relate to people in their immediate living situations 

(family, job, etc.). 
7. Enable them to experience a sense of psychological well-being independent 

of the drug culture. 
STEWART L. BAKER, Jr., M.D., 

Associate Director (Alcohol and Drug Dependence), 
Mental Health and Behaviorial Sciences Service. 
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Mr. JOSEPH NELl,IS, 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 

Beltsville, Md., November 5, 1916. 

Chief Counsel, House Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, House 
Office Building, Annex 2, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. NELLIS: This is in reference to our recent conversation concerning 
crop substitution for opium poppy. 

In our opinion the logical solutiun to the illicit opium operation is to r:J<:iuce or 
eliminate the source-the opium poppy. This can be done by providing alternate 
sources of income for the farmer so that a ban can be enforced. The impoverished 
farmers in northern Thailand and in the North West Frontier of Pakistan are 
willing to produce other crops, particularly those that would provide year-round 
employment, if they would provide a more reasonable income in relation to labor 
input than does opium poppy. 

There is no crop that can compete on a one-to-one basis with illicit opium 
poppy primarily because of the elastic selling price. There are crops and groups 
of crops which, with improved production and processing efficiency and market 
development, can more than replace income from production of licit opium. 

The Agricultural Research Service is supporting research on several crops for 
the opium producing areas. Many crops are being considered that will serve a 
wide range of environmental, geographical, cultural and sociological conditions. 
Emphasis is being placed upon crops for which there is a good market, that have 
a high value per unit weight, and that can be transported over poor roads and 
mountain trails. 

We are enclosing se .... eral examples of technical progress reports covering the 
research activity of several projects. We would appreciate your returning the 
reports when you have finished with them-no hurry. 

Please let us know if you need additirmal information. 
Sincerely, 

DONALD 'Xi. FrsHLER, Assistant to Director. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 

Beltsville, Md. 
Mr. JOSEPH NELLIS, 
Chief Counsel, House Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and ContrDI, House Office 

Building, Annex 2, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. NELl,IS: This is in response to your letter of November 16 requesting 

additional information on the crop SUbstitution program in Pakistan, Mghanistan, 
Burma, and Thailand. 

The Department does not support research on crop substitution in Mghllcnistan 
and Burma. Results of the work in Pakistan and Thailand, however, could also 

f apply to Mghanistan and Burma respectively because of similar edaphic and 
climatic conditions. 

Details of the current USDA crop substitution projects in Thailand are given 
in the accompan)'ing tables. 

The crop substitution research program in Pakistan operates along the same 
lines as the one in Thailand except that special Foreign Currency Funds are used 
to support research gr·ants. Those now active are listed with dollar equivalents of 
Pakistan rupees. Eleyen research projects are presently active in Pakistan. Four 
of these were initiated within the past year and none have been in operation for 
as long as 3 years . 

We are enclosing a copy of a manuscript entitled "Crops to Replace Opium 
Poppy in Pakistan" which describes the effort in that country. 

If we can be of further assistance, please let us known. 
Sincerely, 

Enclosures. 
(467) 

DONALD W. FrsHLER, 
Assistant to Director. 
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THAILAND 

The 18 active research projects funded by USDA are listed in the accompanying 
table with duration and dollar amounts shown. Project proposals originate with 
Thai scientists, are reviewed in Thailand by the Highland Agricultural Research 
Coordinating Committee (composed of two permanent members from each of the 
following organizations: Kasetsart University, Chiang 1\1ai University, Depart­
ment of Agricultural Technology, Royal Forest Department, Applied Scientific 
Research Corporation of Thailand, United Nations Program for Drug Abuse and 
Control, and Agricultural Research Service offices of USDA) and are reviewed in 
the United States by appropriate scientists of the National Program Staff of the 
Agricultural Research Service. Semiannual payments to contractors are contingent 
upon demonstrated progress toward project objectives. Onsite technical support 
and guidance is provided by the Agricultural Re5carch Officer stationed in Chiang 
Mai near the poppy growing area. Technical backstopping is provided by ARS 
scientists in the United States and through visit of expert consultants on specific 
problems. _J.. 

Extension of research findings will be accomplished through the Thai/UN - .. 
demonstration-extension program, the office of extension in the Tribal Research 
Center of the Department of Public Welfare and through the King's Hill Tribes 
Project. The King supports the crop substitution program with funds and openly 
praises the USDA program in Thailand. ...r') 

Projects which have i3hown notable results are: 
Deciduous Fruits.-The feasibility of improving yield and quality of native 

fruit trees by grafting superior varieties (imported from United States and 
Australia) on to wild rootstock has been demonstrated. Grafted peach and nec­
tarine plants and budwoodfor grafting are going to the villagers. 

Coffee.-Plantings of rust resistant arabica coffee have been established in 
several areas and appear well adapted. Cultural research continues and could 
result in the establishment of a sound commercial coffee enterprise. Cultivation of 
coffee would provide much needed employment for the villages and would dis­
courage the unstable swidden agriculture now practiced by the Hill Tribes. 

MushroC'ms.-Both shiitake and button mushrooms can be grown successfully 
in the poppy growing areas. A well-established market for fresh and canned mush­
rooms exists in Thailand and a good export market can be developed, especially for 
the highly prized shiitake. The process of drying mushrooms is not sophisticated 
and will facilitate marketing from remote areas. 

Essential Oil Crops.-Plantings of several essential oil producing crops have 
been established in the poppy region and a small distillation plant is in place. 
Thailand imports almost all of its essential oils. The decline in production of essen­
tial oils in high labor cost countries of Europe encourages an export market. 

Strawberries.-Aiter 2 years of research, this crop looks exceptionally good for 
the Hill Tribes area. Since strawberries are a perishable fruit, emphasis is on pro­
duction of daughter plants during the wet season for planting in the lowlands during 
the cooler dry season. When roads are built into the area, the Hill Tribes can supply 
fresh strawberries for the off-season market. 

pyrethrum.-This plant produces pyrethrins, the best of the natural insecticides. 
Pyrethrin insecticides have a low mammalian toxicity, are biodegradable, and 
have a powerful knockdown effect on a wide range of insect species. Yields from 
the first year's crop reached 745 pounds of dry flowers per acre which compares 
most favorably \vith the average yield of 400 pounds per acre in Kenya, the world's 
major producer. ~ 

CURRENT USDA CROP SUBSTITUTION RESEARCH PROJECTS IN THAILAND 

Number and projects Contractors Duration Amount .. 
.) 

RESEARCH PROJECTS IN 
THAILAND 

,. 

I. Production of shiitake and but· Applied Scientific Research Corpo· December 1973 to December 1976.. $92,923 
ton mushrooms. ration of Thailand (ASRCT). 

2. legumes for the Highlands •.••• Chiang Mai Ur.i\·e;~:\y {CMU) ••• _. April 1974 to April 1977 •••..•.••. 84,330 
3. Research ?n Coftea arabica._ •.• Department of Agritultural Tech· June 1974 to June 1977 •• _ ... _ .• _. 79,069 

. nology. 
4. Essential oils •••••••••••••••••• ASRCT ••••••••••••••.••..•.••••••..• do ••••••.•• _............... 61,355 
5. Research on strawberries (Fra· Kasetsart University (t<U) ••••••••••••• do......................... 40,900 

garla sp.). 
6. Nut product[on._ •• _ ••••••••••• !loyal ForestDepartment(RFD) •••••••.• do ••••••••• _............... 75,926 

• 
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CURRENT USDA CROP SUBSTITUTION RESEARCH PROJECTS IN THAILAND-Continued 

Number and projects Contractors Duration 

RESEARCH PROJECTS IN 
THA ILA NO-Conti nued 

7. Pyrethrum •.••. __ ._ •••.••..••. KU ••.•••••..•.. _ .•••.••.••.• _. July 1975 to July 1978 ••••••• _ .•. 

~: ~~f;~11u~~a.~~:::== == == ==:= == == ~~ = = = ==== == == == == == == == == == ===== =Jg===== == == == == == == == == == == 10. Multiple cropping for the High· CMU .•• _ .•••.•..••.••..•.••.•• _ ••.•• do ••• _._ .. _ .••.••..••.•. _ •. 
lands. 

II. Tea •.••. _ .•...••..•..•••.••.• CMU .•••.•••.••.••.•• _ •••. _ •.. _ June 1976 to June 1979_ •.••.••.• 
12. Ornamental. plants .•••.•...•..• CMU ••••.•••.•..••.•..•••.••.• _ .•••• do •• _ ••..•.•..••.••.. _ ••• _. 
13. Lac cultivatlon .••..••.••.•••. _ KU ••.•••••.••..•..••.•..••.••• April 1976 to April 1979 •.•• _ .. ' __ 
14. Conservation farming •.•• _ .•... RFD ••••.••.••.•• _ .••.• _ ..••. _. June 1976 to June 1979. __ .• _ .••. 
15. Wild plants for dye production._. KU •.••.••••• __ •• __ .•••••••..•• _ •• _.do ••••..• _._ •.••. _ •..•.•••• 
16. Wild silkworm cultivation .•..•.•. KU ••••. _ •.••...•..•• _ ••.•...••.••.• do._. __ ._._._ ••• __ •••••. _ •. 
17. I nsecticidal plants .••••.. _._ .. _ KU ._ ••••.•. _ ••..•. _ ••.• _ ..•..•• _ .••. do ••..•.. __ •• _. "'" .. ___ ••• 
18. Varietal and· cultural improve· KU ...•••.•...••.••..••..• _._ •••••.. do ••.• _ •. _._. ___ .••.••••• _. 

ments of deciduous fruits. 

Amount 

59,610 
81,570 
98,810 

129,528 

114,090 
145,649 
4,~ .. 420 
94,166 
57,090 
56,225 
52,775 
91,565 

10tal. ..... _ ...................................... _._ ............ _ ..................... l,464,001 

RESEARCH PROJECTS IN 
PAKISTAN 

1. Development of equipment for University of Peshawar. __ •• _ •• _._ June 1976 to June 1981 .... _._ •• _ 
sugarbeets. 

2. Forage production ...... _ •• _ ... Punjab Agricultural Research In· March 1975 to Merch 1979 ___ ._ .. _ 
stltute, Lyallpur. 

3. Sugarbeets for hi~her elevations. Agricultural Research Institute .. __ November 1974 to November 1979. 
4. Gram production In N.W.F.P •• __ ..... do •• _ ......... _. _____ •• __ •• March 1975 to March 1979 ___ ... __ 
5. Pome and nut fruits in N.W.F.P __ ..... do ... __ .. _ ...... ___ • __ •• __ • Alfgust 1974 to August 1979 .... .. 
6. Wild and exotic mushrooms.. •• _ Uniyersity of Agriculture ••.• ______ February 1975 to February 1980 __ • 
7. Safflower .. __ ... _ .... ___ ••• _ .. Agricultural Research Institute .... June 1976 to January 1981.. ..... _ 
8. Honey bees •• ____ ... __ ............. do .......... _____ .......... July 1976 to July 1979.. ..... _._ .. 
9. SisaL. .. _____ .... ___ ...... ___ Forestry Division .. __ ...... ___ •• _ June 1976 to June 1981._ ..... __ • 

10. Saffron for N.W.F.P ....... _ .. _. Agricultural Research Institute ........ _do_._ ..... ___ ._ ... __ ...... _ 
11. Stone fruits in N.W.F.P ........ _ ... _.do_ ...... _ ... _. __ ........ _ ..... _do_._ ...... __ • __ ••• _._ ... __ 

37,542 

109,280 

1~~, ~~~ 
104: 798 
166,893 . 
108,966 
150,242 
38,391 
58,819 

129,256 

Total. _ ...... _ .... ___ • ____ • _________________ ..... __ • ___ • ____ ... __ .... ___ ... _ ... __ ._. __ • 1,162,723 

CROPS TO REPLACE OPIUM POppy IN PAKISTAN 

Donald R. Cornelius 1 and D. W. FishIer 2 

An effort to reduce illicit production of opium poppy in several countries of the 
world has been made through the cooperation of the United States Government 
to help control the smuggling of heroin and other harmful drugs into the United 
States. In an effort to help Pakistan meet this problem the Agricultural Research 
Service of the United States Department of Agriculture makes grants to Pakistani 
research institutions to carry out research vdth agricultural crops with a view to 
the replacement of illicit narcotic crops. The Pakistan Agricultural Research 
Council and the Pakistan Narcotics Control Board help in identification of crops 
or related projects that may be useful for replacement purposes. The crops which 
are selected may require introduction and/or improvement in adaptation, disease 
and insect resistance or control, yielding ability, market quality, and related 
factors. 

The criteria for replacement of opium poppy include the following considera­
tions: (1) a high income per unit area; (2) in some areas a compact prodUct easy 
to store and to transport out over mountain trails; (3) growth period conforming 
to opium poppy usually October to April; (4) several crops should be available 
to meet variations in elevation, soils, moisture conditions, and market conditions; 
(5) utilization of available hand labor according to family and tribal customs in 
production of food or fiber crops instead of the very labor intensive opium poppy; 
and (6) to improve Pakistan's foreign exchange by decreasing imports or by 
increasing exports. 

A comparison has been made of the cash returns for several crops with that of 
opium poppy. The net income per acre per year from various crop'~ alone or grown 
in multiple cropping was estimated by Dr. Baz Mohammad Khan as follows: 
poppy (winter) plus maize (summer), 3300 rupees; onion plus tomato, 4700; onion 
plu, potato, 6000; wheat plus potato, 3500; apples, 5000; saffron, 30,000 to 35,000; 
wheat plus maize, 900; wheat plus rice, 1300; and wheat pius tomato, 2000 [3J. 

1 Agricultural Research Officer, ARS, USDA American EllIbasDY, Islamabad, Pakistan. 
• Assistant to the Director, International 'prOgr~mB Division, ARS, USDA, Beltsville, 

Maryland . 
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HISTORY OF OPIUM PRODUCTION 

Over 2500 years ago poppy was grown as a garden plant and its medicinal 
properties were utilized during the early classic periods of Greece and Rome [6]. 
Homer, a Greek writer in 9th century, B.C. gave the simile of the exhausted war­
rior hanging his heavily helmeted head, like the drooping poppy flower buds. 

Approximately 1200 years ago the Arabs carried opium knowledge to the utmost 
corners of the Eastern countries, to Persia and subsequently to India and China [6]. 
India included present day Pakistan until 1947. Pakistan was on the spice and 
silk trading route between Rome, the Middle East, and China. About 763 A.D. 
the Arabs were trading as far east as China. The Arabs had begun to grow opium 
in India in the 16th century. 

USES OF OPIUM POppy 

The ancient system of medicine, from days immemorial, found opium playing 
a major role and it has maintained its importance as a pain killer even in modern 
therapeutics. Thomas Sydenham, the great seventeenth century physician and 
founder of the modern clinical methods stated "Without opium I would not care 
to practice medicine." [2]. In 1680, Sydenham wrote "Among the remedies which 
it has pleased Almighty God to give to man to relieve his sufferings, none is so 
universal and so efficacious as opium." Today, morphine the alkaloid that gives 
opium its analgesic actions (insensibility to pain), remains the standard against 
which new analgesics are measured. Many of the newer agents may be considered 
its equal, but it is doubtful that any of them is clinically superior [1]. 

The young plants of opium poppy are eaten as a vegetable in India. Young 
leaves are eaten as lettuce is used. Or the young plant may be cooked with butter­
milk or yogurt. The mature seeds are crushed and cooked with milk or used with 
sugar or honey in various sweet preparations. The seeds have high oil content and 
contain other nutritious properties. The capsules are used in making "post", an 
infusion consumed as a beverage. The "post" of the Punjab appears to closely 
resemble the "huknar" which was a luxury among the Muslims in the time of 
Akbar [6]. In 1658 the Indians were divided into two sections, those called "pusti" 
who smoke an inferior opium prepared from the leaves, stems, and capsule of the 
poppy. The second group are called "afyum" who could afford to purchase ordinary 
opium. From the 12 century A.D. of Sung dynasty in China medical writers have 
extolled the merits of poppy capsules in the treatment of dysentpry, especially 
when combined with astringent drugs. 

CULTIVATED OPIUM POPPY AS A CROP 

Estimates of acreage of opium poppy in Pakistan range from 20,000 to 22,000 
per year. Approximately, one-third of the area is grown under rainfed conditions 
(barani land, unirrigated). Two-thirds of the acreage is irrigated. Two-thirds of the 
total acreage occurs in tribal areas which are locally autonomous with virtually no 
central government control, and one-third in settled or merged areas with some 
effective government control. The average production ranges from 8 to 10 seers 
(kilogram) per acre giving a total yield per year of 150 to 210 metric tons of opium 
gum. 

"Ve have no evidence that opium poppy, Papaver 8omniferum, ever existed in any 
part of Pakistan, Baluchistan, Afghanistan, or even Persia, in a wild state, and 
even now, after at least a thousand years of cultivation it has nowhere manifested 
any tendency to become naturalized. [6] 

USE OF POlllE AND NUT CROPS AS REPLACEMENT 

The principal pome fruits are apples and pears. The nut crop which may be 
grown are walnuts, almolJds, fil~erts, pecans, and pistachio. The northern zone of 
Pakistan lies between 30 to 37 degrees North latitude with elevations from sea 
level to 10,000 feet and offers suitable soil and climatic conditions for cultivation of 
high quality temperate fruit and nuts. Most of these crops thrive in elevations of 
3,000 to 7,000 feet above sea level. The total cultivated area in Upper Hazara, Dir, 
Swat, Chitral, Kurram Agency and South Waziristan Wi,S 1,126,860 acres accord­
ing to statistical data for 1965-66. The acreage under important fruit crops was 
only 11,573. Wfth·"thEr-<jol1'!pletion of various irrigation projects !md conversion of 
certain acreage in annual to tree crops the acreage should increase considerably. 
The present fruit and nut production is short of local requirements. A report was 
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prepared, "Improvement of Pome and Nut Crops in the North West Frontier 
Province of Pakistan" by Dr. L. C. Cochran, formerly Chief, Fruit. and Nut Crops 
Research Branch, ARS, USDA. He spent three weeks in Northern Pakistan. His 
report compared temperature requirements for several fruit and nut crops along 
with other site factors of soil, moistUl'e, wind, hail, drainage, and nutrition. Dr. 
Miklos Faust, of USDA, Beltsville, Maryland spent several days in fruit producing 
and poppy growing areas of Northern Pakistan. Recommendations were made on 
such plant physiological controls as use of hormone sprays on pollination, fruit set, 
and thinning. Several improved varieties of apples are being tested and better 
methods developed for pruning, harvesting, hanilling, and storage. Dwarfing 
stoph have been introduced to give earlier bearing and to better facilitate spraying 
ane: pr .ming. 

SUGAR BEETS 

Sugar beet has become established in the cropping pattern of Peshawar Valley 
and surrounding areas of Mardan district and has become the third cash crop in 
that area after sugarcane and tobacco. Three sugar mills have been equipped with 
beet sugar diffusion extraction equipment. A fourth mill is under construction at 
Khazana. About 30,000 acres of sugar beet are planted but this will be expanded 
to 70,000 acres which will require about 350 tons of seed. Large quantities of sugar 
beet seed have been imported from abroad which requires a heavy expenditure of 
foreign exchange. Dr. J. S. McFarlane, Research Leader, Sugarbeet Production, 
ARS, USDA from Salinas, California has visited and studied the beet sugar 
production in the upper plains and foothills and the sped producing potentials in 
the mountain valleys of Swat and Parachinar. Both are important poppy producing 
areas. Promising varieties of sugar beet have been supplied and tested and breeding 
material will be developed to provide better varieties for Pakistan. 

Another problem in beet sugar production is lack of suitable equipment for 
field use. A project in agricultural engineering at Peshawar University has been 
initiated to make a bullock drawn ridger and bedder. This equipment will provide 
a better method of planting, tilling, fertilizing, irrigating, and digging sugar beets. 

MUSHROOM 

A survey of wild mushroom is being made in different regions of Northern part 
of Pakistan for identification and study of their natural habitatf'. The spawn of 
various species and varieties of mushroom cultivated in different countries of the 
world is being tested and their cultivation studied in several regions of Pakistan. 
Studies are being made on the preservation, marketing, and export potentials of 
the mushroom. The export of Marchella mushroom collected in Northern part of 
Pakistan to France and Switzerland has brought good return of foreign exchange 
for several years. A seminar report titled "Proceedings of Seminar on Mushroom 
Research and Production" has been published by the Pakistan Agricultural Re­
search Council [5]. This seminar was conducted by Dr. Ralph H. Kurtzman, Jr., 
Western Regional Research Laboratory, ARS, USDA! Albany, California. He 
ard Dr. J. P. San Antonio, of Beltsville, Mal'ylana are cooperating scientists of 
this project. 

GRAM (CHICKPEAS) 

"Gram (Chickpeas) as a Replacement Crop for Poppy Cultivation in North 
West l<rontier Provinceli is the title of a project now underway. Gram flour 1S 
considered the cheapest source of protein. Total areas under gram in Pakistan is 
about 2.63 million acres annually. The crop acreage could be expanded in Northern 
Pakistan if wilt and blight resistant varieties can be developed. Two sources of 
blight resistance have been found. The blight is caused by a fungus, Ascophyta 
rabiei. During a severe attack, yield loss may be nearly 100 percent. Germplasm 
has been introduced and tested from abroad as well as from local sources. Blight 
resistance has been found in a few strains introduced from the 'World Collection 
and in local material subjec'~ed to gamma rays irradi!1tion. The breeding program 
is designed to obtain disease resistanee, yield potential, and adaptability. Dr. 
Nader G. Vakili, Plant Pathologist, ARS, USDA, Maysguez, Puerto Rico is 
cooperating scientist . 

FORAGE CROPS (LEGUMES) 

Improvement work with certain leguminous forage crops has been undertaken 
in a project titled "Development of Varieties of Berseem, Persian Clover, and 
Lucerne for Increased Production." Berseem, (Trifolium alexandrinum) is the 





I 
r 
I 

! 

I 
t 

I 
j 

I 



472 

most important winter fodder crop growing throughout Pakistan. It W!l.S intro­
duced in this part of the Country in 1904 and since then Miskawi is the variety 
which is being grown in different ecological zones. The main objective will be to 
conduct population studies in order to isolate strains with short and extended 
period of growth. This will help bridge or narrow down the gap between the 
scarcity period of May and June and fit into the cropping seqmmce better. Berseem 
ecotypes from NWFP will be studied because there are indications that they may 
not only be improved for use there but when planted in Punjab give additional 
cuttings. Seed production pays very well and may be taken up in NWFP to greatly 
help in replacing opium poppy. 

Persian clover, or Shaftal, (Trifolium resnpinatum) is grown on about 0.5 million 
acres in the Punjab and extensively in the mountain valleys of NWPF. Persian 
clover responds better than berseem on the less productive sites, tolerates grazing 
and salinity better. Selection work with it will parallel the method of improvement 
with berseem. 

Lucerne, (Medicago sativa) grows on a substantial area in the Punjab and 
should be extended more into NWFP. It has long been established as a most .~ 
valuaLle fodder and grazing plant. The variety generally grown behaves as an 
annual type which is a low yielder of fodder. The longer lived varieties available 
through introduction and clonal selection should possess great potential of stand, ~ 
persistence, vigor, and yield. Polycross technique will be employed for the pro-
duction of synthetics possessing higher seed and forage yield. A wheat-medic I} 
rotation may be tried as in Australia. 

Dr. William E. Knight, Research Agronomist ARS, USDA, Mississippi 
State, Mississippi, will be cooperating scientist for thls project. 

MEDICINAL PLANTS, SPICES AND CONDIMENTS 

A large number of medicinal plants is under study as to production techniques, 
pharmacognostic characteristics, processing, and marketing to insure purity and 
potency A large field of medicine has been developed around the use of natural 
herbs. Many have been collected from the wild but need the application of 
modern techniques of production and analysis. 

Many spices and condiments are used in everyday cooking by all classes of 
Pakistani people. Some are produced in the country but a vast amount is im­
ported. Projects are being designed to develop production in different areas of 
Northern Pakistan where hand labor is available for intensive cultivation, collec­
tion, and handling of these specialty but highly important crops. 

SAFFLOWER 

Safflower has been an oilseed crop of Pakistan and India for several centuries. 
It offers a range of quite different oils with different uses. The meal is a valuable 
protein feed for ruminants. A related wild species is a good source of genetic 
material for use in the breeding program. Rust resistance is needed for fall seed­
ings to give optimum yields j rust resistance occurs in some accessions of the 
world Rafflower collection so germplasm is available. A search is underway for 
resistance to leaf blight caused by Ramularia and/or Alternaria. Pakistan is 
deficient in the production of edible oils with continuing annual deficits estimated 
to be approximately 100,000 tons. The world situation is becoming more difficult 
for Pakistan to obtain the oil for food from the world market. The acreage of 
safflower is limited in Pakistan at present but a project in breeding and improve­
ment of the crop is underway. Safflower will grow in the winter on land now 
used for opium poppy produotion. 

Dr. Paulden I{nowles, Former Chairman of the Department of Agronomy and 
Range Soience, University of California, Davis, California was employed on 
contract with the USDA to conduct a 3 week survey and study of safflower 
potential in Northern Pakistan. A report was published of his findings in 1974 [4]. 

BEE-KEEPING 

A projeot just getting underway is titled "Research on Honey Bee Manage­
ment!' Bee-keeping is It well established oottage industry and a well paying 
profession for agriculturalists throughout the world. It provides honey-a rich 
source of instant energy and vitamins. The bees help in pollination of many 
crops inoludil!g fruit, clover, lucerne, and oilseedsj thereby inoreasing their yield. 
The work ill Northern Pakistan will be the selection of improved strains of Api8 
indica. Proourement, development, multiplioation and distribution of bees and 
equipment for handling them will be oarried out in NWFP and Punjab. 
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SISAL 

Sisal fiber is needed '00 make up for ehortage of jute. Preliminary testing has 
shown it to be adopted in Northern Pakistan. More relearch is needed in finding 
proper techniques for raising the crop in the different climatic zones of Northern 
Pakistan. Studies will be carried out on time and method of planting, spacing, 
cultivation, and harvesting. The leaves of sisal yield hard fiber suitable for 
spinning coarse yarn, string, twine, and rope. A few years ago synthetics started 
to replace some sisal fiber. Recent energy crises and shortage of petroleum have 
changed the trend toward more natural fiber and less synthetic. It offers promise as 
replacement for Cannabis which grows along roadsides and waste areas, and for 
poppy in drier areas such as Kohat. 

VEGETABLE SEED PRODUCTION 

Seeds of many vegetables especially peas, turnips, beet, cabbage, hybrid-onion 
and radish are imported from abroad at huge cost of foreign exchange. Most of 
the vegetables require mild and cool climate for seed production and their seeds 
can be successfully multiplied in sub~mountain areas of NWFP, Punjab and 
Baluchistan. The poppy and hashish growing areas can be successfully utilized 
for vegetable seed production. 

Information is needed regarding seed production behavior of selected vegetables 
at different longitudes, latitudes, and altitudes in Northern Pakistan. Techniques 
must be developed for efficient harvesting, threshing, storing, packaging, dis­
tributing, and marketing. The income from vegetable seed production should be 
competitive with. that produced by poppy or hashish growing. 

SAFFRON 

Saffron, Crocus sativu8, has been used for its fragrance and flavor in rice and in 
giving yellow color to rice or cloth. NWFP has ecological conditions suited to the 
production of high quality saffron. Varieties "ill need to be introduced and tested 
under the different environmental (Jonditions of NWFP. Tests will be needed to 
determine proper cultural techniques and fertilizer requirements. The crop has 
great economic potential, requires hand labor, and offers an excellent chance to 
yield greater income than poppy production with similar land and labor 
requirements. 

SEED POTATOES 

Potato is grown over an Area of about 60,00:) acres in Pakistan with a total 
production of 280,QQO t0ns. Of this area, 15,0(,0 acres are occupied by the spril'g 
crop. In view of the constant food crisis and the need for earning foreign exchange, 
potato cultivation is assuming great importance. The non-availability of certified 
potato seed is one of the major diffiuulties in boo.ting IIp the potato production. 
At present certified potat(l Geed worth Rs. 70 lakhs Is beiug imported from Holland, 
etc., which hardly meets more than 10 to 15 per cent of Pakistan's requirement". 

Potato is a vegetatively propagated crop and once the crop gets infected with 
some seed or soil borne disea.'Ie such as a vi,ruB, the tubers are rendered unhealthy. 
When the progeny of such seed is sown in the subsequent cropping season, the 
disease counts against the potential of the crop on one hand and gets multiplied 
on the other. 

The hill areas of NWFP, especially Kaghan Valley Swat Valley, and Balaltot 
along with certain high valleys of Quetta and Ziarat in Baluchistan with elevations 
of approximately 7/000 feet are suitable for healthy potato seed production. 
Insect vectors (aphIds) are very few at such elevations. Since narcotic crops of 
poppy and Cannabis now occur in these mountain valleys we think seed potatoes 
offer excellent potential us a replacement crop. Dr. Rayman Webb, Vegetable 
Laboratory, ARS, Beltsville, Maryland is cooperating scientist for this project. 

RAPESEED FOR OIL 

Rapeseed has been one of the most important seed crops in Northern Pakistan. 
It grows in the winter and can replace opium poppy in most. areas because the 
climatic and seasonal requirement are similar for both crops. Most of the cultivated 
varieties of Cruciferae in Pakistan contain between 38 and 44 per cent erucic acid 
in their seed oil. This erucic acid renders the quality of the oil inferior for human 
food as compared to other oil bearing seeds. Low- or zero-erucic varieties of crudi­
fers were developed in Canada and Sweden during the past decade or so. This 
plant breeding accomplishment has been extended to free rapeseed of glucosin-
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olate also. These two components of present varieties of rapeseed in Pakistan are 
health hazards and should be replaced by varieties free of erucic acid and 
glueosinolate. 

The other major problem in production of cruciferous oil seed species in Pakistan 
is aphids. Damage ranges from occasional small to often destruction of 50 percent 
of the crop and sometimes total loss. The research to overcome the aphid damage 
will be of several parts. The development of genetic resistance will be attempted by 
obtaining wide collection of germ plasm from within Pakistan and from other 
countries. Chemical control will be studied and insecticid.s evaluated in effective­
ness against aphids. The evaluation of effects of cultural practices on aphid 
damage will also be made. Biological control is a possibility. 

MINT OIL 

Pakistan has areas in the tribal lands which would be suitable for mint oil 
production. A project has been proposed to test out several of the mint and other 
essentil.'l oil crops. These crops have potential for high income earnings, are labor 
intensive, and the product is easy to transport and market. The estimated annual 
import of menthol and mint into Pakistan costs 3 million rupees. A pilot extraction 
plant has already been developed by the Pakistan Council for Scientific Industrial 
Research Laboratories at Lahore. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The long history of opium poppy production in Pakistan and the high cash 
returns per acre frum iliici~ Imle8 has made it necessary to conduct research and 
development studies on several crops to r.eplace poppy production. We have 
considered 19 different crops which can be profitably grown in the region where 
the poppies grow. 

Elimination of illicit production will depeLd upon the Government of Paldstan 
exercising greater control over licensing of acreage; procurement of all the opium 
gum produced for legitimate uses; and better interception, confiscation, and 
penalties against offenders whenever harmful drugs are smuggled. Illicit opium 
production perpetuates misery and suffering of the drug addicts and all who 
come in contact with them. Instead, we need to grow crops that improve the 
welfare of humanity by providing better and more abundant food and by raising 
the level of health and happiness in the community in Pakistan and throughout the 
World. 
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