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' WEDNESDAY, ARBIL 10; 1978

arEunwe ox Wiktiau J, ANpensow; Derory Disrotos, Gomsan Govsiumy.
S O Sotcion. Gemeiar Accoonatna Ofetes.

fhr bt

<M thw-n“' ‘on :w“””b rs-of the subcomamittee: Yoit have requested that:we:
dis’ctrus today & rep%i-tayd ’?ﬁuha: Genoral Accsunting: Office .of! Diecember- 2; 1937, -
dealing with illegal entry at the United States-Mexico border. Although our réport
disoussed: the emﬁoﬁtgmgsanm gooplev ‘our-comments todsy- wilk dea): primarily
with efforts to lialt the-transit off illieit Jrugsmross the border; - - vy

As. you: know; 'Mr. Chairman; in:t oW,
along the: United; States:Mexico: border have: grown:in:al

cancebecpune-of. the:

) - transit .of: illicit: drugs: and - undocuniented- sliens- acrosy; thishorder, - -
%ﬁ?ﬁ:ﬁ?,’é&%.uﬁh:mmesm“&d that in: 1871, heroin Sowing: from and: through -~

Mexico represented:20: percent:of the heroin consumed: in: the:United States;

1975, they estimated -that 89 percent of the heroln reaching the: United: States . -

came from poppies.grown in: €0,

he- piast: fewr yesrs; Inw: enforoement: afforte:

w

R L —

- charged with responsib

o

&)

123:

- Curreht fnformation shows-that- this percentage liss dropped significantly in
the last 2 years;‘due mainly to thée Mexican<U.S. cooperative: compaign. to eradis+
cate opium Jyop y cultivation through the use of herbicides, Mexico, however,
is still considered to-be tlie'major sourde of heroin reaching this country.

. Although meaningful figures on undocumented liens are hard to. come by,
INS data shows. that from 1971 through 1975 the numberé%f ‘such.aliens -appre-
hended increased by about 856 ;ﬁmenﬁf—-ﬁom 420,126 to 766,;200. Most undoou-
mented alions apprehended are Mexioan—about 90 percent. .. .~

The Federal ’gqlio‘yﬂ on. preventing .illegul imngﬁmtion emphnsizéz. interdiotion
at the border rather than apprehension of illegal aliens after settlement; For'drugs
the pnli‘gz‘,‘oaﬂs for giving priority in both su%ll)‘ly*bnd demand reduction’ efforts
to those drugs which inherently pose a greater risk to the individual and to! soctety:
Heroin is the top-priority drug, ‘ T RS AR

" " FEDERAL AGENCIES RESPONSIBLE FOR BORDER CONTROL '

Control of the border is basically a task of controlling the movement of people, .
vehioles, airtraft, boats; and goods, There are over 400 Federal laws and regulations-
governing entry and departure of people and goods across the border, Agencies
with a role in controlling the Southwest border include the Iederal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI); Bureau of Aleohol, Tobacco, and Firearms (BATF); Depart-
ment  of “Defense; Federal Aviation Admiinistration (FAA); Coast Guard;
Department of Agriculture; and Public Health Service, The principal agencies in-
volved in law enforcement are the Customs Service; Immigration and Naturalis:
zatjon Service (INS), and the Dljl;% Enforceinent Adninistration (DEA).

- From a Jaw;enforcement standpoint, the primary responsibilities of these three
agencies at the border are: - - : o )
“Preventing the illegal entry of péersons into the United States,

PreVentm%;cbntrabund from entering the country, and ‘

Investigating narcotics and datigerous drug violations,: ‘

In onrrg'infg out these responsibilities, both INS and Customs use patrol of-
ficers, port-o -entry)insi)eotors, and investigators, DEA is the sin%le Federal agency

lity for investigation pertaining to narcotics and dangerous

*h

drug violators,

- Smugglers enter. thef Unite’d, Stntes Ly four modes: Through ports of entry;

by boat into doastal areas between. ports of entry; on foot or by vehicle between.

ports of entry;.or.over the border by air.

’P.orta‘of‘entry; v :

‘Before crossing the border into the:United States, vehicles and pedestriohs are
stopped at the primary inspection lanes where only the most cursory inspections
of vehicles, persons, and: ‘ga‘ ga‘:i -are conducted. The primary inspectors are
¥esponsible for determining’ whether g vehicle and its oocugants or a pedéstrian
should be referred to the secondary inspection aren for a thorough examination
Customs:and INS shdre responsibility for staffing the primary lanes. -

Land patrols between ports.of entry Lo T L
+‘The. vast areds: between the ports :of entry along the United States-Mexico
border and the limited resources: available to prevent: illegal: entry demand:that

" available resourtes-bhe deployed:in a'mianner to gain optimum: results, The INS:

Border Patroliend the Cistoms Patrol have overlapping roles for control of illegal
movement across the land borders:between the ports.-The patterns of illegal entry
result in‘concentration of each agency’s patrol officers: in: the" same high-volume:
crossing-aveas, -t . . ... ; o o
Air interdiction ¢ ol ) R ‘ .
Alr interdiction forces have had some.success in apprehending smugglers usi:f
aircraft to.cross the border. The results to date, however, are considered marginal..
__'The, aireraft deployed by INS are not ¢apable.of air interception operations.
These aircraft operate at low altitudes and at slow speeds, in support of Border
Patrol ground :activities. Similor aireraft are operated by Cust¢ms in support of
Customs Patrol ground operations, ' e v T
. DEA’s oir operations are devoted mainly to surveillance Qights with an increass;
ing number of pilots and aircraft being devoted to special operations,
Maréng spterdiction o i e o : ;
.-:Customs, DEA, ond 'the Coast Guard all ‘have voles in vaenﬁnnﬁhdrug smugs
gling by sea. The agencjes have had gome success in interdicting marihuana heing
smuggled by sen: The Coast Guard, as'you know, has made some large seizures off
25~024~—78—0 S

o
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the East Coast in recent months. Generally, however, niarine enforcement efforts
have rarely resulted in hard narcotics seizures in other than user amounts.

ACHfEVEMENTS OF BORDER LAW ENFORCEMENT

While it is not possible to measure the deterrent effect of the current level of
border law enforce t, the available supply of drugs and the estimated number
of illegal aliens attest to the fact that it has not been a serious impediment to illegal
entry. The substantial Federal investment for enforcement at the Southwest border
is achieving only a limited measurable impact on the drug and alien problem.

Border forees interdict only a small quantity of the estimated heroin and cocaino
mm% ing-the United States from Mexico. Most seizures are of marihuana. In fiseal
yaar 3978, Customs and INS seized about 2 percent of the heroin, less than 1 per-
cpnt of the cocaine, and 10 percent of the marihuana estimated to come from and

$hrough Mexico, When DEA’s border aren seizures are added, these interceptions
sgual 6 percent of the heroin, 3 percent of the cocaine, and 13 percent of the
qmarihuang. It is fairly obvious that the quantivy of drugs being interdicted is not
Zwmving a significant impact on the drug problem. This is especially true when one
coasiders that these figures presume the drug seizures to be 100-percent. pure while
the purity of border seizures are generally significantly less—usually below 50
percent purity.

Border apprehensions seldom involve high-level traffickers. The overwhelming
majority of persons crossing the border’in possession of drugs who are appre-
hended 5y Customs and INS are drug users, small-timo operators, couriers, or low-
level :Hembers of drug trafficking organizations. DEA’s data show that less than
2 percent of the interdictions referred from INS and Customs involve major

violators, and about three-fourths of these were marihuana violators.

The results with respect to apprehensiou of aliens are more impressive but the

roblem remains scrious. More illegal aliens are successful in getting into the

nited States than are prevonted from entering. Many aliens apprehended are
repeaters; some have been apprehended as many as 10 times.

PROBLEMS AFFECTING BORDER LAW ENFORCEMENT

Although border control alone will not solve the drug or illegal alien problems,
it is a necessary element if the Nation is ever to control these problems. We believe
that much more could be done if Federal horder law enforcement activities wero
better planned, coordinated, integrated, and exceuted. The efficiency and effective-
ness ofp law enforcement efforts at the border would be enhanced if intelligence
support was improved and the costly overlapping aud poor coordination of enforce-
ment activities and support systems were corrected.

These are some of the specific problems we identified:

There was a shortage of inspectors at the four ports of entry we visited along
the Southwest border, even though most seizures of hard narcotics were made at
the ports of entry. Inspection manpower has a significant impact on the thorough-
ness of inspections performed at these locations.

The only detection devices available to assist inspectors at the ports of entry
are TECS data—Treasury’s automated intelligence system, which is used by
Customs for disseminating information to inspection and enforcement personnel—
and trained detection dogs. The value of TIECS data for ports-of-entry interdic-
tions is limited because it is primarily keyed to vehicle license numbers.

Detector dogs are effective time-saving drug’interdiction aids. However, border
officials believe that much of the hard narcotics which comes through the ports is
packaged and inserted into the human body. Detector dogs are net used to search
people, and inspectors are reluctant to perform intensive personal searches.

The INS Border Patrol and the Customs Patrol have overlapping roles for con-
trol of illegal movements across the land borders between the ports. Poor coordina-
tion and cooperation between the Customs and INS border (lmtrols, as well as
costly overlapping facilitics, have contributed to conflicts and tension and pro-
duced only marginal results.

‘Although a Memorandum of Understanding exists between INS and Customs
mandating “full cooperation between the two Services,” this cooperation does not
in reality, exist. To illustrate, while waiting and watchivg with a Customs Patrol
officer at a border canyon where a sensor hit occurred, the supervisory patrol
officer told us that a lack of personnel might cause them to miss the intruder.
Right after he made this statement, an INS Border Patrol car cruised slowly by
our position, but no attempt was made to contact it and ask for assistance. Patrol
officers could not recall a single example of assistaice to one agency by the other
on an as-needed basis, " :
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JOINT OPERATIONS BRTWEEN AGENCI

‘ E8 HAVE NOT BEEN nrrk
- Tho Presidential White Paper on D o

& program for more efféctive border J(;lx)gtl‘%'l)lfas: Goned in 1975 hat tho ded that

developed and that the prineipal

aw enforcem ‘ i d
ent agencies along the border improve their coordination activitieg

to include joint tas fore i
e operations,
ere have beon several joi i i
ic:%l:‘%{;a%:e :}c;ordinatedlgff &ft stl:lese joint operf!txons since 1975, These were to ba
tun
‘c,oo_rdc;nnti grn ee or\;’ery rarely tuqu out that
aried and not very impressi
heroin seizures were dis bbointin
, seiz appointing, A discussion ¢ ]
n sl ! seussion of a few of i :
ntedpto Itl?g?nlggfgné%nctl Back, which took place April 26:1(\,1:;:%8})(;?)"'7"(.‘0“ fO]{O\v§.
FAA, Bordor Patrols l‘:l'llzls é‘g‘:o%l}‘cges évxth those of other Federal ngen:’:ie‘:—nfﬁ?ﬂltt\l.
gl)l(')t‘; In post-operative ovnluatigr;s tom Hiheprd —to Increaso It ediction cnpn:
nnt.; é ';x):g]%x:’,ggg%%cetx-ggiw t_t(r'xd irtxtolligence. Fundamen
] 10 1dea stage. The decisi g} X
dl:g rfl;g }f(:lr:lf(tisct}on as to who had the authority tgl?lli?-gc?zlzlcl\tlig% p(x)ocetss 16 Aiv Gopboor
; ustoms patrol officers considered the ai 'a operation L pbport
cb m('}xrest@ or seizures were made, ¢
and‘:\ ril; gl(])gsb(s):gzr;l‘re}éhlhnnd_ IT were initinted by Customs along the Californi
0 your juie Dgrder \‘\"Il‘ls tolex‘m?: iStm’ ’l‘xj.qk I ook place in 1975 zﬁld lSetm'z»l'.lsrgll;n}?
op§¥utio'{‘x. provide the intelligence information needed for the
ar Trele I, an intensified ajp Ia
ar T , an nd, and ion primari i )
ir:lt((‘u sdr;clf,lllons betz\\_ecn port_s-of-on,try l'e'sult(,fd sifxa sggieem‘tic.m p un}.anly nimed at
CUStomqqg;;!lt.lt]m? ?g Vations oibid, fes iirge marihuana seizurey
. 19 olliclalg felt that the wenk Y i
too veakness of the opernt ¢ infor
they wore et DA A DEA official ab the 1l Pace, Tniegi g SC2At informa.
ensY wvere b 0 support the Star Trek I operatio dg ally reset
Star Tl!eko?? calls from ¢ tar Trek personnel, ? and actually received
oat” Ghrck, .CI(::)\ olvetc_l DEA, FAA, Customs Service, the Air Fore 1
weakness. U:S Co};e{u ion Wwas poor and lack of intelligence was tfl’ e
] ”ere el J o ; ntﬁggx&ypg:;?&&aﬁonI\Xﬂs anuch less than in sStlnr nTrnf:ﬂJ(ir
ollono et 1 l S 8 and the Coast Guar uard
oo :sd dlltﬁu?;wé tg?tag_l }.)rolgmm and operated independ':nntxl(}"' g;‘hguog e, aard
rek IT incrensed over the first operation but tf)&rlllgéig:;%g
'es

had very litt] ;
Mexico.y e impact on the constant flow of dangerous (frugs coming from

BORD; 0 ' : ‘
ER NEEDS AN INTEGRATED STRATEGY AND OVERALL conTROL PLAN

Control of the United St i
that requirey e U .IltCS-MG‘XI.cO border is a complex and most dj
onforeamres & com l;l);?t};lenswe, coordinated effort by all segments ofsthgll;mocrl:ilgﬁzls:;

he executive bmncK.of th
ratog | e Federal Government h i
e, e e
t0 accomplish Wity orsh ¢ " av'e objectives indicating what it intend
critical becauso ap ser O VA 1ous lnw enforcement resources. A plan of this t be is
oal becs ¥ agencies with overlapping res ibiliti Ypeis
oot ropor&a?gct;ft‘iv} );eurs the Congress, the exe(gjti%e bf‘)a?r?:lllbuxiggsbAO bi
and. contamieader y :}g problems among Federal horder enforcement oo
While some re%omg]gesdlol}s for improving their coo eration and 1‘en ln_gen.c:es
ave changer o en ultxons have been imp]ementec? and outwardcgor( o
a result of these efforts, the essential charucterisgg:ag?nfc}fg

problem remain, Separate a i i i
tho best jemain. § “Para theigreggc)leecsi f\iavxth different orientationg continue to identify

activit N ( ¢ ¢ missions, with Jimit . A 4
ine' of Gifrstha ey 1 A6 {2 tho dévelopmns of sopmsais g i
snde;]z;t;'i: xlls igbgvi-"“" .lto overall borderuseecur(i):frer coverage and impact, Little con-
: tously o need for an integrated '
order : grated Federal strat
sy ot o2 mnenh ot Tovdr ol el i ompreente
regxg‘ud, we believe: Y O achieving this, Pending any decision in this

he executive branch should

e br provide the Congress, § ith i iati

i'g(g}xueg(t:s ?nnt(;:iserwrew of law enforcement nlonggthcq: 'UI:E;}I::% véxttahtégs&ppx_'oprmt)ons
overview should be an analysis which brings toge.tixe(x{xélcl?a g?xl(;,g(zt
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The Office of Management pnd Budget, Office of Drug ALuse Policy;, and the
principal border agencies should develop an integrated stratgey and comprehen-
sive operational plan for border control. This plan should consider the various
alternatives to managing border operations ranging from the present management
structure to single-ngency management.

The President’s Reorganization Project has circulated a document containin
reorganization options related to border management to various individuals nng
groups for comment and suggestions. Until agreement is reached on the funda-
mental question of purpose or mission at the border, the selection of reorganization
options would appear to be premature. .

Ironjonlly, and perhaps predictably, since the current efforts toward reorganiza~
tion were initiated the agencies involved in border enforcement have placed an
increased emphasis on voluntary cooperative agreements, Similar abortive efforts

dn the past do not convince us that any lasting good will result,

Some hard decisions remain to be made regarding how this country can best
wrespond to its Southwest border problems. The options range from the extreme of
.8 politically and economically infeasible ‘“Berlin-wall’’ arrangement that would
.almost guarantee no illicit intrusion to the loose controls over entry along the
‘Canadian border. Somewhere in between lies_an optitaum mix of people and
resources that should be applied to the border. Development of an overall Federal

:strategy is the first step that needs to be taken in coming to grips with this major -

Jproblem,

YrareMeNT oF Ricaarp L. WiLniams, AssisTaNT DirkcTor (Druae Abusk
Poricy), Domestic Poricy STAFF

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a pleasure to be here today
to iscuss Border Management and Interdiction. When the President established
the Office of Drug Abuse Policy in March of last year; he asked Dr. Peter Bourne,
the Director, to assume the lead role in studying the organization and manage-
ment of Federa! drug abuse prevention and control functions. Our report on
Border Management represents one of a series of policy reviews conducted by
the Office of Drug Abuse Policy of all Federal drug abuse functions.

A major part of the Federal effort to reduce the availability of illegal drugs is
directed towards disrupting the supply chain at any point where it may be
vulnerable, from overseas sources to domestic interstate drug tmﬂ‘igkmg.net-
works. The United States border provides a unique opportunity in this chain of
drug trafficking to intercept the drugs, arrest the person, and perhaps trace the
source or the ultinate destination of the illegal drugs. Our horder also serves
many other important national interests in regulating the international flow of
persons, merchandise and commercial carriers. .

Our border control is a piecemeal activity with numerous Federal agencies
responsible for specific interests and specific functions in the horder arens. Several
studies of border control have heen conducted in recent years. However, ench of
these studies focused on a specific function or problem rather than taking a com-
prehensive view of the entire border control effort. As part of the President’s
&oal to achieve greater effectiveness in government operations, our review was
directed townrd the broad and long-term goal of improving the overall border
control effort. . .

We formed an interngency review team with representation from the principal
Departments and agencies involved in control of the borders of the United States.
The Departments of Justice, Treasury and Transportation, the U.8. Customs
Service, the Immigration and Naturalization Service, and the Drug Enforcement
Adminijstration provided full time representatives. The Departments of State and
Agriculture, as well as Health, Education, and Welfare, and representatives of the
U.S. Const Guard and the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the
Interior also contributed to the study effort. I will suinmarize the 1najor points
of the team report. .

Our report describes the vastness and distinctness of the border areas and the
functions performed by the Federal agencics responsible for border control. In the

ast, we have responded to border management problems in a fragmented manner.
then a problem arose, new budget resources and manpower were allocated to the
agency immediately responsible without deliberate consideration of how changes

would affect overall border management. The current organizational structure
contributes to the problem with personnel from eight agencies representing seven
different, Departments directly involved in border operations.

e R

The basie assumption of our review is that improved effectivencss of border
control will enhance all related programs including drugs, aliens, guns, etc.
Further, an improved management structure could gerve as the foundation for all
border control efforts and would be likely to accomplish far more than a self-
limited effort directed at improving control over one particular commodity.

After an extensive review of the problems and issues as seen by the agencies
responsible for borUzr control, the review team conducted a series of fieid trips to
develop firsthand information on operating practices and problems. We also
interviewed, field managers and individual officers at all types of border locations.

The report is directed at the two principal funetions of border econtrol: inspec-
tion of persons and goods at ports of entry, and patrolling between ports of entry.
The Agencies with primary responsibility for these two key functions are the U.S.
Customs Service in the Department of the Treasury and the Immigration and
Naturalization Service in the Department of Justice. Jther ageneies provide spe-
cialized skills and functions in suppurt of their areas of interest. "The review team
identified two major lssues: the lack of coordinated border management, and sig-
nificant overlap and duplication of effort in both of the principal border control
functions. There is an obvious overlap and cuplication in patrolling activities
between land ports of entry, with both the Immmigration Service and the Customs
Servioce responsible for providing a patrol force in these arens in support of each
of their separate missions. There is also overlap and duplication in inspection
responsibilities and management structuves at ports of entry, particularly at
airports and larger land ports. In seeking a solution to these problems, several
options were considered. ‘

The fixst option was assigning a higher budged priority to selected border control
functions, We soncluded that simply adding more budget resources to the exist-
ing agencies was no: iikely to provide any major improvement in the system.

A second option wzald provide single agency management over key functions
by consolidating tii inspection function in one agency and the partolling function
in another, The review team conotuded that while this would reduce duplication,
it would not be effective in eliminating the potential for conflict between the
agenoies. Further, we noted that this up{)roaoh had been recommended on pre-
vious occasions but had never successfully reached implementation.

The review team also considered an option of establishing a multi-purpose
border management agency which would include all of the existing responsibil-
ities and resources of the Immigration and Naturalization Serviea and the U.S.
Customs Service. By combining the two principal border enforcement agencies,
a new ageney would be created to provide the basio foundation for a full service
organization for control over entry of persons and goods. It would also allow
consolidation of some support functions and could be handled so as to minimize
opposition and turbulence so often associated with reorganization efforts.

he Review Team considered a fourth option which would go beyond control
over entry to consolidate munulﬁment of ‘the major Federal resources involved
in the control of the borders and U.S. waters forming the perimeters of the United
States. This option would mgmnd the size and responsibilities of the new orga-
ization by including the U.8. Coast Guard. It assumed that the Coast Guard
would remain a separate entity within the border management agency to facil-
itate its transfer for national security purposes during time of war.

As the last step in the process of developing the report, the options were fur-
nished to the involved agencies for review and comnment, and the responses received
were attached as appendices to the report. After consideration of these responses,
the review team made the following recommendations:

(1) A mult.i-i)urpose border management agency should be created by con-
solidating the Immigration and Naturalization Service and the U.S. Customs.
Service in a new agency (the third option).

(2) An apPro;gmte recrganization plan should be developed by the President's
Reorganization Project to include placement of the consolidated border manage-
ment ngency in a Cabinet Department consistent with overall government reor-
ganization plunnin%.

(3) A consolidation of the agencies »nd functions involved should be achieved
through an umbrella management concept with the reorganization plan pro-
viding a set of initial priorities. However, the new Director should be allowed
flexibllity in determining the internal structure of tho new ageney. The following
functions should receive high priority for early consolidation:

&; Primavy inspection at all ports;

Patrolling of the land borders;
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(¢) The operational support activities, particularly eommiiniiéations and com-
puter systems; and: . o ' T T
-~ (d) The management structure and administrative support activities,” "

The review team sn%gested that the new Director be given these priorities and
be required to report back to.the President and to the Congress at the end of
18 months on the accomplishments during the transition period and his plan for

“the next phase. . ) T o

The President’s Reorganization Project ini the Office of Management and Budg-
et has the ultimate responsibility for developing reorganization plans in' donjunc-
‘tion with its on-going reorganization study. of the entiro’ Federal Govérnment.
Our report provides OMB with a current evaluation of border control activities
and recommendations for improvement. The Reorganization. Project staff cur-
rently is preparing recommendations for the President régarding border. manage-
ment. Our report will also be used in conjunction with the other on-going drug
xl)oh‘cy reviews inn developing a new Federal Drug abuse prevention strategy for

. I wish to thank you for your support of the drug abuse prevention programs
and for the oliportunity to present the significant features of our Border Manage-
ment reéport., will be glad to respond to any questions you may have or furnish
any additional information that you desire. - o IR






