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SraremeNT OF RoBERT B, CHABEN, COoMMISSIONER OF CuUsTOifs

Ir, Chair d members of the committee, it is a pleasure for mé to appear
l)efl\cfi?é gggntrcl)]?g;)glr}t on the efforts ofhth% Uésa,(ézlstt;oms Service to prevent the
i tati f dangerous drugs into the Unite ates. -
lm”l)’(l)]li:nt?xllcs)ﬂ gcau‘;xl-legs the closegcoordination and cooperation of all the cqncellneg
agencies: federal, state, loral, and forcign. Because of the number of invo ve
agencies, there have been some problems of coordination in the past. I ovgaver,
we are \\"orking together with all involved agencies and have largely eliminated any

y by cooperation. Lo
o %])\}g&fns%'c:’le i'r)x drug interdiction was defined by Reorganization Plan N(;._ leof
1973 which created the Drug Enforcemcn‘t Agmxtmstmtlg{\l (1%163({\;).05353? (lz?\tx?;:
‘ s ion is to interdict all contraband at more than ] :
‘S#gtglgl;gfg}?gﬁlggdling sen borders of the United States, We are the nation’s ﬁxsdt
line of defense against all forms of smuggling and have been statutorily assigne
his missi i 1789, L .
thl’%lxlgl;zs;r%% :ﬁ%ﬁtes which charge us with the responsibility for safe-guar dﬁn% t1;_he
nation’s borders cover a wide and diverse range of civil and criminal authorities
which allows our mission to be carried out in a versatile and ﬂoxlblehmamlller.e o

The drug smuggling problem facing us is a very large one, Althoug “:f ] s;‘v A
definitive assessment of the quantiltl;ies of %llpnt drugs ll();éu:g ;xg;%g}aequﬁ;‘ gmese

i it is apparent that they are being smug n ma R
Hlntl:x%dpzsxgg'tt?;é;l ;Zarl,)x\)ve have alone 03 togfether_rlth ot l%r 6xog€r;)¢ggi Sgcc?f‘ '},Sngﬁ’;f,t

¥ i ly 1.6 million pounds of marihuanas, 16, s of ,

gf%a;)%usneézsegf !lxxee?-f)i}x’n, and 951 poﬁnds of coczine having the total estimated value
illion dollars. . .

of 'J{l)‘it 1\1'113111&’; o? st:rl;uggling modes is ﬁndi%s_zs']alﬁosnglour ;t:n% 333) Is:: ;)‘g;g(eir {vlhtll?)}(;

¥ S 6,000 iiles. During the _fiscal year,  ge ,
r:rte‘egitgll(::? égg ?/e’ssels, and 121 nircr?fs. Despite '{_hese figures, we believe that we

‘imerely- hed the surface of drug smugaling. . .
hai;‘?):lgtglt}cr);?zg’ec%i vely to perform its frll}ncétion_ tzntltlhn;sgggg :ioestlnxg 5@?&%‘3&1@3
1gs, it i to coordinate our efforts with othe : c
x.ﬁe(&%%iss’ ?flsdgf)clgirsizg our resources,in-\:ays which will bring us the greatest
i t be all places at once. .
‘ret;i:{lré. S:irggilgélwgrg{ll)?:g to bevrf’aced ishtl(xiat gur na‘t‘xonalobg:;ig;; dcnit; .ggt 011)3
effectively protected by traditional methods. Smuggling con (oo o
dopting many of the advances o
game, but the modern day smuggler, a P e oo of mtion. Ay
technology, has to be countered with equally up-to s e aiing,
enforcement stravegy has to quickly face up to the vas rpngd I ‘{; ing smuggling,
t dapted by smugglers are closely aligned to the illegal p
il\lf\%ll?egf gl‘l): g:f\l:i)rl:)gmgltal charactilgstics of the particular location, and in many
t practices then in use. ) .
ins’f‘?x%cf:vzlll%g gxfgﬁgﬂﬁg o‘f) narcotics has continued almost unu,bated.hMc;mhungﬁ
smuggling which has been growing in recent years, probably has reached an es
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-mated annual 16 million pound level. Smu gling hias become highly organized
with a greater proportion pouring in throughillegal aircraft and small boat-channels,
"Interdiotion ‘has become, -of course, - corréspondingly more’ diﬁicult, ‘éspecially
considering the quantity and quality of the aircraft, boats, and associate equip-
"ment available to Customs. “Hard” drugs, smuggled in relatively small quantities.
‘remains a special deteotion and intercoption problem, o

"+ Although thée fnterdiction problems confronting Customs at the ports and other

aréas along the border may appear to be considerably different, common to both
‘is"the basio problem of detecting the proverbial “needle in the haystack.” At the
ports of entry, whether they be land, seaport, or airport, Customs is faced with
-detecting the contraband among the enormous volume of incoming persons or
cargo. At other locations along the border the interdiction problem is detecting
and intercepting the smuggler in the vastness of the area that must be covered.
The use of aircraft or boats for smuggling adds additional dimensions to the
‘overall problem. Interdiction then requires special capabilities for reliable detec-
tion of contraband when hidden on & person, in cargo, in a vehicle, or when it is
illegally crossing the border at a location betwoen the ports, )

To carry out our interdiction mission, we apply the principles of systems
analysis to develop programs which would provide a balanced enforcement pro-
gram integrating all Customs resources, as well as enforcement resources available
from other agencies and which would use Customs unique legal authorities to

-achieve maximum results.

We develop systematized programs tailored to deal with smuggling by all
coneeivable modes—between our ports of entry on foot or by vehicle or even by
mule pack; at ports of entry whether by passenger, vehicle, vessel, or in cargo;

‘and by private rircraft and private vessel. Our objectives cannot, of course, he

the complete elimination of smuggling but are those of raising the level of risk
to the smuggler, to provide maximum deterrence, and, more importantly, to
make seizures which provide valuable intelligence and investigative leads that
tt_mn.thereafter be developed into smuggling conspiracies, both' domestic and
oreign. : ) .

Our strategy is to deploy an interdiction force between ports—-air, land, and
sea—of sufficient capability to force the smu glers into ports where Customs has
greatest control. At the ports, through whic significant amounts of hercin are
reportedly smuggled, Customs has instituted an intensified sereening of personnel,
vehicles, and cargo. It is physicall impossible for the Customs Service to screen,
inspect and search ench of the millions of vehicles, tons of cargo, and imountains

“of mail which arrive in the United States annually, We have identified various
_modes of -smugglix‘lﬁ ‘and are applying sampling techniques to try and detect

smuggling usage. We couple this with intensified inspection periods where we

.conduet a very high level of inspection. Cargo containers are sampled based on

origin, destination, contents and other criteria.
assenger inspections are aided by profiles, computer screening, and other

"systems designed to- sort out potential smugglers. Interestingly, these screening
methods actually speed-up passenger clearance while our seizures have increased,

One innovation which has proven extremely successful in coping with the
monumental inspection task with which we are confronted is the use of detector
ogs. We are using the unique ability of dogs to discriminate between scents to
provide an cffective search and detection method to locate narcotics and explosives
secreted in vehicles, vessels, aircraft, cargo and mail, Dogs are never used to

_screen people.

Where it may take a Customs inspector as much as 30 minutes to reasonably
assure himself that o vehicle is free of narcotics or other contraband, a dog can
screen the same vehicle in 4 to 5 minutes, A dog can screen 400 to 500 packages
in 30 minutes, : ‘

Many foreign governments have observed the tremendous success of the Cus-

“toms Detector Dog Program and we are providing similar training to them unde

the auspices of our Foreign Customs Assistance Program. :
We have a program to develop portable and fixed devices for use at ports and

. other border areas to detect concealed narcotics and other contraband. We have

surveyed current technological efforts of private and publie institutions-for their
possible application to the detection of narcotics an contraband, We are con-

stantly expa.nding and improving our ground sensor system aimed at detecting
illegal vehicle an pedestrian traffic, We have continucd the development of de-

"
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tection techniquos based on vapor detection, x-rays, neutron radiation and thermal
imagery. i

o l'}n'ave installed and begun an operational evaluation of the first of four x-ray
machines specifically designed to examine merchandise entering at our ports along
the Southwest border. roe additional x-ray systems will be installed in this.
fiscal year. We also use x-ray systems designed to examine vehicle tires, parcels.
and foreign mail entering the United States. We have inoreased our use of sophisti-
cated night vision devices, and we are expanding our force of detector dogs, whish
have been increasingly sucecessful in detecting concealed narcotics, Along the

Mexican border, we have instituted an Unattended Border Alert Surveillance

System, and our Land Branch has oprned new patrol stations in Sierra Vista,
ucson, Presidio, and Big Bend National Park in Texas, . .

Although only in its initial development stage, the electro/chemical narcotics.
and explosives (Katection system, to be located at major airports and border points
of entry, is designed for more efficient processing ab the ports. Once developed,
the vapor detection apparatus would detect the major prohibited drugs—hereoin,.
cocaine, hashish, and marihuana—and in addition can detect explosives. Several
configurations have been develnped to oxamine passengers, baggage, and mail

arcels,

P Protecting our sea horders agninst the rising number of small boats and private
achts used for smuggling has proven an exceedingly difficult and complex task,
'he magnitude of the problem is illustrated by the vast area to be pro};ect_ed.

There are 4,993 miles of constal waters in the contiguous 48 states and 12,393 miles

of additional coastal waters for Hawaii and Alaska. Moreover, we must protect

_the nearly 30,000 miles of improved inland waterways, . _

A recent smuggling technique has evolved in which large freighters or “mother~
ships’’ laden with contraband hover in international waters as small high speed
boats and fishing vessels ferry the illicit merchandise to shore. These motherships
will cruise from the Caribbean, north along the Eastern seaboard, making nu-
merous drops. The ships have ranged from 70 to 300 fect in length, the largest
having a capacity to haul in excess of 100,000 pounds of mn.rihgmm._

Although many reports are received indicating that cocaine is being smu%gled.
by small boats, there have been few seizures, and these for the most part have:
consisted of very small amounts., However, there is substantial evidence that.
cocaine is being smuggled into the United States aboard commercial cargo vessels,.
many of which operate in the banana trade out of Turbo, Colombia. Late last
year, Custors seized 157 pounds of cocaine off the M/V MAY.A in Miami, This.
seizure was exceeded only by 181 pounds seized off the M/V EA in Tampa in 1976.
Both vessels were in the banana trade. A successful forfeiture action against the-
EA, a commercial vessel, was recently achieved and an order for a judicial sale:
of the vessel has been entered. .

To enable Customs to have some indication of what vessels mng be engaged in
smuggling a vessel lookout list and the Vessel Violation Profile System (VVPS)
have been established. The vessel lookout list includes privately owned pleasure
vessels as well as motherships, whereas the VVPS is limited to commercial vessels.
The lookout list is limited to those vessels which are suspected of engaging in
large-seale drug importations, whereas the VVPS focused on vessels which have
violated or are suspected to have violated any law and/or regulation, and contains
intelligence and lookout data relevant to such violations. The VVI‘_S records are
accessible through a special TECS query which Customs now requires upon the
arrival of every commercial vessel. . . .

In response to the escalating level of smuggling by private aircraft across the
nation’s border, especially the Southern border, the Congress in 1969, authorized
the establishment of a Customs Air Support Program,

Initially, Customs acquired assorted light aircraft. These were used to conduct
surveillances, but were ineffective for detection, interception and tracking of
smuggler aircraft. Our need was for Customs aireraft equipped with special com-
mercial navigation and communications equipment. Devices wete needed for
tracking of suspect aircraft, as well as good speed and long range capabilities.
Interdiction also required detecting and following smuggler aircraft operating in
darkness. We had an obvious need for a more sophisticated technical approach if
interdiction was to become a reality. . . . .

Technologically, Customs has made enormous strides since acquiring eight.
surplus military aircraft in_1869. In addition to constant improvements in air-
borne radar and Forward Looking Infrared (FLIR) capabilities, both used for

Cosieiutoy
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detecting and tracking suspect airoraft, Customs has developed all-important
support systems to assist the air interdiotion :nits. The sulggortin gystems
include the Treasury Enforcement Communicstiois System ( TECS), the Private
Airceraft Reporting System (PAIRS), and the recent breakshrough in implemente
ing an interagency agreement with the military and the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration for long-range radar coverage.

There are six Air Supgort Branches located at military air bases nesr San
Diego, Tucson, El Paso, San Antonio, New Orleans and Miami. These locations
were selected because of their proximity $o major air smuggling routes aIOng the
border, but smugglers can, and do, cross the border almost anywhere. Since
the Southern border of the United States is more than 4,000 miles iong, each Air
Branch has the responsibility for protecting an air corridor that, on the average,
is 700 miles wide. Basic to interdiction of air smuggling is the development of an
cffective 1iieans of detection, identification wnd interception.

Once detected, we must escertain whether the aireraft is involved in smuggling.
Gustoms implemented a Private Alrcraft Reporting System (PAIRS) to assist
our air units in identifying probable smuggler aircraft. Under regulations, a
private aircraft planning to cross the Southwest border must report 15 minutes
prior to genetrating U.S. airspace, and land at one of 13 designated airports,
unless it has received special permission to go on to its destination. If an aircraft
does not report in or does not lund at a designated airport, then it can be presumed
to be involved in smuggling, and the Customs Air Units can take appropriate
action to intercept and apprehend.

Because of the vast mm{mce of the borders, smugglers initially detected by
radar and identified by PAIRS are still difficult to intercept. Two major factors
relating to airoraft performance are of prime importance; namely speed and
range. Custoras aircraft must be able to rapidly reach the detection point on the
border, or tiie smuggler will have the time for evasive action. The plane must then
he able to go slow enough to trail the suspect plane. In addition, to detect and to
lock o1 to the tar‘get ustoms aircraft must have an efficient airborne radar as
well as o Forwar ooking Infrared (FLIR) system, which provides an all-
weather night operation capability. Iiven with this equipment, smuggler aircraft,
with greater speed and range, have “run away'’ from the Customs aireraft.

We are -also conducting a pilot program with the Air Force rogarding the use
of the Advance Warning and Control System (AWACS) aircraft to datect air-
craft crossing over the Mexican border. By integrating sophisticated radar
detection systems with our high performance airoraft, we expect a significait
inorease in the effectiveness of our air program.

To coordinate these many enforcement methods, Customs has developed a
most effective major computer system. This system, called the Treasury En-
forcement Communications System (TECS), is a real time network with almost
900 terminals permitting instantaneous access to enforcement data by name,
vehicle license number, or vessel or aireraft number.

TRECS is the central nervous system, or backbone if you will, of the entire
integrated tactical interdiction effort linking Agent, Inspectors, Patrol Officers, and
management. The role of the system as n tactical interdiction tool completes the
loop encompassing the full range of Customs enforcement activity., The system
has been expanded to serve the needs of the Treasury enforcement community.
"The Burenu of Aleohol, Tobacco and Fircarms (ATF), the enforcement arms of the
Tnternal Revenue Service (IRS) and the National Central Bureau of INTERPOL
are meor users of TECS service. Outside Treasury, the system is utilized by the
Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA). TECS terminals for use by the Coast
‘Guard and the State Department in a joint Federal efforts to combat international
terrorism have been installed in both agencies. Interfaces exist with the FBI's
National Crime Information Center (NCIC), the National Law Enforcement
‘Telecommunieations System (NLETS), and the recently established interface to
the California Law Enforcement Telecommunications System (CLETS), which
significantly increases the capabilities of TECS for users in the state of California.

Through the years of development of the TECS system, it has been seen and
time again that overall effectiveness of the system has been increased rather than
diminished through the sharing of resources and data. In the same way, the TECS
interfuces to NLETS and NCIC have improved each subscriber’s enforcement
effectiveness. In fact, that is the whole basis upon which NLETS and NCIC were
established; increased effectiveness through the sharing of resources while realizin
neconomite.s‘ Certainly, much needs to be done to explore further additional areas o
cooperation. :
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. Thero have been no seizures of heav weaponry enrouto e Mexico,
The Customs Attache in. Mexico Cj

ty periodically recoives lists of firearms.
swhich were seized in Mexico by Mexican ustoms officials, The lists are for..
warded to Customs Headgnarters and subse

quently to BATF, where traces on

16 weapons ure conducted, Investigative leads re

coordinated with BATF, whero appropriate. To date, none of thoge investigative

leads reflct any significant number of guns being traded for narcotica, \Whilg
ere may be some instances of the exe i

-Xehange of gung for narcotics in Mexigp,
we do not have any hard intelligenco that this is taki

) ng place on g major sealp,
This past summer, Customs nnd ATT signed o Memorandum of Agreement
and Investigntive Guidelines which do g

lineates the role of euch ageney in the
investigation of arms violations, It is evidence of the

desire on the part of both
u%encies to avoid wastefyl duplicntion of effory and to maximize the Federal
effort to control {he illegal oxportation and importaticn of weapons,

Since alinost ull illicit drugs constimed in this country originnte outside ouyr
borders, we must have programs aimed at cliinating them "before they enter
the strenm of worldwide traffie, To this end we must have the active cooperation
of the international community, One of the problems in securing their coopern-
tion, and that of drug producing nations in purticular, however, is to convincy
these nations that it 13 in their interess to suppress narcotics traflicking, We at
Customs are continuing our eforts to secure the participation of other nationg
In this effort,.

ur forcign Customs programs aro designed to train foreiifn enforcement
officinls in hordey control activities, emphasizing interdiction teetriques, border
survaillance, unti-smquliz\kaf; programs and methods, and searcl; and seizure,

JioYl'esevltntiv~es of nt lenst 15 nations have taken part in oup training programs
In fiscal year 1977, The value of our i

tra’sing programg iy evident in the Inerensing

drug seizures made by Customg ofticers i countries wherg training has heen given,

We have also been involved in worki g relationships with the Customsg adminig-

trations of other nations, While the primary mission of our advisors is to provide
technieal assistance, the eradieation of nargos

: ties production and trafficking has
10w been included as » stated programn objective,

During the past year wo have entered into o Mutual Assistance Agreoment
with Mexico which containg o brovision for the exch

\ 5 ange of information Specifically
aimed at offenses involving nareoties, Que Tucson Alr Support Beanch has alse
f)stqbllshed tn excellent working relationship with

: the Mexican Federal Judicial
olice,

From all of the above, it is evident that the drug enforcement cffort is a mult;-
faceted one.

As you know, g number of studijcs have been conducted by GAO, ODAP, and
OMB on drug lnw enforcement and border management, It is possihle that the
present configuration of some Federal law on orcement agencies and that the
scope of their responsibilities will be changed tud

Before closing, T would like to relay to tho )
which reflect how Cust'oms must respond to new situations and how well various
federal and loeal Agoncics ean work together in a complicatec enforeement action,

g ¢ its initial U.S, arrival at
Dulles International airport, Although the flight Rormally continues to JFK air-
port in New York, all incomin% pussengers go through U, Customs inspection
at Dulles, prior to re-boarding the plane for the flight to New Yok,

Passengor went through Customg at Dulles, where o CPO checked hig assport
and found evorything in order., A

second passport was discovered with i¢ samo
picture but wit) g different name, The first name was punched into TRCS and the
word came back that he was suspect, The Dulles CP(P ermitted the passengoer to
re-board the flight for the trip to JFK and then a 01’8 at JFK wag notified and
given all the faots, When the pnssenéer deplancd in Now York approximately two
hours later, he was stopped by the CFO who examined the passenger's flight bag
ad discovered 19.8 pounds of cocaine (estimated street, valye $5.9 million),
check of the airorafy at New York showed that an over head screw-type panel
in the restroom had been removed and there it is beligve:’ the suspect hacf hidden
the cozrine while he Was undergoing inspection at Dulles, Subsequent investigation
as revoaled another sus{)ect smuggler,
¢ second instange hvolves a” typieal case in whij
identified by Coast Guard ang Customs while o

oh a suspect vessel was
orth Carolina coast, After deferming that the v

fishore and surveilled to off the
essel was bound fop North Caro-

sulting from these traces are-

—
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trol, DEA,
Const Coed ol %?o'r‘éi%i‘ﬁlﬁn'i”s{fé’{;ﬁﬁ?{%ﬁ:g?gﬂiéﬁ%ﬁ;}ig:}‘i ;fs dec’idéd o
o iy ommand h?:gai ?ﬁ:gr?tians ;g(;silgle to ke’ep tmck.(t)'lfl t{;: ‘;;(ils:elr?s?kd gof
:mgrf%m"%g:‘ﬁﬁﬁg&?m nmoné the interdiction forces witho o
inwﬁggti%!é gglgggj;g’lg;g:;ion gl‘i‘ft :;Ide;g%;é ,ths% i;;)lxlx;bitl;:aed fﬁg%alp%r\lxgdg g{
7$£§?h311‘§f§f‘ tl&gese%:‘;{tﬁ?ﬁtla%t vessel, four small boats, two barges, and eig

i ; : d by smugglers and the
mr'ﬁ,lfgﬁ of these examples reflects different modes em;;l;){:m ; };0 them. They also

i i which are necessar g . . Loy ala
Xﬂ:ﬁ:ﬁtg ftﬁﬁ?@fﬁ?ﬁﬂe"ﬁéﬁ‘fxﬁscan eﬂ‘eotié'ell:y én::}' af:ti dsrgégtse 1: ;g;tt?;nr:lcms-ed. l:
i i tions a combine ede toey and 't saca
b sn;ugglmg ik th mmittee for inviting us to a pear today oo apeak
b})lxot}ﬂg 835&2:1:? gc?ll; fxl\l ?,lfg drug interdiction program. ?wnll be happy

a

any questions at this time,

hank you. Border patrol agents as of Jan. 31, 1978 Authorised forco
427
M R o et a7
QHU""""""":I-----_-_-______-_-__--------_-----_:_: 153
S
TCA. LTI =
T ?gg
EPT"""""""'""'"""""'"""":: ...........
"""""""""""""""""""" 195
S ———— S —— i
1) W ————— T
MOA. LT .
Bubtotal. o cu o —
______________ )
Grand total ..o o

2206 divided by 1,781 equals 80,7 percent,

CNFORCEMENT,
[ CHARLES SAvA, ASSOCIATE C°M“‘SB'°SN,‘§’§,,§§“ E
STATEMENT OF IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SE

i testify, according
i beommittee, I am here t:o test] cording
o Cpal}'tr;l&ghxggn;ggrgo?g g}fmtg: Icmmigmtio’n and Natur alxzat‘non Service i
to your invi . he Irm . . -
iintlgrceptionbo‘frg;:ggfc:ﬁm]%eg‘gxmmt of Justtice :lue;'i ll: ;:sgfgﬁzb% gﬁre ;dsx?;tes.
ot i immi ion and nationali State
Wos m1ld e:kggll'lct“i% 3%?) gmf)irsa:;?& a fiseal year 1978 budget of approximately
We employ X

ing into or
s2$'5%0'320£w0 basie functions:-(1) tol murgotg:tu;léegﬁgs;?i :(rixt(%uzg e
inin . Soensog Vi pplicati tensions
: ; e e, tions such as ex ¢
remaining in the United ! a0 oy under g ions
. . e Lo 2% residen: it for naturalization an
Do e petitic mf ermanent residence, petitions for Pralizntion and e
fatom petitions for ¥ immigration and nationality laws. lo INS Das
vt beneﬁtsd:?e ﬁ) 2}:&011% ederal drug la.yvs, w? ggregatz\ixex;ti " dru ogntrol
co stagutocl{y sx!rrnll?gglers incidental to the preformance o ¢
over i B e e amated State?l.o'l't'es of inspection and apprehen-'
ovIer t)l:%gl toydischarge our statutery resp?x;sflﬁ cxelrs: s of inspection and apr al;eas.
n i 0 L . s
A : o e robs In addition, Investigators,
P e o v Border Patrol Agents. In a , tigators,
Irgmifgrnt{?élnlgggg%tr?{; !i‘ltlldirftl,:a(:‘ior locations all across the c?untl y, hav
who funcs ¢ g loc: . . o o
for(c)emer;@ sgugg(;l;t rﬂﬁ&?n%%:g; l;)r;)rts of entry into the United States, Immigr:
peratin . y

. ission
i i h person seeking admissiol
bering- 1,543 examina eacl
tion Ins ecto&sspresentl num g1,

3 icant for admission has with
to the United States. This is the first contact an aplﬂ:fxgnlilgration T e e

i i tates Government. spectors must
cont re:e&gﬁl}f:sggc%xgng aﬁl?ccll(l?' 2nough so that the entry of U.S. cmzefx X
conduc
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fide immigrants tourists, and other nonimmiants is facilitated, At the same
time they muyst fJe able to identify anqd reject alj

e gathering of information from adjacent foreign areas, the actua] watch of
river, land, and coastal borders, check of public trnnsportation, tratlic check on:

ighways leading from’ the border, observation of aireraft, and checks of farms,
ranches, and industries in the border area. The Bor Mer Patro employs sophisticatecf
technology to extend the effectiveness of jtg officers, including o servation aireraft
and helicopters, & complex and sensitive remotely controlled sensor and vehicle-
dispatch system, a Communication system linking the ontire border,

€S, arms, ammupnj..
tion, and other contraband, Inp addition, they identify and n;l)prehend vendors
and purchasers of fraudulent, documents which are used in illega immigration ang:
drug smu%gh‘ng schemes. Over the past 5 years, from fiseal 1973 through fisen}
1977, the Service Sé)ent $453,079,106 on combined Inspoctiong and Border Patrol
activities. A breal; own of this tota] by year and activity is contained in Chart A,
n the Appendix.

he Service has arrested 6,864 alieng in connection with drug violt

tions during:
the past five years. A yemi by year breakdown of these arrests js contained in,
. In a

Chart B in the Appendix, dition, during the same beriod over 22,000 drug;

seizures have been made by INS ersonnel, either alone o in cooperation with

agents of the Customs Service or t. e Drug Enforcement, Administrntion. A vear

_l()jy. year brenkdg\_vn of such scizures by controlled substance js contained in Charg
ix.

i
When unlawfyl drugs are intercepted by Immigration Inspectors at ports of
entry, the violator ig sent to the Customs secondary areg where the arrest and
seizure is made, | the arrest and seizure is made by the Border Patrol or an,
nvestigator hetween gorts of entry or at an interior location, the violator and
over to the Diug Enforeemont Administration, In the

event that the U.§ Attorney declines Prosecution, the violators are referved to

state or local law enforcement authorities,

ith respect to the Processing of thoge aliens arrested for drug violations, the-
Service hag deported 2,210 drug violatorg under section 241(a)(11) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, 8 U.8.C. 1251(a)(11) during the last 5 Years a8 shown
on Chart D in the Ap}l)endix. According to the U.8. Bureau of Prisons, the average
sentence for alieng w 0 are criminally Prosecuted is 6,1 months and the average-
time spent in prison is 4.6 months,

The Immigration and Naturalization Service also coogemtes with other agencies
in the rug enforcement effort, A number of Border Patro) agents are also des..
ignated ag Customsg Officers, and Immigration Inspectors at land ports of entry
fre cross designated ag Customs Inspectors. As I have already pointed out

mmigration Officers have played an important role in seizing contraband and

Apprehending viojators of other Federa] laws, On their part, Customs Patrol

flicers apprehend and turn over to the INS undocumented aliens in the border

areas. In the lasg year, 4,351 aliens were delivered to Border Patro] Agents by
ers,

€ cooperation,,
we believ_e that significant progress has been mage, This is especially true in the.

| designation and
coordination have achieved substantia] savings in time and manpower for hoth

mented during September 1977, A new Program is pow being negotiated for

‘¢ross-training of Border Patrol Agents and Customs Patro] Officers,
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In addition, 16 of the 21 Border Patrol Sectors have the capability of radio com-
munications with the Customs Patrol. The Chila Vista Sector is presently using a
Customs Patrol portable unit in .their communications center. This temporary
measure will end shortly upon installation of crystals to cover Customs frequen-
cies in our radio network. L ‘ :

INS coordinates closely with the Drug Enforcement Administration in the
exchange of mutually responsive intelligence data and in joint field operations.
Operational agreements with DEA have been in force since November 29, 1973,

In addition, INS and DEA share operational duties for the El Paso Intelli-
gency Center (IBPIC), which collects, analyzes, and disseminates information
regarding drug trafficking and illegal alien smuggling activity along the U.S.
borders. The Service maintains all narcotics trafficking lookouts at ports of entry
for EPIC. The Service presently has 15 employees assigned to EPIC, 9 officers
and 6 support personnel. In addition, the Service pays for approximately 20 per-
«cent of the operating expenses of EPIC, which amounted to $97,000 in fiscal
year 1977, .

_ INS has also participated with DEA and Customs in the Interagency Drug
Intelligence Group-Mexico (IDIG-M). As a result, investigative leads were devel-
oped concerning smuggling of aliens as well as involvement of aliens using fraudu-
Jent immigration documents, INS was able to respond to queries by DEA and
Custorms for information which was used by those agencies in their investigatipns.
The data compiled by this group showed that criminals involved in illegal alien
traffic have also been involved in traffic of contraband, narcotics, and arms. The
INS Director of Intelligence was a member of the permanent commitiee of
IDIG-M, and an Investigator from our Central Office was assigned to the working
group from May, 1976 until February, 1977.
. In his August 4, 1977 message to Congress on immigration policy, the President
gave a high priority to increased border enforcement. Specifically, he recommended
the following measures, most of which require some Congressional action: (1) a
substantial increase of border enforcement resources and personnel, (2) a shift by
the INS of enforcement personnel to the horder areas having the highest rates of
illegal entry, (3) the creation of an anti-smuggling task force, (4) passage of pend-
ing legislation to prohibit the production and knowing possession of false identity
documents, and (5) cooperation with other countries in border enforcement and
anti-smuggling efforts. While these measures were addressed to the problem of
illegal entry of aliens, they also will contribute to the Federal drug interdiction.
effort. :
The INS goals for the coming year include the issuance of machine readable alien
travel documents and joint planning with the Customs Service on how that agency
can benefit from the use of these automated data cards. Automated screening of
applicants for admission would allow more time to concentrate on drug

interdiction.
i APPENDIX

CHART A.—AMOUNT SPENT ON INSPECTIONS AND BORDER PATROL ACTIVITIES

Fiscal year Border patrol Inspections Total
1977. . $71, 108, 630 $46, 018, 686 $117, 128,316
1976 61,691, 874 35, 429, 935 97,121, 809
975 52, 254, 055 33,016, 665 88, 270, 720
46, 894, 121 28,939, 347 75, 833, 468
40, 302, 543 34,422,250 74,724,793

275,252,223 . 177,826,883 453, 079, 106

Total..
CHART B.—ARRESTS FOR DRUG VIOLATIONS

Fiscal year Number
1977.. ————— 1,281
1976, .. - —— 1,674
1975.. - ——- 1,639
1974, . - 1,252
1973.. 1,018

Total... ' N 6,864

L
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* CHART.C.—SEIZURES BY CONTROLLED'SUBSTANGE .~ . ' ¢ ..

INS ol Totag

¥\ D D
STATEMENT oOF REXFD. Davis, DirEcror, BUreau op ALcownor,
IREARMS, U.S. Truasury DeranrMent

Mr. Chairman and committ
[r ¢e members, thank you for inviti
3?1 cclhiﬁlelesi ttil;’:e(ix g;gé)lgﬁés?g I%ﬁﬁrr;sﬂs]mugfgglz}g from }e’he leutl;gc‘l, 1&1&%61:&%15 rl%Ig?(?&y
d th ) i g o ‘e pr
nu&gﬁglgi l;‘;glr(r’xlxlnq{g th.entsnll)uggled igto the etsfni%ggssgéfeé) rofitably exchanged for
. Th ittee is to be congratulat its interest i ject
in firearms to Mexxco_is a seriougs px};l?leer(rix fg;c;tfié:glc\lrg:t{:;l o tiabject, Traffi

ToBAcco, AND

cox‘t’lv%'}iétté}/lgll% %;xfsy gccessibi‘lity of firearms in the United States
48 been a long tradition of a fircarm flic i i
g;g?gaxr;f:(;%ﬁ]x}gex&og é}:;lrlrf: Il;egin:r[x‘i;)g i]n 1968 when :hgr{if/&zi;r;? é\/{ﬁf{elfr?&gg%
anztrezshtr;ct%s_ owpershi_p of ﬁrem‘rrls to i?itﬁe:‘;xfglslﬁgfgalxﬁ possession of handguns,
ey n()z:v ,réml(la! M%iwan firearms stores went out of business and the Gov
additioow, X q res that all weapons owned by private citizens be regist _0\ ern-
, there are strict, controls on ammunition, and only .22 cfm]igl;Zre lr??nﬁ{!el

cartridges and shotgun shell S
‘ha‘ve'regis«t‘;;'ution ce%tiﬁcutes’.s may be bo?d, and then only to those persons who
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This obvious curtailment of supply, placed added emphasis on demand. Thus,

-the United States is a handy source of supply for guns which are moved into
, Mexico. From our enforcement experience, we know that there is traffic of U.S.

guns being taken into Mexico. However, the extent of that traffic is difficult
to evaluate.

There also may be some exchange of guns for narcotics in Mexico but, again,
the size and frequency of these transactions has not been established, nor do we
have concrete evidence that organized crime is involved in these transactions.

Our best _information is that the firearms traffic to Mexico is being done by
many individuals dealing in small numbers of firearms. We also know there is a
sizable traffic in ammunition purchased in the United States and then taken
into Mexico.

The volume of this firearms traflic is debatable, but the trafficking exists despite
conetant interdiction efforts by agents of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms and the Customs Service along the border and throughout the entire
United States. These interdiction efforts are performed either alone or in conjunc-
tion with other State and Federal agencies.

The Bureau’s i)rimary jurisdiction over this firearms traffic is through the Gun
(ilonltrol Act of 1968. The Bureau regulates the firearms industry and enforces
the law.

We are authorized to conduct compliance investigations of firearms dealers.
During these inspections, our agents check firearms acquisition and transaction
records to determine if proscribed individuals are obtaining firearms. Under
Federal law, there are several classifications of people prohibited from acquiring,
possessing or transferring firearms including convicted felons. Also, Federal law
requires that machine guns and other so-called gan?ter type weapons cannot be
legally possessed unless they are registered with ATF.

All of these and other provisions of the law are used to enforce our interdiction
efforts, However, it must be remembered that ATF jurisdiction exists only within
the United States and ends at the border.

With some exceptions, the gun control act prohibits the licensed dealer from
selling firearms to anyone not a resident of the State in which the dealer is licensed.

An alien legally can buy a firearm from a licensed dealer if he can establish that
he has resided in the State for at least 90 days prior to the date of the Burchase,
or has a letter authorizing the purchase from the principal officer of the alien’s
Embassy or Consulate—if that Embassy or Consulate is located in the same State
as the dealer from whom the firearm is to be purchased. Generally, the Mexican
Government does not authorize its Embassy or Counsulates to issue such letters.

The restrictions on the sale of ammunition by the licensed dealer are not as
stringent as those on guns the licensed dealer has only to determine that the buyer
of ammunition meets a minimum age and that the sale of the ammunition does
not place the buyer in violation of any state or local statute applicable at the place
of sale, delivery or other disposition.

There are several ways in which guns are acquired in the United States for
movement into Mexico.

First, the licensed dealer, acting in collusion with a Mexican resident, might
falsify his firearms records to either show that he did not acquire the firearms
which he ultimately sells to the Mexican resident, or that firearms were sold to
citizens of the United States. : .

Second, a citizen of the United States is induced, by collusion between the
dealer and the Mexican resident, to use his name on the dealer’s records as the
party to whom the firearms were sold, but with the actual delivery of the guns
being made to the Mexican resident who will also pay for the guns.

Third, a citizen of the United States legally acquires the firearms from a licensed
dealer in his own name, but resells the guns to the Mexican resident, o

Fourth, the Mexican resident uses false identification to establish his eligibility
to buy a gun. . . . .

It is important to remember that ATF'S responsibility lies in the illegal dis-

osition, acquisition or possession of the guns by the parties involved within the

nited States.

ATF always has had an active international firearms interdiction program.
It was formalized into the Guns to Mexico program in 1973. The effort subse-
quently was reorganized and now falls under our International Traffic in arms
program, better known by its acronym as ITAR. Qur efforts to stem the flow of
guns to Mexico is a considerable part of the ITAR Program. .

One difficulty in our enforcement efforts is the comparative ease by which
firearms generally can be obtained in the United States. There are 160,000 Fed-
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-erally licensed firearms dealers Nationwide. This includes 2,148 licensed firearms

geagers situated in those counties along the 1,765 miles of United States-Mexican
order, )

This breaks down into 585 firearms dealers along the Southern California
border, 582 along the Arizona border, 189 along the New Mexico border and 692
along the Texas border.

In addition, it is not illegal for two private citizens to buy, sell or trade fircarms
among themselves, which they may do freely as long as they are both residents of
the same state. If the transactions are interstate and involve handguns they
must be conducted through a licensed firearms dealer.

Because of a change in the method of keeping statistics, at the present we are
not able to break out those current cases which would fall in the Guns to Mexico
category. But in 1975, when the program was getting started, we conducted 83
investigations which resulted in 27 cases. The following year, 1976, we opened
448 investigations which resulted in 100 cases.

Most of the cases we have made are initiated through our own agents acting
on intelligence they have developed. Their leads come from inspection of the
records of Federally licensed firearms dealers, undercover activities and sometimes
referrals from other agencies. Unfortunately, the many thousands of traces we
have done on guns picked up in Mexico have not been fruitful in identifying
large volume sources of firearms.

In their work along the border, AFT agents often conduct spot surveys of li-
censed firearms dealers. Two recent surveys on the Texas border reflect the prob-
lems they encounter,

In Tl Paso, agents spot checked eight licensed dealers, They selected the names
of 373 gun buyers with Spanish surnames. The agents were able to contact 234
of these purchasers, One hundred and fiftcen still had the gun they purchased,
or else could account for it. However, of the 234 persons contacted, 83 readily
admitted that the gun had been taken to Mexico shortly after its purchase.
Another 36 persons could not produce the gun they purchased nor could they
provide an adequate explanation of how they disposed of the gun.

A similar spot check was made of 14 licensed dealers in the Brownsville, Texas,
area. Three hundred and fourteen purchasers with Spanish surnames were selected.
Agents were able to contact 171 purchasers. Of these, 61 readily admitted that
they disposed of the gun'in Mexico, and 20 could not produce the gun or give a
plausible explanation as to what happened to it.

Previously, we conducted extensive ammunition surveys. Two surveys involved
.22 caliber ammunition and handgun rimfire ammunition. In one survey con-
ducted from January through June 1975, 648 licensed dealers along the border
reported that they had sold more than 7.5 million rounds of ammunition.

We did not count any sales of less than 2,000 rounds of .22 caliber ammunition
or 500 rounds of handgun ammunition.

Our analysis of the recorded sales showerl that 913 of the persons buying this
ammunition had addresses in Mexico and purchased just over 4.8 million of the
total 7% million rounds. The average was 5,000 rounds per individual Mexican
purchaser during one six-month period. Further study showed that much of the
ammunition sold to persons with a Mexican address was destined for the interior
of Mexico, as well as the border states of Chihuahua, Cosahuila, Nuevo Leon, and
Tamaulipas.

In February of 1976, we did a second, more detailed ammunition sales survey
at 36 of the original 648 dealers. The sale period surveyed was from July 1975
through January 1976.

The total recorded sales of .22 caliber and handgun ammunition from these
36 dealers for the seven-month period was more than 9.1 million rounds. Of this,
8.1 million rounds were sold to persons giving addresses in Mexico. This averaged
out that each of these 36 dealers sold approximately 32,000 rounds of ammuni-
tion a month to Mexican nationals during this seven-month period.

Numerous investigations were initiated. The most significant case was made
against o federally licensed firearms dealer in Brownsville, who operated his
firearms business from the Villa Verde Food Store, the surveys showed this dealer
gold more than 12 million rounds of ammunition to residents of Mexico in a year.

This dealer falsified his records to cover ammunition purchases by nine Mexican
residents who transported the ammunition to Mexico. The dealer subsequently
pleaded guilty to violating the gun control act and was {)laced on probation for
three years and fined $3,000. He also lost his firearms dealers license.
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These cases and others bear out our observation that many of the guns and

‘ammunition going from the United States' to Mexico are being transported by

Mexicans who are in the United States either legally or illegally.

The source of these guns ‘is not only along the border, for there is a growing
number of cases being made in widely scattered areas of the United States which
involve the purchase of guns which end up in Mexico. : ’

It was by inspecting firearms transaction records that our agents in one large
metropolitan, midwestern city uncovered what could be a typical method of
traflicking of guns by Mexican aliens. :

During the inspection of the transaction records, ATT agents selected those
records which bore Spanish surnames. They then went to the purchasers and
asked about the guns they had bought. ) : )

The agents learned that most were Mexicans who had purchased guns singly
or two or three at a time, on their next visit to their homeland, they took the guns
into Mexico where they were given or sold to relatives or friends. Many of the
U.8. purchasers could not speak English, and pleaded ignorance of the law. The
result was that ATEF made 8 cases which still are pending.

In another recent case, guns seized in Mexico by the Mexican police were found
to have originated in Savannah, Tennessee, where they had been purchased from
a licensed firearms dealer. Subsequently, the dealer was sentenced for falsifying
his records to effect the sale. .

Onc method ATI has used to evaluate the firearms traffic to Mexico has been
through the tracing of guns by the ATF National Firearms Tracing Center in
Washington. K :

In 1974, Mexican officials concerned with the problem of illegal firearms in
their country, asked ATT for assistance. As a result, the bureau agreed to trace
American made firearms seized in Mexico, either by the police or Mexican Army.

Since this program began late in 1974, the bureau has traced about 8,000 firé~
arms, When the guns are seized, their records are forwarded by the Mexican police
to a U.S. customs officer or a drug enforcement agent in the embassy in Mexioc
City. They are then sent to ATF to be traced. :

The most recent group of Mexican trace requests for 5,049 guns points up the
problems we have in tracing these weapons. For & variety of reasons we were able
to trace less than 20 percent of the firearms. Either the information was incomplete,
the guns were old and records did not exist, the records were outdated, or else the
firearm was of foreign make. ’ : ‘

In summation, let me say that ATT has a vigorous interdiction program. We
work closely with other federal agencies along the border and have a special
agent assigned to the Xl Paso Intelligence Center, '

We know that there ig o traffic in guns from the United States into Mexico, but
the length of the border along four states makes it difficult to assess the size of this
gun running with any exactness. We believe that most traflicking in guns is done
in small numbers by many people, and our cases indicate that many Mexicans
are participating in the smuggling of guns and ammunition.

Thank you.
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