National Criminal Justice Reference Service

N\

-

B,

“ncjis

This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality.

RN

B - WL A

iz (122

n
i i3
= L&
W
"I“ T
. = e -

N
O

22 Tl nie

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART Ty
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A '

e ;

7’ "

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with
the staridards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504.

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are
those of the author(s) and do not represent the official
position or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice.

7 ’ - c e e

-

:
F R

B
; .

National Institute of Justice ‘ M
United States Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20531 t

N

DATE FILMED

¥

8/13/81

|

e o gt

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.




g
58
Ty
ey
i
!

St . e
T i g Biyen s RTRLF R by i S ey X s e g,
e LR ~¢a§wf:m&_’3’.§f:§4§“‘,,‘.;;m.*m'fL:iﬁmuu;af:&mﬁ&%muuﬁmm Ee

i

g bRt SRR FEE R
PERRAIRIT I TN S

THE | MEXICAN CONNECTION

oy
S i
>

HEARINGS

BEFORE THE

SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

OF THR

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
UNITED STATES SENATE

- NINETY-FIFTH CONGRESS

SECOND SESSION
ON

UNITED STATES EFFORTS TO MALT HEROIN IMPORTATION :
ERADICATION AND ENFORCEMENT IN MEXICO
SOUTHWEST BORDER CONTROL :

FEBRUARY 10 AND APRIL 19, 1978

Printed for the use of the Comm‘lttee on the Judiciary

$ o

UL 331979

7 CIBRY SPO SIS

U.8. GOVERNMENT PRINTING

28024 WASHINGTON : 1978 bli‘!‘KtQU,smom

Ifor sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.8. Government Printing Office
Washington, D.C. 20402
Btock Number 052-070-04709-7

O S R S 0 S RT

i oo

e —

A o et o
= S-S




" o H N
s e L N P T et e ot ety Fad et gt S .

%

COMMITTER ON THE JUDICIARY
[96th Congress]

JAMBS O. BASTLAND, Mississippl, Qhairman
assachusetts STROM THURMOND, South Carolina
g?&%RI?An;hlf?ﬂ?ﬂgm M CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, I&,, Maryland
ROBERT C. BYRD, West Virginia WILLIAM L. SCOTT, Virginia
JAMES ABOURBZK, South Dakota PAUL LAXALT, Nevada
JAMES B. ALLEN, Alabama ORRIN G, HATCH, Utah
JOSEPH R. BIDEN, Jr., Delaware MALCOLM WALLOF, Wyoming
JOHN C. CULVER, Iowa
HOWARD M. METZENBAUM, Ohio
DENNIS DBCONCINI, Arizona
PAUL HATFIELD, Montana
Francis C. ROSENBERGER, Oldef Counacl and Staft Direotor

SuscoMMITTEE To INVESTIGATE JUVENILE DELINQUENCY IN THE UNITED STATES

JOHN C. CULVER, Iowa, Chairman
'HIAS, Ja., Maryland
BIRCH BAYH, Indlana CHARLES McC. MAT , JR.,
ROBERT C. BiRD, West Virginia MALCOLM WALLOP, Wyoming

SterEEN J. RAPP, Staff Director
JOSBPHINE GITTLER, Olifef Counsel

an

R P R AR B T e ”
LPCN TIENLIOA

’
e fasa g\
BRI L\J‘L £

?} | CONTENTS

. Fripay, Fesruary 10, 1978
Statement of—
Arellano, Richard, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
American Affairs, Department of State.______ . ___.__._
Bensinger, Peter, Administrator, Drug Enforcement Administration,
accompanied by Jacques Kiere, regional director; David Woods,

%‘/{izg coordinator; and Jerry f{elly, special agent, Mexico City,

OXICO_ - s e e m e e oo cmm e mcman cemm e mme m e

Bourne, Dr. Peter, Special Assistant to the President for Health
Issues, Director, Office of Drug Abuse Policy _aeu cacoooaoooo oo
Culver, Hon. John C., a U.S, Senator from Towa.. . . oo coao ..
Falco, Mathea, Senior Adviser to the Secretary of State and Director

for International Narcotic Control Matters, Department of State...
Written questions from Senator Culver to Peter Bensinger, answered
L April 18, 1978 o e eccceaa e cmmmccaem—amm—an

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 19, 1978

Anderson, William J., Deputy Director, General Governinent Divi-
gion, General Accounting Office, accompanied by Patrick Gormley,
Los Angeles regional office. . oo o eecmce e em e imem— e ——————

Armistead, Rex, Director, Regional Organized Crime Information
Center, New brleans, L i et acmam

Bensinger, Peter, Administrator, Drug Enforcement Administration..

Chasen liobert, Commissioner, U.S. Customs Service, accompanied
by deorge Corcoran, Assistant Commissioner, Office of Investiga-
tions; and Ruymomf Mintz, Direotor, Technical Support_..._._.

Culver, Hon. John C., a U.S. Senator from Yows _. .. oo il

Davis, Rex D., Director, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms,

. Department of the Treasury.. .o ecececoceccccmncnananan

Grimble, Terry, director, Arizona Drug Control District.___________

Hadcker, Floyd, agent in charge, Narcotics Division, Texss Department

. of Public 8afety . _ o . et cc e —aaa

Pietrafeso, Ron, agent in charge, narcotics section, Colorado Orga-
nized CHMe STk FOrCea o - o oo cooocoeo oo om ooz e e e

Sava, Charles, Associate Commissioner for Enforcement, Immigration
and Naturalization Service, U.8. Department of Justice.____.___..

Williams, Richard, Assistant Direetor, Drug Abuse Policy, Domestic
Policy Staff, White House.. oo coacocanaooe emceemtamn——

APPENDIX

Appendix A:
4 "Prepayed statements submitted for the record:

i 5 A pand o . Frioav, Fesruary 10, 1978

[y
w&’ Peter B. Bensinger, Administrator, Drug Enforcement Administra-..
tion, Department of Justice
=4, ¢ Mathen Falco, Senior Adviser to the Secretary of State and Director
¢ e ‘/ for International Narcotics Control Matters___.____._.._.___._..

(} " Richard G. Arellano, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
American Affairs. Lo cccccnmccnan

(1I1I)
P e e vt o -

Yosi e s
é ‘.‘:H‘.'.v",r, & N

i

Page
36

12

31
44

49
66
82
85
47

89
66

67
66
87
88

107/07—3’3f 3
1444 {4

120

SR

RV

e ST REe ete

i
1

L DEE I
e GRR n THAEAT L B

S

N



e ——

V4 William J. Anderson, Deputy Director, General Government DA?W Pago

L G N N TR T

v

el enred’ ; WepNespaY, Arnin 19, 1978

General Accounting Office . .o oooo . 2 LK

.Richard L. Williams, Assistant Director (Drug Abuse Policy), Domes-

ot

*.

tic Policy Staff . _ . e
Robert E. Chasen, Commissioner of Customs. ....o_..._... 3
harles Sava, Associate Commissioner for Enforcement, Immigration
and Naturalization Serviee__ . . ..
Rex D. Davis, Director, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms,
U.S. Treasury Department.. . - oo mmec—aan

Appendix B:

Eradication and Enforcement in Mexico—Additional material sub-
mitted for the record:

I. Official Document

Results of the Government of Mexico and Aviation Associates Inter-
national joint inspection of narcotics-growing areas._.. ..o oo_..

II. Newspaper and Magazine Articles

- The Continuing Traffic in Mexican Heroin, by Jack Anderson, from

the Washington Post, January 8, 1978___ . e

Mexico Wars on Poppy Growers, f)y Jack Anderson, from the Wash-
ington Post, January 10, 19

Mexican Connection Is brying Up, by Jack Anderson, from the
Washington Post, January 14, 1978 __ ____________ . ___.

Mexicc May Seek Aid To Replace Drug Crops, by Mike Gallagher,
from the Albuquerque Journal, April 7, 1978

Mexico Helps United States Fight Drugs—Big Gains Reported in
Cutting Down Opium Crop; End of Ilfegal Heroin Production by
1980 Seen, by James Nelson Goodsell, from the Christian Science
Monitor, April 13, 1978 _ _ _ ___ o

Paraquat and the Marijuana War, from The New York Times Maga-
zine, August 13, 1978, by Jesse Kornbluth. oo aaoe oo

Appendix C:

o

LB
't_};-.s.‘,'};;. ,

Southwest Border Control—Additional material submitted for the

record: )
I. Official Documents

Memorandum of Understanding Between U.S. Customs Service/Drug
Enforcement Administration_ . ___ . _________
Memorandum from Peter B. Bensinger, Administrator, Drug Enforce-
ment Administration._ o .
Department of Justice—Agreement Between Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service and the Drug Enforcement Administration_..___
Agreement between the United States of America and the United
Mexican States regarding mutual assistance between their Customs
SerVICes.. - n e e e e e e m e m e e
An overview of arms smugglin%into Mexico in exchange for narcotics,
by the El Paso Intelligence Center, November 15, 1976__._._____._

122
126
128
134
137

141

145
146
147
148

i49
150

157
161
162

164
167

[Border Management and Interdiction—an Interagency Revieg——- ;
&% 170

= the Office of Drug Abuse Policy, September 7, 1977________&,
Ellega.l entry at United States-Mexican border-——Multiagency Enforce-

ment Efforts Have Not Been Effective in Stemming the Flow of -

Drugs and People, Comptroller General’s Report to the Congress,

December 2, 1977 . _ i ccecccecan .

Reorganization options related to Border Management, draft options
by the President’s Reorganization project, December 14, 1977__..

II. Newspaper und Magazine Articles

El Paso Drugs “Out of Control”, by James Nelson Goodsell, from the

Christian Science Monitor, January 19, 1978 ___ . _________.____.
Drug Agents Stress the Trafficker, Not _the Traffic, by James Nelson
Goodsell, from the Christian Science Monitor, January 25, 1978.__

ES

.

. 345

3565
356

LT ke

T —————

udies How

Drug Agents Feu

Kaye Northeott

T T e S e TSR

Angelo Standard,
Bu&tmg tln} Herﬁn
onroe, from Newsweek M
The Enemy Within, from the

Huge Radar Planes To Join “War” on Dru
aylor, from the W,
USs. %’t JP ?1‘ ashin,

ington Post, Apri
Judiciary Hears pAgent Dijl
Angelo Standard, April 20, 1978
ing Over Bus
April 20, 197

g Smu
on Star, March 26, 19
order, by Jack Anderson, from the Wash-

emima,

gglers, by Robert

st, by Maric Volger, from the San

by Dennis A. Williams a
% 22, 1978 nd
exas Mo

Bylvester

Paga
3567

358
359
360
361
363

e e o s

i e e, e =

TR

o S



oy

171

63587 o |

BORDER MANAGEMENT AND INTERDICTION

September 7, 1977

BORDER MANAGEMENT AND INTERDICTION
- AN INTERAGENCY REVIEW -

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An iiiteragency Review Team, under the leadership of !
the Office of Drug Abuse Policy, conducted a comprehensive
review of Federal border control and associated law i
enforcement activities. The basic assumption is that i
improved eifectiveness of border control will enhance all !
related programs (drugs, aliens, guns, revenue, etc.), as
opposed to the traditional, but self-limiting response of
dedicating rescurces to a single purpose.

The report describes the vastness and distinctness of
our border areas, as well as the operation of land, sea and %
air ports of entry. Many problems associated with effective
law enforcement at ports of entry and with patrolling
between ports are attributed to past and present practices
of dealing with border management in a fragmented manner.
The current organizational structure contributes to the
problem with personnel from eight agencies:representing

seven different departments directly involved in border
operations,

September 7, 1977

THE OFFICE OF DRUG ABUSE POLICY

‘ ; The two principal functions of border control are

THE EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT inspection of persons and goods at ports of entry, and
patrolling between ports to prevent surreptitious entry.
The principal agencies involved in these key functions

are the U.S. Customs Service (Treasury) and the Immigration
and Naturalization Service (Justice). Other agencies

provide support and specialized skills in their areas of
responsibility.

After a thorough problem analysis, two major issues
are identified; overall lack of coordinated border management,
and the overlap and duplication of effort in the principal } .
border control functions. The principal overlap and :
duplication is in the patrolling between land ports of
entry (Immigration and Customs) and in the primary inspection !
at ports of entry (Immigration and Customs). Massive work-
loads and duplicate management systems compound the problems.
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Several options are considered, ranging from assigning
budget priority to selected functions to creation of an
expénded border management agency. The report concludes
that a revised management structure is needed which can
achieve maximum effectiveness with available resources,
respond to changing priorities, and provide adequate border
control, as well as better service to the public. Further,
the first phase of any reorganization should be directed
at correcting the fundamental problems. From this basic
foundation, border management can evolve toward further
improvements in effectiveness and efficiency.

The Review Team recommends a consolidation of the
Customs Service and the Immigration and Naturalization
Service into a border management agency to provide central
management over the key border functions and resources.
Specific criteria are suggested to minimize opposition and
turbulence associated with reorganization.

Comments received from the departments and agencies
involved in border operations reflect general agreement
with the findings, but lack agreement regarding which
department should have responsibility for a new border

managenent agency.

The President's Reorganization Project in the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) has responsibility for
developing specific. reorganization plans and thg Office
of Drug Abuse Policy will assist OMB in'develcplng any
reorganization plan related to this review. Additionally,
the report will be used in conjunction with other policy
reviews in preparing a new Federal drug abuse strategy.

iii
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CHAPTER 1 = INTRODUCTION
BORDER MANAGEMENT AND INTERDICTION

PURPOSE

This report summarizes the observations and findings
resulting from a comprehensive review of Federal border control
and law enforcement activities. The review was designed to
meet the following objectives: .

- To review Federal policies and management of resources
committed to control of the land, water, and air
borders of the United States and to asspss their
effectiveness.

- To review operating policies, procedures and practices
to identify areas where potential exists for improve-
ment in effectiveness, efficiency or economy and to
make appropriate recommendations.

BACKGHOUND : ‘ '

- Counducted under the guidance of the Office of Drug Abuse
Policy (ODAP) and in coordination with the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB), this is one of a series of policy reviews of
all Federal drug abuse functions conducted under the provisions

of Public Law 94-237.

In establishing the Office of Drug Abuse Policy, the Presi-
dent asked the Director to "assume the lead role in studying and
proposing changes in the organization and management in Federal
drug abuse prevention and control functions, as part of my prom-
ise to reorganize and strengthen Government operations."

The Federal effort to reduce the availability of illegal
drugs is directed toward disrupting the supply chain at any
point where it may be susceptible; from crop eradication in
tha foreign countries of origin to disrupting domestic inter-
stake drug trafficking networks. The U.S. border provides a
unigve opportunity in this chain of drug trafficking to inter-
cept tiie drugs, arrest the person and, perhaps, to trace the
source or ultimate destination of the contraband.

Therefore, the interdiction of drugs as they are smuggled
into the United States is an important function in the overall
Federal program for controlling illegal drugs.
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Border management is a piecemeal activity with numerous
Federal agencies responsible for various functions. Numerous
etudies of segments of border management have been conducted in
recent years. However, these studies have focused on a specific 1
function or problem rather than taking a comprehensive view of
the entire border control problem.

ODAP and OMB agreed that as part of the President's geal
to achieve greater effectiveness in Government operations, w
attention should be directed towards a broad and long-term goal
of improving the management of the overall border effort. There-
fore, this review addresses all border law enforcement activities
and other Federal functions and resources associated with border
control. Any reorganization proposals made to the President re-
lated to this study will be made by the President's Reorganization
Project of OMB, with the full participation of ODAP and any
affected departments and agencies.

THE PROCESS

The team reviewed the functions necessary to border manage-
merit and collected a comprehensive listing of problems having
an adverse impact on operational effectivenéss. A "new start”
approach was developed which viewed the requirements for border
management &s if there were no organizational structure, The
existing system was then compared to the hypothetical system.

Extensive field trips were conducted to test the analysis
and to obtain current observations of border enforcement opera-
tions.: These observations were considered in developing team
findings and potential options for improvement.

A draft report was then furnished £o the departments and
agencies for comment on the options. Their views werz incor-
porated in the final report.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

Previous studies of border management were used as back-
ground to minimize duplication of effort. liowever, no prior
conclusions or recommendations were accepted unless they were
revalidated as part of the current review. .

Conversations were held with representatives of numercus
agencies involved with border enforcement operations, including
the Immigration and Naturalization Service, the U.8. Customs
Service, the Drug Enforcement Administration, the U.S. Coast
Guard, U.S. Attorneys, Canadian inspectional services, the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police and the El1 Paso Inteliigence Center
operated by the Drug Enforcement Administration, as well as with

2
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inspection and patrol personnel along the borders. Additionally,
the Air Interdiction Program was discussed at the North Amarican
Air Defense Command at Luke Air Force Base in Arizoma and with
the Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) Project Mandger
at Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma,

Officials were interviewed on a non-attribution busls to
assist the Review Team in receiving a frank and objective view
of internal management problems and interagency relationships.
The broad experience, objectivity and dedication of the team’
members contributed significantly teo the analysis process.

CONTENT

This report contains a description of our borders which
goes beyond the physical characteristics to address the nature
and philosophy of borders. Through a presentation of the various
functions necessary to meet border control requirements and of
the Federal agencies currently performing these functions, the
gomplg:i;y of controlling our land, sea and air borders is
ascribed. '

The report then identifies those problems and issues which
are srufficiently important to demand Executive Office considera-
tion and presents a discussion and alternative solutions to
these problems.

e we

g,

o

e



%

CHAPTER 2 .

OUR BORDERS AND THEIR CONTROL

A. BORDERS AS AN INSTRUMENT OF NATIONAL POLICY

Border control is not simply a matter of regulating the
international flcw of persons, merchandise, and cirriers.
Borders define a political entity and their control expresses
a national definition and purpose -- legally, economically,
cnvironmentally, and even philosophically. Thus, borders are
important as an instrument of national policy.

In our world of both highly industrialized and under-
developed countries, limited resources, and expanding populations,
border policies may have a dramatic international and domestic
impact. Rapid long distance transportation and communications
have changed the nature of the borders, but the requirement to
control the entry of persons and material continues.

Nations develop border policies which both protect and
further domestic goals and interests and project a constructive
international image. The two extremes of horder control range
from a totally-open border ‘to a totally closed one. Either
extreme would have a major impact on domestic activities and
international relationships. Most nations have intermediate
policies which reflect their current interests and which
change over time to reflect new situations.

The United States has a generally unstated border policy
which attempts to enhance the flow of beneficial ideas, goods
and people to this country while simultaneously limiting illegal
entry. However, these interests tend to compete with each other
in actual implementation. Measures to keep out the harmful
inhibit the passage of the desirable, and vice versa. There-
fore, a balanced policy of selected enforcement measures is
necessary to keep out the most serious threats to our Nation
while facilitating international relations and commerce.

Historically, the U.S. Government has responded to border
management problems in a fragmented manner. As a crisis occurred
or a major National program was threatened, resources and manpower
were allocated to deal with the immediate problem. Border
management has been addressed piecemeal without deliberate con-
siderations of how changes in one segment may affect border policy
and management as a whole. Special interests have grown around
the specific commodities or organizations and they are not
receptive to any effort which is perceived to endanger their
priority for attention or resources. As a result, our present
border agencies are basically a set of activities directed at
a single purpose or commodity, €.g., immigration, customs,
public health, agriculture, wildlife.

.
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B. THE DISTINCTNESS OF THE BORDER AREA ;

The concept of the border and border policy is broader
than a series of laws, regulations and operations applying to :
a political boundary. To millions of persons living in and ;
near our land borders, the border is a way of life, a third :
world distinct in character from the interior of either of §
the adjoining nations. Border ties are far more complex than !
demography and geography might dictate. There is a border '
culture encompassing the arts, family ties and language. There !
is a border economy intertwining industry, agriculture, tourism,
services and trade. Larger border cities adjoin each other on
opposite tides of the border where it is a way of life to cross
the physical border regularly, often several times daily, to
shop, visit with family and friends, enjoy recreation opportuni-
ties, or to work. This tradition is manifested in our law which
gacélitates the movement across both the Mexican and the Canadian

orders.

In many areas along the Canadian border, the international
boundary bisects a playground, and children play a ballgame in
both countries at the same time. Next door neighbors are in
different countries with the backyard fence marking the inter-
national boundary. Along the Southwest border, the theory of I
AZTLAN (the Aztec word for the territory encompassing Northern g
Mexico, California, New Mexico, Arizona, Texas and parts of l
Colorado) persists, maintaining that "rights" exist to access ?
this border territory which should not be viclated by artifi- |
cial political boundaries. This unique cultural affinity ' '
apd economic interdependence of border communities must be con-
sidered as an integral part of our border policy and management
of our borders.

c. DESCRIPTION OF OUR BORDERS

1. GENERAL

The borders of the United States are long and complex.
In addition to extensive land and sea borders, the advent of
international air travel extended the geophysical features of
the border, creating interior borders of points of arrival for
international travelers and cargo. The roughly 96,000 miles of
total land border and coastline present many diverse elements
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in terms of geography, workload, and problems faced as they ad-
join Mexico, Canada, the seas, or as they extend to international
airports in the interior.

2. SOUTHWEST LAND BORDER

a. Geographic Description: The almost 2,000 mile
border adjoining MexEco varies from rolling hills, international
lakes, rugged mountains, vast deserts, wasteland, and thick brush A
to cultivated farmland immediately adjacent to the border on
both sides as it extends from San Ysidro, California, to Brownsville,
Texas. In many areas, twin border cities exist. Typically,
these twin cities are interdependent and the border ports of
entry provide a mutual link to facilitate shopping, entertainment,
recreation and visiting. High chain-link fencing marks the border
for some 26 miles through five of these border cities, but else-
where, the border is a barely discernible line between concrete
boundary markers. Although the Rio Grande River forms gpproxi-
mately half of the border, it does not present a signiflcang
physical barrier because it is narrow, shallow and slow-moving
much of the time. The weather along the Southwest border varies
from hot and dry to cool and rainy but is temperate most of
the year.

b. Workload: Legal traffic, including some 50 million
vehicles, 170 milllon persons, and an enormous volume of cargo
annually comes through 24 ports of entry and over 14 rail lines.
Another 1.5 million persons are apprehended annually as they
attempt illegal entry at or between the ports of entry.

¢. The Problem: The Southwest land border has'his-
torically posed a unique problem to law enforcement agencies
attempting to control that area. Nowhere else in the world does
a greater difference in per capita income exist between two
adjacent nations than between Mexico and the United States.
Mexico is among the fastest growing nations in the world, with
extreme population pressures, especially in the border cities.
The standard of living and the economy of the United States
have attracted millions of Mexicans who have migrated to the
border area in Mexico and then on into the United States,
Additionally, in recent years Mexico has become the chief
source of heroin smuggled into the United States.

This influx of illegal entry and smuggling of all forms
of contraband and aliens from Mexico into the U.S. has exacerbated
Southwest border enforcement problems. Although in many areas
the natural terrain serves to channel much of the il}icit flow
of people, drugs and other contraband, illegal crossings are
made all along the border.
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Within the ports of entry, a similar problem occurs hecause
of the, enormous inspectional worklocad of persons, vehicles, and
cargo along the Southwest border. Smugglers use a variety of in-
genious modes and tactics for smuggling aliens, merchandise, or
narcotics into the U.S. %he use of hidden compartments in con- -’
veyances or merchandise, and the intentional mislabeling of mer-
chandise are common. Additionally, thousands of persons who are
not qualified to enter the United States attempt to do so at the
ports by presenting f£raudulent documents or by misstating the
purpose of their visit. In addition to efforts to stem these
attempts at the illegal entry of aliens, drugs and merchandise,
there is also a major effort to facilitate the entry of legal

-traffic and to ensure that cargo arriving by rail and truck

complies with revenue laws and other Federal requirements. These
factors, both at and between the ports of entry, make the Southw:ist
border a particularly complicated control problem.

B

3. THE NORTHERN LAND BORDER

a. Geographic Description: The 4,000 mile long Northern
border is called the longest undefended border in the world.
Terrain varies considerably from mountains, to vast expanses of
great plains, the Great Lakes, rolling farmland, and forests.

The weather is far more variable than that on -the Southern
border, with sub-zero temperatures and several feet of snow pre-
valent several months of the year. 1In contrast, in the summer
much of this same border region becomes a major recreation are
and attracts millions of people annually. :

b. Workload: Some 30 million vehicles and 80 million
persons enter annually through the 94 ports of entry along the
Northern border. Additionally, numerous small waterports
(primarily on the Great Lakes) are located along the border.

c. The Problem: Although the illegal entry of aliens,
narcotics, and merchandise pose a problem along the Northern
border, the magnitude of the problem is much less than that
encountered along the Southwest border, Even though the numbers
of illegal entries may be small, border control is still required
to protect the interests of the United States as well as those
of the States along the border. The greatest problem on the
Northern border is the vastness of the border and the limited
manpower available to cover it.

4. SEA BORDERS

a. Geographic Description: The U.S. seacoasts include
the long Pacific and Atlantic coastlines, the Gulf coast from
Florida to Texas, the St. lLawrence Seaway, the Great Lakes,
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Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands of the U.s.,
Guam and American Samoa. The coastline is comprised of countless
inlets, bays and thousands of miles of inland waterways.

b. Workload: The Nation's seaports and sea borders
are a significant part of the overall border activity. Represent-
ing the bulk of $250 billion in import and export trade, 160,000
vessels arrive at our seaports each year carrying 3 million crew-
men and passengers to the U.S., In addition to the required
inspection of people and cargo, several special navigation laws
must be enforced regarding the reporting of the arrival of vessels.

Special regulations have been developed to reduce the
enormous inspection workload by facilitating local traffic by
boat along the Northern border waterways. For instance, crewmen
of Great Lakes vessels and ferries operating between Canada and
the United States are inspected for immigration purposes only
once each year, on their first arrival each spring.

c. The Problem: Our sea borders are frequently used
to evade the established importation controls and the prohibitions
against specific items such as drugs. Additionally, stowaways
or alien crewmen deserting ship are common problems. The inherent
difficulties of searching vessels for these persons or merchandizse
present a unique enforcement problem. Ingenious methodologies
for concealing drugs and contraband have been developed by smug-
glers. Items can be concealed in cargo, in the vessel itself,
below the waterline of the ship, dropped overboard, or on the
persons of crewmembers or passengers. To combat the wide range
of smuggling activity requires special skills and techniques on
the part’' of Federal law enforcement agencies. - Pilferage of
imported cargo at waterfront locations is a traditional problem
to carriers, importers and insurance companies.

Hundreds of thousands of arriving private yachts and
small boats have also become a major law enforcement problem.
Along the Florida/Gulf and Southern California coasts these
vessels are capable of reaching foreign ports and returning to
U.S. ports anywhere on the waterways. This technique is a
relatively safe way to smuggle aliens, contraband, or narcotics
because of the volume of small boats in these areas and the
comparably small law enforcement presence to combat illicit

traffic.
5. AIR BORDERS

a. Geograghic Distribution: Arriving international
passenger and cargo flights are inspected at over 50 international
airports of varying size scattered across the country. The
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majority of international air arrivals are centered i i

3 ™ : * ) n t
major international airports: J.F. Kennedy, Miami, Honolﬁisteen
Los Angeles, O'Hare, Logan, San Juan, San Francisco, Houstoé
Philadelphia, Dulles, Dallas, 'and Seattle. )

The Workload: 1In recent years, the number of inter-

b.
national flights hag increased drawaticall
) Y. Large n
inexpensive package tours and charter flights havegbecgﬂgegsagf-

able for travel to all parts of the world. During the past decade,

air arrivals have grown at the rate of eight to ten

year. Annually, 20 million persons and hgge voluﬁesp§§c:?§ pex
cargo arrive in the United States on 350,000 commercial, military
and private flights. To help reduce some of the pressure at

the overcrowded U.s. international airports, some 4 million
Passengers and their baggage are precleared at selected foreign
locations for both commercial passenger and military flights.

¢. The Problem: Air arrivals pose a consid
of illegal entry of a ens, contraband, agriculturespezigblgngisk
dgugs. The alien visitor arriving by air who intends to Giolate
his legal status is generally more sophisticated than the land
border crosser. He usually has money to sustain his visit and
can plend easily into city populations, find employment and
remain illegally. To further.complicate the inspection, many
aliens and U.s. citizens attempt to bring forbidden or undeclared
merchandise or illegal drugs into the United States. Under the

to £ i
| b:gg:;:}itate the entry of U.s. citizens, legal aliens and their

. During the past decade, there has been increa

of private aircraft for smuggling drugs, contrabangd, angi:gi:::
The use of aircraft enables the smuggler to cross the border )
at a time and place of his own choosing and with a minimal risk
of detection or interception., The Southern border is a natural
gateway for smuggling by air. There are thousands of landing -
fields or su;taple isolated landing places within a short dis~
tance.of each Side of the border. The thousands of legal air
crossings occurring each month offer the smuggler even further
concealment from detection, Interdiction of illegal entry by
air is difficult. Development of intelligence and use of the
short and lgng range radar capabilities of the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) and the North American Air Defense Command
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(NORAD), mobile ground radar, airborne radar in patrol and
pursuit aircraft all contribute to interdiction efforts.
Current estimates indicate that some 4,000 to 6,000 illegal
smuggling flights are crossing the Southern border each year.

D. PRINCIPAL AGENCIES WITH BORDER INTERESTS
Presently eight agencies representing seven cabinet
departments have a physical presence in border operations and
enforce over 400 Federal laws and regulations involving entry
and departure of people and goods across the border. This
diversity of organizational response is a reflection of the
multiplicity of problems inherent in border control. Protection
of agriculture and industry, control of immigration and illegal
entry, and detection of drugs and other contraband are some

of the contributions to the constant problem of border control
which has manifested itself throughout our history.

The Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and the
U.S. Customs Service work side by side in enforcing laws and
providing service to peoplé and goods entering the U.S. They
face many common problems and use many common techniques while
pursuing their individual enforcement goals. The U.S. Coast
Guard is also responsible for law enforcement and service to
the public, but works in a different element, the high seas
and U.S. waters. A number of other agencies have an interest
in and participate in border operations. These include the
Drug Enforcement Administration of the Department of Justice,
the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service of the Department
of Agriculture, the Center for Disease Control in the Public
Health Service (HEW), Fish and Wildlife, K in the Department of
the Interior, and other investigative agencies. These agencies
routinely support and are supported by each other. The Review
Team focused on the functions performed by these agencies to
include how they complement or conflict with each other and how

overall effectiveness might be improved.

Following are brief descriptions of the Federal agencies
with border management responsibilities. All of these agencies
or activities have varying degrees of border and interior
responsibilities. The personnel and budget data represents the
total for both responsibilities. Attached to this report is a
more complete description of the principal agencies as submitted
by the individual agencies. (See Appendices)
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AGRICULTURE
Animal, Plant Health Inspectibn Service

Prevents the entry of foreign plant and animal
pests and the introduction of plant and ani:al
diseases through the inspection of imported plants
and plantproducts and animals and animal products.
Provides export certification of the same,
FY 1977 Budget: 650 Positions, $24.8 million

(plus 177 man years and $4.3
million for veterinary services)

COMMERCE
U.S. Travel Service

Works with U.S. Government agencies to reduce
official barriers to international travel,

FY 1977 Budget: 141 Positions, $14.6 miliion
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Public Health Service
Prevents the introduction, transmission and spread
of communicable diseases from foreign countrigs into
the United states, and supervises the medical exami-
nation of aliens abroad seeking admission to the U.S.
and aliens in the U.S. applying for permanent residence.

FY 1977 Budgét: 53 Positions, $1.9 million

INTERIOR
Fish ah@ Wildlife Service
Monitors the importation and exportation of all
wild-
life and parts of wildlife through the use of wildlife
inspectors and criminal investigations.

FY 1977 Budget: 271 positions, $8.6 million

JUSTICE
Drug Enforcement Administration

Provides a leadership and coordination role in narc
otic
and dangerous drug suppression programs at the Nationals

11
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and international level and develops overall Federal

drug enforcement strategy, programs, planning and
evaluation.

FY 1977 Budget: 4,365 Positions, $168.3 million

Immigration and Naturalization Service

4
Controls entry and stay of persons into the U.S8. hy in-
spection of persons to determine admissibility; adjudi-
cation of requests for benefits under the law; pre-
vention of illegal entry; investigation, apprehension
and removal of illegal aliens; and the examination of

applicants wishing to become citizens through naturali-
ization.

FY 1977 Budget: 9,452 Positions, $244.5 million

TRANSPORTATION

U.S. Coast Guard

Exercises plenary jurisdiction over all violations of
Federal laws upon the high seas and U.S. waters; renders
aid to persons and property in distress on, over, and
under the high seas and waters of the U.S§.; facilitates
the safe and expeditious passage of marine traffic in
U.S. waters; prevents environmental harm to navigable
waters and adjacent shore areas; and maintains an ef-
fective and ready armed force.

FY 1977 Budget: = 45,336 Positions, $1.4 billion

Federal Aviation Administration (Support Only)

Regulates air commerce and assures its safe and proper
development; ensures the safe and efficient use of the
national airspace; develops and operates a common system
of air navigation and air traffic: control for both mili-
tary and civil aviation; assists in the development of
an effective national airport system; and does all these
things with due regard to the safety, environment and
economic factors involved.

FY 1977 Budget: 75,626 Posithns, $2.6 billion

U.S. Customs Service

Protects and collects revenue of the U.S. from imports
by inspection of baggage and cargo imports, prevention
of contraband smuggling, investigation of import vio-
lations, and enforcement of border-related laws of
other Government agencies.

_FY 1977 Budget: 14,707 Positions, $359 million ¢
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CHAPTER 3
FUNCTIONS

A. GENERAL
The principal enforcement functions at the border are:
- Inspeétion of people and goods crossing the borders.

- patrolling land borders between ports of entry, at
seaports and air and marine patrol.

- Investigation or follow-up on illegal acts and viola-
tors.

ctions are supported by communication and com=-
puteshgzgtgzg, as well as administrative activities. dIn
addition, the assessment and collection of duties pro ucgs
$5 billion annually. while other activities such as prg
cessing of immigration applications, naturalization pro
cedures, and drug trafficking and fraud 1nvestigatiogi m:g
not be performed at the border, they are tied directly
border interests.

] i ibed in
h function and related activities are descr
thisEgﬁapter, followed by Review Group findings. No at-
tempt is made to repeat the guantitative analysis contained
in other recent reports regarding the level of threat or
the relative priority of functions.

B. THE INSPECTION FUNCTION
‘ a
nspection function is performed at air, sea an
1andT:§rts gf entry by inspectors of five different agencies
from five different departments.

- Customs (Treasury)

INS (Justice)
- Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (Agriculture)
- public Health Service (Health, Education, and Welfare)
- Fish and Wildlife Service {Interior)
Commerce)
i esentatives of the U. S. Travel service {
;ﬁenggzo present at some ports of entry to greet arrivals

and serve as interpreters. However, they do not perform
inspection.
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1. (a) Purpose: The purpose of inspection is to determine
the admiasIEIgffy and conditions of entry for arriving persons
and cargo. The object of the inspection may be a person;
baggage; a vehicle, vessel or aircraft; or cargo and the
container in which it arrived. Customs and INS are the
principal inspection agencies.

The individual inspector must be cognizant of the
functions and requirements of the various agencies, However,
inspectors place greatest emphasis on the specific laws and
regulations of the agency which they represent. At land
borders, inspectors are crogs-designated with the authority
of all involved agencies to allow them to do a full range
of inspection as required. The inspection function is
designed to be responsive to a number of potential threadts
to the economy and well being of the United States.

(b) Immigration Threats: The United States prohibits
some persons from entering the country, such as known
terrorists, narcotics violators, anarchists, etc. Immigration
quotas exist and must be enforced. On the other hand,
foreign tourists are encouraged to visit, providing they
depart the country at the scheduled completion of their visit.
The Immigration Inspector examines the arriving persons
to determine if they are aliens and, if so, determines
whether they can be admitted and under what conditions,

He must also identify and exclude those aliens who attempt
to enter with fraudulent documents or false claims. Four
hundred thousand immigrants enter the United States each
year. ., An additional 14,000,000 alien visitors have immigra-
tion controls placed upon their stay and 269,000,000 people
are examinad on entry.

(c) Health Threats: Historically, the first uniformed
inspector that an arriving person met was a Public Health
Inspector. The inspsctor asked questions and examined
documents regarding immunizations, x-rays, places visited
and visually examined the person to determine if his entry
would pose a public health problem. The present strategy
is to support the elimination of disease overseas, rather
than attempt to stop it entering the country by assigning
hundreds of inspectors to ports. Immigration inspectors
perform the Public Health interrogation and visual inspection.
Public Health provides only a small backup forte at selected

ports.
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(d) Customs Threats: The Customs inspector is re-
sponsible for preventing the entry of narcotics and other
contraband through the ports of entry. Customs ingiwictors
examine baggage and vehicles and collect duty on certain
imported articles carried by arriving persons. Arrivals
are questioned regarding thinas they are bringing with
them and an intensive search of persons, baggage, or
vehicles may be, conducted on a selective basis. An in-
spection is also porformed on all arriving cargo for the
purpose of assessing duties or permittirg free entry.
Customs also enforces over 400 laws for 40 other agencies
thus reducing the requirement for additional border inspec-
tion agencies. Over 475 million tons of cargo were pro=-
cessed in 1975,

(e) Agriculture Threats: A major economic threat to
the United States 1s the possible entry of animal and
plant pests and diseases that could prove disastrous to
the U.S. agriculture., The Agriculture and Customs in=-

spectors work together to detect any potential carrier of
insect pests or disease.

(£) Endangered Speciés Threats: Laws aimed at pro-
tecting domest?c and EoreIgn endangered wildlife require
that wildlife be accompanied by proper documentation to
enter the United States. A small contingent of Fish and
Wildlife inspectors as well as Customs and Agriculture
inspectors enforce these laws, Additionally, the Fish and
Wildlife Service uses Special Agents to inspect and clear
fish and wildlife importations at various ports of entry.

2. (a) Process: The process of inspection differs from
port to port and betwacn different types of ports. Pro-
cedures algo vary depending on whether the inapection sta-
tion is at an air, sea or land port.

Fundamental to the process is thie principle of primary
and secondary inspection. Primary inspection is performe3
by the initial inspector who meets the arriving person.
The arrival may be identified as low risk or with no com-
plications and may be cleared immediately. If there is
reason to require a more detailed inspection, the primary
inspector will refer the arrival to a secondary inspectox
who completes thd inspection. Reasons for referral may be:

-~ to detect and exclude fraudulent alien sntrants

- to complete required forms
=~ to obtain specialized inspection assistance

- 16
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(e) Preclearance Inspaction:
r To reduce
\ w:rkioada at U. s, aIrporEa and to £umilitate‘::£3:§ion
. pasningers departing by air for the v, &, are 1nspec£ed

by U. S. inapecto
Bahamas, undeerm:ga?t selected locations in Canada, the
$
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to conduct a detailed search for drugs or other
contraband

- to collect duty on impcrted merchandise

(b) Land Portas of Entry Inspection: Cross-designated
inspectors of both INS and Customs statf the primary in-

spection posts on both vehicular and pedestrian lan2s. A

few Agriculture Inspectors are also croea-designatef and -
staff a small number of pedestrian lanes on the Mexican l. Curreat lo
border. Primary inspectors have the authority to clear problems ix ;5:313135 :g;:s:zg ::eate fignificane
persons for entry or refer them for a more detailed in- arrival times. The result i :pect on_during peak
spection in the sacondary areas of the appropriate agency. inspection for each arrival 8 a faster, less detailed
Tempoiary visitors, immigrants, suspect alieni, anf border . .
crossing card applicants are referred for Immigration 2. Expandiug t
secondary inspection. Referrale are made to Customs sec- imgrove 2heh:fg:g:f:e:§ageggng°'Y inspections would
ondary for the collection of duty, baggage examination, ports of entry. aw enforcement at land
and personal or vehicle searches. Potential health, agri-
culture or wildlife threats are referred to the appropriate 3. A more effact
office for secondary inspection. enhance the e::gr:ngg:g;t°:os:gggBgfgzgzal1 would
(c) Adrport Inspection: A two-stop inspection pro- 4. There is
cess is used at alrports. -The person initially is in- ead betwgezigggEtﬁgngug:g;:c::i:g :f managemént over-
spected for public health and immigration purposes by and added duplication of an Agri :t ports of entry
Immigration inspectors. All names of arriving parsons structure at large ports griculture management
are checked in an INS lookout boovk and approprizie controls *
are placed on all aliens. Referrals may be made to an 5. Levels of inte
Immigration or Public Health .secondary area. . ahseneral Benszuggn:gngg:ggiz;iggig:{{ieg“:nghggga15
than full ¢ 3
After clearing Immigration, passengers pick up their ity confl1g:gezgsiggogggzeggn:gg::‘eﬂ- Both personal-
baggage and proceed to a Customs inspection area. A Customs magnified by the lack of ors 1 8 appear to be
inspector enters the traveller's name into the Customs auto- oad, h personnel to meet the work-
mated lookout syatem, completes the inspection ox .efers )
the passenger to a secondary inspection. Referrals are 6. The most ob
made to Customs secondary for the payment of duty or for tion of effX::u:n;n;s::;::gn€':§égT5 :re the duplica-~
a more detailed search of the traveller and baggage. with the number of agencies preeentcxitte:egggggiated
responsibi ; . ) ! e
(d) Seaport Inspection: Immigration 1n2pection of P lities for portions of the inepection procesas.
passenger vessels 18 typically conducted by inspectors 7. A single age B
boarding the ship and performing crewman and passenger and 23, thg ::{1£:5f22322::°:°;°:23 inspection process
inspection prior to docking. Public Health inspection is floxibility in scheduling and e would provide more
accomplished by "Radio Practique,” by which a responsible tion program, 9 a more balanced inspec-
ship's officer raports the absence of diae?ae ?mong :he1
crew. The Customs and Agriculture inspection is typically 8. Single ma
done at dockside with inspectors and patrol officers board- 1nagecg1°:°2:mf::dw;::25s:gglf1°:"tly improve primary
ing the ship and searching for contraband. The hundreds current two-stop inspectio could eliminate the
of seaport facilities and different types of ships require N process at airports.
a wide variety of inspection procedures.
@
£
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9., There is a need for special expertise for the
more technical secondary inspection. Even with
single management, specialists in immigration, cus-
toms, agriculture, etc., will be required to handle
referrals. However, this requirement for specialists
could be met either by a limited number of secondary
ingpectors from the responsible agency or specialized
career fields within a single agency.

C. THE PATROL FUNCTION

1. Purpose: The purpose of the patrol activity is to de-
tect ans prevent the surreptitious entry or smuggling of
aliens or contraband into the United States. All persons
seeking to enter the United States for any purpose are
required to present themselves at a port of entry for in-
spection. Consequently, anyone crossing the border between
the ports is entering uie U. S, illegally. The patrol
function is performed by the U. S. Border Patrol of the
Immigration and Naturalization Service and the Custonms
Patrol of the U. S. Customs Service.

2. Process:

(a) U. S. Border Patrol: The U, S. Border Patrol
guards the land borders as well as the Gulf and Florida
coasts against the entry of persons without inspection and
is charged with apprehending those who try to enter sur-
reptitiously. The Border Patrol collects information and
watches the rivers, land, and coastal bhorder areas. They
also intercept illegal. border crxossers by checking the
various modes of transportation and maintaining traffic
check points on highway's leading from the border. Their
aim is to prevent the illegal aliens from moving into the
interior of the United States. The Border Patrol also
checks employees of farms, ranches and industries in the
border area and apprehends illegal entrants who have
evaded detection and obtained employment.

Because of its substantial presence a.ong the border,
the Border Patrol interdicts significant quantities of
marihuana and other contraband as a by-product of its
primary mission. Many Border Patrol agents are cross~
designated with Customs search and seizure authority. 1In
areas where Border Patrol agents are not crossr-designated,
they exercige citizen arrest rights under state law to

apprehend drug smugglers.
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(b) Customs Patrol: Th
: @ Customs Patrol'
responsib ties are patrolling between thglpgrggigzry

States at air, land and
Sea ports of entry.
gigigl Officers (CPOs) also Operate air aﬁd m§§§t°m§
on programs which are discussed below ine inter-

Ai .

of ilifcazdafsaégatggil::a;figurveitlance and interdiction
f are two of ¢t

and difficult tasksg for Federal law enforce::ngog;e:gfgéex

(a) Air Interdiction: The monitoring of illegal air

Intelligence Center (EPIC)
ence + Customs curren
g:; ::giusmgggéing air interdiction:capabifiZy?roxéggg
detaction and identitiention oe siinits, are used in the
. of aircraft i
border areas. Procedures have been‘develo;;gszigg :::

Smuggling by private airc
raft has 1
;ggegegzn: gﬁ%::tihrgat i? the southernoggrggsna::QHOWI-'
¢ Council Report o )
indicateq soomes P n the Southwest Border
py Lt arihuana is»the predominant drug smuggled

A éuccesaful air interdicti
. on program r -
giggi;:t:%%igence support. While thegpresesgugiisiiiggf
informationogﬁ :;ﬁatff some deterrenteffect, additional
ggiing activities would al
sources to be used n aoorene Te-
the omugeers much more effectively in apprehending
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£ the air
one of the principal objectives o
progggxexsgé be to determin:ithe vg%:mgigfpéi:gg:irgé:ne
its characteristics. 4
vernizg 308 conerod Srptes e e besnd Sndldired
source of a onaj .
3§ighp;i;;21§e collected during AWACS training gliggt:;
Cugtoms is engaged in discussions with the Air Forc
develop this potentially valuable support. .

‘ i ircraft of
air support consists of 75 a .
mixegh:agggig?:ies. Additiogal 2ir;to;:§§ ;ggig :ﬁg::éé
mbined with a better mix of airc
t:g :gtential capability of air interdiction.

' 1 has re-
Interdiction: The Customs Patro
sponéggilggz for interdiction gfs:nggl1ngu::::§p;:i:t:?gs
the water borders of the Unite ates. - stomo Mainta
leet of boats for their own use a
:u;ggilog ;arine interdictions using radar aboard their

boats.

» k the lead
ted States Coast Guard (USCG) is
ageng;efg:im:ritime law enfo;ce?egt :icaggse:taii :?glgfly
i on
Federal agency with plenary jurisdic a Sola
igh seas and waters
tors of Federal laws upon the h o8 AN NAterS Over &
which the United States has juris ghan iaw ne coast Gua
has several primary wissions other $hforcement
t Coast Guard personnel, vesse
zggrgfgiglmﬁiii—mission oriigiedfincizdigggsggghig?cgiggic
=mil t for fis : 1
as enforcing the 200-mile ies; public
( ; aids to navigation; and p
safety; maritime assistance; a avigation; and
1. An estimated 10 percent o o
3§§?3-§°3§§30111ng activities involve law enforcement.

FINDINGS - PATROLLING

: y zre vital to
d, sea and air patrol functions zre v
1 :ﬁgcéggfﬁl border control principally due to their
deterrent effect.

2 The U. S. Border Patrol on the Southwest border was

observed to be highly motivated and skilled in inter- |

3 sers.
rger numbers of illegal border cros
géﬁ:igg,lihgir'efforts are somewhat frustrated by the
overwhelming volume of iliegal aliens.
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3. The Customs Patrol is doing an excellent job in the jf
. area of seaport sécurity. While INS has responsibility i
' for crew member control at seaports there was no reported I
conflict between the two efforts, : ‘ i
. : ]
4. Along the Southwest border, the air interdiction func- i
tion is a combination of patrol and investigative {
w* activities that are supported with a variety of sophis-
ticated Air Force and FAA equipment.,
5. Thé use of additional technologies, such as the Ajr-
borne Warning and Controil System (AWACS) of the Air !
Force and expanded Support by the Federal Aviation
Administrationkcan Provide a more accurate picture of
the amount of illegal air traffic, s
6. A better mix of aircraft would be likely to provide
a4 good return on the investment by increasing the
effectiveness of the Customs air interdiction effort.
7. The U. S, Coast Guard was judged to be respornsive to
the needs of the existing border enforcement agencies.
However, it vag noted -that the Coast Guard's law
enforcement activities in support of the border control
effort are only a small part of their overall responsi-
bilities, ) o
8. The major shortcoming in the patrolling function is
the duplication of effort and lack of cooperation &
between the Border Patrol and the Customs Patrol on }
the Southwest borger.
D. INVESTIGATIONS .
SRRt ONS ;
i
Purpoge: The Purpose of the investigation function is h
to gather evidence leading to the Prosecution of violators i
of U. S, laws. The analogy often used is the uniformed
policemén aund the detective. The uniformed policeman
Provides , tie physical presence to apprehend violators in
the act and Present a visible deterrent to wrongdoers.,
The detective in plain clothes is called in to investigate
a specific case and pPrepare evidence fer Prosecution., The !
investigation function also supports border interdiction }
through the collection of intelligence. )
Each agency involvegd in border law enforcement{has ?
its own force of criminal investigators (special agents) .
Customs, INS, DEA, and Fish and Wildlife have special
agents who are located hear the border, as well as in the
interior of the United States, By definition the smuggling
22
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of drugs and contraband and the illegal entry of aliens
are violations which originate.outside our borders. The
illegal activity continues throughout the border zones to
interior destinations of aliens or distribution points for
narcotics or controlled merchandise. The international
nature of border crime assures that aliens are likely to
be involved as either the victim or the violator.

1. Immigration énd Naturalization Service

INS ‘currently has- some investigators assigned to the
land border area. However, most INS investigators are
located at coastal and interior cities with large concen-
trations of aliens and frequent sea and air arrivals from
abroad. Investigators, usually responding to a specific
report, apprehend aliens in the interior cities. Infgtma-
tion gained from this activity, called "area control," may
lead to major investigations involving organized crime
and conspiracies.

Investigative emphasis is placed upon alien s@uggling
and fraudulent documents. Joint investigations with
Customs or DEA may be generated when a multi-purpose
smuggling conspiracy is involved. INS also investigates
cases of fraudulent, criminal or immoral acts by aliens
or suspect aliens seeking benefits through the adjudica=-
tions or naturalization process.

The U. S. Border Patrol also uses 1nvestigat§ve tech-~
niques in collecting information and pursuing alien smug-
gling in the vicinity of the borders. However, Border
Patrol agents, rather than criminal investigators, are
assigned these duties.

2. fustoms Service

The Customs Office of Investigations investigates a
wide variety of violations of Customs and related 1aqs
fincluding, but not limited to, smuggling of merchandise
such as diamonds or jewelry, fraudulent invoicing, cur-
rency and neutrality violations. Fraud investigations
currently account for approximatly 25 percent of their
case load with the remainder in currency, neutrality and
other categories. Although the Customs Special Agenta
are prohibited from jinvestigating drug smuggling, the
Customs Patrol has adopted a limited investigative mode
and provides some direct support to DEA on narcotics

cases.

23
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3. Drug Enforcement Administration

DEA is the lead agency for all Federal drug investiga-
tions. DEA supports cooperative efforts in foreign countries
which are designed to reduce the availability of illegal
drugs, such as the eradication of illicit opium and the
disruption of the flow of illegal drugs in international
traffic. DEA is responsible for operating a national drug
‘intelligence system and is charged with providing informa-
tion on drug smuggling to the border law enforcemen
agencies. . '

Drug arrests and seizures made by inspectors or patrol
officers are referred to DEA investigators who take custody
of the violators and drugs, initiate appropriate follow-
on investigations and prepare the case for criminal prose-
cution. 1In cases where the Federal system will not accept
the case forprosecution, DEA or Customs may attempt to
secure a prosecution in state courts. '

4. Interagency Considerations

The current U. S, policy on drug trafficking requires
a full range of supply reduction activities, from eradicat-
ing the souirce of the drug at its overseas origin, disrupt-
ing the transportation or processing systems which bring
it to the U. S. in a more refined form and destroying
distribution networks within the U. S. DEA is designated
the lead agency to implement the Federal drug strategy.
Other Federal agencies responsible for border law enforce-
ment are required to pass their drug smuggling cases to
DEA for further investigation and prosecution.

The creation of DEA in 1973 was justified largely on
the basis of the then existing conflict over the drug
smuggling investigations in the U, S. Customs Service and
the domestic drug conspiracy investigations of the Bureau
of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs (BNDD). It was alleged
that Customs and BNDD were unable to work together. The
intent of the 1973 reorganization was to make DEA responsi-
ble for all drug investigations, with Customs retaining
responsibility for border interdiction. Customs disagrees
with the current policy regarding drug investigations.

On most smuggling violations, Customs exercises in-
vestigative jurisdiction over the entire process. However,
Customs investigators are not permitted to pursue drug
smuggling investigations. Therefore, Customs has a strong
desire to resume investigation of drug smuggling to main=
tain the continuity of the Customs overall effort in the
belief that it will enhance the availability of drug smug-
gling information for use at the border itself.
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FINDINGS - INVESTIGATIONS E. SUPPORT FUNCTIONS 4
The principal border control functions are inspection .. 2 In addition to the operating functions, there are a

number of direct support activities whic

effective border management. The physicglazgczigziego i

(buildings, inspection areas, etc.), computer systems, and %

communications systems form the operational. support é |
. for border law enforcement, h #p ase |

and patrolling. 1Investigation is an important supporting

activity in responding to seizures and developing

information. However, investigators have many other

responsibilities which are less directly tied to the

principal border control functions. Border management w
should be organized around the principal control functions v
with investigations organized to provide the best

possible support consistent with other priorities.

1. Facilities: Physical facilitie |

s 8 in many areas were
obsgrve to be inadequate, Many major land border crossings
on both the Northern and Southwestern borders process a

Customs disagrees with the relative priorities o
ugh volume of passenger and cargo traffic through facili-

assigned to drug trafficking investigations versus
drug interdiction at the border. Customs' principal
mission is border interdiction. DEA is responsible

and do not provide adequate space for secondary inspections.

mistion is borasr Interdiction,  DER ia responainie ’ i Emphasis on construction of standard port facili

Fox davaloping Fadaral drug enioroament siratay ind as the one at Nogales, Arizona, couldpenhance thgiigéngggon

cases. The different perspectives result in some ) §EHCt%on' the vorkioak:  ‘Rovs <z, bolitioal pricpeses”
stribute the workload, However, political pressures to

conflict between the two agencies,
protect the economies along current entry routes have

As long as the U. S. has a single purpose agency restricted management decisions,

charged with the overall drug control mission, that )

agency should have the principal voice in determining Several major airports have recentl

tge mgst effective apprgach to drug trafficking in- to remodel the international arrival aregsuzgeiggtgseegﬁgrts
vestigations. Therefore, any change in Customs' re- passenger and baggage processing cycle, For example. the
sponsibility for domestic drug smuggling investiga- Seattle/Tacoma International Airport provides separaée

tion should be contingent on DEA's agreement. levels for Immigration and Customs processing. The smooth

! flow of passengers provides a valuable assist to the in-

The Review Team found wide disagreement regarding spection process.

current CPO/DEA relationships. Some Customs represent-

atives felt that the current CPO/DEA working arrange- Observations at other locations supported the problem

ments are a significant improvement in the relation- ’ perceived by the study team. In Dallas, for exampl
ship between drug interdiction and drug investiga- t?e physical layout of the airport inspéction areg Sés
tion. Others felt that the total responsibility for viewed as small and cramped. Problems concerning airports,

land border crossings and detention center facilities )

drug smuggling should be in Customs.
» get: noted at other locations. 1In addition, inadequate
If the current National priority given to drug traf- cactlxtxes at Montreal and Vancouver hampered effective
ficking investigations is changed or DEA should cease Pus oms inspection at these preclearance locations.
to exist in its present form or role, consigeration , aiiBsggzgdc::trolélbaggage control and ramp security are
14 iven to restoring Customs authority to problem areas in th
should be given g Y in these Canadian cities. @ preclearance facilities

pursue drug smuggling investigations.

A significant potential for reducing the impact of ,
new illegal aliens on the domestic economy exists in
expanding the investigative effort aimed at the inter-
state conspiracies which transport the smuggled aliens
from the border crossing location to their ultimate
destination in the U.S. Additional investigative re-
sources should be. committed in this area.
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a

ry: Most of the physical facilities provide

for gg?ﬁ:ryope:ations are inadequate to meet cuite::ving ,
workloads. A high priority should be give:hcgetﬂgr

and expanding the facilities to provide bg

gervice and more effective law enforcement.

Each of

texr and Telecommunications Systems: v
:ﬁe gg¥ng§paf agencies operates its own computer sys?em. "
The DEA and Customs systems are modern and capagli oin
meeting the requireme?ts oﬁ ihesgmagiggig;;te;NWitg I e
the process of expanding their comp Sy ey budget

ent action currently underway. 1
g:gczz;guter procurement and operations for Fiscal Year

1977 were:

Customs $24.0 million
DEA 18.1
INS

8.2
TOTAL $50.3 million
A brief description of the systems follows:

(a) Customs

t

wWith al&ost 900 terminals iocateghth;o:ggzg; the
tates and at preclearance s tes, e Tr
g:égigeie:t Communications SysteT (ggcs)Igi:ggizggng:ga:ﬁsc
user coverage of the systems rev ew .bilit N
] ¥, TECS has
information storage and retrieval capa s
jve message switching
a real-time enforcement administrat hi
function and interfaces
capability, an intelligence S e tnforma-
her enforcement systems. E P
:?Zﬁrii g:dereceives information from several ot:grtggencies
I the e comm::it{, :.giéthiﬁdI::é gﬁtio:al Central
Coast Guard. Department o ot
3 . The principal use
Bureau of Interpol also use TECS P e at air-
TECS is to query the names of passengers 3 e
umbers of vehicles entering y
ports, and Lienir Bl s ides a number of specialized
land ports of entry. TECS prov .l Lo Peiola-
tems for aircraft inspection reporting,
:{gn p:ofiles, and currenc{ viot;;éggg.th:hgugzgg:a§2t1v1ty
ECS system also s
:2:gt£g:gt?gL§Ag) sxstem which includes several gtatistical

reports.
In addition to TECS, Customs also operates administra-

tive computer support systems and is developing an auto-
mated merchandise processing system. .

T B
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(b) DEA

The Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs Information
System (NADDIS) is composed of centralized automated
files on some 660,000 narcotics traffickers, a secure
nationwide computerized telecommunications network which
supports approximately 190 terminals.

While not a computer system, the El Paso Intelli-
gence Center (EPIC) is an interagency sector intelligence
center where six Federal agencies work toward a common
goal ~- a more seécure U.S./Mexican border. They use all
available information systems including TECS, NADDIS,
NCIC, etc. The EPIC objective is to provide a complete
and accurate picture of drug trafficking and alien and
contraband smuggling along the Southwestern border of the
United States. Working under DEA leadership, INS, FAA,
Customs, Coast Guard, and ATF, render direct and immediate
services to enforcement officers of the member agencies
for border interdictions, seizures, arrests and/or prose-
cutions. EPIC provides timely information directly to
Headquarters and field elements of participating law
enforcement agencies. The processing and dissemination
of this intelligence also contributes to strategic analyses
by member agencies.

.

() s

' Currently, INS has limited computer capability.
The INS system is largely a Headquarters support system
which is rapidly developing agency-wide support capabili-

ties. However, there is no INS equivalent of either TECS
or NADDIS.

INS has devoted considerable systems design
effort in recent years to plan a modern computer support
system. INS' most promising development is the Alien
Documentation, Identification and Telecommunications
System (ADIT). ADIT will replace the 17 existing editions
of the alien registration receipt and border crossing
cards concurrent with the development of similar documents
by the visa and Passport Offices. The new cards contain
fraudulent document control features which, when used in
the automated ADIT System, are virtually couterfeit-proof
and unalterable. When fully implemented on a nationwide
basis in 1981, ADIT will consist of an alien 1D card
plus automated card and visa readers at approxiitately 200
U. §. ports of entry; telecommunications lines; mini-computers
and automated access from field locations to the massive
documentation for files which INS is legally responsible.

28
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3. Radio Communications Systems: The U.S. Border

Patrol, the Customs Patrol and the Drug Enforcement Admin-
istration all have radio communications systems. . The
telecommunications capabilities described in the preceding
section supplenent commercial and government telephone
ines. The radio system is designed primarily to provide
communication with mobile units. All agencies are inter-
ested in complete area coverage because of the need to
maintain contact with the individual .law enforcement
officer both to give instructions and to provide for the
safety of thée individual officers. Therefore, each agency
has an area radio system with repeaters located at appro-
priate locations to relay radio signals.

The Immigration and Naturalization Service, utilizing
VHF radio equipment, has the only nationwide radio system
of all border agencies. 1INS maintains a network of 340
radio base stations along U.8. borders and at the offices
in the interior U.S. All 1INS districts, all Border Patrol
Sectors, all ports of entry and suboffices are tied into

this nationwide system.

The U.S. Customs Serxvice, utilizing VHF radio equip-
ment covers the U.S. borders everywhere except along
certain sections of the Canadian border. For area coverage
in these locations, there is a system to monitor INS fre-
quencies. Customs plans to expand its own system to in-
clude this area.

The Drug Enforcement Administration, utilizing UHF
radio equipment, maintains a radio network which supports

the operating offices.

Customs Patrol and the Border Patrol have the most
obvious need to communicate directly with each other.
Even though the radios are compatible, the assigned fre-
quencies are different and the mobile radios cannot com-
municate between patrols. At some locations, the field
unit may call its communication center and the message is
relayed by phone to the communications center of the other
agency who relays it on its own radio system to the in-
tended receiver., At some locations both INS and Customs
acquire "scanners" so they can monitor each other's
transmissions at the base gtations and relay the message

to the intended receiver.
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the patrols and DEA does not a
ppear to be
as the need for direct communication betwegi ég ?igag:trols.

4. Other Support § stems:

R&D, Laboratory Su ort
gatiSScEnI::E Egngment Program and TraInIng: ATT inveati-
gatiy gencles have developed support programs to enha

orcement effectiveness ang provf%e more efficient nee
:ggrg;t:?gp;ggt1m§:gvedtdalivery of service. Research
oratory support, use of tech
equipment, and éraininq are es tis nCinical
the effectiveness of law enf cement, ‘ools in joproving
lication, agencies with col on or reiatey milimize que-
mmon
coordinate thejir "support" actisfcfgg?ted objectives

(a) Research and Desvelo ment
! Research and 4 -
g:n:esugpgrEa InvesEIgaEIon, InEerdiction, 1nt5111;ggégp
t.mn.gu,r;amt:‘z:-gtg;gg:gx:s@gnd Policy development and evalua=-
in haranre, dovatopos of programs exist -- those resulting
: and those providing dat
analysis relative to pPolicy or procedural dege1:p$e::?

Hardware research and develo
pment programs in
f Sone s madyele, arsiere dendyy S Lo
ef technical equipment
(1) to meet immediate s onai needs. Jaised
pecific operational need
;:hgeet long-term requirements of a general n:tgéeand )
r researcli and development programs include: ;nalytical

analysis, operations research and social and behavioral

sciences tec
solutions. hniques to identify problem areas and recommend

Many of the projects have applicatio
g:;::ig:gilocel law enforcementpgnd drugn:bt:eoggﬁirgfderal'
Cooratzat gnsi ecnsequently, research and developmeﬁt is
Exoraina g Y th other agencies Laving similar functions
Cuscgms s nciude coordination between DEA, the u, 8. )
ashsing devices and resesemy o roenrqoofonse interdiction
abuse potential of drugs with!§ Tug Adminioeess
tion and the National gnatituteogg g:ggn;ggagﬁministra-
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(b) Laboratories:
1. Customs

The Customs Service has laboratories in each
of its nine regions, at Headquarters and in Puerto Rico.
The labs are equipped to analyze samples of all merchandise
entering the United States. Analysis of merchandise is
essential since tariffs often depend on the component’
parts of the imported commodity.

. Prior to DEA's becoming responsible for drugs,
the Customs laboratories analyzed all seizures of drugs
made by Customs officers and testified in Federal and
State courts as to their findings. Customs laboratories
continue to analyze samples of significant heroin and
cocaine seizures made by Customs officers. Additional
analysis of these seizures is done in DEA laboratories.
Customs also analyzes drug seizures made by Customs of-
ficers when the Federal Government declines prosicution
or when prosecution is accepted by state or local agencies.

2. DEA

The primary purpose of DEA's eight labora-
tories is to analyze drug evidence in support of the prose-
cution cases. The evidenceé analysis also provides a po-
tential for linking suspects to achieve conspiracy indict-
ments and providing strategic intelligence or the nature
of illicit traffic.

Much of DEA's strategic intelligence is based
upon laboratory analysis. Also, DEA supports state and
local agencies when they need assistance to prepare drug
cases for prosecution.

(c¢) Technical Equipment Programs: .

1. Customs:

The Customs Technical Equipment Program is
working to expand surveillance of air smugglers and to
develop Regional Communication Centers which will cover
the entire Nation. The expansion of computer facilities
is also part of the program. Customs is now using mobile
radar, night vision devices, forward looking infrared
devices and ground sensor systems to track smuggling
suspects, Customs R&D effort is geared toward support of
the Customs Air Interdiction Program and operation o
ports of entry. '
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2. DEA

DEA's Technical Equipment Program is designed
to identify, develop and/or provide required advanced
technical investigative equipment, and is managed by the
Technical Operations Divigion with several field area
technical operations dgroups who insure availablity, utili-
2ation, maintenance and training in the use of technical
equipment. In addition to radio and other communication
systems and devices, technical equipment includes vehicle
position lccation and tracking systems and a remute multi-
spectral opium poppy sensor system,

3. I

The Immigration Technical Equipment Program
includes their nationwide radio communications system.

In support of its border interdiction program,
Immigration has installed extensive systems of commercially
designed and procured gxound sensors which are tied inlo
the radic base stations tlirough a series of repeaters.
Minicomputers are being used in a number of Border Patrol
sectors to record, analyze and verify signals transmitted
to the base station by the unattended ground sensors.

(d) Training:

l. Customg:

Customs majntains its own training academy
for inspectors, patrol officers, import specialists, and
other Customs personnel., CPO's and Special Agents also
receive training at the Federal Law Enforcement Training
Center at Glynco, Georgia.

2. INS

The training academies at Glynco, (eorgia,
conduct basic and journeyman programs for all INS officers
including Border Patreol agents, immigration inspectors,
criminal investigators, detention and deportation officers
and naturalization examiners.

.32
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3. DEA:
DEA's National Training Institute (NTI) ’

conducts a full range of agent and support training to
provide U. S. ‘and foreign law enfcrcement officers with
the drug law enforcemeng skills., -

REVIEW TEAM FINDINGS ~ SUPPORT SYSTEMS

1. Facilities -- High priority should be given to im-
proving and expanding the physical facilities at ports
of entry to provide ‘better services and more efficient
enforcement.

2. Computer and Telecommunication Systems =- fThe
systems developed by each agency appear to be appro-
priate for that agency's use. However, increased
effectiveness could be realized through joint use of
existing capabilities.

3. Radio Communications Systems -- If two separate land
patrol forces are continued, the mobile VHF radios
currently in use shculd be modified or replaced to
provide direct radio communication bhetween patrol
elements operating in the same area.

4. Other Support Systems -~ Some basic duplication exists,
but there are no major advantages in consolidation un-
less there is a merger of the narent agencies.

F. INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT

Other policy review efforts are addressing the intellj-
gence function in detail. Therefore, this section will
address only the relationship of intelligence to border
enforcement activities.

Border interdiction intelligence consists of two types
of information which are reflective of the differing
missions and attitudes of the various agency's interests
in contrclling the borders:

= .Major trafficking networks or conspiracies which
deal in the high priority drugs (heroin and cocaine)
and with the smuggling of aliens from foreign areas
into the interior of the United States.

.33
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= Activities within the local border ar i
e
intetdictionrof narcotics and other co:t::g::dat
illegal entrants and: thoge smugglers who assisé
aliens in crossing the border itself,

1. National Intelligence .

The major alien and narcotic traffi k
12telliqence (National level) ig aimed at éfsisgt?:;w::g
e éminating major trafficking rings wherever it is possible
and where the greatest impact can be achieved. Thig intelli-

prosecution of major traffickers in both alie :

narcotics. Although some of the resulting cag:sa;gyhg:d

terminated with an interdiction at the border to avoid

gzgosing confidential informants and investigative methods

h s National intelligence is hot generally supportive of !

Dai alien or narcotic interdiction function at the borders
concentrates its resources on national level intelligeﬁce.

2. Local Intelligence

aliens, marihuana, parrots and pinto bean

smugglers build effective'supplg and dist:ibugggge:egzgika

on the basis of these relatively "safe" commodities

?order area smugglers are directly affected by successful

fgtﬁtdiotion efforts. High-level international drug traf~
C€kers normally do not participate directly in the border

activity and, conse uentl a =
of successfui 1ntergictio¥: *e insulated from the sffects

The local intelligence required for the i
e nter-~
ggction function ig normally gathered by the Bordere;atrol
iehCustoms Patrol and DEA through their' daily contacts ’
with the local population. Local persons and businesses

have (] i
1nte1§§gzﬁgefo be a valuable source of local interdiction

.34
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G. NON-BORDER FPUNCTIONS
§. EPIC , ’ In addition to those functions performed at the
‘ there are functions which, although performed in thebg:ger,
To coordinate the collection, analysis and dis- !

terior, are natural extensions of border operation
functions performed by INS include such argas as. aéjudica—
tions, naturalization, investigations, detection and de~

- portation, and certain other functions performed by the
inspectors and Border Patrol Officers. Customs, however
by virtue of its mission, focuses its resources almost !
exclusively on the border and border-related activities,

The preponderance of DEA's resour
non-borgor erance ces are allocated to

semination of bordsr-related intelligence, DEA, with the

cooperation of INS, formed the El Paso Intelligence

Center (EPIC) which was described earlier in this paper.

All intelligence information gathered by the DEA and

Border Patrol relating to marihuana, narcotics, alien -
smugglers, fraudulent documents, etc., is processed

through EPIC for analysis and dissemination to the appro-

priate agency. Customs does not believe that DEA assigns

a high enough priority to the collec:ioniof intelligence F
to support the border interdiction function. It is, or a more detailed descript . -

therefore, Customs' view that EPIC, under DEA management, . ° See Appendix G. ption of non-border functions,
is of limitel utility to the principal border management
agencies, and, to be effective, EPIC must be under the, ..
control of the principal border management agency.

FINDINGS = INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT

1. All intelligence gathered in the border area should .
be processed through a central location and tied into
the communications and intelligence systems of all
concerned agencies. The most logical "clearing
house" for this intelligence function is the El Paso
Intelligence Center (EPIC).

2. EPIC will never be fully capable of providing adequate
information for border interdiction until Customs, as
a principal border enforcement agency, is also a
major user of the analyesis capability of the Center. )
Customs should participate in the management of EPIC
and reconsider the potential benefit of EPIC's v
border interdiction information function for use by
Customs officers. !

3. If a border management agency is created, EPIC is a
logical resource to be utilized by the border
management agency and should provide border inter-
diction information as well as supporting DEA's drug
investigative requirements.

. 36
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CHAPTER 4
PROBLEMS AND ISSUES

A. INTRODUCTION

Over the past five years, Federal efforts to stop illegal
drug trafficking have received a high priority through
Faderal attention and budget increases. Similarly, the
illegal alien problem and its impact on the U.S. economy
is causing a great deal of concern in both the Congressional
and the Executive branches of our government. Border control
is an important part of the solution to both of these
National problems.

This report addresses overall border management and what
can be done to improve border control. The preceding
chapters describe the organizations and functions which
contribute to the complexity of border operations. The
wide variety of responsibilities create a challenge to
management in balancing service to the public with effective
law enforcement.

In the midst of this complexity, it is difficult to
address individual problems. What is a significant problem
at a major airport may have no relevance to a small northern
land port. A multitude of examples can be collectad to
support either side of any discussion regarding border
operations.

The review process has been designed to identify those
problems which are having the greatest impact on overall
effectiveness and to propose solutions which will improve
border management. The review is not intended to solve all
border problems, but to provide a framework within which
problems can be solved as they occur.

Following a problem identification phase, problems were
grouped into categories and used as the basis for discussion
during field visits. The principal categories were:

- The magnitude of border problems.

- Duplication of effort.

~ Lack of cooperation and coordination.

- Inadeguacy of border management resources.
- Service to the public.

- Inadequacy of intelligence.

- Border policies and priorities.
.37,
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Specific problems associated with these categori..-
are discussed throughout the report. The organizational
implications have been included in the options in the
following chapter. ; - .

During the analysis of problems, two areas were identified
as the major obstacles to effective border control. Both.
issues are appropriate for Executive Office consideration
as beyond the control of any single agency or department.

ISSUE 1 -~ Lack of coofdinated border
. management.

ISSUE 2 -- Overlap and duplication of effort.

Two other areas were considered as having a serious impact
on border interdiction, but are directly associated with
National policy and priorities regarding drug law enforcement;
drug investigations and drug intelligence. - The Federal
strategy and relative priorities given to these two areas
are the subject of other policy reviews. Therefore, this
report only summarizes the border perspectives. Their impact
on border interdiction is described in the preceding chapter.

ISSUE 1

ISSUE: THE LACK OF COORDINATED BORDER MANAGEMENT

Effective border control is an important part of insuring
the economic and social well-being of the United States. Yet,
the Federal effort to control the borders is not a coordinated
activity. Various responsibilities are vested in eight
agencies in seven departments. Current border management
policy exists only in the form of separate laws, regulations
and operating priorities of the various agencies with border
management responsibilities.

Problem Resolution:

Zach of the border agencies is responsible for a specific
part of border control and each agency pursues its own
mission, sometimes in competition with the other Federal
border agencies and interests. When conflict between
agencies appears, there is no effective mechanism to
resolve the problem. Even though interagency agreements
exist ia writing, the operating problems continue

along the borders.
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Flexibility:

The current organizational structure of border agencies
creates a lack of flexibility in responding to crisis

and difficulty in providing a coordinated interdepartmental
response to new or existing threats. When a major
problem or a crisis situation grows beyond the control

of the responsible agency, it generates a lendgthy process
of study, Executive Office decision, Congressional
consideration and eventual commitment of new resources

to the agency most concerned with the problem. More
flexibility in management would encourage timely use

of all existing Federal border resources before new
resources are considered.

New Aggroach;

The unique characteristics of the border area and the
increasing interest in border control suggest a broader
approach to management of our border resources. The
expanded use of the term "border management" in itself
suggests a more appropriate view of border requirements.
A long range plan for border management is needed to
set overall operational and budget priorities.

FINDINGS:

The Review Team found that two levels should be addressed
in improving coordination, operating management and policy
direction.

1. Eliminate the basic cause of lack of operational
cocordination by consolidating the principal border
functions in one agency. By reducing the requirement
for interagency and interdepartmental coordination,
agency operating policies will be more representative
of the total Federal interests.

2. Provide a continuing overview mechanism within the
Executive Office to develop a long-range border
management plan and necessary policies to insure

that border operations are supportive of all Federal
programs.
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-ISSUE 2
.
ISSUE: OVERLAP AND DUPLICATION OF EFFORT

“ e oy
! FEm L S A

Findings of overlap of responsibilities and duplication.
of effort are the common theme in previous studies of border
operations. This review also identified overlap and
duplication in both the operating and support functions and
attempted to assess the resulting impact on effectiveness.

Several factors were considered in determining effec-
tiveness. The obvious need for economy and efficiency was
balanced with the observation that the differing perspectives
of a variety of specialities may enhance successful detection
of illegal activities. Duplication of effort was considered
in the light of reported resource deficiencies by the principal
border enforcement agencies. Both INS and Customs reported
a lack of personnel, equipment and other resources required
to perform their respective missions. The Review Team found
it difficult to determine the degree of resource shortage
because both agencies have duplicate functions and support
structures, e.g., inspection, patrol, and investigation;
computer systems, radio systems, boats, aircraft, vehicles,
etc. It is not possible to make a definitive judgment on
overall resource shortages because of the existing duplication.
Therefore, observations regarding resources shortages are
based on inability to meet workload requirements.

Likewise,  the total amount of.illegal activity taking
place is unknown and makes the determination of "adequacy"
particularly difficult. It was evident that considerable
illegal activity is continuing to take place despite a high
level of effort by the current Federal border enforcement
force. Following is a summary of the Review Team's observa-
tions in each functional area.

Inspections:

a) At land ports of entry, Immigration inspectors and
Customs inspectors jointly man the primary inspection

area. Differences in inspection priorities and duplication
of management structure were observed. While duplication
of inspection personnel was evident, the workload was
sufficiently large to suggest that the duplication is not,
in itself, inefficient.

There are informal local agreements regarding the ratio

of Customs inspectors to INS inspectors assigned at
primary inspection points. Shortages of inspectors

40
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inspectors board vessels and check the food lockers,

test d trol. A 5
resulted in an undesirable ratio or balance between cargo manitests and garbage contro single

primary and secondary inspection and, in one case . inspection service could perform all ship inspections. ﬁ
’ ’ * i
caused a major part of the facility to be closed. 4 Patrol: !

Part of the illegal alien problem is attributed to lack

of adequate Immigration inspection, particularly on the

Southwest border. Further, lack of Customs inspectors to

fully man secondary inspection was identified as a serious d
shortcoming in detecting smugglers. Both problems appear

to be resource sensitive, but one contributes directly

to the other. When INS cannot meet the desirable 50/50

ratio in staffing primary inspection of vehicles, Customs

inspectors are diverted from secondary to fill the gap.

The most obvious example of overlap and duplication of

. effort was observed in the patrolling of the land borders
between the ports, particularly along the Southwest
border. Customs Patrol officers and INS Patrol officers
cover the same territory. The Customs Patrol interdicts
drugs and other contraband. The Immigration Border
Patrol apprehends illegal aliens. Both use similar
methods of patrol by uniformed officers and intercept

Lre persons in the vicinity of the border. Both use 5
Therefore, both conditions exist; understaffing of Immigra- sophisticated technology such as sensors and night P
tion interests and of Customs secondary. Increasing the vigion devices to detect intruders. Each patrol was
number of INS inBPGCtOI’:B would contr.‘lbut:e to the golution : observed to pursue the mission of his respective agency ;
of both problems by restoring a balanced staffing of - with little regard for cooperation with the other. £
primary inspection and releasing Customs inspectors to do i
secondary inspections. Consolidation of responsibility and resources for i
. ! patrolling would eliminate the overlap and duplication i
The dual management structure complicated local policy and of effort with the land patrol function and should i
operating decisions. Various attempts have been made to improve overall effectiveness.
consolidate management of inspection by alternatihg , : i
responsibility between INS and Customs, but the basic Investigation: !
problem remains, i i
v : DEA, INS and Customs all have crimizal investigators. b
Consolidation of inspection responsibility at land ports Each agency uses these special agents to investigate ¢
would allow better utilization of the existing inspection g viclations of laws which they erforce. As a general i
force and eliminate the duplication in management structures. observation, the duplication of investigative staff i
However, continued availability of qualified specialisgts does not create inefficiency. i
would be required for all areas of secondary inspection. §
) B , However, there are allegations of fragmentation of b
b) At most airports of entry there is a two-step passenger i drug smuggling investigative responsibilities. The i
inspection configuration; Immigration followed by Customs. issue focuses on the relative priority of border
Elimination of the duplicative management structure and the interdiction compared to the National priority on
potential efficiencies in a consolidated inspection force narcotics trafficking investigations. As stated
could improve airport inspection. A single~stop inspection earlier, this policy question is addressed in a ;
process would be the likely outcome of a merger of inspec- separate report on Drug Law Enforcement. !
tion forces. Again, the need for specialized secondary . !
inspectors would not be eliminated by consolidation. However, ’ Air Surveillance and Patrol:
consolidated management could include procedures which

would insure availability of specialists.

The Customs Air Program uses seized and purchased aircraft,
augmented by military type gap-filler radar to detect and
intercept smugglers of narcotics and other contraband.

INS udes light aircraft to support its ground operations
through surveillance of the actual border. DEA uses

aircraft in support of its investigations. The use of :
aircraft provides both operational support and visible
deterrence.

c) At sea ports of entry, overlap and duplication of
inspection efforts is apparsnt. Customs has responsibility
to board vessels for the purpose of checking cargo manifests
and ship's papers. Immigration and Naturalization Service
inspectors board vessels to ascertain the Immigration
status of the crew and/or passengers. Also, Agriculture
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Other Considerations:

little overlap or duplication of effort in the
3::§guésaspects of the air activities. Each agency uses .
its aircraft in a different mission orientation. The
geographic dispersion of the aircraft suggests that
consolidation of air support or maintenance activities does
not appear to offer either signficant savings or increased

effectiveness. .

. Secondary Inspection: Ano*her factor considered was the
absence of conflict when one set of personnel have indepen=-
dent duties, but operate in support of the primary function.
For example, there was no conflict attributed to the
specialized inspectors who normally do not work in primary

s inspection (Agriculture, Public Health, Fish and wildlife).
Several factors contribute to this lack of conflict;
very small numbers of personnel bresent, clearly defined
and specialized duties, and physical separation from the
massive worklecad of primary inspection.

Support Functions:

jupport functions are generally duplicated in each
zggnzy?p It appears that each of the border agencies will
continue to develop their own systems with duplicative

The Review Team felt that the continued need for specialized
inspectors and the, existence of other responsgibilities

management structures and processes. ‘ outside of inspection combined with the absence of conflict
provided sufficient justification to set aisde these smailer
In the absence of consolidation gﬁ ige:ciSB. tg:e:gggglida- c?ntingen:s of speciali;edlinspectors from considerations
f support functions is unlikely to be su al. Of consolidation. 1In the long term, a consolidated
;ignhgstorgpof lack of cooperation between border agencies border management agency would be aﬂle to accommodate the
mitigates against a central support activity. As an . requirements for specialized inspectors by establishing
-example, the joint use og ;h: Customsa§o$g::g! sgggoggenciea : appropriate career fields within its inspection service.
has been recommended for sever . .
ﬂﬁsgeﬂoc been able to get together on this obvious solutioii. Other Activities: In reviewing the operating problenis in
INS is developing its ownjcgmputer sgpgoéss:ﬁzgegyg:gm ?ordir gan:queng, 1nefficien;¥ and cznfiic;finevitably
fforts to force joint use o nvolved physical presence. ere patrol officers or
:?:rﬁgg ?1ke1y to produce a solution acceptable to both inspectors have similar responsibilities and operate in the
agencies. ‘ . same facility or same geographic area, the opportunity for

conflict i@ greatest. Where agencies have similar

However, if agencies are consolidated, significant potential responsibilities but operate apart from each other in

exists for greater efficiency and effectiveness in consolida- different areas or in a different eloment, the problems
tion of the following support functions: are greatly reduced. .
- computer support systems N The primary example of operating in a different element
is the U.S. Coast Guard. The current interagency relation-
- radio communications systems ships and the support provided by the Coast Guard to other
law enforcement agencies were judged to be satisfactory.
- telecommunications systems Further, the Coast Guard may enforce Customs laws because
every officer of the Coast Guard is empowered, by statute,
- training activities with the authority of a Customs officer.

-.research and development activities . FINDINGS:

El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) is an intelligence
g:gport activity designed to integrate the information 4
data bases of DEA, Customs, INS, FAA, the Coast Guard, an
other agencies, and provide a clearinghouse service to
meet border enforcement needs. Thg potentigl exists for
significant improvement in intelligence support if aél
border agencies integrate the full use and support o
EPIC into their operations.

1. Overlap and duplication were noted in the functions
of patrolling the land borders between ports of entry and
in the inspection process at ports of entry. Elimination
of this condition would enhance overall effectiveness.
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2, Some support activities are duplicative but are not,

in themselves, likely candidates for consolidation. However,
consolidation of the principal agencies would allow
consolidation of support activities.

3, Universal duplication of effort in each function was
not found. For example, the port security function of the
Customs Patrol at seaports was not duplicated by another
agency. However, each port of entry had a dual management
structure of both INS and Customs manajgers. In some larger
ports, there is an added management structire in the
Agriculture inspection force.

4. A merger of the principal border enforcement agencies
would sigrnificantly reduce overlap and duplication of
effort and greatly enhance the overall effectiveness of
border operations. It would allow management creater
flexibility in responding to peak workloads and to
immediate crises. A single border management agency
would also allow consolidation of management and support
functions which should create significant savings.
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CHAPTER 5
OPTIONS

INTROLUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to set forth a range of
options identified by the Review Team as the most viable
alternatives for achieving more effective border management.
The objective in the selection of options is to be more
responsive to current needs and have inherent flexibility
to adjust to future needs.

The policy £indings discussed in the preceding chapter

* should serve as general guidelines for any border management

organization. The options selected range from additional
resources within the existing organizational structure to a
major reorganization. For example, additional resources
should be allocated to reinforce selected functions even if
a reorganization option is selected. 1In summary, the
options are:

CPTION 1 - No change in oyganization. Budget
i priority to selected functions.

OPTION 2 - Limited consolidation involving gpecific
' functions.

‘

OPTION 3 - Creation of a multi-purpose border agency
(INS and Customs)

OPTION 4 - Creation of an expandad multi-purpose

border agency (INS, Customs and Coast Guard)

A detaileddiscussionof each option follows,

- 46
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OPTION 1 : : .
N . Enhances the deterrent effect of more visible enforcement.
NO CHANGE IN ORGANIZATION. EXISTING AGENCIES . )
. Least disruptive of all options in that existing
organizational structures are not changed.

CONTINUE TO PERFORM THEIR CURRENT DUTIES.
DISADVANTAGES

Does not consider border management as a total package.

ADDITIONAL BUDGET PRIORITY GIVEN TO SELECTED .
Continues a form of crisis management focusing on current

- problems.

FUNCTIONS.

Does not eliminate existing overlap and fragmentation

DISCUSSION OF OPTION 1
This option provides direct additional resources to meet

specific needs identified during the review. In response to of effort.
current National problems of aliens and drugs, there is a need
for additional border resources to strengthen the inspection,
patrol and air interdiction functions. This approach continues
the policy of applying resources to the specific commodity or
function that is deficient and responding directly to critical

Continues duplicative management and support structures.

Higher budget priority does not insure better use of
existing resources which may be available in other

activities.
Does not correct the continuing interagency competition

t

PR

i

areas such as the illegai alien and drug smuggling problems.

Budget and other resource decisions should give priority to
the following: .

1. Add INS and Customs inspectors to meet expanding
workloads and provide for increased level of secondary

inspections,

2. Increase the number of U.S. Border Patrol (INS)
officers to improve the interdiction and deterrence

capabilities between the ports of entry on the
Southwest and Northern borders.

Increase the force of INS investigators to conduct

3.
interstate ccaspiracy investigations of alien
smuggling rings.
4. Expand the capability of the Customs Air Interdiction ‘

Program to detect and intercept u.mggling attempts by air.

5. Expand Customs participation in the management and use
of the border intelligence center (EPIC).

ADVANTAGES

Adds resources in areas of greatest potential for
effectiveness.

Provides additional iisources to specific problem areas.

Permits agencies to continue emphasis in area of specific

expertise.
47 .

and lack of coordination.

Little probability of improved management or procedures.
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OPTION 2
LIMITED TRANSFER AND CONSOLIDATION OF

SPECIFIC FUNCTIONS AND RESPONSIBILITIES.

DISCUSSION OF OPTION 2

This option provides for substantial increase in
effectiveness through consolidating responsibilities and
resources for the key border enforcement functions. While
this option would not result in a decrease in the number
of border ngencies, it would minimize jurisdictional and
geographical overlap by focusing one agency on a particular
aspect of border management activities. This option would
i result in some short-term disruption but it would provide
i more flexibility in meeting workloads. The major candidates
for consolidation and transfer under this option are:

. Responsibility and resources committed to the
o inspection function at all ports of entry could
e be transferred to either INS or Customs.

. ) - . Responsibility and resources committed to the
o, * patrol function on the land borders between ports
: ; could be transferred to either INS or Customs.

ADVANTAGES
. Provides a single manager responsible for each of the key

border functions.
. Minimizes disruption, ‘since existing agencies would continue.

. ‘Assigns responsibility to a single agency to focus
attention and expertise within each functional area.

« Eliminates duplication in local management structure.

; . Permits some flexibility in that agencies would have broader
: responsibilities within each function.

. Eliminates the source of existing competition and lack of
cooperation within the principal operating functions.

. 49
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DISADVANTAGES '

Does not view border management in its entirety.

Would not completely eliminate competition between
agencies.

Creates high probability of conflict over how well the
single manager is performing services for the other
agency.

Continued duplication onpart of the management structure.
Specific emphasis and expertise could be lost for those
functional and commodity responsibilities transferred
into the other agency.

Would create some personnel turbulence and disruption
during changeover.

Likely to receive intense opposition from unions currently
repregenting inspectors and patrol officers.

Has been tried and failed on several previous occasions
because of special interest opposition.
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oPTION 3
CREATION OF A MULTI-PURPOSE BORDER MANAGEMENT
AGENCY INCLUDING INS AND CUSTOMS

DISCUSSION OF OPTION 3

Option 3 represents a major change from the existing
structure. It would provide greater management flexibility
in the use of existing resources and would allow the consolida-
tion of the inspection and patrol functions included in
Option 2. Option 3 would result in fewer Federal agencies
with the transfer of functions and resources into a consolidated
multi-purpose agency. All agencies which have border enforce-
ment responsibilities were considered in developing this option.
For reasons discussed in the preceding chapter, this option
sets aside consideration of Agriculture, Public Health, Fish
and Wildlife and supporting agencies in favor of correcting the
fundamental problem of the overlap and duplication between the
two priacipal border enforcement agencies, INS and Customs. If
these two agencies were transferred into a new border manage-
menit agency, it would provide the basic foundation for a full
service organization which might expand later to include
secondary inspection functions performed by such agencies as
the Fish and Wildlife Service, Agriculture, and Public Health.

Option 3 focuses on the transfer of all functions and
personnel of INS and Customs, as well as the management of
the border suppor? function within the El Paso Intelligence
Center. Consideration of Option 3 included:

1. Which agencies and functions should be involved.

2. How such a transfer would be handled to minimize
opposition and turbulence associated with the
organizational changes.

3. Which Cabinét department should be responsible
for the new agency.

Many of the current problems are tied closely to the
existing organizations. The border agencies have a long
history of service to the United States. Tradition should
not be lost through merger of one into the other. Any
reorganization effort should provide for the continuation of
special expertise where necessary to enforce specific laws
and regulations.
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The Review Team selected the following set of agencies and
conditions to be the most practical approach to improving
¢ effectiveness through reorganization:

1.
»
2.
3.
4.
5.
-
*

INS and Customs resources and functions should
be joined together under single management.
Management of the border interdiction portion of
the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) should be
assumed by the single border management agency.

Rather than specify a date certain for the
disestablishment of INS and Customs, the
consolidation should be accomplished over a
specified period of time and under the control

of the single manager ultimately responsible for the
new organization., Accordingly, the reorganization
should provide for an umbrella management structure
to direct the new organization and for a special
transition staff within the new agency to accomplish
the reorganization

As previously stated, the reorganization should not
be considered as a merger of INS into Customs or
vice versa. It should be considered as creation of
a new agency with the virtues of both organizations.
Along these lines, a proposed name for the new
agency might be the U.S. Customs and Immigration
Service.

Both Customs and INS should continue their current
organizational structure at the transfer. Priorities
for internal reorganization and consolidation should
be established and a target date should be specified
for the initial consolidation of selected functions.
The following functions should be considered by the
new agency for early consolidation:

A. Primary inspection at all ports.
B. Patrolling of the land borders.

C. Operational support functions, particularly
communications and computer systems.

D. Management structures and administrative support.
The new Director should be required to report to the
President and to the Congress at the end of 18 months

on the accomplishments during the transition period
and the plan for the next phase.
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6. In determining the appropriate Cabinet department for
a congsolidated border enforcement agency, the most
likely candidates are the Department of Justice and
the Department of the Treasury. The review suggests
that the principal considerations should be the size
and nature of the border presence, the relative
strength of each agency's ties to its current
department, the relative contribution to control
over entry and the potential impact on the revenue
function.

Viewing Option 3 and an appropriate implementation process
as a package, the advantages and disadvantages are:

ADVANTAGES _

. Provides central management for principal border
enforcement functions.

. Eliminates existing overlap, duplication and fragmen~
tation of effort. '

. Recognizes the interrelationships of border management
functions; i.e., inspection, patrol, revenue collection
and support services.

. Responds to current problems of interagency coordination,
competition and parochialism.

. Provides flexibility of a multi-purpose organization in
responding to a variety of both transitory and long-term
problems.

. Provides opportunity to provide better services to the
public.

. Better utilization of Federal resources.
. Reduces the number of Federal agencies.

. Does not disrupt those areas which were not identified
as problems, e.g., Agriculture, Coast Guard, etc.

53

DISADVANTAGES

@ . Possiblé reduction in
period.

and senior management

. Larger organization ma
management problems.

225

effectiveness during reorganization

. Generates some personnel turbulence particularly at mid-level

as duplicate organizatiéons are merged.

Y present more complex internal

Change may be opposed by various special interest groups.
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OPTION 4
CREATION OF AN EXPANDED MULTI-PURPOSE
BORDER MANAGEMENT AGENCY WHICH INCLUDES
INS, CUSTOMS, AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD

DISCUSSION OF OPTION 4

Option 4 is an expanded version of Option 3 which provides
a more comprehensive border management agency. It goes beyond
control over entry to consolidate management of the major
Federal resources involved in control of the borders and U.S.
waters forming the perimiaters of the United States.

As in Option 3, agencies with minor presence and support
responsibilities are se%t aside. Options 3 and 4 both provide
for the elimination of overlap and duplication between INS
and Customs. Option 4 greatly expands the size and respon-
sibilities of the new organization to include the broad
responsibility of the Coast Guard for the seas surrcunding
the United States. Currently, the Coast Guard is responsive
to the support requirements of border law enforcement agencies
and coordinates directly with the agencies involved. However,
border law enforcemerit was found to be a relatively small
portion of the Coast Guard's total responsibilities.

Option 4 requires the same considerations as Option 3 for
implementation regarding INS and Customs. It assumes that the
Coast Guard would remain a separate entity within the border
management agency f:0 facilitate its transfer for national
security purposes in time of war. A logical alternative to
Option 4 might be to include the U.S. Coast Guard in the same
department as the new border management agency. Assuming an
appropriate implementation process, Option 4 presents the
following advantages and disadvantages.

ADVANTAGES:

The advantages described in Option 3 also apply to the
expanded multi-purpose border management agency. The
principal advant.ages which would result from such a
consolidation are:

. Places Federal responsibility for the entire
perimeter of the U.S., both borders and U.S. waters,

in a single organization.
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+ Likely to enhance the priority of the border law
enforcement role within the U.S. Coast Guard.

+ Significant increase in the total amount of
resources within the border management agency.

« Possible elimination of separate Cust
oeiiale el P oms Marine Patrol

DISADVANTAGES :

The disadvantages identified under Option 3 would also appl
if the U.S. Coast Guard were included. Additional disadvantaggsy

are:

+ Increased emphasis on border law enforcement could
detract from the safety and other non-law enforcement
responsibilities of the U.S. Coast Guard,

« The large size of the Coast Guard and its broad range
of responsibilities could detract from the desired
border law enforcement orientation of the remainder
of the border management agency.
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CHAPTER 6

GﬁNCLDSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 'Y

A. GENERAL

As the last step in the process of developing this report, M
the preceding chapters were furnished to the involved agencies
and departments for review and comment. Upon receipt of the
comments, they were given careful consideration and appro-
priate changes were made to insure that the report adcurately
raeflects the intent of the.Review Team. .

The responses from the departments and agencies are attached
as appendices to this report. They are included in their entirety
with the exception of the remarks from the Department of Agri-
culture. The Agriculture comments were in the form of notations
on the original draft and have been incorporated in the final

report.

The comments acknowledge the existence of overlap and dqupli-
cation and the need for some consolidation of effort. How-
ever, the comments reflect different opinions regarding which
Cabinet department should receive the new agency. Further,
other questions are raised regarding Federal law enforcement
in general which are beyond the scope of this review.

The President's Reorganization Project in the Office of
Management and Budget has the ultimate responsibility for
developing reorganization plans in conjunction with the overall
reorganization study of the Federal Government. Therefore,
this report is intended to provide OMB with a current evaluation
of and recommandations regarding border management. The Office
of Drug Abuse Poliny will assist OMB in developing any sper”fic
reorganization plan related to this review. Additionally, .
the report will be distributed to the participating depar - :nts
and agencies and will be used in developing a new Federal
drug abuse strategy.

B. CONCLUSIONS OF THE REVIEW TEAM

The Review Team discussed the entire set of comments
received from the departments and agencies. The objective of
a long-term solution to observed problems of lack of central
management, overlap of responsibilities, and duplication of
effort in border management was reaffirmed and the Review Team

findings are:
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1. The current organizational gtry
cture was d
. to g? the underlying cause of the majority of curregteggé:gging
gg:c S?géleggefffori, the sglution to existing border manage~-
€8 in a revised management structur
gg:p:ﬁgiizecgaxirum effectiveness with availablg g;ZOKSégg,
anging priorities, angd
control as well as better service :opiﬁzigﬁbffg?"°t° border

provide clear responsibility for the res
ult, 7

lgng-term effectiveness was weighed against pot:§t2:§d for
disruption in on-going efforts, The first phase of any
proposed reorganization should be directed at correcting
;gﬁaggsg:?entgl prg:iemg u:derlying the entire areca of border

. rom 8 basic foundation, borq
shouid ' ' er management
effimie:Z;%ve toward further improvements in effectiveness and

3. The basic causes of lack of coordinated
ganaqement can be eliminated by consolidating thebg:gsgipal
ford;ar functions in one agency. By reducing the requirement
or interagency and interdeparcmental coordination agency
operating policies will be more responsive to the éotal

mana
saviggg?nt and support functions which should create significant

4. The Coast Guard should not be incl
uded withi -
fo{idated border management agency. However, the o:t?o: ggn
?Lluding‘the Coast Guard in the same department was not
g iminated from consideration. The President's Reorganization
r:§32§5ehasiingéfated that further consideration of the
prior €8 of the Coast Guard!
functions may be warranted, ® law enforcement

6. In addition, there ghould be immedi
, ) g ate actio
increase resources available to the furctions of insp:c:?on
patrol of 1and‘borders and adjudication. '
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Federal interests, It would ' also allow consolidation of selected
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i APPENDIX A t{
t C. RECOMMENDATIGNS . . ViE—m b
! ) TED _STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE:
The Review Team makes the following recommendations: L] UNITED STATE MS_SE E: 1
G

The United States Customs Service of today is a dynamic organization, charac-
terized by a burgeoning workload, a professional workforce, and an increasingly
. wide and more complex range of responsibilities. It is a relatively large and
a widely dispersed organization, performing a diversity of functions which pro-
foundly impact the travelling public, the importing and exporting community,
and the health and welfare of American business and the general public. Addi-

) -= A multi-purpose border management agency should be
: created by consoildating INS and Customs In a new .

agency (Option J).
[

‘An appropriate reorganization plan should be developed

H by the President's Reorganization Project to include 5
; placement of the consolidated border management agency tionally, its anrua) collections of over $5 billton contribute stgnificantly
} in a Cabinet department consistent with overall to the National revenue. .
T 3 government reorganization planning, g
— : Customs Organization ¢
-- The emphasis and direction of the recganization , 3

planning should be to provide the optimum organization The Customs Service is comprised of approximately 15,000 employees assigned i

for long term effectiveness in overall border control. to over 300 offices located throughoui the United States and at various over- %

This approach enhances control over all the border seas locations. A major reorganization in 1965 - 66 resulted in a signi?#i- ;

L threats (drugs, aliens, loss of revenue, gun smuggling, cant decentralization of mnna?ament control by establishing nine regional ol
etc.). offices, overlaying a regfonal structure upon existing district offices which I

* . previously had reported directly to Headquarters. Today there are 45 districts £

-- Congolidation of the agencies and functions should which supervise the activities nf 303 ports-of-entry located at airports, sea- i

be achieved through an umbrella management concept. ports and land border crossings. Additionally, we have Customs Attaches and E

The reorganizaton plan should provide a set of initial Representatives at ten foreign offices and Customs Military Advisors in four i

priorities, but allow the new Director some flexibility countries. §

in determining the internal structure of the new agency. . E

The following functions should receive high priority Severa} factors, including: the wide geographic dispersal of the organization; i

for early consolidation. the requirement that. enforcement and operatfional programs be coordinated among !

the several offices; the scope and complexity of functions performed; and the %

K

requirement that polictes and laws enforced by Customs be consistently applied;
have presentd formidable difficulties in assuring effective management and
control of Customs activities. In response to this challenge, in recent years
Customs has implemented several management improvements designed to enhance
communication, consistericy, coordination, and cooperation among Customs man-
agers. These fnnovations have included the restructuring of field activities
to conform to common geographic boundaries; the collocation of Principal Field
Officers in the same building in the regional headquarters city and the insti-
tution of regular meetings amon? them; the inftiation of annual conferences of
neiyhboring reginns for discussion of inter-regional enforcement and operational
programs; and the increase of emphasis on face-io-face meetings between key
headquarters and field managers.

1. Primary inspection at all ports.
2. Patrolling of the land borders.

S S Bk, s i

3. Operational support, particularly communications
and computer systams.

4. Management structure and administrative support.

T i

Customs Mission and Functions

The mission of the Customs Service is to collect the revenue from imports and
to enforce Customs and related laws. Customs administers the Tariff Act of
1930, as amended, and other Customs laws. Additionally, at ports-of-entiy,
Customs adninisters over 400 statutory or regulatory requirements for 40 other
agencies. Among the specifically assigned responsibilities are: properly f
assessing and collecting Customs duties, excise taxes, fees, and penatties due

T

[ . Sr v g s o - 1




,;i’/’?‘?z“%\ﬁm;:ymn-:»»-mw-' o

232

on imported merchandise; interdicting and seizing contraband, including nar-
cotics and illegal drugs; processing persons, baggage, cargo, and mail; ad-
ministering certain navigation laws; detecting and apprehending persons
engaged in fraudulent practices designed to circumvent Customs and related
laws; protecting American business and labor by enforcing statutes and reg-
ulations such as the Antidumping Act, countervailing duty law, copyright,
patent, and trademark provisions, quotas, marking requirements for imported
merchandise, etc.; cooperating with, and enforcing regulaiions of, numerous
other Government agencies relating to international trade, including collection
of import and export data for compilation of international trade statistics;
and enforcing requirements of other agencies for protection of the welfare
and security of the American people, including automobile safety and emission
control standards, counterfeit monetary instrument prohibitions, electronic
product radiation and radioactive material standards, flammahle fabrics
restrictions, pet quarantine regulations, and other fcod and drug and
hazardous substance prohibitions. At the border, Cust ms represents other
agencies, eliminating the need for these agencies to provide inspectional

personnel.

The activities performed by Customs in executing these responsibilities call
for increasingly sophisticated operational and enforcement techniques and

the application of a wide variety of skills and dispiclines. Utilization of
modern communications and computer technology enable Customs Inspectors and
Import Specialists to efficiently and effectively process the growing numbers
of travellers and volume of merchandise entering the United States each year.
Built-in safeguards and follow-up regulatory audits by Customs Auditors assure
that facilitation of merchandise processing does not increase the opportunity
for fraud. Application of state-of-the-art technology and equipment, in-
cluding operation of sophisticated enforcement communications systems, assures
integration of inspection and control; air, land, and sea patrol; and investi-
gations functions in an all-put attack on smuggling of narcotics and other
prohibited articles and on frauds against the revenue. This effort involves
coordination of such diverse activities as laboratory analysis; classification
and valuation of merchandise;. inspection of passengers; baggage ana cargo;
technical investigation; aircraft and watercraft operation; and police-type

patrol.

Customs External Involvements

Customs has an extensive involvement with other Government agencie.:, with out-
side commercial and policy organizations and trade associations, and with in-
ternational organizations and foreign Customs services.

In carrying out its revenue collection and enforcement functions, Customs
maintains working relationships with numerous agencies including the Inter-
national Trade Commission; the Internal Revenue Service; the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms; the Department of State; the Federal Bureau
of Investigations; the Drug Enforcement Administration; the Coast Guard;

the Federal Aviation Administration; and state and local officials. As a
consequence of its inspectional presence at ports-of-entry, Customs has been
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‘

charged with responsibility for enforcin

9, regulating, contr -
::‘ggﬁagsgaﬁgg:ﬂggsfun;:tions for other agencies, mogt notab?;]mg’lrjl?t}’;i::ggn
Aovicareeal ervice, the Public Health Service, and the Department of

In processing cargo, carriers, and c
! perscns, Customs maintains
¥ith ;he public, with importers, Customhouse brokers, 1mporterg?1;§sgg?::$t
reight forwarders, chambers of commerce and the media. onss

Customs emphasis on coordination and coo
] peration carries
gz::g;:t&g::l }gxolxeme?tsiif?s :1member of the Customs ngggrggfgneggzng:?W1ng
e simp cation and harmonization of Tdwi ’
cedures. Customs has ten foreign offices for th Yo prowsdsrs toms, pro-
with foreign Customs services and advise t Ppotent a exparenrs oy ding 1Haison
Saneoreion Cu conduseyaces an € to potential exporters to the Uni ted
‘ gn inquiries related to fraud 1
general smuggling, 111egal export violations and or neveee) facions,
curren -
lations. Under the auspices of the Cabinet Eommittee on°¥n3§r3§¥f§ﬁ;3tﬁa¥lgt-

and U. S. Customs Advisors provided assistan
ce and share exper
ggu?::ioﬁgzéom:s:$;:::§sin gxstgms ?lso participates on thePCag}:gtwg:;m?g:;e
» € cevelopment of programs to enha int
cooperative efforts to combat terrorism. The C Warly nese oral
heads of foreign customs services, and a resuTe, aoner has antypmeets with
ces, and as a result, Customs h ‘
several bilateral cooperative agreements with the gervices ofaZnsnggﬂﬁngZ:?

Importance of the Customs Program

Customs programs have a significant im

‘ pact on international H
ggtggﬁsgnigzggzé.ngrgoticz contro] and the smuggling of cont:;ggﬁd?ngntzzze]'
pat enVironment.' nd on domestic industry, agriculture, public health, and

Regarding trade policy, Customs i
c ‘ provides expert advice on farif
:2 ﬁgﬁs:ogﬂglg::g:eaggmgf::ting :f t:adg policy, agreements, ang T:;::;:t?gg
H 1ttees, to the Department of State, a d t
national Trade Commission, Customs also work "With the tostare”
Cooperation toumen s A 'KS as a member with the Customs
¥ and harmonize Customs procedu
oo S Ne 8 s ivedy stpart e of e st
N Act which is aimed at faciiitating i -
national trade and travel through institutio ot e
) n within U. S. Customs of mod
automated, business procedures in or proc.”
essing; and modern auditing technigsggvandise' revenue, and Passenger, proc-

Foreign Customs training pro
t grams - both here and abroad, inter -
sgizgﬁgo:e?gzgg:;ﬁ?p:ngigﬁher e“forcementdinformation. aﬁd espeg?::?;aglgge
1th our Mexican and Canadian counter i
off in increased narcotics enforcement effectiveness worldwgggfs have paid

oms g c b 0 »
CUSt m lakes a si nf 'Callt ontributi n to the nat]ona] revenue, col IECtl'lg
over $5 bil lion annuall y in duty, taxes » and fees on 3 nor ted n erchand ise

[
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Customs performs a significant service to domestic business and industry through
the administration of tariff laws and the enforcement of over 700 quotas. Customs
also enforce statutes and regulations related to patent, copyright, trademark,

and marking requirements. Additionally, the Service enforces antidumping and
countervailing duty regulations, conducting investigations which protect against
domestic sales of forelgn merchandise at less than fair value. Import statistics
collected by Customs and issued by the Bureau of Census are used in negotiating
trade agreements protective of American industry and labor,

Finally, the Customs Service, in enforcing the myriad provisions of law on behalf
of 40 Federal agencies performs services which safeguard American agriculture,
public health, and the environment. These laws and regulations relate to such
things as pest and plant and animal disease control, meat and other foor product
restrictions, drug and hazardous substance control, public health requirements
for entering the country, water pollution standards, electronic product radia-
tion standards, radioactive material restrictions, auto safety and emission
control standards, flammable frabic restrictions, arms and explosive prohibi-
tions, pesticide restrictions, counterfeit coins, currency reporting require-
ments and endangered species and wildlife protective measures.

Workload

In the 15 month period from July 1, 1975, through September 30, 1976, the U. S.

. Customs Service cleared 102,110,962 aircraft, vessels, and land carriers;

inspected 353,598,729 persons; processed 26,611,919 merchandise entries; col-
lected $6,369,607,621 with a return rate of $100 for each $6.60 expended; made
30,24) seizures of narcotics and dangerous drugs with a value of $770,724,906;
and made 86,480 seizures for other violations with a value of $188,015,455.

In addition, 654 special agents conducted 27,145 investigations.

The magnitude of those accomplishments is heightened when specifig areas of
Customs workload are compared with the resources available to process that
work.; For example, the 102,110,962 carriers and the 352,593,729 persons
were*cleared and inspected with a force of only 4,020 Customs inspectors:

a ratio of one inspector to every 25,400 carriers and 87,000 persons;
96,000 miles of border were patrolled by a force of 1,426 officers.
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Customs Response

¢ ice has
In an effort to meet this increasing workload, the Customs Serv
1:1t1ated the following programs which employ advances techno\ogyland
sophisticated methods for deploying scarce resources and manpower:

. Customs Accelerated Passenger Inspection System (CAPIS)

ustoms Accelerated Passenger Inspection System (CAPIS) is
Szgigned to increase passenger facilitation while providing
maximum revenue protection and optimal enforcement against the
introduction of narcotics, dangerous drugs, and other articles
into the United States in passenger baggage.

er processing rate of CAPIS results in better utilization
l?emgzggwerpand 1nspgctiona1 facilities, since more passengers
are able to move into and out of the area in a given time frame.
Pretiminary study further indicates that enforcement also im-
proves when the TECS query coupled with intensive examination
aspects of the system are utilized.

. Fraud Investigation Program

urrent indications are that fraud violations -- as just one
gomponent of the burgeoning white-collar crine problem con-
fronting the U.S. -- are on a sharp upswing. Investigations,
to date, have disclosed an increasing number of major fraud
cases involving country of origin violations, undervaluation,
dumping, etc., committed by large, multinational corporations
with multimillion dollar revenue losses to the Government.

[ZL The enactment of the Trade Act of 1974 is expected to only

¥ accelerate this trend.. In short, an increase in fraud violations
is expected to carry through FY 77 as a problem of national
significance.

. Cargo Security

the Customs Service established a Cargo Theft
;gelgzl;on Program to curb losses from international cargo
in Customs custody. GCustoms regulatory authority, and the
close proximity of Customs personnel to such cargo placed
Customs in a unique position to make a major contribution
to the reduction of theft and pilferage,

The program implemented by the Customs Service is designed to:

1. Minimize thefts frum international cargo in Customs
custody at ports of entry and its movement in-bond.

2. Combat organized crime involvement in cargo theft
and smuggling.
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. Treasury Enforcement Communications System

b
¥
4
]
¥

» TECS has been in operation since late 1969, Originally developed
to provide an automatic Jookout and mesiwiwsiiitching capability
for Customs, its success has fostered it$ wwzirall development
i¥§853 comprehensive Treasury Enforcement Ciwmunications System

. Contatner Program

To increase our protection against smuggling, a servicewide
program of selective examination of high-risk house-to-house
and pier-to-house container shipments has been in operation
since March 1975. Mobile inspection/examination teams make

S I P A N

their examinations at importers' premises or at other designated
examination sites requested by the importer or his agent. * s
. Regulatory Audit
. Sector Communications Systems and Regional Communications Centers '
The Regulatory Audit Program is designed to implement a Customs :
The Sector Communications Systems have proven to be a valuable compliance by selectivity approach. This approach s in con-
asset in providing administrative, tactical, and strategic trast to physically examining and individually processing each
support to the Customs enforcement mission. They have vastly importation. Under the Regulatory Audit Program, our 1imited :
enhanced the effect of both TECS and the products of the Enforce- resources are concentrated on the high payoff, high-risk trans- i
ment Systems Development and Evaluation Program. They have actions, and depend largely on importers and international |
also afforded our officers the degree of mobility and safety carriers to voluntarily comply with our requirements. ?
{ : which is essential to permit them to cover the thousands of !
miles of borders and coast lines and hundreds of designated . Integrated Interdiction: :
rts of entry. |
port entry = Tactical Interdiction [
Within the past two years, Customs has collocated the regional R {
management team in each of its nine regions in accordance with To protect the thousands of miles of borders, Custems has ]
the recommeniation of a study to improve the efficiency and implemented a tactical interdiction approach which employs |
the effectiveness of the Customs Service. Subsequently, it enforcement intelligence and mobility to place our units in |
was decided that further efficiency could be obtained by pro- the right spot at the right time. On the land borders,
. viding each regional management team with a total law enforce- especially the Southwest border, Customs employs an effective
! ment communications support facility in the form of a Regional electronic ground sensor surveillance system for monitoring
\ g Communications Center. These centers will contain complete radio activity in remote areas, mobile sensor reaction teams,
: and message center facilities; will serve as an integral part sophisticated communications systems, and a highly trained
of the enforcement activities of the region; will serve as staff of Customs patrol officers. Along the sea borders,
the focal point for all regional intelligence gathering and Customs has implemented a marine interdiction program to |
dissemination; and will provide duty officer support to the curb smuggling by small boats and private yachts as well as |
entire regional management team. to combat smuggling by vessels in international trade, which
is the regular tactic employed by smugglers to evade detection.
. Automated Merchandise Processing System (AMPS) - Adr Support Program
The Automated Merchi:dise Processing System (AMPS) is an on-
going program designed to improve nationwide the Customs In response to the escalating level of smuggling by private
Service supervision and control of $120 billian of imported aircraft across the nation's border, especially the Southern
merchandise entering the United States each year and collec- bgrdeg. the angress in 1969, authorized the establishment
tions of over $5 billion of dutiei and taxes. This prggrgm of a Customs Air Support Program.
consists of a variety of process improvements to many funda- .
mental Customs procedures, together with the application of Technologically, Customs has made enormous strides since
modern computer and communications technology to entry and acquiring eight surplus military aircraft in 1969. In addition 1
' revenue processing. Implementation of AMPS is enabling Customs }OfconsganELiggrovements in airborne radar and Forward Looking
i to meet the demands of increasing wo:kload andiresponsib111ties t:azi;ﬁg éus;ectcgﬁiglgzt1eéﬁsgg;2 :::ddggglg:;gC::"g]?ﬂgmpor
: with Timited resources while increasing operating efficiency. tant support system to assist the air interdiction units. The
| supporting systems include the Treasury Enforcement Communica-
i tions System (TECS), the Private Aircraft Reporting System (PAIRS),
and the recent breakthrough in inplementing an interagency
agreement with the military and the Federal Aviation Administra- i
tion for long-range radar coverage. s ;
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To deal with the multitude of problem related to interdicting
air smuggling, Customs has undertaken a systematic approach
to effectively diminish the inherent advantages enjoyed by
the air smuggler.

- Detector Dog Program

The Detector Dog Program is an integral part of the overall
Customs tactical interdiction program which concentrates on

drug smuggling. The program was developed to meet a require-
ment for an effective low unit cost method of screening in-
coming mail, cargo and vehicles. Netector dogs were first
introduced to the U.S. Customs Service on wide scale in
September 1970, and were initially trained only in the detec-
tion of marijuana and hashish. Since then, their training has
been extended to the detection of heroin and cocaine and they
have become an integral part of the total Customs enforcement
effort. Detector dog teams, consisting of a dog and handler,
are assigned and utilized at Customs. international matil
facilities, cargo docks and terminals, at international airports,
where they screen unaccompanied baggage and cargo, and at border
and seaports, screening cargo, unaccompanied baggage, ships and
other carriers.

- Neutrality Program

Customs has assigned a top priority to stopping the 11legal
import and export of arms and munitions across this nation's
borders. Arms smuggling during the past year has been 1inked
to t:a IRA and organized crime groups in this country as well
as others.

Customs has deployed additional patrol officers, specfal agents,
and inspectors throughout Southwest border areas to counter this
traffic -- and dramatic results have been achieved. Over 41,000
guns, implements of war, and other weapons were seized during

FY 76 with an appraised value in excess of $300,000.

- Contraband Detection Systems

Customs enforcemant programs call for the timely fmplementation
of technological advancements such as the electro/chemical nar-
cotic vapor detection. This instrument was recently developed
and is in the process of field testing and evaluation.

Customs has developed a pilot model of the vapor detection
apparatus that detects the major prohibited drugs -- heroin,
cocalne, hashish, and marijuana -- and in addition detects
explosives commonly used by today's terrorists. Several con-
figuratfons have been developed which allow the basic detectors
to efficiently examine passengers, baggage, and mail parcels.

AR L ATt
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- Private Aircraft/Yacht Reporting System

In order to respond to the enforcement problems resulting from
private aircraft clandestinely entering the United States from
areas south of the United States, special requirements and
procedures were instituted to control such aircraft.

A similar system, but directed at private yachts, is now
operating in the Florida-Gulf area. A major weakness of this
reporting system is the statutory 24-hour grace period per-
mitted private yachts before reporting. An immediate report-
ing requirement would greatly improve our effactiveness against
smuggling by private yachts.

- Vessel Violation Frofile System

The Vessel Violation Profile System {VvPS) was developed

to maintain complete and accurate records on the activities

of commercial vessels. A1l violations or suspected viola-
tions of law and/or regulation as well as intelligence and
lookout data on such violations fall within the scope of

VVPS. Sources of information contained in a vessel record
include Search and Seizure Reports, Penalty Notices, Memorandum
of Information Received, and Reports of Investigation. Active
liaisons are maintained with other Federal agencies and with
foreign governments for the purpose of obtaining data from
report documents which is input at Customs Headquarters.
Customs officers may directly input information of immediate
importance such as lookouts or positive search reports on
vessels engaged in coastwise movements.

- Currency Program

Since money is the single common denominator to all smuggling
actions -- narcotics trafficking, arms and munitions, boats,
autos, aircraft, and general merchandise -- Custams has
launched a major effort to aggressively enforce the Currency &
Foreign Transactions Reporting Act against the illegal import
or export of currency and monetary instruments.

The intensified enforcement of the Currency Act may be one of
this country's most powerful weapons against narcotics traffic
and all other forms of smuggling. This view was reinforced in

a recent Presidential message to Congress in which it was

noted 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. The White House Domestic Council's White Paper on_Drug
Abuse also recommended that Customs adopt this strategy to pro-
vide lateral support tc DEA in a coordinated attack against major
traffickers.

Organization and Budget

' -

Customs appropriation for FY 77 was $359,190,000. The attached chart depicts
the Customs organizational structure.
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APPENDIX B

IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE

|
{
. Background '
(l
— The Immigration and Naturalization Service (18NS} is responsible for |
i administering and enforcing the immigration and nationality laws of the |
United States to insure that persons entering into or remaining in the |
United States are entitled to do so. The tmmigration and nationality laws ]
have been structured to encourage the flow of temporary visitors across i
our borders, promote family reunification, supply skills and knowledges ‘
which are lacking here, and continually revitalize the United States with :
infusions of people yearning to participate in the economic and social free-
dom we enjoy. Because our resources are limited and because our population
. can accommodate only a small portion of those who wish to come, Congress
placed limitations on the numbers which may be admitted for permanent resid-
ence and provided for a system of controls on those who come temporarily
to insure that they depart from the U.S. within the time period authurized.
. In the past fifteen years, the problem of 11legal immigration has
grown far beyond the capabilities of the present staff of I&NS to handle
it. Decades ago the problem of 1legal aliens was largely confined to the
agricultural sectors of the border areas. Today illegal aliens have spread
throughout the United States in large numbers taking jobs in factories,
:ons;.ruction. and service industries, az well as in agriculture. They :re
fr—————e ATES CUSTOMS SERVICE found in New York, Chicage, Detroit, and Seattle as well as in the South-
UN'TEDo%Lmozmonmm west border ar a.,", The cup'je‘nt\ ‘ﬂl,géal alien population has been estimated.
__________________ at 6 to B mil11dn*persons’with: more than one million additional 1llegal
OFFICE OF THE <aliens being added annua)ly. With a current force of 9,473 people and $245
Srrey COUNSEL! . mil1ion, 18N$.has, apprehended almost one million 111egal aliens and refused
DBEPUTY COMMIBSIONER T ! admission at ports’ to almost another million in the last fiscal year, while
PET—— continuing to provide benefits and services.
CHIEF
couNsKLY Resources
Because of increasing national awareness of and concern about the
r T | 1 1 1 growing 111egal alien problem in the United States, I&NS, since 1973, has
brFice oF received significant increases in resources.
OFPICE OF ‘oFPICE OF ENPORCEMENT
ADBIETBATION Srinavions | —1 vEsTiaaTions CURGUNGE 1) r—wreanaL aceains ® Fiscal Year 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
. , & Valve Intarnal Audlts Law Enforcament Positions 7 .682 7 ,982 8 .082 8 ,832 9.473
”‘""&'::‘.L:"""" “""&m‘;;"m Genare) ey Otvision Divislan Systems Olvivion Dollars{000) 137,484 165,186 181,320 213,609 244,615 '
. i
v o e o s | | |V | | sanste oo | N Hission and Organization !
. The Immigration and Naturalization Service {I&NS) has the dual mission
Logiutics Managamant Techales) Sorvican ingiton S oonen Sovsan, T Crenen of providing services and benefits to the pub)ic and enforcing the law,
Bivision Division tylien A primarily against illegal entry into the country and violation of status
Agcounting Oivision L‘::j?:‘n:ﬁ;:mu ﬂw
| Qparatians Diviston | —-.! Cuttams Attaches l e
Budget anc Planning AM'&;::;:""
Otuen =1 ' senior Customs LS B-1
N Reprassntstives
Bnuni:l:a:z;;unny Patro} Division | l.‘::::::rmmu.t%mnrmmn-ummn.nnvmw;.
Passiant Crist Countal for Curiomy Cows Litigatinn Mstienes at N,Y, fof lal.
190 wilh Cuslom acting, Civil Diviion, Dept, of Juitics,
Pustic Attaln A S R S s .
L » ’ ! "
3| | e ooty | ol imonen]| [ oS, | [ RS
I
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1y, this includes the inspection of

persons to determine their admissibility into the U.S.; adjudication of
requests for benefits under the law; prevention of illegal entry into the
U.S.: investigation, apprehension, and removal of aliens in this country
in violation of law; and the examination of applicants wishing to become
citizens through naturalization. To respond to this dual mission, I&NS
has organized into the three major functional areas of Enforcement, Exam-
inations and Management. (See attached organization chart.) 1&NS has a
central officc, four regional offices, 34 districts in the U.S., three
districts in foreign countries and 21 Border Patro) sectors. Nine of the
sectors are on the Southwest land border, one in the San Joaquin Valley,
two on the Gulf and Florida coasts, and nine on the Northern border.

after legal admission. Specifica

Functions

There are two major I&NS functions of a service nature:
and Naturalization.

Adjudications

18NS must make decisions on some 31 different types of applications
for benefits under the immigration laws. These include applications by
aliens temporarily in the United States who desire extension of their
authorized stay, a change from one temporary status to another, or an
adjustment to permanent resident status; applications for certain docu-
ments required by law; requests filed by a prospective employer, or by an
alien's close relative who is a citizen or permanent resident of the
United States to permit the alien to immigrate to this country; and

many others.

Adjudications

Naturalization

jmately 200,000 persons unnually have been
ceedings held in Federal and State courts,
fons for the granting or denial of citizen-
ks of persons who have applied

In recent years approx
granted U.S. citizenship. At pro
Service officers make recommendat
ship following interviews and background chec
and have met the legal requirements.

1&NS officers also must pass upon applications for Certificates of Citi-
zenship from persons who claim to have acquired U.S. citizenship through one
of several ways: birth abroad to citizen parents; through the natura)ization
of one or both parents, or through marriage, prior to September 22, 1922, to
a U.S. citizen. 1&NS has four major functions of an enforcement nature:
Inspections, Border Patrol, Investigations, and Detention and Deportation.
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Inspections

Operating at air, land and sea ports of entry into the United Sta
;Tm:gration tnspectors examine each person seeking admission to the Un?iza
isatﬁs :o determine if he 1s admissible under the immigration laws. This

: e first contact an applicant for admission has with a representative
of the Government of the United States. The immigration inspectors must
conduct their inspections quickly enough so that the entry of U.S. citi-
::":ﬁ bonafige immigrants, tourists, and other nonimmigrants is facilitated.

L e same time they must be able to identify and reject aliens who are hot
? missible under the law, such as terrorists and other criminal elements.

hey must be especially alert for the increasing number of aliens who seek
:: enter this country ostensibly as temporary visitors or students, with

fe :ct?al intention of remaining here permanently and working in violation
:ndtcgun::;fe12e¥m$¥;:a:§sg gedazsrtt:o the increasing use of fraudulent

on an e
Inftod Stares citrmamaiio ntity documents, and false claims to

Several levels of alien control programs are geared to the vi
inspection function. Bordoer crossers are screenedgprior to th: 1s::lnggr:f
t?e:r identity cards, and the border crossing privilege may be cancelled if
violations are found during inspections or after entry when encounters are
made with Border Patrol or investigative personnel. Individual controls
regarding length of stay and permission to work are placed upon approximately
seven million nonimmigrant visitors each year. Annual address report and
change of address reporting requirements follow the alien residing in the
United States untt] he becomes naturalized or departs.

Border Patrol

The United States Border Patrol, founded in 1924, is an elite
highly trained, uaiformed officers which guards our lénd borderstanzoaz?fognd
Florida coasts between ports of entry with the primary mission of preventing
the entry of persons without inspection and detecting and apprehending those
who have eluded our first line of defense. These officers are trained exten-
sively not only in immigration and criminal law but also in the Spanish lan-
guage. The Border Patrol operation involves the gathering of information in
adjacent foreign areas, actual watch of river, land and coastal border, check
of transportation, traffic check on highways leading ¥rom the border, obser-
vatfon by aircraft, and checks of farms, ranches and in industries in the
?g;ds;o?::g;s I:ea:::;:; glso hgnd}es criminal prosecution of immigration
nds, and, in some cases,
violations arising at ports of entry. s+ handles sinfiar crininel

The smuggling of altens has become a lucrative business, posing a
threat to efforts to reduce the flow of {1legal aliens and resﬁltlng in a
heavy traffic in human flesh. Apprehension of smuigglers and smuggled aliens
has increased dramatically fn recent years, but large profits associated
with alien smuggling continue to generate increased activity.
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Because of the extensiveness of our border (6,000 miles of land border,
plus over 2,000 miles patrolled along the GuIf and Florida coasts) and the
limited number of agents, the Border Patrol must employ sophisticated tech- .
nology to extend the effoctiveness of its officers and give it mobility,
good communication and i1legal entry detection capabilities. To this end
the Border Patro) operates fixed wing afrcraft and helicopters, a complex
and sensitive remotely controlled sensor system, a communication system
1inking the entire border, and repair and maintenance facilities for a
vehicles, radios, and eiectronic equipment. Border Patrol agents, while
pursuing their primary mission of immigration law enforcement, also appre-
hend vinlators of other laws and intercept mil1ions of dollars worth of
narcotics, arms, ammunition and cther contraband and identify ard appre-
hend vendors and purchasers of fraudulent documents on which to base claims
to legal status or U.S. citizeaship, either for 11legal immigration or other
border related 11legal activities.

Investigations

18NS employs approximately 900 criminal investigators who conduct
case work investigations involving fraud and other violations of {mmigra=-
tion law, and also apprehend 117egal aliens in the cities and elsewhere away
from border areas. Aiiwng the Investigators functions is the detection of com-
plex fraudulent schemes to circumvent the immigration laws. These include
sham marriages to citizens or Tawful residents of the U.S. and the use of
altered, forged, counterfeit or fraudulently obtatned visas, passports,
birth certificates, and other documents. Investigators also develop material
used in prosecution involving violation of the immigration and nationality laws
and related statutes such as those relating to the making of false statements
in immigratfon or naturalization matters; the unlawful bringing in, transport-
ing or harboring of aliens; and the making of false claims to citizenship,
In addition to performing these functions at interior locations, criminal
investigators are stationed at selected northern and southern ports of eatry
to respend to suspected criminal violations disclosed during the inspection

process.

Detention and Deportation

The Detentton and Deportation division supports the Border Patrol and
Investigations by controlling apprehended aliens from the time of apprehension
through removal from the United States. This is accomplished through an
extensive alien detention, transportation and removal network.

Other Functions

I&NS has numerous other functions which are interwoven fnto the fabric
of our major service and enforcement programs. These include an extensive
records and public information program; exclusion and deportation hearing I
programs; the intelligence program; the Alien Documentation, Identification
and Telecommnication (ADIT) program and others.
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Interagency Cooperation

Border management and control is a complex operation involving a large
number of federal, state and local It 1s basically an enforcement activity to
control the passage of people and gonds of all types in accordance with laws ;
and regulations, Agencies involved in the border management and contro) func- P
tions have consistently been faced with the groblems of limited resources and T
budgets, making interagency cooperation for effective border enforcement a

necessity,

The Immigration and Naturalizatfon Service, the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration and the U.S. Customs Service, the three key agencies having principal
roles in law enforcement in the border area, foce common problems and cooperate
closely for effective border control.

18NS/Customs

18NS Inspections coordinates its primary inspection operations with Cus-
toms at land border ports of entry where Immigration and Customs officers are
cross designated, to perform both functions. Interaction is taking place
between Customs and I1&NS fn the development of the I&NS Alien Documentation,
Identification and Telecommnications System. A Memorandum of Understanding
was signed by I&NS and Customs in April 1975,

18NS/DEA

18NS coordinates closely with DEA in exchange of mutually responsive
intelligence data and in some joint field operations. Drug seizures and relat-
tng apprehensions by Border Patro} agents, and I&NS investigators, are turned
over to DEA for disposition. I&NS inspectors turn over Grug seizures to Customs i
at the ports. These seizures are then turned over to DEA by Customs. Opora- '
tional agreements have beun in force since November 29, 1973. I

18NS and DEA share operational duties for the E) Paso Intelligence Center i
(EPIC), an interagency center which collects, analyzes and disseminates ir:for- !
mation regarding drug trafficking and 111egal alien activity alony the U.S. ;
borders. 18NS maintains all narcotics trafficking lookouts at ports for EPIC. X
EPIC participants also include Customs, FAA, ATF and Coast Guard. !

18NS/FBI

18NS Inspections and Investigations cooperate with the FBI relating to
smuggled criminals and potential subversives and terrorists, and mintain
thousands of FBI lookouts at ports of entry and 1&NS offices at their request.
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14NS/State and Local Agencies

Local law enforcement agencies account for the greatest number of non- #
I&NS il1legal alien apprehensions. Therefore, both Investigations and Border
Patrol coordinate their activities with thase agencies for maximum efficiency
i in border enforcement.

L&NS/ATF ar

I&NS Investigations and Border Patrol cooperate with the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms when violations within the jurisdiction of that

agency are encountered.

Accomplishiments

In the face of evermounting pressure from the flood of illegal aliens
who wish to gain entry into the United States and continuing shortages of per-
sonnel, the Immigration and Naturalization Service has responded with increas-
ingly sophisticated technology coupled with time-proven skills to stem the flow.
Even though I&NS apprehends and prevents entry of almost two million illegal
aliens a year, it is estimated that an additional million evade our defenses
at and between ports and join the illegal alien population which is currently

N
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° ‘ estimated at six to eight million, with three to four million employed. Because
of the severe impact that this population has on unemployment, I&NS has targeted " v . N
its interior operations on illegal aliens holding well-paying jobs. . "
As a by-product of I&NS's enforcement efforts to intercept all persons e
entering the U.S. across the land borders between the ports of entry and as ;
a result of our presence in primary inspection at ports of entry, 1&NS inter- -
cepts large quantities of marijuana, narcotics, dangerous drugs and other e COMMISSIONER
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APPENDIX C

IIRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION

I. BACKGROUND:

On July 1, 1973, the DEA was established under the provisions of
Reorganization Plan # 2. DEA was charged with the responsibility
of enforcing and implementing the Controlled Substances Act of
1970. These duties encompass the investigation and suppression
of the illegal importation and domestic trafficking in illiecit
controlled substances and the licensing and regulation of the
pharmaceutical industry in the U.S.

The President's Reorganization Plan # 2 of 1973 nerged the Bureau

of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs (BNDD), the Office of Drug Abuse

Law Enforcement (ODALE), the Office of National Narcotic Intelli-
ice (ONNI), the drug investigative and intelligence functions of

the Bureau of Customs and a major segment of the W:ite House Office

of Science and Technology. BNDD had been created by Reorganization

Plan # 1 (1968) which merged the Federal Bureau of Narcotics (FEN)

and the Bureau of Drug Abtuse Control (BDAC). The reorganization

and sreation of DEA continued trends to consolidate the Federal drug

investigative efforts within the U.S. Department of Justice.

The cornerstone of DEA's authority and responsibility is the
Controlled Substances Act (CSA) of 1970. This act incorporated

the provisions of more than 55 previously-existing Federal narcotic
and dangerous drug laws; it provides a ccmprehensive framework for
the regulation of certain narcotic and non-narcotic psychotropic
drugs in order to reduce the illicit diversion of these substances
to non-medical or non-scientific users; and it provides the Attorney
General with the express authority to enforce its provisions, DEA
is the lead Federal agency charged by law with responsibility for
investigations pertaining to narcotic and dangerous drug violations.

II. MISSION:

DEA's mission is to enforce the U.S. drug laws and to bring to
Justice those organizations and principal members of those organiza-
tions involved in lllicit drug activities. (An illicit drug activity
is one that involves the cultivation, manufacture or distribution

of drugs appiaring in or destined for the U.S. illicit market).
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DEA also provides information, technical assistance, and guidance
to its state, local and foreign counterparts and other Federal
and international organizations.

Specifically, the DEA:
1. Investigates and prosecutes major drug violators;

2. Regulates the legal manufacturing and distribution
of controlled substances;

3. Manages a national narcotic intelligence system;

4, Under the guidance of ODAP and the State Department,
operates all programs associated with drug law
enforcement officials in foreign countries;

5. Coordinates and cooperates with state and local
agencies in investigations of drug offenses;

6. Supports the overall drug suppression effort with
training, enforcement expertise, intelligence,
research, sclence/techriology and other activities;

7. DEA cooperates with thelUnit.ed Nations, Interpol
and other organizations with mutual interests in
international drug control-suppression interests.

8. Coordinates and supports non-enforcement activities
designed to reduce drug availability.

III. RESOURCES:

During Fiscal Year 1977, DEA will carry out its mission using

a total appropriation of $168,263,000 and complement of

4,365 employees, 2,117 of which are criminal investigators

(172 stationed in foreign countries). DEA is an organization
consisting of a national office and 13 domestic regions with an
accompanying 94 district offices. In addition, there are six forelign
regions supporting some 62 foreign district offices which represent
DEA in 40 foreign countries.

IV. FUNCTIONS:

These resources are deployed in a broad, multi-faceted attack

on the channels and individuals supplying narcotics and dangerous
drugs to the illicit market in the United States. The DEA effort
is worldwide, with stress on eliminating the sources of illicit
drugs and disrupting the highest levels of the traffic, through
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1 intelligence gathering/dissemination and law enforcement actions. 1. Substantive‘ cases, in which detailed investigation
; The Drug Enforcement Administration has adopted as a management of a subject's modus operand!, surveillance of hiy
; tool, a program designed to evaluate, target and immobilize .. operation activit 1es, the recruitment of kmowlegeabile
significant narcotic traffickers operating throughout the world. informants and und ercover approaches which lead to tre
. This system assesses traffickers and their organizations on a arrest of the trafficker and seizure of evidenge of R
; geographical/quantitative/qualitative format and ranks violators narcotics trafficking, .
! numerically as to their relative importance within a sp?ciﬁed > oo
i drug category. A Class I violator being the most significant - @ . nspiracy cases, in which the elements of past ¢
B a Class IV the least important. G-DEP provides DEA with a means trafficking are éar'eﬁdly delineated and sugstanmtia tgdics
: by which resource allocations can be prioritized and subsequently through documentary evidence and testimony.
evaluated. . .
3. Task Force approaches which combine the resources
In carrying out its functions, DEA works to accomplish the available at all levels of Federal/State/local lay 1
‘ following: enforcement agencies which then interact and impact narcotic
trafficking at all levels of activity.
H 1., Limitation of cultivation/productign of legt:g.ate 5 o
but abuseable pharmaceuticals to those quantities . Spscial projeocts and central tactical units whieh
required for the practice of medicine. to provide flexibility in strikire ot iy identi?‘ir:dused
: groups, as these organizations generally t
| 2. Elimination of illicit cultivation/production on established regional boundary Jﬁisdicti’ons'afsﬁﬁﬁisﬁi‘i
. a global basis of narcotics and dangerous drugs. ‘ - and foreign. -t
L 3. Disruption of international routes and foreign Abroad, where DEA has no urisdictional :
. staging areas prior to the entry of narcotics into methods are employed su chJas: . onal authority, additional o
. the smuggling pattern aimed at the United States. &
‘ i 1. Providing timely and accurate operational i o
; 4, Disruption of organized efforts to smuggle narcotics which permits foreign otic ‘e)nforc:mngnt gézll;gggngg q
" N i and dangerous drugs through the United States ports and interdict and Suppresslmco.cntroned o ement ag :
S borders by means of coordinating intellige:rlme acguired . ?
; through overseas operations with domestic law enforcemen 2. Providing substantive and documen evidence ob 4 E
, investigations. - -:Y DEA in Ehe United States which enables foreign govgmments -3
: 0 prosecute source of sy narcotic t 4
; 5. Suppression of the domestic traffic in controlled respective countries. pply ¢ traffickers in their ' g
i substances, whether produced in the United States or . f
illicitly imported from abroad. 3. gog.gigg t;;ining, technical assistance and other resources o
: orelgn countries in enforc ’
; 6. Cooperation with state and local law enforcement agencies narcotic traffic. ing and suppressing the :
; to insure a continuity of enforcement actions at all levels
; of narcotic trafficking activity. 4. Upon the request of host countries assists in investigations
to the extent possible under operational agreements and §
To engage successfully in such prograins conducted in diverse . @uidelines. i
geographic areas requires an array of tec}j'fniqﬁs tg;; must be ™
loyed selectively and flexibly. Additionally, DEA maximizes ese techniques require several essentia
; imtg strength by drawing upon foreign law enforcement agencies in including: ' 1 support activities
, ! the international fight against narcoties. . ‘
o + An intelligence program and data base which
i The following approaches are illustrative of the methods used to exchange of DEA information with other Fede,g?"ggte
! immobilize major traffickers and their organization structures: local and foreign law enforcement agencies. ’ ’
3
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2. Training programs for domestic and foreign law enforcement
officers at the DEA Headquarters as well as regionally in
the U.S. and overseas. These programs assist these officers
in raising their individual and collective levels of enforce-
ment and intelligence expertise and familiarizing the officers
with the mission and resources capabilities of DEA. ‘These
programs also enhance DEA's working relationships with state
and local officers and assist foreign countries in developing
cooperative techniques and enforcement methodologys.

3. A network of forensic laboratories and othep scientific
programs which support not only the DEA enforcement and
intelligence programs, but also those of cooperating
foreign -and domestie narcotics law enforcement agencies.

V. COORDINATION:

Prug control, being ihe multi-faceted ondeavor that it is, requires
not only the efforts of DEA, but also the cooperation of many other
agencies, including foreign, state and loeal police; the Departments
of State, Treasury, Transportation, Agriculture, and Health,
Education and Welfare; and other agencies within the Department of

Justice.

DEA interfaces with foreign police under the auspices of the State
Department by providing these agencies with intelligence and
guidance. A works closely with the State Department's Narcotic
Control Coordinators who are assigned to the U. S. embassies in
nations that either produce drugs or are used as transit points in
the international drug traffic.

The most comprehensive foreign cooperative drug control program is
the joint program with Mexico. DEA has developed, expanded and
improved the Mexican effort to eradicate illicit poppy cultivation
and fully supports the Mexican drug investigative efforts,

DEA domestic cooperative efforts involve:

1. U.S. Customs Service. Narcotics intelligence is exchanged
between DEA and the U.S. Customs Service at the field level,
DEA provides monthly to Customs, a computer tape with all
new information on DEA Class I, II and III violators. In
most DEA Regions, a Customs Patrol Officer is assigned
to the Regional Intelligence Unit. DEA narecotics
intelligence is designed to assist the U.S. Customs Service
in their interdiction of illegal drugs at or between the u.s.
ports and borders., DEA operational agreements in this regard
have been in force since December 11, 1975. DEA in turn
responds to Customs narcotic interdictions at or near our

U.S. ports and borders.
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2. Interna) Revenue Service (IRS). The IRS has agreed to

:r}:o r::;nb:;'s of bgtin agencies at the field level.
v utions and investigations have
s increased efforts and reigﬁlts. Proceeded with

their informants not only on matter pertaining to drug

to the FBI for their assistance in apprehensions.

4. Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS)

+ The D
coordinates closely with INS not only by exchanging =
the INS, Operational agreements have b
since November 29, 1973. 78 been in force

5. EL Pago Intelligence Center (EPIC).* This Joint center

EPIC. This center collects, analyzes and disseminates

responsibilities,

B Ve T M
MMJWm\wmJ&Amwmamw&m&w&m&mxﬂz&wﬂmwmmi‘z?iﬂtﬁm '

nutually-responsivs intelligence, but also by respondi
to notices of drug seizures and a'pprehensiong ef‘f‘g:tedngy

DEA, INS and Customs participate in the Interagency Dp
Intelligence Group/Mexico thus providing INS and Cﬂstorrug

T g
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devote resources against major narcotics violators, Since

gram agre
in July 1976, DEA has been providing the IRS listi £
high-level drug violators, and meetings have been ggzdgcted
IRS

3. Federal Bureay of Investigation (FBI), DEA agents question

trafficking activities, but also other violations of F

) ederal
law such as bank robberies, terrorism, ete. This 1nfonna:ion
is then forwarded to the FBI, In addition, DEA submits
hames and pertinent data of all DEA Clags I drug fugitives

INS, and Coast Guard Liaison/coordination with ¢
. ustoms
FAA, ATF is accomplished by representatives assigned to '

information regarding ‘drug movement and ille

2l alien activit
along the torder, e.g., EPIC produces 1,115 coples of g weekl;s:
bulletin of which 335 go to Customs, The center is currently
expanding its intelligence exchange with foreign intelligence
services as well as domestic state law enforcement organizations,

requested to participate in the newl formed Asian He
Working Group. Participation in thege groups pemts’ggl’nt
products. Thege programs are designed to provide Strategic
and tactical intelligence on a timely basis to aid and assist
the interdiction agencies in performing their duties and
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VI. ACHIEVEMENIS:

DEA functions within a worldwide social, economic, and political
system in which the variable performance of other governments and
agencies greatly affect the application of DEA's enforcement efforts,
and the total impact on the U.S. supply reduction efforts. Certain
objective statistical measures of performance may be cited which
either directly or indirectly reflect the value of the agency's
activity. It is of utmost importance that the quality and strategic
significance of the application of DEA's efforts be understocd in
connection with the interpretation of these statistical measures.
Therefore, it is necessary to consider the significance of the
violators arrested and not simply their number. It is necessary to
consider the strategic significance of eradication efforts in Mexico
and other countries which have an impact on the overall supply and
availability of illicit drugs in the U.S. Finally, it is important
to realize the foreign drug enforcement efforts reflect the training,
expartise, and stimulus provided by DEA personnel with the diplomatic

assistance of the Department of State.
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APPENDIX F

U.S. Coast Guard

BACKGROUND

The Coast Guard is the nation’s primary maritime 1aw enforcement
agency. It i{s the only federal agemcy with plenary juriediction over
all violations of federal laws upon the high seas and waters ovér which
the United States has Jurisdiction: These waters include the internal
waters of the United States; the 3 mile territorial sea; the 12 mile
contiguous zone for customs and iomigration; the 200 mile fisheries
consarvation zone; and the high seas beyond the territorial gea.

14 USC 2 states that the Coast Guard shall enforce or assist in the
enforcement of all applicable Federal laws upon the high seas and
waters subject to the jurisdiction of the United States and under

14 USC 89 the Coast Guard may make inquiries, examinations, inspections,
searches, seigzures, and arrests to enforce thosa laws. For such
purposes, commissioned, Warrant, and petty officers may at any time go
on board any vessel subject to the Jurisdiction, or to the operation of
any law of the United States, address inquiries to those on board,
exanine the ship’s documents and papers, and examine, inspect, and

and seize the vessel if g breach of the lgws of the United States has
occurred. In addition to the authority outlined above, sections

14 USC 143 and 19 usc 1401(¢1) designate Coast Guard commissioned,
warrant, and petty officers as “officers of the customs." Under

14 USC 141 the Coast Guard may, when so requeated by proger authority,
utilize 1te personnel and facilities to aseist any Fecleral agency,
State, Tarritory, possession, or poiitical subdivision thereof, or
the District of Columbia, to perform any activity for which such
personnel and facilities are especially qualified. The Coast Guard
may also avail itself of the facilities and personnel of the organi-
zations listed above.

M1SSIONS

The Coast Guard hail several primary missions and most Coast Guard
facilitias, vessels, aind aircraft are multi-mission: a buoy tender on
an Aida=-to=-Navigation mission may conduct law enforcement boardings of
pleasure craft and fishing vessels; an aircraft on pollution patrol
may also be looking for esuspect vessels. In like fashion, a Marine
Inspector checking a vessel’s seaworthiness may uncover a customs
violation,

Enforcement of Laws and Treaties. The objective is to protect and
preserve the natural resources and national interest on or under the
territorial waters, contiguous zone, and special interest ereas of
the high seas by ali apropriate means including the enforceuaent of
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international agreements and Federal laws except for those relating to
pollution, traffic control and port and vessel safety. This includes
but 1s not limited to the enforcing of federal laws and international
agreements related to fisheries, the protection of marine mammals,

the exploitation of naturul resources, and the smuggling of narcotics
and illegal aliens.

Port Safety and Security. This mission is to safeguard the nation’s
waterways, port facilities and vessels, persons, and property in the .
vicinity of the ports from accidental or intentional destruction,

damage, loss or injury. It is also to protect the navigable waters

and adjacent shore areas of the United States, and the adjacent

resources from environmental harm.

Search and Rescue. The purpose of this mission is to minimieze loss of
life, injury, and property damage by rendering aid to pesons and pro-
perty in distress on, over, and under the high seas and waters under
the jurisdiction of the United States. This includes cooperation with
other governmental organizations (Federal, State, and local) to carry
out activities in the international sphere where appropriate in

furthering national policy, and to assure efficient utilization of public

resources.

Marine Environmental Protection. 'The purpose is to maintain or improve
the quality of the marine environment. Also of major concern is to
minimize the danger caused by pollutants discharged into the marine
environment by endeavoring to provide efficient, coordinated, and
effective action in response to the discharges of oil or hazardous
substances into the waters of the coastal area.

Commercial Vessel Safety. The objective is to minimize deaths, personal
injuries, and property loss or damage associated with vessels and other
facilities engaged in commercial, scientific or exploratory activity

in the marine environment. This is pursued through the administration
of federal laws, the development and enforcement of Federal standards,
and implementation of international agreements.

Boating Safety. The purpose is to minimize the risk of loss of life,
personal injury, and property damage assotiated with the use . £
recreational boats to provide the boaters with maximum safety in the
nation’s waterways. In addition, Coast Guard boating safety personnel
conduct liaison with the States, train State personnel, and coordinate
Federal/State programs to assist effective State participation in
boating safety programs.

Military Preparedness. The objective is to maintain the Coast Guard
as an effective and ready armed force which is prepared for and
immediately responsive to assigned tasks in time of peace, war, or
national emergency.

s
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Ice Operations. The purpose is to facilitate U.S. maritime transportazion,
scientific research, and other activities in the national interest. This
is accomplished by providing icebreaking service on icebound domestic
wnte::iand 1n1polar regions of interest to the United States, and by
providing assistance to other governmental agencies in th r

flooding caused by ice accumulation. * © prevention of

Marine Science Activities, The objective is to conduct the International
Ice Patrol; to improve marine environmental measurement and prediction

in furtherance of the Search and Rescue, Marine Enviromental Protection
Ice Operations, and other Coast Guard programs; and to assist other '
Government agencies and non~Federal scientifie organizations in support
of national marine science objectives.

Alds to Navigation. The purpose 1s to facilitate the safe and expeditious
passage of marine traffic in coastal areas, inland waterways, and harbors
in order to enhance the utility of national waterways for commercial
recreational, public, and private users. In addition, this program is

to provide a continuous, accurate, all-weather position fixing capability
for marine and air traffic.

ORGANIZATION

. The Coast Guard is organized into twelve districts vhich emcompass
all 50 states, U.S. territories, and possessions. East Coast and Gulf
districts are under the operational control of Commander, Atlantic Area
while West Coast districts are under the operational control of '
Commander, Pacific Area. Within each Coast Guard district, the District
Commander controls all operations. If operations cross district
boundaries, the cognizant Area Commander normally assumes operational
control. The locatjons and areas of responsibility of the Area and
District commands are depicted on the chartlet attached.

RESOURCES

Personnel. The Coast Guard as of 31 March 1977 had 37,068 military and
6,532 civilian personnel to carry out and support Coast Guard operations.

Vessels. The Coast Guard has 253 cutters over 65 feet in length and

approximately 1800 smaller vessels,

Alrcraft. The Coast Guard has 24 air stations located throughout the

country and Puerto Rico to provide aviation assets in support of Coast
Guard operations. There are 55 fixed wing aircraft (C-130, HU-16E, C-131)
and 115 helicopters (HH=-524, HH-3F),
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Shore Units. The Coast Guard has Bases, Marine Safety Offices, Depots,

Port Safety Stations, Search and Rescue Stations, and various other
shore units throughout the country. These units are located in major
ports and other areas along our maritime borders. DMost of these units
have offshore and harbor patrol craft which engage in law enforcement
and other missions.

OPERATIONS

The following is a summary of Coast Guard maritime law enforcement
operations:

1. Operations in the Southeast U.S. including the Atlantic, the
Gulf of Mexico and tlie Caribbean:

a. Surface Law Enforcement Patrol (SURLEPAT) - These surface
patrols are conducted by a single vessel, either a 210’ medium endurance
cutter or an 82’ patrol boat, and are primarily conducted in the Florida
Straits - Windward Passage area and in the waters surrounding Puerto
Rico. Vessel traffic is reported and law enforcement boardings are

conducted.

b« Multi-Unit Law Enforcement Patrol (MULEPAT) ~ This is a multi-
unit version of SURLEPAT that usually consists of a 210’ medium endurance
cutter, with helicopter embarked, and one or more 82° patrol boats
supporced by land-based aircraft. They patrol various areas of .interest
such as Mona Passage, Windward Passage, etc., based on available
intelligence information.

‘cs  Yucatan Patrol (YUCPAT) - This is a random scheduled patrol
conducted by a 210’ medium endurance cutter with helicopter embarked.
The patrol is in the Yucatan channel and vessel traffic is monitored and
law enforcement boardings are conducted.

d. Airborne surveillance flights are conducted on a random
schedule to detect violations and report on any suspect vessel activity.
The flights utilize rotary and fixed wing aircraft and are concentrated
along the Southeast and Gulf coasts of the United States, Puerto Rico,
and the isolated cays of the Bahama Islanda.

e. There have been some very successful multi-agency (pri-
marily Customs, DEA and Coast Guard) operations in the Gulf of Mexico
and Caribbean areas.

2. Operations along the West Coast of the United States and Hawaii:

a. The Coast Guard’s law enforcement efforts are being emphasized '
in the Southern California area and the Hawaiian Islands. Effective

TR v

liaison has been established in these areas
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ment agencies, local and federal.

b. West Coast: Coast Guard Districts, including Hawaii, have

scheduled random patrol

8 utilizing 82° and 95’ boats and small patrol

craft from local stations. The patrols will m
. onit
conduct law enforcement boardings. °r vessel traffic and

ce Airborne surveillance flights, similar t
off the Southeast United States, are also pianned. © those conducted

3. The Coast Guard fully supports and '
participates in the E1 P
Intelligence Center (EPIC). The intelligence provided by EPIC has ase
resulted in several major seizures by the Coast Guard.

4. Summary of vessels seized and value of narcotics and other

dangerous drugs confiscated.

Calander Year Vessels Street Value of drugs
1973 4 4,085,000
ig;z 11 33.251:&00
7 34,804
1976 . e

BUDGET

The FY 78 Coast Guard bud
and in part is as follows:

Total Requested $1,348

Of this total, $874,261,000 is
$92,494,000 for Enforcement of

25 133,134,265

"

get 1s presently in the Congressional sﬁage

»012,000

for Operating Expenses which includes
Laws and Treaties. .
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with appropriate law enforce-
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APPENDIX H

NON-BORDER FUNCTIONS

Introduction

e

The agencies involved in border management perform certain functions
which, although performed in the interior, are natural extensions

of the border operation. The following synopsia reflects some of
these activities involving INS, DEA and Customs. In addition,
significant functions performed by the United States Coast Guard,
although border related, are not law enforcement oriented. These
activities are detailed in the description of the U.S. Coast Guard

contained in Appendix F.

INS

The following represents a description of those INS functions performed
at interior locations and their relationship to the border.

1) Inspections: The inspections function is principally a border
operation, With few exceptions, the Immigration Inspector at the port
of entry creates a record of admission on every alien who enters the
U. 8. This record is the basis for future investigation if the alien
fails to comply with his stay limit, and 1s used in determining
eligibility for other immigration benefits.

In some cases, the inspection may be deferred to an INS district
office to allow time to secure additional information before deciding
on the alien's admissibility. The alien is instructed to report there
at a later date to present the additional information to the examining
Inspector. Similarly, refugees must present themselves to an INS
district office for further imspection and petmaneet admission to the
U. S. two years after their parole or "oconditional" entry at the port.

Applications or petitions for benefits under the
ty Act are regularly adjudicated by Immigration.
border crossing carda, replacement cards and

25 miles beyond the border are considered
filed and adjudicated by INS at border

2) Adjudications:
Immigration and Nationali
Applications for Mexican
for permission to go more than
border functions because they are
ports of entry.

The bulk of adjudications for other types of benefits, however,
are routinely processed in the interior in INS district offices. A large
volume of adjudication work is done by inspectors at air, land and
sea ports of entry during standby time available between peak workloads.
This administrative work is also performed during night shifts, at
airports between flights, and at low-volume ports of entry.
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3) Naturalization: Naturalization is a function corducted exclusively
in the interior. Subsequent to immigration to the U.S. and the satisfaction
of specified time and qualitative requirements, an alien may apply for
naturalization at INS district offices. Descendants of naturalized
citizens in turn may become eligible for derivative citizenship. Therefore,
the file on the newly naturalized citizen may be the starting point
for continued immigration and naturalization.

4) Border Patrol: Although most of the functions of the Border
Patrol are directly related to the border, other functions such as
city patrol, transportation check and farm and ranch checks are done
beyond the immediate border location. = For instance, some Border
Patrol sectors and stations have no direct border responsibility but
maintain back-up operations to apprehend aliens illegally in the U.S.
Anti-smuggling efforts of the Border Patrol are directed at border area
alien smugglers and on the interdiction of trafficking rings at the
border.

5) Investigations: The INS investigations program is conducted
primarily in the interior, Although INS investigators are stationed
in a few of the Southern land border ports of entry to handle cases of
document fraud, most are stationed in district offices throughout the
U.S. Their function in the inteqior is to investigate cases of
fraudulent, subversive, criminal immoral, or narcotic actions by
aliens; to investigate suspect aliens seeking benefits through the
adjudications and naturalization processes; and to conduct area control
operations; where, in response to leads, they apprehend aliens
1llegally in the U.S. Whereas border anti-smuggling operations are
conducted by the Border Patrol, in the intericr, investigation of
alien/narcotics smuggling rings which recruit aliends abroad and
transport them to the jaterior of the U.S., are conducted by the INS
investigators.

6) Detention and Deportation: The detention and deportation
program in INS district offices supports both border and interior
operations. There are three INS detention facilities and a staging area
along the Southwest border. Many aliens apprehended at the border or
denied entry at the ports are held in these detention facilities
pending hearings, prosecution, or expulsion.

Border detention facilities are also used to support interior
enforcement operations. Mexican aliens apprehended through Border
Patrol back-up or interior investigative operatilons are bussed from
locations such as Albuquerque, Denver, and Chicago, to these border
facilities where they are detained. INS also operates a detention
facility in New York City which is utilized by the INS interior
enforcement efforts, primarily in the Northeast. 1In other areas of .
the interior where INS detention facilities are not available, apprehended
aliens are held in state or local detention facilities.
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7) Immigration Judges: Immigration Judges are responsible for
presiding over administrative hearings both in the border area and

in

the interior. All aliens found to be inadmissible to the U.S. at a
port of entry or determined to be illegally in the U.S. in the border

area or in the interior, are entitled to a formal exclusion or

deportation hearing. Judges are located in the interior in several of

the larger INS district offices and travel extensively to other
interior and border locations to conduct hearings.

B) Records: With few exceptions, a record is kept of all formal
INS contacts with or regarding the alien. These records together form

a single file on the alien which 1s used to establish eligibility,
deportability, or any other subsequent process within the Service.
These files are maintained in the INS district in which the alien

9) Summary: INS can be considered as both a border and an int
operating agency. 'The district offices and four regional offices
provide both the overall management and act as operating centers f
these Interior functions, INS believes that the management of the
is a continuum from the time he states an intent to come to the Un
States until he has departed or becomes a naturalized citizen; bec
an alien’s eligibility for benefits or liability to deportation of

lives.
erior

or
alien
ited
ause
ten

depends on actions taken prior to or at the time of admission to the

U.S. The records maintained on the individual dre the supporting

documents for all phases of the alien's involvement with Immigration.

The records provide a connecting link for the entire process. The
significant problems would be created if the border functions and
interior functions were in different agencies.

DEA

The mission and functions of the Drug Enforcement Administration
focuses its resources on domestic enforcement (including investiga
intelligence, regulatory and compliance and a number of support
activities) and foreign initiatives (principally enforcement suppo
intelligence and training). The current thrust of DEA's operation
is to immobilize major traffickers and organizations with particul
emphasis on conspiracy investigations. .

iBecauseof DEA's focus on investigations and penetrations of drug t
networks, border support activities are viewed as important, but
subordinate to DEA's principal mission. Therefore, the prepondera
DEA's resources are allocated to non-border areas.

CUSTOMS

In contrast to the DEA, Customs mission and functions focus its re
almost exclusively on the border and border-related activities of
Customs Service which can be classified as a non-border function i
adjudication process of the Customs Court.

refore,
the

tions,
ret,

8

ar

rafficking

nce of

sources
the
8 the

The Customs Court provides a mechanism for resolution of disagreements
or appeals to Customs determinations and rulings. This adjudiation

process is a direct result of Customs operations at the borders.
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APPENDIX I

THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20830

August 24, 1977

Peter G. Bourne, M.D.
Director .

Office of Drug Abuse Policy
The White Housu

Washington, D. C. 20500

.

Dear Dr. Bourne:

By letter of August B8, 1977, you solicited the views
of the Department of Justice on the draft report of the
Border Management and Interdiction Review Team. We
appreciate this opportunity for review and comment.

The responses of the Drug Enforcement Administration
and the Immigration and Naturalization Service are attached.
In addition, the Department of Justice wishes to convey
several points.

The report, in our view, does not go far enough in the
development of alternatives to the present organization.
It falls short in analysis of the central questions which are
(1) where in the government a new border management agency
should be located, and (2) precisely what portions of
existing agencies would make up the new agency.

This study was initiated because drug enforcement was
identified as a high priority. On pages 74 and 75 the draft
states that the revenue collection function, traditional
departmenta; support, and the relative ‘size of enforcement
activities are most relevant to determining the organizational
placement of a new agency. We do not agree.

Placement should be based on eliminating fragmentation
and competition which in the past have led to inefficiency.
The central findings of the ODAP study revolve around this
tssueiand therafore the proposed solutions should proceed

rom it.
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The Department of Justice is charged wi:hfg?ioggfzigimen ] .
£ the federal drug and immigration lawsi o e p
zonsolidation of border managem:gzsfagggdogzrmit 1d b torney
in the Department of Justice. A e the ‘

e O -
tione fulin§agzher placement would simply

fragmentation.

General to direc
immigration activities. o
perpetuate present problems O

a
Until such a discussion ofthe St has

1ieve the scope of S
de 620"33 2g warrant a reorganization decisiong thg 1) ident's
deveingtion of enforcement issues is underzag 3111 rovide
Reor anization Preject of OMB. The ODAP i udy L A Pl
§§2§31 preliminary materials for tg;:n€e¥u§:ﬁer Do oy

1 aneral expects to co &
ggﬁpggggrgﬁytg:se matters is submitted to th2 Presiden

es takes place,
i peen sufficiently

Thank you. \ ‘
sincerely,

Jran SR

peter F. Flaherty
peputy Attorney General

V4

\‘ | / . <
! ,
Michael J. Egan
assoclate Attorney General

Attachments ’
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ce of Management and Bu
oo Bert adwel Direetorérzgiéent's Reorganization project
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APPENDIX J

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20220

August 22, 1977

Dear Dr. Bourne:

Thank you for transmitting the draft report of the
Border Management and Interdiction Review Team with your
letter dated August 8, 1977 to us for our views and com-
ments.

The Customs .Sexrvice is providing to you under sepa-
rate cover its comments on the report. We have reviewed
those comments and in general are in agreement with the
concerns expressed therein although we believe it is pre~
mature for us to endorse a particular option. We also
believe it would be premature to address the question of
which department should supervise consolidated border
agency enforcement. The' resolution of that issue should
await not only a decision as to whether there should be a
border management agency but also the results of your study
on Drug Law Enforcement and OMB's overall law enforcement
agency study. Those studies will necessarily have to face
issues that go well beyond the scope of this report but
that clearly have a bearing on the question, e.g. whether
all or most law enforcement activity should@ be concentrated
in one department, whether investigative and prosecutorial
functions should be consolidated under one department,
whether law enforcement activities associated with collec-
tion of revenues should be supervised separately from
enforcement of general criminal statutes, how the non-bor-
der enforcement activities of the agencies here involved
will be supervised, etc.

I might also emphasize that regardless of how the
overall question of consolidation is resolved, the present
structure of intelligence collection and dissemination per-
taining to border interdiction must be changed. (Quite
apart from whether there is any valid distinction between
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national and border intelligence, the fact is that the
Customs Service is not now receiving adequate intelli-
gence whether that judgment is made on an historical basis
or on a current, qualitative basis. There is every reason
to believe that inadequate intelligence has adversely
impacted drug interdiction at the horder, and any teorgani-
2ation must address this iradequacy.

Sincerely,

Dol G (-

Robert Carswell

Dr. Peter G. Bourne
Director

Office of Drug Abise Policy
The White House :
Washington, D.C. 20220

el

-5

R 0 e s L.

271
APPENDI¥ X *

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION s
WASHINGTON, 0.6, 20890 '

'

ASSISTANY SECRE)ARY
FOR ADMINISTRATION

b : August 22, 1977

1

Peter G. Bourne, M.D.
Director

0ffice of Drug Abuse Policy
The White House

Hashington, D.C. 20500

Dear Dr. Bourne:

I am forwarding for your consideration the Department of
Transportation (DOT) response to the draft Border Management and
Inderdiction Study. In view of your request For comments From
she Unfte ates Coast Guard (USCG), we have included in -this
reply the views of the Commandant. -

As a matter of general comment upon the entire study, some signif-
icant policy, management and organizational problems sffecting
Federal border Jaw enforcement activities were identified, Specifically,

Reither option one nor option two offer a lasting solution to the
problen. While additional resources, as suggested in option one,

may help stem a particular crisis it is orecisely this approach
which seems symptomatic of the preblems the review team identified

in their analysis, Option two also would be an inadequate solution.
By transferring and consolidating the inspection and patrol functions
it oniy partially addresses the problem. This approach is also
similar to the reorganization plan of 1973 which was met with

intense union and Congressianal opposition and consequently was never
implemented.

The proposed creation of a multi-purpose border management agency
(option three) including Customs and INS is a so1id, viable approach to
the problem. We endorse it., Apn opportunity would be created for the
ratfonalization of functions and the elimination of duplication and
overlap between the two principal border agencies. In addition to the
advantages delineated in the report, the two agencies should no longer
work at cross objectives but instead enjoy a cross-fertilization that
should have a positive effect on the quality of understanding and the
efficiency of the new organization, Except vor political sensitivity,
1 see no reason iy the State Department's Visa and Passport Offices
should not be ncluded in this option. They are integrally related

to the efficacy of any border management, effort,
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We take vigorous issue with the proposed expension of option three to
include the U.S. Coast Guard in a border management agency or in the
same Department as the new agency. The body of the draft report does
not supply the kind of closely reasoned and well documented argument
needed to provide substance for this proposal. For example, not only
do chapters three and four not cite any functions, problems, or issues
involving the USCG which could be improved by transfer from DOT, but on
the few occasions the USCG is mentioned at all, its present role in
support of border law enforcement is judged to be responsive, appro-
priate and satisfactory. On page 76, option four frankly appears as a
“solution searching for a problem" which has not been defined in the rest
of the report.

The rationale for establishing a Department of Transportation in 1966
was to provide Cabinet-level direction to the development of a full
range of cohesive national transportation policies and programs. The
USCG, with its operational, regulatory and many of its law enforcement
functions directly involved in transportation and facilitation, was an
obvious candidate for inclusion in the new Department.

Since its transfer, Congress has given the USCG increasingly greater
responsibility in transportation safety-related functions. Tab A
briefly summarizes these legislative actions. It should be noted that
this increased involvement in transportation safety missions was not
obtained at the expense of the law enforcement program. In fact,

the law enforcement budget has grown from 2.2 percent of the total USCG
pperating. expense budget in FY 1969 to 11.1 percent in FY 1977, The
most significant portion of this growth, however, represents increased
activity in enforcement of maritime laws for which USCG does not share
responsibility with border management agencies; i.e., protection and
preservation of natural resources on or under the territorial waters,
contiguous Fisheries zone and special interest areas of the high seas.
Tab B provides a detailed analysis of the various advantages and
disadvantages attributed to option four.

In conclusion, we strongly recommend that option four be eliminated

from the draft report. At the same time we give our strong endorsement
to option three. The inclusion of .option four in the report only
obfuscates the problems and issues identified by the ODAP review team.
Option three is clearly the most viable current solution to the Nation's

bol de' “Ia"aga“e"t pl Oblems'
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Tab A

- SUMMARY OF MAJOR LEGISLATION AFFECTING COAST GUARD PROGRAMS
SINCE TRANSFER TO THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1. National Environmental Policy Act (1970)

Aimed at reducing the danger. of environmental damage, this Act
dictated Coast Guard invoivement in the preparation of Enviionmental
Impact Statements for internal projects, and in reviewing similar
statements submitted by other agencies.

2. Mater Quality Improvement Act (1970} - Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (1972 Amendments)

Enacted to provide effective emergency response to pollution

. incidents, this legislation is the basis for Coast Guard participation
in the National and Regional Response Teams. On-$cene commanders for
individual pollution incidents are provided, and regional contingency
plans are prepared which encompass Coast Guard areas of responsibility.
The National Strike Force, consisting of the Atlantic, Pacific, and
Gulf Strike Teams, equipped with specialized pollution control equip-
ment, provides a Coast Guard ready response force for rapid control
and cleanup of pollution incidents.

3. Federal Boating Safety Act (1971)

In promoting safety on the water, this Act empowers the Coast
Guard to prescribe standards for the manufacture and construction
of pleasure boats and associated equipment. Existing regulatory
authority for controlling the use of boats and their equipment
was given added flexibility and extended to permit Coast Guard
termination of voyages involving unsafe operating practices.
Flexibility was also added to the provisions for administering
the boat numbering system to facilitate reciprocity by states
and encourage increased state participation through a financial
assistance program.

4, Vessel Bridge to Bridge Radiotelephone Act (1972)

The Coast Guard is empowered by this Act to administer and enforce
regulations requiring approaching vessels to maintain radio contact
fo;lgonunicating their intentions, thereby reducing the risk of
collision. .

5. Ports and Waterways Safety Act (1972 ~ Title 1)

Aimed at the prevention of damage to vessels, structures and water
or water resources, this Act authorized establishment of the Vessel
Traffic System and granted broad Coast Guard authority for the
regulation of vessel movements in restricted or hazardous waters,
Provisions for the regulation of dangerous cargo and establishment of
1imited access and safety zones were included. .
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6. Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (1972 Amendments)

Coast Guard involvement in the Ocean Dumping Program stems from
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Tab B
ANALYSIS OF OPTION 4

this Act.

Surveillance and enforcement of current regulations are

carried out to prevent unlawful dumping and transportation for dumping

in U.S. waters,

Protection of marine sanctuaries is provided by charging

The specific advantages cited in the draft report as applying to Option 4 are:

the Coast Guard with enforcement responsibility for individual sanctuary
regulations.

7: 0i1 Pollution Act {1973 Amendments)

Under this Act, the Coast fs authorized ‘to inspect for and report
violations of high seas pollution regulations such as bilge pumping,
ballast discharge, or tank cleaning.

8. Marine Mémmal Protection Act (1973)

The authority of the Coast Guard under Title 14, U.S. Code permits
enforcement of the provisions of this Act. Assistance is furnished to
the Department of Commerce in the form of occasional surveillance
flights and transport of National Marine Fisheries Service personnel
engaged in marine marmal protection. Such support is generally provided
in conjunction with activity involving enforcement of Inter-American
Tropical Tuna Convention regulations where an incidental porpoise catch
is anticipated.

9. Intervention on the High Seas Act (1974)

This Act provides the authority for Coast Guard intervention to
control or eliminate oil pollution hazards to the U.S. environment
stemming from high seas casualties involving foreign vessels. This
Act provided the basis for Coast Guard response to the Argo Merchant
incident. In the near future this Act may be amended to include
hazardous substances other than oil.

10. Deepwater Ports Act (1974)

This legislation provides the authority for the Coast Guard to
oversee the licensing, design, ownership, construction, and operation of
deepwater port facilities. A license has recently been issued for the
construction of a deepwater port facility in the Louisiana offshore

area.

11. Fishery Conservation and Management Act (1972)

A new scheme for control of U.S. fishery resources was introduced
by this legislation. Based on sound management and conservation
principles, FCMA regulations provide strict control of fisheries stock
and 1imit the types and quantities of fish which may be harvested by
foreign vessels. The Act established a 200-mile fishery.conservation
zone and assigned enforcement responsibility to the Coast Guard and
National Marine Fisheries Serivce. Air and surface patrols and a compre-
hensive boarding program are used to ensure compliance with FCMA regulations.

a.

Places Federal res

ponsibility for the entire perimeter of

the U.S.

» both borders and U.S. waters, in a single organization.

b. Likely to strengthen the law enforcement role of
Coast Guard (USCG). the U.5.

c. Significant increase in the amount of resources available to
the border management agency. ' '

d. Possible elimination of separate Customs Marine Patrol activities.

Analysis of these cited advantages, however, does not demonstrat 3
:2¥t§le?r benefits would accrue from the adaption of Option 4La ?nthat
cular:

a. Consolidation of border management responsibility is an
advantage only if cooperation among separate agencies has
proven inadequate and overlap and duplication of efforts
would be reduced. This i5 not so in the case of the USCG.
Indeed, the draft Report states that the USCG role in support
of border law enforcement is Judged to be responsive, appro-
priate and satisfactory (see pp. 30 and 65). Since Option 4
states‘the USCG must be continued as a separate entity, the
law enforcement functions could not be consolidated with those
of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and Customs.
It should also be reemphasized that the USCG is multi-mission
in every sense and have no operational resources identified
solely with the support of narcotics and drug interdiction,

b. Option 4 implies that the USCG's role in law enforcement has
been unduly constrained by its location in the Department of
Transportation (DOT). An analysis of the growth of the Enforcement
of Laws and Treaties (ELT) since FY 69 (with DOT input) demonstrates
that such an assumption is fallacious. Table 1 compares the
growth of the operating expense budgets for ELT and for the
USCG as a whole in fiscal year dollars. The fact that ELT has
grown at an average rate of 35.5% compounded annually over the
past eight years, while the total USCG operating expense budget
has grown at a rate of only 10.8% clearly indicates that DOT
location has not been an undue constraint on the law
enforcement role of the USCG.

. There would ba no significant net increase in resources
available for border management resulting solely from the
transfer of the service to the new agency since USCG total
mission requirements would transfer as well. Any increased
commitment of existing USCG resources to border management
duties could be accomplished only at the expense of other USCG
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mission areas since no excess USCG resources exist. Note again
in the draft Report that the current level of border management
law enforcement services provided by the USCG is judged to be
responsive, adequate, and satisfactory; the need for more USCG-
type resources has not been identified.

d. It may prove possible.to eliminate the Customs Marine Patro}

without transferring the USCG from DOT. Rather than reorganization

of the Executive Branch, the first step towards this goal should
be the initiation of working level discussions between the
sub-cabinet level agencies involved.

The specific disadvantages cited as possibly applying to Option 4 are:

a. Safety and other non-law enforcement responsibilities of the

USCG could be adversely affected by over-emphasis of law
enforcement, .

b. Because the majority of the USCG's responsibilities are non-
law enforcement, they could detract from the law enforcement
orientation of the remainder of the border management agency.

Analysis of these possible disadvaﬁtages indicates that they are all
too probable.

a. "Advantage" c. cited above indicates the members of the study
team already regard the non-law enforcement portions of the
UscG budget as a central pool from which resources could be
reprogrammed to deal with the "real" work of the border
management agency.

b. Assuming that the new agency consisted of the USCG, INS, Customs,
and 10% of the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA), (i.e., the E1 Paso

Intelligence Center (EPIC)), its budget would be (in missions of
FY 78 dollars):

CG 1,400

Customs \ 359

DEA 17

INS 244
' 2,020

More than 60% of the new agency's total budget would be devoted to non-
border management missions including the safety and facilitation of
waterborne transportation, marine environmental protection and military
preparedness. The wide variety of Congressional interest and public
and private pressure groups to which the agency would be expected to
respond would be of a magnitude and diversity more commonly associated
with a department than a sub-cabinet agency.
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TABLE I
-
1 2 3 4 5 6
vear || ¥uroes ¥ wor cGoEs | %or || ELTsASA %C
¥ (000's) FY69 {000's) FY69 TOTAL OE $
FY 69 8,194 100 368,943 100 2,2
70 9.690 ns 409, 981 m 2.4
71 10, 603 129 449, 446 122 2.4
72 17, 859 218 491, 028 133 3.6
:\ 73 25, 091 306 Asqa.sai 149 4.6
74 29, 355 358 584, 504 158 < 5.0
75 47,€40 581 653, 053 177 7.3’
76 || 64,975 783 702, 308 190 9.2
77 53.222 138 838, 383 227 1,1
1/ Enforcement of Laws and Trea¥1es
2/ FY 69 is the base year or 100% of Column 2. Subsequent years represent
increased percent from base year. .
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APPENDIX N

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Washington, D C. 20520

August 23, 1977

MEMORANDUM FOR;DR.vPETER G. BOURNE
THE WHITE HOUSE

Subject: Draft Report 65 the Border Management
and Interdiction Review Team

We have reviewed the draft report of the Border -
Management and Interdiction Review Team. It is a highly
commendable and incisive report that focuses on the prob-
lem areas and offers reasonable solutioms.

We agree with the report's emphasis on the two basic
issues of lack of coordinated border management and the
overlap and duplication of effort. Concerning the four
options offered for solution, we agree with Option Four
recommending the creation of an expanded multi-purpose
border management agency. It offers many more advantages
and optimal resolution of the problems described in the
report. Our second preference would be Option Three.

The following are suggestions for minor changes in
wording that might be considered:

Page 17 -~ under the definition of the role of DEA,
suggest the elimination of the words: ..."at the national
and international level ...." This would avoid the issue
off ODAP and State performing the direction and coordina-

tion for the international program, which is not really
relevant to this study.

Page 35 -- We suggest that the third sentence of the
first paragraph should read: "DEA is responsible for
developing Federal drug enforcement strategy and programs
and for handling high-level drug conspiracy cases within
the U.S." This would avoid the problem of questioning the
responsibility of ODAP and State to direct the international
program. Next line should begin : "The different ....."
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Annex C (V) paragraph 2 -- suggest the elimination
of the sentence concerning overseas narcotics control
coordinators. They are State personnel, not.DEA,and the
sentence gives a misleading impression.

v el R A L G

The team deserves high praise for the yeoman service
it has performed in putting together the report and its
recommendations.

Peter Tarnoff
Executive Secretary
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APPENDIX O

bEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
U.§. CUSTOMS SERVICE
WASHINGTON

August 23, 1977
REFER TO

The Honorable
Peter B. Bourne
Director, Office of
Drug Abuse Policy
01d Executive Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20503

Dear Dr. Bourne:

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the draft report of
the Border Management and Interdiction Review Team. The review team,
under the guidance of ODAP, is to be complimented for this fine effort.
We believe that the study has already shown positive results 1n the
emergence of the term "border management.” The now common use of this
term in the federal community represents a new generation of thinking
in regard to border activities and has served to fzsus attention not
upon a single or possibly transitory issue, but rather upon the identi-
fication of long term solutions for a variety of border related problems.

In our opinfon, several points contained in the report do require
further clarification. Initially, however, we believe it essential to
again offer our perspective of the approach vequired to improve the
overall effectiveness of border management. Since the incention of
this study, we have suggested that creation of a single border manage-
ment agency would eliminate the duplication and overlap existing in
the current federal response to border activities. Therefore, it
was gratifying to note that two and possibly three options presented
in the report could result in the creation of a single border manage-

ment agency.

The review team has been both comprehensive and realistic in the
array of optfons presented for consideration. In addition, we agree
with their assessment that these options are not mutually exclusive.
It is, therefore, difficult to totally eliminate any of the alterna-
tives presented. However, we favor the approach in option three as we
believe 1t could be implemented within a relatively short timeframe,
with a minimum of opposition and organizational disruption. This
option would provide the border management agency sufficient time
to determine the functions to consolidate while enabling consolidation
of certain duplicative functions to occur immediately. We feel this
is « logical and well reasoned approach to significantly increasing
the effectiveness of border management.

REPLY TO: COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20229
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As a resolution to the current fragmented approach to border manage-

ment, we believe option one, if it were to be considered the only action

A taken, is undesirable. This option is contrary to the principles we
attribute to a total border management system. It is this type of frag-
mented approach to border problems that has led to the overlap, duplica-
tion, and ineffectiveness that characterfze border management today.
Increases in resources for patrol and inspection may be required, but

v this action by 1tself would tend to perpetuate existing problems while
resulting in only a marginal increase in enforcement effectiveness.

We do not view option two as a viable proposal as presently written.
If rewritten, hcwever, to recognize that direct border functions such as
patrol, inspection, revenue ¢ollection and certain support services form
an integrated system that should be located in dne agency, while retaining
non-border functions in the other agency, it could provide for a flex-
ibility in implementation not available .in the other options.

Option four, “ike three, provides for a single border management
agency and presents the possibility of enhancing the perimeter defense
of the nation through increased utilization of the Coast Guard. In
the event this option is supported by either ODAP or OMB, we suggest
that the Coast Guard be maintained as a separate entity outside of the
border management agency but within the same department.

Also, we concur with the study team's criteria for the selection of
the cabinet level department to host the new agency. In our view, the
Department of Treasury most nearly meets these criteria and that, further,
in Customs, Treasury has a multipurpose agency that already manages and
meets the enforcement requirements of a number of other federal agencies.
Border law enforcement is inextricably tied to collection of revenue
($5 bil1ion in 1976). The problems and administrative strictures associ-
ated with this intermixture have been dealt with in Treasury for many
years, not only in Customs but in the Internal Revenue Service and the
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. We, therefore, suggest that
Treasury is the most appropriate department to assume these functions.

As previously stated, for the most part, the report is thorough
and accurate in the assessment of the present state of border manage-
ment. However, we suggest that the following points require clarifi-
cation before the report is finalized:

- There is only passing reference to the investiga-
tive and intelligence requirements in support of
the border management function. As you know, it
is Customs position that overseas intelligence -
collection, border interdiction and follow-up
investigations of all contraband smuggling,
including narcotics, are integral and insepar-
able parts of the same process. While we
recognize that ODAP is addressing the narcotics
intelligence and investigative functions in
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separate studies, it is our contention that the
Border Management Study should specifically
address this question as a major issue as
follows: “Can the border management agency
achieve optimum efficiency in border inter-
diction if the investigative and foreign
intelligence functions reside outside the
border management agency?"

. We believe that the conclusion that consolida-
! tion of the support functions should not be
attempted if no merger of border agencies is
achieved should be reconsidered. Of particular
concern 1s the area of computers and tele-
; communications systems. Several instances of
: successful interagency cooperatfon including
: the FBI's National Crime Information Center
and the Treasury Enforcement Communications
System refute this conclusion, These systems
have resulted in substantial savings while
significantly increasing federal law en-
forcement effectiveness. We believe failure
to recommend a consolidation of these systems,
regardless of merger possibilities, would be
a sfgnificant oversight.

The assessment of the patrol and inspection
functions contain certain inaccuracies or
omissions that should be clarified., For
example, the difference between the tactical
deployment of the Customs Patrol and the
Border Patrol s not adequately described.
Also, the assertion that additional INS
inspectors alone would significantly improve
the interdiction effort is, we believe,
fallacious.

Further amplification of our position is con-
tinued in the attachment to this letter.

We wish to once again express our appreciation for the opportunity
to participate in this study effort. If you wish to discuss the study
or our comments in further detail, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

KOM Hoien

Commissioner of Customs

¢ Enclosures
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‘The Inspection Function

While the report is quite comprehensive, ft does not adequately
articulate the close relatlonshiv of the inspection function to the
cargo processing and revenue collection functions. The functions are
essential components of the cvarall Customs concept and are inextri-
cably related to the collection and protection of the revenue.

T,

The Customs Inspector, during the merchandise examination process,
identifies critical elements required by the Import Specialist in deter-
mining the proper classification, value and rate of duty to be applied
to imported goods. The importance of the inspection function is further
ma?nified by the impact which the control of carrier and goods and the
collection of trade statistics have upon international relatfonships
through trade agreements and the balance of payments.

In addition, the inspection functfon should not be viewed as an '
activity which can be easily divided into two distinct and unrelated
parts: the inspection of cargo versus the inspection of persons.
Quite the contrary is true. The demands of both cargo and passenger
processing upon the inspectional workforce dictate an extremely high
degree of flexibility in the utilization of available manpower.
Customs Inspectors do not function in a stable work environment, but
are utilized over a wide range of tnspectional activities and loca-
tions which encompass a great diversity of the duties required to
process hoth cargo and persons.

In view of the need for a dynamic, flexible and versatile inspec-
tional workforce, we have some concern over the efficacy of the
remedy suggested by the rpport to overcome the perceived deficiencies
in the inspectional workforce; specifically, to increase the number of
INS inspectors for primary inspections to release Customs inspectors I
for secondary inspections. The logic behind this suggestion may be |
fallactous, for, as this and other studies recognized, inspectors of y
1 the various agencies tend to concentrate upon the duties related to the
4 mission by their parent agencies and pay less attention to the require-
ments of other agencies. Consequently, the staffing of the primary in-
spection activity largely with INS inspectors would have the effect of
increasing the number of referrals for secondary inspections, without
regard to criteria that might enhance the interdiction effort, resulting
1 in the overloading of the Customs inspectional workforce and thereby
] diminishing the effectiveness of the total inspection function.

We feel that a better solution to problems of the inspection func-
tion lHes in the single agency approach, where an integrated inspectional
workforce, adequately trained and under the direction of a single manager
would produce maximum efficiency, effectiveness and economy.
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The Patrol Function

ignificant issue raised by the report relates to the overlap
and dﬁp?igation of effort in the patrolling of land borders between
ports of entry, particularly along the Southwest Border,

it is true that Customs and INS operate in the same border
areas?hl;g tactics of the Customs Patrol and the INS Border Patrol
differ considerably. In attempting to intercept 11legal aliens, thell
INS Border Patrol protects specific areas of tne border \xhich are weie
known crossing points. Routine patrols and a "laying in" at the po ?ts
of crossing are common tactics. In contrast, the Customs Patre] emp ?ys
a tactical .interdiction approach which features a highly mobile patro
force supported by sophisticated and highly developed eletroni?liensor
and detector systems, a widely deployed computer-assisted ipte genﬁe
network, and a nationwide direct communications system. The time, p :ﬁe
and mode of the smuggler are extremely unpredictable. Consequently,b tg
Customs finterdiction force is geared to responding to intelligence, ? ’
tactical and strategic, and to sensor alerts. Becausr. we have detgrmt:e
that protecting an area as extensive as the Southwest Border against teh
11%egal intrusion of smugglers by routine patrols and static border watc e;
s ineffective, we continue to emphasize the tactical interdiction approach.

. ’ :
far as overlap and duplication are concerned in the deploymen
of un::::nded ground sgnsors. we wish to pofnt out that INS sensorl
fields are generally located near ports of entry where most 1llegah
alien crossing occur, while Customs sensor fields are deployed muc
further away from ports where the majority of smuggling activity occurs.
lap
distinctions are drawn not to refute the issue that over
and d:S??gation does exist, but to explain certain differences that

should also be recognized in the report.
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The Investigation Function

As the report discloses, Customs and DEA view the priorities assigned
to the combatting of drug trafficking from different perspectfves, While
A operates over the entire spectrum of the anti-narcotics efrort, Customs
15 restricted to the interdiction of narcotics at the border.

The conflicts which the Study Team perceived to exist between Customs
and DEA are not simple conflicts en?endered by the uncooperative attitudes
of two agencies sharing the respons bility for preventing the introduction
of 111egal narcotics into the U. S, The conflicts stem from the efficacy
of the concept of a single u?ency being charged wWith the overal! Federal
drug control mission, {nclud ng the responsibility for determing the most
effective approach to the combatting of drug trafficking by a1l agencies
having a role in the Federal drug law enforcement effort,

Reorganization Plan No. 2 had the effect of disrupting the Customs
narcotics law enforcement effort, That effort, prior to the reorganiza-~
tion, was a continuum which included the investigation of cases abroad,
Interdiction at U. S. borders and related follow-up investigations, The
The reorganization constructed barriers and created 9aps aleng the con-
tinuum by placing the investigators in one agency and the {nterdiction
force in another. The rasult has been that the fnvestigators are
functioning with lass than total 1nvelvement by the interdiction force,
while the Interdiction force 1s handicapped by the lack of a closely
coordinated Investigative capability,

We believe that 1t 1s Tmportant to address this aspect of the in- .

vestigation function and, n additfon, to express the Customs view that

any border management agency must be authorized to conduct the investi.
gations necessary for the support of fts mission whether these investi-
gations involve 111egal altens, fraud, currency violations, neutrality,
export control, narcotics or other forms of smiagling, or any other
violations which are within the scope of the border management agency's
responsibility.

Note: The data on page 32 should be corrected to indicate that
approximately 25 percent of the case load 15 fraud and the balance on
all other investigative categories,

Support Systems

The information contained in page 38 concernin? Customs support
Systems and cost data should be amended. The cost Information 1s not
Hmited to the Tecs system but relates to total computer costs incurred

by Customs, Tha attached proposed insert explatns the various programs
1nvolved, :
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286 APPENDIX P
* UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
CUSTOMS $ 24.0 ' . IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE [RPp——
DEA $ 10.2 ¥ WasHINGTON, D.C. 20536 _
INS $. 8.2 ) OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER ‘ a0 s fo s it ,
2.4 million » %
Total $ 42,4 . €0 235-P !
A brief description of the systems follows: - f
(a) Custons Dear Doctor Bourne: !!
: With 900 terminals in the U, S. and foreign preclearance sites, : : )
TfﬁEgsl"eaSlt"‘y Enforcement Communications System (TECS) is operational . .- This refers o your request of August 8, 1977, for comments on
24-hours-a-day, 7'd6¥5‘°;"°°: g";",‘,‘“"% lgo‘(::;si::‘::?::?::fg:cg;:vsi:n- the draft report of the Border Management and Interdiction Review Team.
icles; an automated index to Cus : ' .
%?'{f,s"sﬂ ;gcs:ns.'vehiclem aircraft, vessels and companies; an intel- I want to express my admiration and congratulations to you and the
Tigence function; an admi?éézratgefmessmgtgﬂﬂfg?ry‘%ngg g:?;ﬁ‘;g‘e"t :e;g'forsg:odgc}ng 2 c?mgre&hinzi ve]and galanced study of an extremely
. -‘aterfaces w ’ omp 1ex of interrelated federal programs.
'::n:gﬁ‘e:: ;::em:?ggrvices to ATF, IRS, DEA, Coas!’: Guard, Department ‘ )
of State and INTERPOL. . Before commenting on the "OPTIONS" chapter, which ‘is the core of
™ tens provide, through on :het;epgrti. 1 ugnt to E?phasifzeithe t’i'nmed:gcy ongrogidh;g atso}ut;l‘?n ¢
: system - 0 the immigration problems facin e nation. e President, in his
Adr:;:nis:r:ti:: coms::::esuprg::sﬂnge?::pag‘ll1t1€g. ce?ti’?lly costro}led messgge to E?ngr?ss:;f August Z. ?937. timderscored the urgency o; seeking
venue, appropriations and reim- remedies, which included a substantial increase in resources. These
Eﬁriﬁﬁu2922’2?322‘.";58'332325.°§?§§2;z§? vehit’:lepgndp}:?al case 1nve:- :?ou?d]m;t be delayed by a possible prolonged evolution of a reorganiza-
s, space management, resource utilizations, position management, ¢n plan.
;g:;gnﬁelpand payrg'll. n;ld Fraud Investigations services. The increasing workloads of th‘e Service, such as the enonnoﬁs
. ing an Automated Merchadised Processing System growth of air traffic, and the predictable new additions to the workload
AMP;S.;)'C:‘s’tgtgsfa?‘gem;?gmegted by FY 1981, which will provide modernized ‘Stemming from the President's detenmination to control illegal fmmigra-
entry and appraisement Proces?izg of commsrciﬂ}, °"§"‘e;;,,tl"§,.§1'{?ogggze :;gg;irggg:;se a timely and significant addition of personnel, as your
been Installed at a number of major .
gva :hﬁaa::s?d'e‘azo;::ter supperted telecommunications and data processing v .
system, implemented: tirough a cost effective modular operating plan. - OPTION 1 - NO CHANGE IN ORGANIZATION. EXISTING AGENCIES CONTINUE TO
4 ’ PERFORM THEIR CURRENT DUTIES. ADDITIONAL BUDGET PRIORITY GIVEN TO
(b) DEA: The Narcotics and Dangerous Drug Information System SELECTED FUNCTIONS.
(NADDIS ‘ ) This option responds to the President's concern regarding illegal
immigration by recognizing the necessity of adding a substantia) number
of enforcement personnel to the Immigration Service. In his message to
Congress, the President proposed such an increase, and your report
' parallels the recommendations of the Cabinet Committee in this regard.
1 agvee with the report's statement of the advantages and disadvan-
tages of Option 1. However, many of the disadvantages might be overcome
by ‘a sub~option which stressed coordination among the agencies. An
increase in resources, although necessary to meet present workloads ,
does not in itself guarantee cooperation. I believe that explicit and
detailed interagency agreements that clearly define the roles of the
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P=-1
b
«
*
' é
¥
i

T
R TR

P ture s : . -

[ou—



A oL

St e e v LA TN N ]
f
I

288

agencies involved in border management would go a long way towards
resolving the present problems. One obvious and exemplary arrangement
is the E1 Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC). which could be expanded to
satisfy most of the needs of DEA, Immigration, and Customs.

Incidentally, the notion in the report's FINDINGS on page 51, that
the only way to persuade the Customs Service to utilize EPIC would
require their being put in charge of it, does a disservice to that
agency. Their reluctance to support and benefit from this centralized
border intelligence center could not spring from so base a motive, but
must stem from some other, and presumably more lofty, perception on
their part. But this is the type of dispute that could be resolved by
an Administration-mandated set of interagency agreements.

Similar agreements in areas such as facilities management, communi-
cations, and computer support would simplify border management.

OPTION 2 - LIMITED TRANSFER AND CONSOLIDATION OF SPECIFIC FUNCTIONS AND
RESPONSIBILITIES. :

As your report notes, the major candidates for transfer are the
patrol and inspection functions. The Service views the two as comple-
mentary and therefore inseparable. ) -

The issue, as | view it, revolves around which cabinet department,
Justice or Treasury, takes on the sole responsibility for patrolling
the borders and inspecting arriving persons.

Using the sound management principles of single direction and
concentration of force, logic would dictate that the Attorney General
take on these functions, since the Department of Justice is responsible
for both drug enforcement and immigration enforcement. The transter
of these functions to Justice would end the present split of drug
enforcement responsibilities between Justice and Treasury, strengthen
immigration response to the threat of illegal entry, and eliminate all
the disadvantages cited regarding duplication of effort, divided manage-
ment, and ineffective utilization of resources.

Another basic reason for such a transfer to Justice involves the
relation of agency programs to border management. The Immigration Ser-
vice 1s unique in that all its nonborder activities are inextricably
tied to the entry of persons at ports or through the borders. As stated
in your report, the immigration programs of adjudicating petitions and
applications, naturalization, investigations, and immigration records,
all of which are administered away from border activities, are never-
theless rooted in the actions taken and the records created in border
management operations. Thus, where inspections go, adjudications must
follow. In contrast, as your report also states, the Customs border
functions relating to the entry of persons are self-contained, beginning
and ending at the border. The transfer of these 1imited-impact functions
would not be disruptive, since the revenue collection program of cargo
inspection and control would remain undisturbed in the Customs Ser%gcg.

289

Conversély, the transfer of the inspection and patrol functions to
Treasury, as proposed in the i11-fated Reorganization Plan Number 2 of
President Nixon, would only serve to deepen the split in drug enforcement
responsibility, create an equally intolerable split in responsibility for
administering the immigration law, and simply multiply and intensify all
those problems and issues regarding the lack of single direction and the
scattering of resources.

In sum, the only logical course under this option for effective
drug enforcement and immigration programs, is the consolidation and trans-
fer of resources for patrol and inspections into the Department of Justice.

OPTION 3 - CREATION OF A MULTI-PURPOSE BORDER MANAGEMENT AGENCY
INCLUDING INS AND CUSTOMS. .

This option could provide an answer to the lack of single direction
and the dispersal of resources, and it also dissolves the threat of
separating related immigration activities from border operations.

This option would not be.disruptive of immigration law administra-
tion in the long-run. It is also attractive in that it could carry out
a stated goal of the President to eliminate overlap and duplication in
federal programs by consolidating agencies and reducing their number.
It is, however, the most politically sensitive in that it will cause
major changes in the spheres of influence of special interest groups.

-The option has'one potential pitfall relating to the heart of the
whole study: effective drug enforcement. The key, as in Option 2, is

what cabinet department receives the new agency. If the Justice Departe—"

ment takes it, there will be single direction and concentration of
resources in the federal drug enforcement program. If the Treasury
Department takes it, the current split in drug enforcement, with all
attendant problems, will remain. The solution really rests on where the
Drug Enforcement Administration is located. If it is in the same depart-
ment as the new border management agency, drug enforcement will benefit.
If it is in a different department, this option does not solve any of
the present problems relating to the lack of single direction or dupli-
cation of effort in the drug enforcement effort.

Your report contains an obvious bias towards Treasury by stating
that the principal considerations in selecting the appropriate department
should include such things as revenue collection and relative size. If
the collection of money were the deciding factor in supporting law enforce-
ment, then the Social Security Administration should absorb the FBI,
or Internal Revenue should run the Bureau for Prisons. And bigness does
not necessarily equate with competence. New York has never been named
an All-American City, while Rockville, Maryland has achieved that honor

three times.
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as Immigra-
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US Attorneys.

i PURPOSE BORDER MANAGEMENT
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. a para-military.organization
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Thank you fo
and I commend you
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§ the first three options, W
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i immigration policy and drug gnforc

tant national issues,
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o sincerely,

L. Cutitle

Leonel J. castillo
Commissfoner

The Honorable
pr. Peter G. Bourne
Director and

of Drug Abuse pPolicy
2;21?%1 pssistant to the Presidgngm 124
01d Executive office Building, RO
Washington, BC
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, APPENDIX Q

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION
Washington, D.C. 20637
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August 24, 1977

Dr. Peter G. Bourne
Director

Office of Drug Abuse Policy
The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Dr. Bourne:

) I appreciate the opportunity to conment on your August 5,
1977, Border Management and Interdiction Review. In my opinion,
the significant narcotics investigations are neither border,

nor international, nor domestic; they transgress all three
areas. What the Federal drug investigative function needs

most is stability and a Government-wide commitment, not major
changes in responsibility or jurisdiction.

In general, we are quite impressed with the border review
team effort, the logic of the draft, and the fact that you have
clearly focused on the two most pressing border management
issues. We endorse the requirement for coordinated border
management, and the need to minimize overlap and duplication
of our border effort.

In our opinion, options two, three and four are responsive
and could resolve the major issues. Option two appears to
satisfy an immediate requirement to improve the inspection
and patrol functions without undue disruption of the current
border effort. Options three and four represent a comprehensive,
long~-term, organizational response with a high potential for
improved border effectiveness. Ultimately, we must recognize
the very real requirement to dedicate additional resources to
the border effort.

While I am not prepared to endorse a specific option or
combination thereof, I will observe that the majority of the
nation's border problem is of an enforcement nature; therefore,
I feel that the enforcement aspects of border management must

;
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be weighed heavily when selecting the appropriate Departmental
placement of a new consolidated border enfcicement agency. The
Attorney General is the Chief Law Enforcement Officer of the

United States.

The report seems to reflect a U.S. Customs frustration regard-
ing the adequacy of the drug investigative and intelligence support
to the Government's border interdiction effort. We believe that
much of the controversy associated with drug interdiction centers
on its relative priority within the overall U.S. drug supply
reduction strategy. The role of border drug interdiction is
essential; however, its relative importance must be placed in
Juxtaposition with the value of programs aimed at removing the
foreign source, financing, etc., and the disruption of drug
trafficking systems. Border interdiction is a deterrent to drug
smuggling; it is a defensive rather than an offensive strategy.

Its effectiveness, however, is handicapped by the need to expedi-
tiously process a tremendous volume of cargo, passengers, baggage,

and vehicles.

I also believe the report's perception of the E1 Paso Intelli-
gence Center is oversimplified. EPIC now functions as a key
element in DEA programs for managing and maintaining a national
narcotics intelligence system, and it should be retained by the
agency responsible for that system. The draft's limited view
of EPIC as a processor of border intelligence may arise from
its artificial separation of intelligence into two categories,
namely, national and local. This divides what is actually a
continuum of drug intelligence programs which moniter the inter-
actions of violators involved in producing, processing and
moving drugs into and through the United States. The report
concludes that high-level traffickers are not involved at the
border, and further concludes that border area intelligence
should be assembled and processed independently of "national"
intelligence. This assessment avoids the reality that major
traffickers are located in or operate from border cities, and

jt fails to recognize that investigations and analyses of these
and related targets clearly support interdiction operations

at our borders and ports of entry.

EPIC currently supports the investigative efforts of all
DEA field offices and, in an increasing mode, it supports state
narcotics intelligence organizations. In fact, DEA looks forward
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to the day when every state has some narcotics intelligence capa-

bility supported through EPIC. Finally, we believe thgt EPIC'E
A capability to provide information for border interdiction will

be increased if and when Customs becomes a major participant.

In summary, DEA has a vested interest in border management P

in that it plays an important role in the U.S. drug supply reduction
» effort.  DEA recognizes its responsibility to support barder narcotic j

interdiction and to exercise its lead agency responsibiiity to ‘

ensure the maximum effectiveness of the U.S. border enforcement |

effort. Narcotics interdiction at our U.S. ports’'and borders is

a most complex and difficult task. Its deterrent value must be f

increased to present a high-risk barrier to the international

drug traffickers and their organizations. An organizational i

z:sggxse that will bring about such a deterrence has the support

Sincerely, ~

Peter B. Bensinger
Administrator
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