REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES

lllegal Entry At United States-
Mexico Border--Multiagency
Enforcement Efforts Have Not
Been Effective In Stemming
The Flow Of Drugs And People

The flood of illegal aliens and illicit drugs
across the United States-3exico border con
tinues. Federal agenc ponsible for law
enforcement along the border operate almost
independently--little consideration is given for
each other's missions. se separate yet
similar lines of effort are diluting border
coverage and control. THis report addresses
the need for effectiv ership and direc-
tion. This report con ecommendations
to Federal agencies and to the Congress to
strengthen law enforcement at the border.
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548
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To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

Federal law enforcement along the United States-Mexico
border has been the center of much interest and controversy.
Although improvements have been made, there is still a great
deal of overlapping and duplication of functions among agencies
along the border.

This report discusses the problems Federal law enforcement
agencies have in handling the influx of narcotics and illegal

aliens and contains our recommendations for improvements.

Our review was made pursuant to the Budget and Accounting
Act of 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53) and the Accounting and Auditing Act
of :958 {31 U.5.C. 67}

We are sending copies of this report today to the Director,
Uffice of Management and Budget; Director, Office of Drug Abuse
Policy; the Secretaries of the Treasury, State, a Transporta- z
tion; and the Attorney General of United g4tat
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Comptroller Generai
of the United States




COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S ILLEGAL ENTRY AT UNITED STATES-

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS MEXICO BORDER--MULTIAGENCY
ENFORCEMENT EFFORTS HAVE NOT
BEEN EFFECTIVE IN STEMMING THE
FLOW OF DRUGS AND PEOPLE

DIGEST

Mexico is the principal source or transit
country for illicit drugs and illegal
aliens entering the United States. Law
enforcement activity along the United
States-Mexico border is a large part of the
Nation's domestic and international effort
to contain these problems.

Controlling the movement of people, air-
craft, boats, and vehicles along this 2,000~
mile open-land border is complex and dif-
ficult. It requires what has not yet been
achieved--a comprehensive, coordinated ef-
fort by all Federal law enforcement agen-
cies.

If Federal law enforcement activities

along the border were better planned, coor-
dinated, integrated, and executed, more
control could he maintained. Instead,
separate Federal agencies carry out their
specific missions with limited consideration
for the activity of the others. This pro-
duces separate but similar lines of effort
that dilute border coverage and control, with
little consideration given to overall border
security.

Federal Government expenditures to improve
border control have nearly doubled since
fiscal year 1971. About $142 million was
spent in fiscal year 1976.

The principal agencies involved are the
Customs Service., Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service, and the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration. Other agencies having an in-
terest in controlling the Southwest border
are the Federal Bureau of Investigation;
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Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms; De-
partment of Defense; Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration; Coast Guard; Department of
Agriculture; and Public Health Service.

A COMPREHENSIVE STRATEGY IS NEEDED

Since the Federal Government has not devel-
oped an integrated strategy or an overall
border control plan to determine what it
intends to accomplish with its various
agency law enforcement resources:

--Costly overlapping and poorly coordinated
enforcement continues to exist.

=-Border forces do not intercept signifi-
cant quantities of heroin and <ocaine.
The Customs Service and the Immiaration
and Naturalization Service scize only about
2 percent of the heroin estimated o come
from Mexico. The Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration-~including seizures made in
Mexico near the border--accounts for an
additional 4 percent.

--Border drug apprehensions involve the
small-time operator, courier, or user and
seldom lead to the identification and
convictiocn of important drug traffickers
or to the immobilization of trafficking
organizations.

--The Federal Government is apprehending
increasing numbers of illegal aliens
{over 600,000 in 1975), but believes that
for each illegal alien caught, at least
two others get through. The border is a
revolving door.

-=-Too little is known about how most drugs
enter the country to make decisions on
how to respond. Available intelligence
suggests that heroin, cocaine, and danger-
ous drugs are being smuggled through the
ports-of-entry. However, inspector staff-
power at major United States-Mexico ports
has remained about the same or decreased,
while patrol forces away from the ports
have increased.
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The agencies involved have stated that re-
cent improvements have been made in some
of these areas.

Illegal entry into the United States is more
than just a serious enforcement problem. 1I1-
licit drugs and the influx of illegal

aliens are considered to have enormous ad-
verse social cost. Estimates of the annual
cost to counter drug-related crimes, lost
productivity, treatment, and prevention

range from $10 billion to $17 billion. The
toll of broken homes and ruined lives is
incalculable. Estimates on illegal aliens

in the United States range up to 12 million.
Illegal aliens cause a wide variety of eco-
nomic and human difficulties, including lost
tax revenues, increased social welfare costs,
and greater competition for available jobs.
Recent appraisals by the Congress and ad-
ministration of the nature and extent of

the drug abuse and immigration problems

show conditions are worsening.

ALIENS

It is generally acknowledged that reliable
estimates of the illegal alien population

in the United States do not exist. An Im-
migration and Naturalization Service con-
tractor estimated that about 5.2 million

of the 8 million illegal aliens he believes
are in the United States are Mexican nation-
als. Most illegal aliens apprehended are
Mexican--about 89 percent. The number of il-
legal Mexican aliens apprehended increased
from about 29,700 in fiscal year 1960 to
over 680,000 in fiscal year 1975. The il-
legal entry of Mexicans increased after

1965 when the U.S. Government did not re-
new a 22-year-old agreement with the Gov-
ernment of Mexico that had allowed Mexicans
to seek farm jobs in this country legally
(Bracero programj.

DRUGS
U.S. authorities estimated that in 1971

drugs flowing from and through Mexico
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represented 20 percent of the heroin, 90
percent of the marihuana, and 80 percent of
the illicit dangerous drugs (amphetamines
and barbituates) consumed in the United
States. 1In September 1976 officials es-
timated that during 1975

--89 percent (5.2 metric tons} of the
heroin reaching the United States came
from poppies grown in Mexico,

==75 percent (2,700 tons) of the marihuana
co §§§ into the United States originated

ne-third of Colombian cocaine (4 to 5
} passed through Mexico, and

’gsi Much of this was §é§ié?é§ to
represent diversions from U.S. expor-
tations.

Gg?ézggégt have 1ntensx€;e§ §§§ %taéxca-
tion effort in Mexico to reduce the amount
of Mexican heroin available for smuggling
into the United States, little attention
has been given to the intelligence needs
of border enforcement agencies. The U.S.
Mission needs to design a program for de-
veloping information to assist in inter-
cepting smugglers at the border (ch. 4).
While certain steps can be taksn, such as
helping Mexico develop its capability to
provide actionable intelligence, the
Mexican Government is the key o any real
success. Improved effectiveness in stop-
ping smugglers at the border is dependent
upcn the priority and commitment of the
Mexican Government to supporting law en-
f§§§§§§§§ activities on both sides of

the border. Indications are iggi the

Mexican Administration is givimg an in-
creased commitment to the area.
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO AGENCIES

GAO recommends £hat:

1.

The Director of the Office of Management
and Budget prepare an annual analysis

on law enforcement along the United
States-Mexico border. Such an analysis
would bring together the separate budget
requests of the various border enforcement
agencies to facilitate integration of
agencies' plans, programs, resources, al-
locations, and accomplishments. The anal-
yses should be included with the agencies'
appropriation requests.

The Director of the Office of Management
and Budget and the Director, Office of

Drug Abuse Policy, together with the At-
torney General, Secretary of the Treasury,
and the other Department ueads having re-
sponsibility for border law enforcement
should develop an integrated strategy and
comprehensive operational plan ZJor border
control. This plan should consider the
various alternatives for managing border
operations ranging from the present manage-
ment structure to single-agency management.

The Office of Management and Budget should
coordinate closely with responsible con-
gressional committees legislation needed to
accomplish the proposed plan.

The Secretary of State should require the
U.S. Mission in Mexico to expand the Nar-
cotics Control Action Plan to include prc-
gram goals and specific objectives for
supporting border interdiction efforts.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS

Because of the problems discussed in the
report, the appropriate congressional commit-
tees or subcommittees should hold oversight
hearings to evaluate past performance and
provide guidance for future activities. To
diminish the incentive to smuggle drugs
across the border, the Congress can help by
legislating the following:
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--Expand the jurisdiction of Federal magis-
trates to encompass most misdemeanors,

e.g., minor drug offenses, especially
mar ihuana.

--Appropriate f
magistrates ¢t
west border a

unds for additional U.S.
o be appointed in the South-
Eégi

--Establish criminal penalties for pilots

who fly without a valid certificate.

The Office of Management and Budget and the
Departments of Justice, the Treasury, and
State generally agreed with GAO's findings
and recommendations. The various depart-
ments support the conclusion that the absence
of a Federal Government integrated strategy
and an overall border control plan has re-
sulted in overlapping, duplication, and
poorly coordinated enforcement activities.
Detailed comments are discussed on pages

68 to 73.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Illegal entry into the United States is a serious prob-
lem. The influx of illicit drugs and illegal aliens is
considered to have the greatest adverse social cost. Annual
cost estimates to counter drug-related crimes, lost produc-
tivity, treatment, and prevention range from $10 biilion to $17
billion. The toll of broken homes and ruined lives is inca.-
culable. Estimates on illegal aliens in the United States
range up to 12 million. 1Illegal aliens cause a wide variety
of economic and human difficulties including lost tax rev-
enues, increased social welfare costs, and greater competi-
tion for available jobs. Recent appraisals by the Congress
and administration of the nature and extent of the drug abuse
and immigration problems show conditions are worsening.

Congressman Charles B. Rangel's concern over reports
declaring Mexico the principal supplier of the illicit U.S.
heroin market prompted him to ask us on December 8, 1975, to
report to the Congress on suppression of the heroin flow
from Mexico. This report addresses one aspect of the prob-
lem--U.S. border law enforcement and its effectiveness
in controlling illegal entry across the United States-Mexico
(Southwest) border. Our report, "Opium Eradication Efforts
In Mexico: Cautious Optimism Advised" (GGD-77-6, Feb. 18,
1977), addressed another aspect of the Congressman's con-
cern--efforts to eradicate the opium poppy at its source
within Mexico.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT STRATEGY

Regretably, it is unlikely our Nation will ever eliminate
drug and illegal alien problems.

Federal strategy to curb the extent and impact of drug
abuse in the United States has become multifaceted, recogniz-
ing the link between education, treatment, rehabilitation,
law enforcement, and research. It consists of a variety of
domestic and international efforts to reduce the supply of
and demand for illicit drugs. No single approach available
to Government can minimize the social cost of drug addic-
tion. Supply reduction efforts attempt to disrupt the en-
tire chain of production and distribution through eradicat-
ing crops in illegal growing areas abroad, interdicting
illicit shipments, arresting and jailing important traffick-
ers, and seizing and confiscating the equipment and fiscal
resources needed to operate trafficking networks.



One of the major themes of the Federal strategy is that
there should be more selectivity and targeting of Federal ef-
forts. Federal policy gives priority to reducing both the
supply of and demand for drugs which inherently pose a greater
risk to the individual and to society. Additionally, prior-
ity law enforcement is to be given to high-level trafficking
networks rather than "street-level” activities.

U.S. policy to prevent illegal immigration emphasizes
border enforcement rather than apprehension of illegal aliens
after settlement. Massive deportation of illegal aliens al-
ready in the United States is considered both inhumane and
impractical.

MEXICO--MAJOR SOURCE OF SUPPLY

Mexico is the major source or transit country for illi-
cit drugs and illegal aliens entering the United States.
U.S. authorities estimated that in 1971 drugs flowing from
and through Mexico represented 20 percent of the heroin,

90 percent of the marihuana, and 80 percent of the illicit
dangerous drugs (amphetamines and barbituates) consumed in
the United States. 1In September 1976 officials estimated
that during 1975

--89 percent (5.2 metric tons) of the heroin reaching
the United States came from poppies grown in Mexico,

--75 percent (2,700 tons) of the marihuana coming into
the United States originated in Mexico,

--one-third of Colombian cocaine (4 to 5 tons) passed
through Mexico, and

--one-third of the dangerous drugs (16 million dosage
units) entered from Mexico. Much of this was be-
lieved to represent diversions from U.S. exportations.

Our report, "Opium Eradication Efforts In Mexico: Cautious
Optimism Advised," cited the inadeguate bases supporting the
estimates that were made of the quantity of Mexican heroin
reaching the United States and the continuing need to de-
velop meaningful data.

It is generally acknowledged that reliable estimates
of the illegal alien population in the United States do not
exist. An Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS)
contractor, however, estimated that about 5.2 million of
the 8 million illegal aliens he estimated are in the United




States are Mexican nationals. Most illegal aliens appre-
hended are Mexican--about 89 percent. The number of il-
legal Mexican aliens apprehended increased from about

29,700 in fiscal year 1960 to over 680,000 in fiscal year
1975. The illegal entry of Mexicans increased after 1965
when the U.S. Government did not renew a 22-year-old agree-
ment with the Government of Mexico that had allowed Mexicans
to seek farm jobs in this county legally (Bracaro program).

UNITED STATES-MEXICO BORDER

Efforts within Mexico provide the first opportunity to
interdict illicit drug trafficking by working with the Gov-
ernment of Mexico to minimize exports to the United States.
The second opportunity to interdict drug traffic and the
first to apprehend aliens is at the U.S. border. Other
potential border-related law enforcement problems are the
smuggling of firearms, stolen property, and stolen vehicles
into Mexico. In some communities along the United States-
Mexico border, crimes committed by and against border cross-
ers is causing increasing concern.

Our previously mentioned report on opium eradication
efforts in Mexico points out that progress has been made by
the Government of Mexico in attacking the source of heroin--
the opium poppy. This progress has resulted, in part, from
substantial U.S. funding; however, we cautioned that future
success would require continued upgrading of the narcotics
control capabilities of the Mexican Federal Judicial Police
(MFJP)--Mexico's narcotics agents--and the continuing com-
mitment by the Government of Mexico toward this end.

Control of the border is basically a problem of con-
trolling the movement of people, vehicles, aircraft, boats,
and goods. While there are other agencies which have an
interest in controlling the Southwest border (e.g., Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI); Bureau of Alcochol, Tobacco,
and Firearms (ATF); Department of Defense; Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA); Coast Guard; Department of Agricul-
ture; and Public Health Service), the principal agencies in-
volved in law enforcement are the Customs Service (Customs),
Immigration and Naturalization Service, and the Drug En-
forcement Administration (DEA).

The INS includes the U.S. Border Patrol, port-of-entry
inspectors, and investigators, whose primary responsibility
is to prevent the illegal entry of persons into the United
States or to apprehend and return illegal entrants. Customs,
from a law enforcement standpoint, has the primary respon-
sibility of preventing contraband from entering the United
States and of detecting and apprehending smugglers. Customs
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also includes patrol officers, port-of-entry inspectors, and
investigators. DEA is the single Federal agency charged

with the responsibility for investigations pertaining to nar-
cotics and dangerous drug violations.

OBSERVATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR
IMPROVING BORDER LAW ENFORCEMENT

Since the early 1970s administration studies, in addi-
tion to our reports, have made suggestions for improving
Federal efforts to reduce drug abuse and illegal immigration.
Recently, separate Domestic Council task forces have pre-
sented reports on these issues to the President. With the
emergence of Mexico as the major source of illicit drugs and
illegal aliens, the Southwest border has received Executive
and congressional attention. Appendix I presents a summary
of the studies and reports which identified problems between
Federal border enforcement agencies. Included were recom-
mendations to improve cooperation/coordination and to reduce
costly overlapping. While some of these recommendations
have been implemented, the essential characteristics of the
problems remain.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

Our review was primarily directed toward an analysis
of the activities and resources of Federal agencies having
direct, indirect, and supporting responsibilities for law
enforcement along the United States-Mexico border.

We reviewed policies, procedures, practices, correspond-
ence, and documentation relating to each agency's approach,
as well as studies which have been made on the problems of
border control. Data was compiled regarding illegal aliens
in the United States; Mexican narcotics production and trans-
shipping estimates; illegal alien apprehensions; the seizure
of drugs, equipment, and material used in smuggling; and
arrest of drug smugglers. Additionally, we examined and
analyzed agencies' files relating to selected drug interdic-
tion cases.

Locations visited

Our review was conducted at

--Department of State, DEA, INS, U.S. Attorney, Customs,
Coast Guard, and FAA Headquarters offices in Washing-
ton, BS )

--the U.S. Embassy in Mexico City and DEA's Mazatlan
District Office; and




--various regional and district offices of these Federal
agencies in the Southwest area of the United States.

Our findings and conclusions are based, in part, on an
analysis of drug interdiction cases. At the locations visited,
we reviewed (1) all sea and air interdiction cases for calendar
year 1975 and (2) port-of-entry and land patrol interdiction
cases for the last quarter of calendar year 1975 involving

heroin, cocaine, dangerous drugs, or one kilogram (1000 grams
or 2.2 pounds) or more of marihuana, as follows:

San Y¥Ysidro/ Nogales/
San Diego, Tucson, El Paso, Laredo,

California Arizona Texas Texas Total
Port-of-entry 101 34 44 a/2l 200
Land patrol
Customs 11 41 8 21 81
INS 6 28 17 8 59
Customs
Air pa-
trol 27 29 b/3 /9 68
Marine
patrol 10 - s - = -
Total oo 132 g 59 418

|

I
|

a/Because of the small number of interdiction cases at the

~ Laredo port-of-entry, we added four cases from the quarter
ended September 31, 1975, and seven cases involving less
than a kilogram each of marihuana. Deleting these 11 cases
leaves 10 cases applicable to the 15 Laredo seizures shown
in the table on page 34.

b/Period covered July 2, 1975, through May 31, 1976.

c/Customs Air Support Branch located in San Antonio, Texas.




CHAPTER 2

CONTROL PROBLEMS AND RESOURCES ASSOCIATED

WITH ENFORCEMENT AT THE SCUTHWEST BORDER

CONTROL_PROBLEMS

Controlling the border is essentially a task of con-
trolling the movement of people, vehicles, aircraft, and
goods. This is difficult at any border, but characteristics
of the Southwest border complicate the job. The United
States has resisted "sealing off" the 2,000-mile land border
with Mexico and has maintained, with modifications, an es-
sentially open border for several reasons:

--Large expenditures would be required to effectively
control the border. The MITRE Corporation in 1973
estimated it would cost $300 million to implement
a system 85-percent effective in intercepting il-
legal entrants crossing between ports-of-entry.

--United States/Mexico relations have been good and
are based upon friendliness and cooperation.

--The United States desires to facilitate the flow of
legitimate traffic.

Enforcement agencies have deployed their officers and
equipment at and between various ports-of-entry in an at-
tempt to more effectively secure the berder. Difficulties
and limiting factors are discussed below.

Port-of-entry

The magnitude of commerce and travel, and the necessity
to facilitate their flow, places constraints on the counter-
measures available and practical for interdiction at ports-
of-entry. The increasing tremendous volume of legitimate
traffic serves to limit enforcement efforts necessary to
detect contraband. During the 6-year period from fiscal year
1971 through fiscal year 1976, about 864 million people,

247 million vehicles, and 441 thousand aircraft were inspected
in the Southwest border area. At major land ports such as

San Ysidro, California, during peak traffic, an inspector has
an average of 30 seconds to determine if a vehicle, its pas-
sengers, and baggage should be allowed to enter, or be given

a more thorough examination which could take an hour or more.



During Operation Intercept in 1969, all persons and
vehicles crossing the bor :r were stopped and subjected to
thorough inspection. This action demonstrated that more
than a cursory search by inspectors at the ports-of-entry
brings forth a great deal of public outcry and displeasure.
More drugs were seized, but the increased time required to
pass through the ports-of-entry resuvlted in long waiting
lines of pedestrians and vehicles on the Mexican side o:
the border. Facea with long lines, many tourists complained
bitterly and many othere did not cross into Mexico. Mer-
chants on both sides of the border complained. :

Non-port-of-entry

The border area between the ports-of-entry is rela-
tively unpatrolled and the heavy traffic along the border
helps conceal illegal entry.

--Ground mode. Only 2 percent of the entire Southwest
border (40 miles) offers sufficient topographical
barriers to make illegal land crossings unlikely.

The patrol forces are able to cover about 1€ percent,
or one patrolman for every 10 miles of the border at
any given time.

--Air mode. Aircraft can easily cross into the United
States. DEA has estimated that there are up to 150
illegal flights per day across the Southern border
(San Diego, California to Miami, Florida). The
Southwest includes thousands of square miles of land
containing abandoned or little-used airstrips, dry
lake beds, and isolated roads where light aircraft
can land. Southern California has about 53,000 active
pilots and the three busiest general aviation airports.
FAA and military radar coverage exists over portions
of the United States/Mexico border, but sufficient
limitations exist that aircraft, especially low-flying
aircraft, run little risk of detection.

--Boat mode. The majority of the 500,000 small craft
registered in the State of California, which includes
about 3,500 yachts with long-range capability, are
located in Southern California. There are three ma-
jor harbors in Southern California and more than 15
small boat harbors which dot the coastline between
San Diego and San Luis Obispo. 1In San Diegs. where
300 to 400 pleasure vessels depart or arrive on a
Saturday, Sunday, or holiday, there are over 120 miles
of waterfront, and it is only 10 miles for the entrance
of San Diego Bay to Mexican waters. Limited lawvw




enforcement resources result in virtually no monitor-
ing of small boat activity on a day-to-day basis and
regulations governing small boat reporting are very
lenient. Only vessels landing in Mexico or making
contact with another boat in Mexican waters (an ex-

Difficult control problems exist at the Southwest bor-
der, as evidenced by the fact that most illicit drugs and il-
legal aliens enter the United States over this border. The
estimated Federal investment for law enforcement in that
area has nearly doubled since fiscal year 1971.

i/Because of the varying geographic boundaries of the vari-

" ous agencies, differing accounting systems, and incom-
plete documentation, the dollar figures and statistics
presented in this chapter and the drug seizures in the
following chapter do not represent a precise accounting
for resources allocated to the Southwest border. The
estimates were prepared by the agencies and, therefore,

sgurces.
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$141.7

$122.0
$110.3
$89.9
$87.2
$69.69/
A =
Fiscal Year: 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976

Customs, INS, and Bureau of Narcotics
and Dangerous Drugs (BNDD)/DEA Expenditures
(millions)

a/No cost for BNDD/DEA w-=s included since such data was un-
available. BNDD/DEA es:imated cost for 1972 was $4.3 million




The following chart illustrates the mix and general pur-
pose for which these expenditures were made.

1971

$17.1 Customs, 23%

$4.3 BNDD/DEA, 6% 3/

$39.7 Customs, 28%

29% in 1971 and 42% in 1976
spent for narcotics and
contraband control

$19.EDEA, 4%

Customs, INS, and BNND/DEA Expenditures
Fiscal Years 1971 and 1976
(dollars in millions}

a/Since BNDD/DEA cost estimated for FY 71 unavailable, FY 72
cost for BNDD/DEA was used.
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Not only did the expenditures change dramatically during
this period, but alsoc the purposs fo5r which they were being

expended. During 1971, INS spent 71 percent of the total
funds in this area to control the entry of illegal aliens,
while only 29 percent of the funds was being spent to con-

trol illegal drugs and other contraband. By 1976, INS'
expenditures had dropped to 58 percent of the enforcement
funds being spent by these agencies.

A breakdown of estimated INS, Customs, and DEA resources
for variocus categories follows.

Southwest Border Resources
Fiscal Year 1976

Staff Yshi- Dog Teams
power Planes Boats ciss {note a) Sensors
INS b/2,988 24 g 1,489 g 988
Customs e 47 - == 736 48 355
DEA 664 11 3 493 - o
Total 5,707 §§ ié, 2,698 48 1,343

a/A detector dog team consists of a dog handler and a detec-
tor dog.

b/This represents the number of IES personnel stati
the Southwest border during the first half of FY 1976.

il
LWt
w0
i

From fiscal year 1971 through 1
and DEA estimated number of personnel deplo
Southwest border increased by 1,355 percent) from 4,352
in 1971 to 5,707 in 1976. The imcressed personnel were
distributed as follows: 668 or 52 percent perform a patrol

W

operation, 267 or 21 percent perform the inspection opera-
tions, 188 or 15 percent perfors an imvestigation function,
while 232 or 17 percent perform & support function. The
number and functional mode of operation of the personnel,

from 1971 to 1976, are shown on the fcllowing page.

o
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Staffpower

Operation 1971 1978
Inspection 1,028 1,295
Patrol 1,351 2,019
Investigation 683 871
Support 1,290 1,522

Total a/4,352 5,707

a/Since 1971 estimates were not available for BNDD/DEA, 1972
estimates were used.
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CHAPTER 3

LIMITED SUCCESS IN ACHIEVING FEDERAL OBJECTIVES

The Federal strategy for drugs gives priority to high-
level trafficking networks and those drugs which inherently
pose a greater risk to the individual and society. For aliens,
the highest priority is prevention of illegal entries. The
substantial Federal investment for enforcement at the South-
west border has had only limited success in achieving these
oojectives.

--Border forces interdict only a small quantity of the
estimated heroin and cocaine entering the United States
from Mexico. Most seizures are marihuana.

--Border drug apprehensions seldom involve high-level
traffickers.

--Although apprehensions of illegal aliens have in-
creased, more are successful in getting into the
United States than are prevented from entering.

These areas are discussed in greater detail below.

LIMITED SEIZURES OF "HIGH RISK" DRUGS

In fiscal year 1976, Customs and INS seized about 2 per-
cent of the heroin, less than 1 percent of the cocaine, and
10 percent of the marihuana estimated to come from or through
Mexico. When DEA seizures (including seizures made in Mexico)
are added total Southwest border area drug seizures by the
three agencies for fiscal year 1976 represented about 6 per-
cent of the heroin, 3 percent of the cocaine, and 13 per-
cent of the marihuana estimated to come from Mexico. The
following table shows fiscal year 1976 Southwest border area
seizures by agency.
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Drug Seizures (note a) at the

Southwest Border--FY 1976 (note b}

Heroin Cocaine Marihuana
(pounds)
Customs 199 10 337,155
INS (note b) _10 53 205,178
Interdiction seizures 209 63 542,937
DEA 512 176 145,060
Total 121 239 687,997
Mexican Narcotics
production and
transiting
Estimates 1976 (note c) 11,400 8,000 5,400,000

a/Drug seizures are presumed to be 100-percent pure, although
the purity of border seizures are significantly less.

b/INS was able to supply seizure statistics for the first
6 months of fiscal year 1976. The gquantities shown in the
chart and the percentages shown on page 13 assume that
seizures during the last 6 months were identical to those
of the first 6 months.

c/Estimates of drugs flowing to United States from and through
Mexico are shown as 100-percent purity.

As can be seen from the above table, the most significant ac-
complishment of seizures at the United States-Mexico border
has been in reducing the quantity of marihuana entering the
United States. This reduction, however, only accounted for
about 13 percent of the estimated amount of marihuana coming
from Mexico.

WHERE ARE DRUGS BEING INTERDICTED?

Our work along the United States-Mexico border, and that
of the Domestic Council Drug Abuse Task Force on the South-
ern border, shows that most heroin, cocaine, and dangerous
drugs are interdicted at ports-of-entry, while most mari-
huana by volume is intercepted away from the ports-of-entry.

Heroin--The overwhelming majority of hercin interdic-
tions, in terms of frequency as well as volume, are at
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ports-of-entry. To illustrate, in fiscal year 1976, 216 of the
233 heroin seizures along the Southwest border were at ports-
of-entry. The Dowestic Council's analysis of a recent 18-
month period for the entire Southern border showed that

98 percent of heroin seizures (by volume) were at ports, with
94 percent brought into the country by autos, trucks, or
vans/campers.

Cocaine--Like heroin, most cocaine is intercepted at
ports-of-entry. Unlike heroin, cocaine is rarely seized at
land ports, which explains the low percentage detected along
the Southwest border. The Domestic Council Task Force analy-
sis showed that 97 percent of the cocaine seized was at other
than land ports-of-entry, with more than half seized from
scheduled airlines and another 32 percent coming in aboard
boats along the Southern border.

Marihuana--By far, in terms of both frequency as well
as volume, marihuana is the controlled substance being in-
terdicted at the border. It is most frequently detected at
the land ports-of-entry in small quantities, which seldom
exceed several hundred kilograms. The Domestic Council
analysis showed that 74 percent of the marihuana interdicted
has been between ports-of-entry. Overall, autos and trucks
accounted for 87 percent. airplanes 7 percent, and vessels
6 percent of the seized marihuana along the Southern border.

Apprehensions seldom involve
major traffickers

The overwhelming majority of persons crossing the border

in possession of drugs who are apprehended by Customs and
INS, are:

--Drug users bringing in a small quantity of a controlled
substance for personal consumption.

--Small-time operators, amateurs, couriers, or low-level
members of drug trafficking organizations who are con-
sidered expendable.

Overall, DEA data shows that less than 2 percent of the
interdictions referred from INS and Customs involved major
violators, and approximately three-fourths were marihuana
violators. Our analysis of cases in California and Arizona
showed a similar percentage of major violators were appre-
hended by ground/sea patrol forces or port-of-entry inspec-
tors. However, major violators constituted 21 percent of

marihuana smugglers apprehended by Customs Air Support
Branches (ASB).
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National priorities and DEA efforts have shifted toward
those drugs with the potential for causing the highest social
cost, and away from low-level violators.

DEA has complained that a significant portion of its
agents' time (30 percent) was being spent on border interdic-
tion cases referred by Customs and INS that involved small-
time marihuana smugglers. DEA officials and Assistant U.S.
Attorneys advised us that border interdiction cases seldom
lead to the identification of important drug traffickers or
the immobilization of traffickers organizations. About
8 percent of the arrestees in the cases analyzed by us in
Arizona and California led to the identification of major
violators.

Mcre illegal aliens enter successfully
than are apprehended

Apprehension of illegal aliens has inpreased tremen-
dously. The following table, based on INSs data, demonstrates
this increase.

INS Apprehensions of Aliens Entering
Without Inspection--Mexican Border

CALIFORNIA- NEW MEXICO- LAREDO-

ARIZONA DEL _RIO GULF TOTAL
1964 4,791 8,415 9,927 23,133
1965 11,026 11,023 8,714 30,763
1966 26,877 19,156 12,204 58,237
1967 38,539 24,916 14,577 78,032
1968 63,554 35,782 18,221 1.7,557
1969 78,399 53,816 30,884 163,099
1970 112,123 81,093 47,640 240,856
1971 132,786 108,270 72,736 313,792
1972 170,277 132,910 90,028 393,215
1973 285,389 149,194 111,078 545,661
1974 382,126 181,986 123,454 687,566
1978 398,688 160,938 102,371 661,997

Although these apprehension figures seem impressive, officials
estimate that for each person apprehended while illegally en-
tering the country, at least two others manage to get through.
Border officials have said that the number of persons who illeg-
ally cross the border without apprehension may be substan-
tially higher.

The following case helps to illustrate the magnitude of
the problem. In April 1977, at one border crossing point,
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2,897 illegal aliens were apprehended in a 36-hour period.
An INS assistant regional commissioner estimated that an
equal number of illegal aliens successfully entered the
United States at this crossing point during the same period.

Many aliens apprehended are repeaters; some have been
apprehended as many as 10 times. Our previous reports,
the Domestic Council's Committee on Illegal Aliens preliminary
report dated December 1976, and other studies have attested
to the "revolving door" nature of the border. To illustrate,
the Domestic Council report states:

"Presently the border is a revolving door* * * We
repatriate undocumented wcikers on a massive

scale® * *, The illegals cooperate by agreeing to
voluntary departure an? significant numbers promptly
re-enter. It is not unusual for «. illegal to un-
dergo multiple apprehensions and re-entries for
there are no serious deterrents."

When one considers the many points along the United
States-Mexico border that can be used by aliens to enter the
United States, it becomes apparent that the attempt to pre-
vent illegal entries at the border, by itself, will not
solve the illegal alien problem.
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CHAPTER 4

BORDER NEEDS AN INTEGRATED STRATEGY

AND OVERALL CONTROL PLAN

Federal border law enforcement agencies face a complex
and most difficult task that requires a comprehensive, co-
ordinated effort by all segments of the border law enforce-
ment community. Each agency should be expected to use its
limited resources to achieve optimum results. Efforts to
date, however, have not reached this goal because:

--The Executive Branch of the Federal Government has
not developed &an integrated strategy or a compre-
hensive border control plan to consider all aspects
of the problem and establish clear, measurable ob-
jectives indicating what it intends to accomplish
with the various law enforcement resources. A
plan of this type is critical because of the many
agencies with overlapping responsibilities.

--Costly overlapping and poorly coordinated enforce-
ment activities and support systems exist.

-=-Little is known about how most drugs enter the
country. High priority is being given to improve
the situation. Available intelligence and seizure
statistics indicate that most of the heroin, cocaine,
and dangerous drugs are smuggled through the ports-
of-entry. However, inspector staffpower at major
United States-Mexico ports has remained about the
same, or decreased, while patrol forces away from
the ports have increasad.

This chapter discusses the opportunity and need to strengthen
law enforcement at the border under the major areas of in-
telligence support and law enforcement operations.

INTELLIGENCE

Intelligence for border law enforcement--
too little known

Resource deployment and border law enforcement effec-
tiveness (significant arrests and seizures) depend upon the
guality and quantity of information (intelligence) available
to enforcement decisionmakers. The hordes of legitimate
traffic in the vicinity of the border and passing through
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ports-of-entry make it extremely difficult to identify smug-
glers. Quality intelligence concerning the activities of
smugglers, in combination with mobile air, water, or ground
interception systems, is considered to be the best tool to
improve interdiction results, short of total surveiliance
and interception coverage.

Information on how drugs enter the country is not ade-
guate for making decisions on how to respond. The Domestic
Council's Drug Abuse Task Force, in its draft report on the
Southern border, supported this position. The report pointed
out that "the single greatest area of deficiency, or in a
more constructive sense, the area which has the greatest op-
portunity for improvement, is the drug intelligence func-
tion."

DEA's efforts to improve intelligence

Under Reorganization Plan No. 2, DEA was tasked with
providing nationwide drug intelligence. DEA is currently
working on this task and some improvements have been made;
but problems still exist. To illustrate, DEA has developed
a preliminary Mexican Heroin Trafficking Model which de-
scribes the methods and routes used in transporting Mexican
heroin from the poppy-growing areas to U.S. cities. Many of
these suspected heroin trafficking routes are probably used
for smuggling cocaine and marihuana manufactured in and
transited through Mexico. Although DEA suspects the routes
and methods, little factual data exists to reliably estab-
lish the amount of illicit narcotics smuggled across the
Southwest border. DEA supplies interdicting agencies with
very little actionable intelligence necessary for successful
operations along the borders. When it has provided such
information, the successes have been significant.

In our report entitled "Federal Drug Enforcement: Strong
Guidance Needed," dated December 18, 1975, we recommended that
DEA place increased emphasis on the gathering of intelligence
information to assist border law enforcement in catching smug-
glers at U.S. ports and borders. The Chairman of the working
group of the Domestic Council's Drug Abuse Task Force for the
Southern border said that DEA needs to reorient its agents to
the intelligence function, especially outside of the country.

Border Intelligence Center--
a step forward, but problems still remain

In September 1974 the E1 Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC)
was established by DEA at El Paso, Texas, to provide an overall
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intelligence picture of drug trafficking and/or smuggling by
land, sea, or air between Mexico and the United States. This
mission was to be accomplished by accumulating raw intelli-
gence, analyzing this data, and providing tactical intelli-
gence to agencies with border enforcement responsibilities.
Plans were for a joint effort between DEA, INS, and Customs.

In the early stages of EPIC's development, progress
was slow due to lack of support and agency resistance. Ini-
tially, only INS and DEA placed personnel at EPIC, but more
recently other Federal agencies have begun to support EPIC.
Current participants are Customs, ATF, Coast Guard, and
FAA, with increased DEA and INS commitment. Recent progress
supports the desirability of a single border intelligence
center, but there are problems.

Agencies' commitments and views

In the early stages, the 20 DEA employees at EPIC de-
voted their efforts to building an intelligence data base
and answering queries received from law enforcement person-
nel seeking current intelligence data on narcotics suspects
and vehicles under surveillance for illegal drug traffick-
ing. The initial personnel included three analysts whose
time was devoted to preparing a weekly brief. This brief
contained current trends, patterns, and statistical data
relating to narcotics smuggling. Little time was left for
other analysis of drug trafficking.

DEA now has 35 positions and most of the new positions
were placed in the Analysis Section. With the increase in
personnel, the Analysis Section is currently developing in-
formation and issuing reports in such areas as the exchange
of arms and/or vehicles for narcotics; organized crime in-
fluences and narcotics trafficking srganizations; alien-
smuggling organizations; use of fraudulent documents by
traffickers; and organized smuggling via land and commercial
aircraft, ocean-going vessels, and small vessels. The Analy-
sis Section reviews the EPIC lookeuts 1/ to determine the
degree of success being achieved. =

Initially, INS staffing at EPIC consisted of a deputy
director, secretary, and a special agent. Currently, INS

1/A lookout is an alert communicated to EPIC by an agent

~ and usually consists of a name, an automobile registration
or license plate number, or an aircraft number to help
EPIC intercept violators and the vehicles they use.

20




A

has 14 people at EPIC. The air intelligence and inspection
program, the fraudulent document center, and the anti-
smuggling program of INS have been transferred from Yuma,
Arizona, to EPIC. INS is now in a better position to as-
sess the impact of EPIC on its performance. The Justice
Department said that "INS is the largest user of EPIC and
EPIC has proved to be a very effective law enforcement tool
for INS purposes.”

FAA officials have found EPIC to be an effective tool
for providing appropriate information concerning aviatior,
FAA has an arrangement with DEA to have all aviation intel-
ligence handled through EPIC. FAA has one representative
at EPIC.

ATF is very supportive of EPIC according to ATF offi-
cials. Participation in EPIC provides ATF with a larger
data base of useful intelligence with a minimum investment.
Since its involvement in EPIC, ATF has made more arrests
and developed more cases. ATF currently has one represen-
tative at EPIC.

The Coast Guard informed us it relies heavily on in-
telligence provided by EPIC and Customs. The information
is in the form of vessel lookout lists. The Coast Guard
generates some intelligence on its own which it transmits
to EPIC. The Coast Guard feels EPIC is very beneficial be-
cause its vessels can and do make real time requests concern-
ing suspicious vessels. Usually, EPIC will respond to the
Coast Guard vessel by the time boarding takes place. The
Coast Guard has one representative at EPIC and plans to add
four more.

Unlike the other participants in EPIC, Customs is cri-
tical of EPIC because it feels that to a great extent EPIC
duplicates the Treasury Enforcement Communication Systems
(TECS), ard TECS fulfills Customs' needs. Customs presently
has two representatives at EPIC. TECS and other agencies'
intelligence support systems are discussed in detail on
pages 25 through 28 of this chapter.

EPIC's operations and results

The heart of EPIC is the Watch Operation Section and
the Analysis Section. The Watch Operation Section operates
on a 24-hour, 7-day week schedule in order to support on-
going field investigations being conducted by Federal, State,
and local law enforcement agencies.
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Since EPIC became operational, users seeking information
have steadily increased. 1In January 1975 EPIC recieved 429
inguiries. During May 1976 about 6,750 inquiries were re-
ceived seeking information on suspects, aircraft, vehicles,
fraudulent documents, smuggling, and related items. This
increased volume suggests growing reliance on the system by
user agencies.

Each of the participating agencies has given EPIC ac-
cess to its pertinent data base. The TECS and DEA's Nar-
cotics and Dangerous Drugs Information System (NADDIS) are
accessible through computer terminals installed at EPIC.
Lookout information received at EPIC, pertaining to indivi-
duals, vehicles, aircraft, and vessels that are suspected
of participating in smuggling ventures, is placed in each
participating agency's information system if relevant. This
sharing of information among the agencies has facilitated
arrests and seizures.

Our analysis of EPIC lookouts for a 4-month period
between December 1, 1975, and March 31, 1976, that were
placed in the TECS, INS, Coast Guard, and FAA systems dis-
closed the following:

Results of lookouts

Lookouts placed 1,255
Response to lookouts 153
Arrests 42

Seizures:
Mar ihuana 4,529 kilograms
Hashish 794 grams

Heroin 15,871 grams
Cocaine 7,320 grams
Jewelry $600
Aircraft 10
Vessels 1
Vehicles 9

EPIC lookouts placed in October 1976 have provided
agencies with information which resulted in five seizures
yielding 51.5 pounds of brown heroin, 2 pounds of cocaine,
298,650 mini-amphetamines, and 35 tons of marihuana.

The Chief, Watch Operation Section, stated that re-
cently there has been a noticeable increase in requests
for information from EPIC by the Mexico City region. 1In
October 1976 the region submitted 158 inquiries to EPIC
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cing information and through EPIC placed 30 lookouts
*ECS and 1 with INS.

Our work in Mexico showed that little informacion was
being developed within Mexico to improve interdiction ef-
forts at ports-of-entry and other locations along the South-
west border. Intelligence-gathering efforts within Mexico
were geared to the eradication campaign and known traffick-
ing operations within Mexico. Tactical and operational in-
telligence to support border law enforcement was a low
priority item within the U.S. Mission, with limited coopera-
tion from the Government of Mexico.

In June 1976 the U.S. Mission was developing little
information to assist in intercepting drugs at the border.
The Narcotics Control Action Plan (NCAP) for Mexico--the
bilateral program--while encouraging the development of
drug intelligence capability with the Government of Mexico
for incountry enforcement activity, was silent regarding
the gathering and exchanging of interdiction-related nar-
cotics information to assist border enforcement personnel.

Copies of all investigative reports that DEA agents
develop dealing with opium poppy cultivation and traffick-
ing organizations are forwarded to EPIC. Specific initia-
tives to monitor vehicle, boat, and aircraft traffic have

With the exception of several informants paid to
monitor the movement of vehicles, aircraft, and boats sus-
pected of transporting narcotics from the Mexican mainland
through the Baja peninsula to Southern California, the
DEA's Mexico City Regional Intelligence Unit's information
forwarded to assist in intercepting drugs at the border con-
sisted of responding to inquiries from EPIC, and occasionally
boats and aircraft traveling in Mexico. These actions have
not provided the type of tactical intelligence necessary to
identify specific shipments, or traffickers' plans, which
could be acted upon by border enforcement agents.

The Chief, Analysis Section, at EPIC stated that he

believes the Analysis Section receives all intelligence
developed by the Mexico City region. This official said
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on January 17, 1976, a3 confidential informant told
the MFJP that a blue and white Ford pickup truck
bearing Arizona license XXXXX was enroute to Chicags,
Illinois, with about 14 kilograms of hersin. The
heroin was believed to be hidden in the door panels,
and possibly in the drive shaft., The MFJP was un-
able to 1scate the vehicle within Mexico and an al
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TECS, operated by the Cus s Service, is the principal
means of disseminating intellige. ce information to inspection
and enforcement personnel at border crossing points, air-
ports, seaports throughout the country. The predominant ele-
ment of the system is a computerized operational suspect-file,
housed in San Diego, California, which is linked to some 900
terminals located at major ports-of-entry, including 100 ter-
minals located at land crossings along the Southwest border.
The types of information contained in the system on indivi-
duals are

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

-=-such identifying numbers as social security, driver's
license, passport, National Crime Information Center,
license plate(s), and aircraft.

TECS presently contains approximately 485,000 records
of which 220,000 or 45 percent are narcotics case records.
TECS has access to the National Law Enforcement Telecommuni-
cations System (NLETS) and the FBI's National Crime Infor-
mation Center (NCIC).

The data system currently being used by INS is the Look-
out Book System. This contains phonetically arranged names
of persons for whom INS has established a "lookout." Persons
listed in this system include immigration offenders; fugi-
tives sought by the FBI, other Federal agencies, and State
and local enforcement agencies; and suspected subversives
and/or espionage agents whose names @ 3ve been furnished
by the State Department, Department of Defense, and the in-
telligence agencies. Although this is a manual data re-
trieval system, it is highly accessible and it requires an
average of only about 5 to 12 seconds for an experienced
officer to locate a name.

In fiscal year 1976 INS began development of an Alien
Documentation, Identification and Telecommunication (ADIT)
system. ADIT involves the replacement of all existing INS-
issued alien registration receipt and border crossing iden-
tification cards with a computer readable card which cannot
be easily counterfeited or altered. 1In addition to the
identification cards, the system will consist of an auto-
mated central data base and operational remote access ter-
minals. Eventually the system will include automated card
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readers for validations at approximately 200 ports-of-entry.
Initially, the central data base is to be an ADIT/master
index file, later interfacing with other INS data files for
computer-aided enforcement and service functions. Plans
provide for installation of the access terminals at primary
and secondary inspection areas, district offices, regional
offices, and border patrol stations.

Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs Information System
(NADDIS) was designed by DEA to further investigations of
drug violators. NADDIS is an operational automated retrie-
val system that provides biographical information on known
violators and references to case files. The data includes

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

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

--the trafficker's passport data, vehicle, boat, and
aircraft numbers; and
--the trafficker's associates.

Like TECS, NADDIS has access to the FBI's NCIC criminal data
files.

As previously mentioned, DEA is developing another com-
puterized intelligence system, called PATHFINDER I. The
principal objective of PATHFINDER I is to provide DEA with

a totally integrated and centralized system for the automated

storage, retrieval, and analysis of all sources of informa-
tion relevant to illicit drug activities, as well as other
types of criminal activity of interest to enforcement agen-
cies. The PATHFINDER I data base consists of subjects, or-
ganizations, vehicles, aircraft, and vessels relevant to
illicit drug activities.

PATHFINDER is the first of five phases in DEA's Na-
tional Narcotics Intelligence System which is supposed to
be completed and fully operational in 1981. Phase 2 is to
combine the scattered data bases within DEA--Drug Abuse
Warning Network ({DAWN), System to Retrieve Information from
Drug Evidence (STRIDE), Ballistics, and NADDIS. These data

bases are to be combined under one system so that the ana-
lyst can derive indicators or patterns of activities from a
consolidated base. Phase 3 will include the data bases ex-
ternal to DEA, such as TECS and NCIC. Phase 4 will see the
complete fusion of all data bases under a master system,
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and Phase 5 will see the completion and full utilization of
the National Narcotics Intelligence System.

According to a DEA official, the system may not com-
pletely replace other data bases (NADDIS, DAWN, etc.); how-
ever, a committee has been formed to look into the possi-
bility.

Intragovernment suggestions for improved
utilization of intelligence support systems

In commenting upon the intelligence function as an
integral part of the overall narcotics supply reduction
program, the Domestic Council Drug Abuse Task Force, in its
September 1975 White Paper on Drug Abuse, observed that
the problem of inadequate information storage and retrieval
capability is complicated by the existence of four separate
automatic data processing systems. The task force recom-
mended an analysis of these systems be conducted, perhaps
by OMB, with a view toward integration or at least improved
interface.

In a 1973 report, the MITRE Corporation, after an anal-
ysis of the data elements and uses being made of the TECS
and NADDIS intelligence support systems, concluded that the
potential for duplication appears to have developed in Fed-
eral drug law enforcement intelligence data processing
operations. Duplication could be avoided with the use of
a common data base, common equipment, and compatible data ac-
cessing techniques. MITRE felt that, with the formation
of DEA, certain functions accomplished by these systems could
be combined to avoid unnecessary duplication.

The Domestic Council Committee on Illegal Aliens, in
its December 1976 report, suggests that INS, Customs, and
DEA jointly develop and share automatic data processing (ADP)
and telecommunications. The report states that it appears
feasible that ADIT could use the existing Customs ADP and
communication network.

The INS Manager for ADIT advised us that interface with
TECS and EPIC is envisioned. INS and Customs personnel have
had several meetings to exchange thoughts on the develop-
ment of the ADIT and TECS systems. As of January 1977 there
had been no contact with DEA. No specific steps have been
taken, since ADIT is not far enough into the design phase.
He was only vaguely aware of the report by the Domestic Coun-
cil Committee. He felt that INS' needs are unique, and TECS
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does not presently have inherent capabilities to fully sa-
tisfy ADIT requirements. Furthermore, he felt it could cost
as much or more to upgrade TECS than to develop a separate
system. However, no analysis or study has been done to
confirm or deny this. On November 3, 1977, Justice told us
that ADIT automated system design had just now been completed
to the point where meaningful consideration of alternatives
for implementation can be realistically evaluated. Plans

for a joint ADIT/TECS experiment are currently being dis-
cussed.

The Commissioner of Customs advised us in December 1976
that if current plans are carried through, all arriving tra-
velers at airports and seaports, including returning citi-
zens, will be queried in ADIT, "a computerized lookout sys-
tem similar to the already in-place 3nd operating TECS." He
felt that only a single system was eded and TECS could
easily incorporate an index to the alien information data
base without degrading response time, as is currently ac-
complished with the TECS/NCIC interface. His staff studied
the possibility of incorporating these reguirements, and
found no real obstacles to implementation of a unified sys-
tem. He suggested that

"Under a single agency inspection system, each
screening location would have a terminal to ac-
cess simultaneously the complete file of all
relevant enforcement information. A similar
arrangement would be used under any system of
single stop inspection; in essence, any agency
inspector in primary could use the system.
Obviously, compared to current plans, a jointly
used system offers significant reductions in

= resource outlays for computers, related tele-
communication systems, and possibly inspector
processing time. The net effect would be
greater facilitation, more effective enforce-
ment and a leveling of governmental costs."

Customs believes that EPIC is unresponsive to its in-
telligence needs and duplicates many systems previously
available. Customs believes that EPIC should be located
at Washington Headgquarters rather than El1 Paso, since it is
serving as a national, rather than a Southwest border, in-
formation center.

Consistent with the concept of centralized collection
of intelligence resources at Washington, Customs supported
the creation of the Interdepartmental Intelligence Group-
Mexico (IDIG-M), located at DEA Headguarters. In March
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1977, however, Customs reassigned one of their three IDIG-M
analysts back to Customs Headquarters after DEA and INS
downgraded their commitment to the IDIG-M function. 1In a
March 1977 letter to DEA, Customs stated the following:

"EPIC and IDIG-M remain two separate efforts to
deal with the Mexican narcotic problem, but even
though they are under the leadership of DEA,
neither communicate to combine their efforts.

This division of effort into two ineffective units
is doing nothing to aid Customs. If the IDIG con-
cept cannot be realized, Customs will have no
alternative but to continue withdrawing our rep-
resentatives next from EPIC followed by more from
IDIG-M."

A Domestic Council Task Force member also expressed
concern about EPIC. OMB beiieved that EPIC's charter, or
mandate, has been ambiguous and expansive in its mission,
and that EPIC should be reexamined to determine its ob-
jectives. The Council member feels that EPIC is best at
performing a "watch function" for DEA and as a clearing-
house for law enforcement information. According to a
former OMB official, currently with the Office of Drug Abuse
Policy, major constraints on EPIC functioning as a focal
point for coordinating border enforcement activities are:

--EPIC can only have a limited scope because all of
the analysis of intelligence data must take place
in Washington, where comprehensive case files and
the computer capability actually are located.

--EPIC will never be a focal point for coordinating
border enforcement activities because of Customs
nonacceptance of the role of DEA and DEA leader-
ship at EPIC. OMB does not see any prospects for
improvement in either area in the near future and,
consequently, does not recommend any expansion of
e

In commenting on our report, OMB agreed with the thrust of
this official's analysis, but did not entirely share his
convictions about the future of EPIC.

Justice did not agree with these opinions. 1In its opin-
ion, EPIC precludes the need for comprehensive Washington
files for anything other than background data since it concen-
trates on the analysis and dissemination of fresh intelli-
gence--less than 30 days old. Furthermore, Justice bel isves
EPIC is presently an effective clearinghouse for border
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intelligence and its effectiveness could be amplified if
utilized by all border agencies. It stated that in an effort
to enhance DEA/Customs Operations, the Administrator of DEA
and the Commissioner of Customs have scheduled a series of
meetings to develop improved cooperation between the agencies
and thereby increase Federal drug enforcement effectiveness.
As a result of these meetings, Justice believes that OMB's
view that Customs is unwilling to accept DEA's role in

EPIC appear to be premature.

Treasury said EPIC's limitations are not the result of
inadequate participation or duplication with TECS but are
caused by the limited intelligence available in the system.
Treasury stated that the lack of intelligence is a result
of DEA's belief that border interdiction plays a relatively
insignificant role in its overall narcotics supply reduction
strategy.

OPERATIONS

Smugglers enter the United States by four modes:
through ports-of-entry; by boat into coastal areas between
ports-of-entry; on foot or by vehicle between ports-of-
entry; or over the border by air. Law enforcement efforts
and selected support systems directed at countering illegal
crossings are discussed below.

Ports-of-entry interdiction--
difficult but possible

Border enforcement officials told us the majority of
hard narcotics smuggled across the Southwest border comes
through the ports-of-entry. Nearly all heroin seizures
are made at these locations. The port-of-entry is probably
the best border location for interdicting hard narcotics--
the smuggler must at least present himself for inspection.
Nevertheless, the drug interdiction task, even at the ports-
of-entry, is extremely difficult--like loocking for a needle
in a haystack.

Little impact has been made on the amount of hard drugs
estimated to come from Mexico. During fiscal year 1975 and
1976, Customs seized 262 pounds of heroin in 439 seizures
at the Southwest border, including 405 at ports-of-entry.

Of these, 11 seizures were in excess of one kilogram.

Ports-of-entry resources

Before crossing the border into the United States, vehi-
cles and pedestrians are stopped at the primary inspection
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lanes where only the most cursory inspections of vehicles,
persons, or baggage are conducted. The primary inspectors
are responsible for determining whether a vehicle and its
occupants or a pedestrian should be referred to the secon-
dary inspection area for a thorough examination. Customs
and INS share the responsibility for staffing the primary
lanes. For example, INS inspectors staff 5 of the 10--
out of a total of 24--vehicle inspection lanes at San Ysidro,
California, which are usually open. Across the Southwest
border, INS maintains a 37-percent presence, with a 50-
percent presence at some ports such &5 El1 Paso.

As discussed in chapter 2, traffic coming through the
ports and overall border expenditures have both increased
in recent years. But there is still a shortage of inspec-
tors at the four ports that we visited along the Southwest
border. 1Inspector staffpower has a significant impact on
the thoroughness of inspections performed at a port-of-entry.
According to Customs officials, additional inspection per-
sonnel were necessary to adequately staff the primary and
secondary inspection areas. For example, the facilities at
San Ysidro were not fully utilized because of a shortage of
inspectors. Although the port had 24 primary lanes and 70
secondary inspection spaces, they were not always used. We
were told that one of the two secondary inspection areas,
with 35 spaces, was never used on Monday through Friday.

In E1 Paso, Texas, there was a shortage of 12 primary
lane inspectors. The District has had to sacrifice enforce-
ment to move tra.fic. Special enforcement programs dictated
by Headquarters have not been performed, since El Paso lacked
the resources tc ~arry them out. Secondary inspection per-
sonnel were used :n the primary inspection area to process
vehicular traffic in a timely manner. Primary inspectors
were reluctant to refer many vehicles to the secondary, de-
spite suspicions, because of the lack of inspection per-
sonnel. At the Laredo, Texas, port-of-entry there were 11
inspector vacancies. While the Customs force continued to
decrease in size, the workload increased.

Detection aids--few with limited success

Judgment of the inspector is a critical ingredient in
drug interdiction. The only detection aids available to as-
sist the inspectors at the ports-of-entry are TECS data and
trained detection dogs.

The value of TECS for port-of-entry drug interdiction
is limited because it is keyed to vehicle license numbers.
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Justice informed us that unless a "hit" is made or the ve=
hicle referred to secondarv inspection, the remaining in-
formation in TECS will not be queried. 1Inspectors are
instructed not to rely on TECS data because there are many
ways 1t can be circumvented.

The majority of Customs research and development ef-
forts to improve border interdiction is aimed at between-
ports airborne detection devices and ground sensor systems.
About one-third of Customs research expenditures through
fiscal year 1976 was to develop and test devices that detect
drugs being smuggled into the United States through ports-
of-entry. The Domestic Council's Drug Abuse Task Force
recommended high priority be given to the development of
improved technical equipment to detect easily concealed
drugs. Efforts to control smuggling through the use of
contraband detection devices and "sniffer dog" teams will
be expanded during fiscal year 1978.

Detector dogs are an effective time-saving drug in-
terdiction aid--dog teams are responsbile for 27 percent
of the narcotic seizures made by Customs. Nationwide, in
fiscal year 1976, the dogs screened over 21 million units
of cargo, mail, and arriving carriers. Their efforts re-
sulted in the seizure of

--71.8 pounds of heroin,

--93.4 pounds of cocaine,

--4,260.6 pounds of hashish,

--52,954 pounds of marihuana, and
--2,914,574 units of dangerous drugs.

One seizure at the San Ysidro port-of-entry accounted for
30.75 pounds, or 43 percent, of the total heroin seized

in fiscal year 1976. In this instance, an INS inspector
referred a vehicle and its driver to the Customs' secondary
inspection area. A detector dog alerted his handler to the
back seat. The seat was removed and the heroin was found.
A dog team can search a vehicle for drugs in about 5 minutes,
while it might take an inspector 30 minutes to assure him-
self that no contraband is secreted in the vehicle. Effec-
tive use of the dogs, however, is dependent on the skill of
primary inspectors, since the dogs are only used in secon-
dary inspections. In addition, Customs officials told us
that although the dogs are trained to search for all tyges
of drugs, the dogs usually detect marihuana.
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Customs and other officials believe much of the hard
narcotics which comes through the ports is packaged and in-
serted into the human body, and therefore is extremely dif-
ficult to detect. Detector dogs are not used to search
people, and inspectors are reluctant to perform intensive
personal searches because of the difficulties involved. For
example, Customs officials at San ¥Ysidro are seldom success-
ful in locating a medical facility or doctor willing to
participate in these personal searches. Consequently, such
searches are rare.

Intelligence data available to inspectors is very
limited. Most port-of-entry drug seizures are "cold busts,"
that is, not based on prior information. Customs and INS
officials continue to assert that one of their greatest
needs is better intelligencc data on the operational modes
of smugglers. A study done for DEA concluded in 1974 that
the volume of entries into the United States from Mexico is
so great that narcotics seizures will not occur in any sig-
nificant numbers unless there is hard tactical intelligence

available to inspectors concerning the movements of illegal
drugs.

Results--few drugs are seized

During fiscal years 1975 and 1976, the San Y¥sidro,
Nogales, Laredo, and El1 Paso ports-of-entry accounted for
about 75 percent of the total number of heroin seizures made
at the Southwest border. The hard narcotic interdiction
cases, and those involving one kilogram of marihuana or more,
at these four major ports for the last 3 months of calendar
year 1975 are summarized below.

Drug Seizures

Heroin Dangerous Brugs ___Marihuana Other
No. of No. of Quantity Ne. = No. of Quantity No.'of
Ports-of- sei- Quantity sei- 5 geam sei sei- (kilo- sei-
entry zures (grams) 2zures units ZuFEss s} zures grams) zures
San Ysidro 26 3,493 9 1,063,530 18 1.7532 59 2,684 4
Nogales b 384 = = - = 28 1,971 1
El Paso 1 10,206 25 714 i 5 33 916 B
Laredo = = _8 233 2 == - —4
Total 32 14,083 42 1,064,597 28 1,751 120 5,571 13




It is evident that enforcement at the ports-sf-entry is
having little effect on the tons of heroin and other drugs
entering the United States from Mexico.

Land patrols between ports-of-entry--
two separate yet similar activities

The vast areas between the ports-of-entry along the
Southwest border and the limited resources available to pre-
vent illegal entry demand that available resources be de-
ployed in a manner to gain optimum results. The INS Border
Patrol and the Customs Patrol have overlapping roles for
control of illegal movements across the land borders between
the ports. Poor coordination and cooperation between the
Customs and INS border patrols, as well as costly overlapping
facilities, cause conflict, tension, and marginal results.

The Customs Patrol and the Border Patrol face many com-
mon problems, use many common tools, and follow the same
methods while pursuing their individual enforcement targets
and goals. The agencies maintain separate border stations,
sensor equipment, communication networks, and other support
systems.

The enforcement strategies of the Border Patrol and
Customs Patrol recognize that neither has the resscurces to
cover the vast land area between ports-of-entry. To maxi-
mize interdiction, both agencies use ground patrols, air
patrols, sensor egquipment, and surveillance at known cross-
ing points. The patterns of illegal entry result in concen-
trations of each agency's patrol officers in the same high-
volume crossing areas.

Results achieved

Working in close proximity to the border, the Customs
Patrol, whose primary interest is drugs and other contra-
band, often apprehends illegal aliens and the INS Border
Patrcl apprel.ends drug smugglers. The success of both in
drug interdiction has overwhelmingly been with marihuana;
the amount, as well as frequency of heroin, dangerous drugs,
or cocaine seizures have been negligible. Customs and INS
patrol officers express the opinion that heroin, dangerous
drugs, and cocaine pass through, not between, the ports-
of-entry. Our case analyses and other data support this
observatioa. Almost without exception, Customs Patrol's
interdictions of controlled drugs, other than marihuana,
involved smugglers who originally entered through a port-of-
entry.
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At the four locations along the border, we analyzed 140
controlled drug interdiction cases of the two patrols during
the last 3 months of calendar year 1975. Our analysis showed
that 133 cases, or 95 percent, involved marihuana, of which
45, or 34 percent, were abandoned marihuana seizures without
arrests. The following table shows the results of the in-
terdictions made by the two patrols.

Drug seizures

Locations Mar i1huana Heroiln Other Total
Nogales
Border Patrol 28 - 1 29
Customs Patrol 38 4 1 43
San Ysidro
Border Patrol 6 - - 6
Customs Patrol 11 - - 11
El Paso
Border Patrol j = - F: 24
Customs Patrol 7 1 - 3
Laredo
Border Patrol 6 1 3 10
Customs Patrol _20 Ui _4 _24
Total a/l33 b/6 16 155
Percent 86 4 10 100

a/Represent seizures totaling 20,357 kilograms of marihuana,
of which 6,763 kilograms, or 33 percent, were abandoned,
with no arrests made.

b/Represent seizures totaling 330 grams of heroin, with one
of the seizures accounting for 211 grams, or 64 percent.

Coordination and cooperation of
activities between ports-of-entry

In April 1975 the Commissioners ot “~~" “ms and INS
signed a Memorandum of Understanding man -ng "full co-
operation between the two Services." As sctated in the memo-
randum, this cooperation includes

--common communication channels,

--immediate exchange of information,

--immediate alerting of the other as to projected cpera-
tions,
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--coming to the other's assistance whenever callzd,
--exchange of intelligence, and

--performing the other's duties capably and profes-
sionally whenever so designated.

At the locations visited, we noted some communication
at the management level, but limited coordination and co-
operation at the working level. The patrol officers rarely
work together, and we could not identify any joint operation
between the patrols. Competition and animosity between the
patrols continue to occur, causing tension and near confron-
tations. The following obscrvations are illustrative.

--Customs and INS patrolmen are unable to communicate
directly with each other in the field because of in-
compatible radio systems which operate on different
frequency ranges.

--Remote sensors are deployed in close proximity to
each other, and neither of the patrol forces know
exactly where the other's sensors are located.

The sensors are monitored at separa:e sites, with
each agency unaware of the activity being detected
by the other.

--We accompanied the Border and Customs Patrol offi-
cers on patrols and observed the officers using
essentially the same interdiction tools and tech-
niques. Their knowledge of the other agency's patrol
activities was limited to what they had observed
while on patrol. To illustrate, at cn= location,
we traveled the same roads along the border and
were shown the same smuggling routes where both
patrols had implanted sensors, but neither knew
the exact locations of the others' sensors. They
patrolled routinely until sensor alerts indicated
smuggling activity. When it occurred, the patrol-
man drove to a predetermined spot, waited until
the intruding vehicle appeared, stopped the ve-
hicle, detected marihuana, and arrested the smug-
gler.

--Patrol officers could not recall a single example
of a joint operation or of assistance to one agency
by the other on an as-needed basis, even though both
agencies complained of insufficient staffpower. To
illustrate, while waiting and watching wth a Customs
Patrol officer at a border canyon where a sensor hit
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occurred, the supsrvisory patrol officer told us that
lack of personnel would perhaps cause them to miss
the intruder. Right after he made this statement,

an INS Border Patrol car §f§i§é§ slowly by our posi-
tion, but no attempt was made to contact it and ask
for assistance.

--The Chief Border Batrol ’ggat zn El Paso, Texas,
stated that Customs wi
right behind a Bo
Patrol Director s

il

1]

ef Patrol sensor. The Customs
1id relations with the Border
Patrol wer- terrible. He cited this example: 1In
April 1976, near Columbus, New Mexico, after a
Customs aircraft §§”f§§§§ to a sensor hit which
disclosed nothin stoms relayed the negative
result to the Bs atrol. According to the
Customs Patrel o al, the Border Patrol dis-
regarded this in §§§i§§; dispatched an auto-
mobile to the gﬁé ne, and was c’erheard on the
radio to say: run the Customs people off the road,
if necessary, to arrive there first. In a memo-
randum dated April 14, 1976, regarding this in-
stance, a Border Patrol pilot stated that Customs
Patrol had E§§§§§§§§ §i§§ two aifcraft and, until

W W\ mum

the sxte of zgé s§§§§§, ‘This memorandum stated
it was apparent that Customs responded to the
sensor alarm by monitoring the Border Patrol ire-
quency. The ?féégéfg told us this problem was
resolved shortly after it was identified.

m\

i

Air interdiction:
effectiveness guestionable

Air interdiction §’§§’§A§§§§ had some success in ap-
prehending smugglers using aircraft to cross the border.
The results to date, however, are considered marginal.

DEA and Customs have speculated for years that heroin
and other hard narcotics are smuggled into the United States
by privately owned aircraft. Even though great potential
exists to smuggle herocin by sircraft, air interdictions as
well as analyses of §;£€§§§§ §£§§§§§ within Mexico and along

is the commodlty cgggggz% %é;gg §§§§§Ié§ by aircraft. There
is no evidence available which indicates that large shipments
of heroin or other hard narcotics are being smuggled by pri-
vate aircraft across the border.
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We were unable to identify a single smuggling case where
an aircraft known to have crossed the United States-Mexics
border had other than traces of hard narcotics aboard. To
illustrate, durng calendar year 1975 the single Customs air
program case along the border involving a substantial amount
of heroin was not an air smuggling case. The heroin was
seized at the El1 Baso International Airport after being
smuggled through & port-of-entry, then delivered to the air-
port for further shipment into the interior of the United
States.

Iimplementing an effective program aimed at preventing
drug smuggling by aircraft is difficult because, as de-
scribed in chapter 2, a smuggler using an aircraft has
many advantages that interdiction forces may be unable to
counter. While DEA and INS have air resources deployed
along the Southwest border, Customs has assumed the opera-
tional role of detectinc and interdicting smugglers using
aircraft.

The aircraft deployed by INS are not capable of air-
interception type operations. These aircraft operate at
low altitudes and at slow speeds in support of Border Pa-
trol ground activities. Simila. aircraft are operated
by Customs in support of Customs Patrol ground cperations.

Customs ._'r interdiction--
cost, use, and results

Since 1971 Customs has spent $25 million on aircraft
and radar for the air interdiction program. In fiscal
year 1976 salary costs, excluding overtime, for the four
Southwest border Air Support Branches were about $1.32 mil-
lion.

Customs has rsquested large increases in its air
program including a jet aircraft and two twin-engine tur-
boprop planes. In a response to the Southern Border Drug
Abuse Task Force, Customs estimated that at the very minimum
an additional $29.3 million in resources was required to
adequately mount an effective war on the smugglers who
utilize aircraft.

The Domestic Council Southern Border report cited the
Customs air program as being only marginally effective, and
OMB reduced the portions of Customs‘ fiscal year 1977 budget
request for additional aircraft and support equipment. Cus-
toms could not show OMB how the additional aircratt would give
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significant results. Based on airplace crash data, OMB be-
lieved that primarily marihuana, the lcwest drug priority,
was being smuggled by air.

Routine patrol and surveillance, as well as support of
special operations, characterize Customs use of aircraft.
During our review we noted that the majority of the aircraft

flight hours and missions were for:

--Patrol/search: routine border or port patrol not
involved 'n a specific case.

--Surveillance: an aircraft is called in on a case
or potential case for intelligence gathering purposes.

--Other: any type of mission or utilization not other-
wise categorized, such as liaison missions (most of
which are contacts with fixed based operators).

During fiscal year 1975 only 1.4 percent of the flight
hours at the Tucson ASB, and 5.5 percent at the San Diego
ASB, were for interception/apprehension where an aircraft
was called in to assist in arrest or seizure.

Our followup of drug interdiction cases at the ASBs
along the Southwest border for calendar year 1975 showed
that very few major drug interdictions were made, and
virtually all involved marihuana. The table below sum-
marizes these activities.
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Customs ASB Drug Cases
Calendar Year 1975

Marihuana only Other cases
ASB Total Kilograms Type &
branch cases Cases seized Number guantity Arrests
San Diego a/27 b/21 4,760 2 1 trace, 5l
= cocaine,
1 trace
amphet-
amine,
97 kg.
mari-
huana
Tucson 29 c/29 13,422 - - 88
San Antonio 9 9 519 - - 10
El Paso
(note d) 3 2 366 e/1 2.4 kg. 8
. S5 = heroin =
Total 68 1 19,067 = 159

|

a/Includes 4 cases where no drugs were seized.
b/Includes 6 cases where 1 kilogram or less was seized.
c/Includes 3 cases where less than 1 kilogram was seized.

d/Statistics for El Paso are for period July 1, 1975, through
May 31, 1976.

e/The heroin seized did not come from Mexico aboard an air-
craft; it was delivered to the suspect's aircraft at the
El Paso International Airport.

DEA aircraft operation

DEA's annual operating cost for the air program is
about $2 million. The program's basic mission is to support
enforcement operations. Air-to-surface surveillance flights
account for the majority of the missions, about 60 percent.
Increasing numbers of pilots and aircraft are being devoted
to special operations, particularly Operation Trizo, the
opium eradication campaign in Mexico.

A recenc DEA evaluation of air operations disclosed

that, overall, the air program is meeeting its basic obiec-
tives, both domestically and in foreign operations, but, as
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presently structured and supported, is accomplishing its
mission through "makeshift" technigues in the absence of
planned programs encompassing aircraft procurement, utili-
zation, maintenance, safety, pilot training, and career
development. 1In discussing problems pertaining to the air
program's operations, the evaluation report questioned the
program's involvement in gathering intelligence data, as
that function duplicates, to a large measure, the Customs
air interdiction role and has, to date, borne limited accom-
plishments. While DEA pilots are special agents, they are
nonproductive from an investigative standpoint since they
neither develop nor conclude investigations. The DEA
evaluation team found that (1) pilots' involvement in under-
cover capacity is minimal--less than 10 percent of total air
missions, (2) pilots do not testify in court, do not write
surveillance reports, and rarely are involved in arrest
situations, and (3) in all instances of air-to-surface sur-
veillance, pilots are accompanied by a special agent who
serves as radio operator, observer, and the recorder of
facts.

Eleven of DEA's 39 aircraft are stationed along the
United States-Mexico border with many in close proximity
to, and having similar capabilities of, Customs aircraft.
DEA, Customs, and INS have separate aircraft mainteriance
and support facilities.

but increased cooperation and program

integration are needed 7

Customs, DEA, and the U.S5. Coast Guard all have roles
in preventing drug smuggling by vessel. These agencies
have had some success in stopping marihuana smuggling by
vessel. Several large interagency marihuana seizures have
been made in cooperation with State and local enforcement
personnel. Generally, however, marine enforcement efforts
have rarely resulted in hard narcotics seizures in other
than user amounts, and have not been effectively planned
and integrated.

Interdicting drug smugglers on water is difficult, as
discussed in chapter 2. 1Intelligence data, the key ingre-
dient to any interdiction effort, seldom has been avail-
able. Occasional joint operations and routine interdiction
and enforcement activities characterize the marine opera-
tions of enforcement agencies in the Southern California
area. Customs and DEA vessels seldom have been operated.




Customs

The Customs Marine Support Branch in San Diego, Califor-
nia, with 13 patrol officers and three vessels, made 10 marine
drug interdictions during 1975. Seventeen middle- and lower-
level violators were arrested. 1In two of the cases, no ar-
rests were made--abandoned loads of marihuana were found. The
Marine group seized 2,315 kilograms of marihuana and 14 grams
of heroin.

A marine drug interdiction made during 1975 is summarized
below to illustrate the operation mode of the Marine Support
Branch:

While investigating marine smuggling activities at a
local marina in January 1975, Customs Patrol officers
(CPOs) observed a boat being launched. Immediately
after launching the boat, the tow vehicle and trailer
departed the area, arousing the suspicions of the
CPOs. After further inquiry disclosed that the boat
had been the subject of a Harbor Police report nearly
4 months earlier, the CPOs decided to maintain sur-
veillance, and an additional CPO was called in to
help. When the boat departed the marina, a Customs
airplane was called in to assist in surveillance.

The boat was observed from the air to enter Mexican
waters and return to San Diego Bay, where a search

of the vessel yielded one-half ounce of heroin, 300
kilograms of marihuana, a small amount of hashish,
and a "hash" pipe.

The Marine group did not use a vessel during the interdic-
tion.

Vessel utilization and value data are shown in the
following table.
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San Diego Customs Marine-Support-Branch
Vessel Value and Utilization Data
January 1975 thru June 1976

Number of days

Patrolling
results Approx-
Posi- Nega- Mainte- Other Not imate
tive tive Training nance (note a) used value
38' Ber-
tram - 145 7 14 = 376 $110,000
26' Live-
say 5 98 2 52 17 313 23,500
16' Nauset
{note b) - = = - 13 3= - - 4,200
Total -5 223 = - 67 55 1.100 s$137,700

a/Testing and demonstration to visitors.
b/Does not include data for January 1976 through June 1976.

The San Diego Customs Marine Support Branch participated
in four special operations between October 1974 and November
1976. The last two operations involved DEA and the Coast
Guard, as well as other Customs units. The marine involvement
in these operations was limited primarily to picket line duty
and intelligence gathering activities, which resulted in a
small number of marine drug interdictions. These interdic-
tions all involved marihuana. Operation Star Trek, the
longest operation, was held from September 20 through Novem-
ber 11, 1975. Customs, DEA, and the Coast Guard were in-
volved in the marine segment of the operation, utilizing 11
vessels and 1 aircraft. Their combined efforts resulted in
one drug interdiction which was the result of a Coast Guard
search and rescue mission. They arrested one suspect and
seized 296 kilcgrams of marihuana. Three of these special
operations are discussed in greater detailed on pages 46 to
49.

DEA uncertain of its role

The DEA San Diego district office has one agent as-
signed part-time to marine drug enforcement. The district
office has two vessels, a 36-foot Uniflite and a 24-foot
Wellcraft. The Uniflite, valued at about $70,000, was used
only about 54 hours during 1975, and 29 of those hours oc-
curred in January. The Wellcraft, valued at about $8,000,
has never been used by DEA because needed repairs have not
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been made. This vessel was seized by DEA in Miami, Florida,
and transferred to San Diego in July 1975 at a cost of
$3,000, which included a boat trailer. As of April 1977
funds had not been authorized by Headquarters to make the
repairs.

DEA's marine program could be improved by increased
Headquarters direction and development of clearly defined ob-
jectives and operational modes. The following example il-
lustrates the need for such improvement:
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