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CONTINUED REVIEW OF THE ADMINISTRA
TION'S DRUG INTERDICTION EFFORTS 

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 21, 1984 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, JUSTICE, 

AND AGRICULTURE SUBCOMMITTEE 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 

Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, in room 2154, Ray

burn House Office Building, Hon. Glenn English (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Glenn English, Ronald D. Coleman, 
Robert E. Wise, Jr., Buddy MacKay, Thomas N. Kindness, Tom 
Lewis, and Dan Burton. 

Also present: Representative E. Clay Shaw, Jr., and Senator 
Dennis DeConcini. 

Staff present: Theodore J. Mehl, professional staff member; Wil
liam G. Lawrence, counsel; Euphon Metzger, clerk; and John J. 
Parisi, minority professional staff, Committee on Government Op
erations. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN ENGLISH 

Mr. ENGLISH. The subcommittee will come to order. Senator 
DeConcini, join us up here at the bench if you will. This morning 
we begin 3 days of oversight hearings on the performance of the 
Government's war on drugs, with specific emphasis on air smug
gling. These hearings will be the 10th, 11th, and 12th in a series 
which began in February 1982. 

In those 2 years, we have identified many deficiencies in our 
interdiction programs. Some of those deficiencies related to equip
ment. Together with the House and Senate Appropriations and 
Armed Services Committees, the Vice President and his staff, DOD, 
the Treasury Department, and the Customs Service, we reached an 
agreement that is providing 300 million dollars' w,lrth of military 
aircraft and radars to close up Customs' drug and interdiction net. 
We are particularly delighted to be joined this morning by Arizona 
Senator Dennis DeConcini. Without his leadership on these issues 
in the Senate, much of this could not have been achieved. 

This effort to bolster the Customs Service Air Program is well 
underway. Customs is already in possession of four Army Black
hawk and four Cobra helicopters. A Navy P-3 long-range patrol 
airplane is currently being outfitted with an Air Force F-15 long
range radar. Five more will follow in coming months. The Army is 

(1) 
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arranging for the loan of eight or more older C-12 aircraft to aug
ment Customs' totally inadequate fleet of interceptors. Customs has 
announced that this Friday, March 23, they will finally award the 
contract for the all-important third radar balloon in the Bahamas. 
This will close the lookdown radar net in south Florida and the ad
jacent drug transshipment islands. 

Other enforcement deficiencies that we have identified relate to 
gathering and sharing of air-smuggling interdiction intelligence; 
that is, tactical intelligence that gives Customs and DOD the abili
ty to pre-position interception resources to maximize the probabili
ty of catching smugglers and seizing their drug loads. 

This is a critically important need that is still not being met. The 
least efficient possible use of drug int.ercept.or airplanes is for them 
to fly around in circles looking for a smuggler. When Customs 
makes such "cold hits"-and they are not infrequent-it is, in one 
sense, an unhappy testament to the huge numbers of smugglers 
that are operating out of South and Central America. 

The National Narcotics Border Interdiction System [NNBIS] was 
created last year by the President, partially to remedy the failures 
of our overseas intelligence gatherers to supply Customs with 
timely tactical intelligence. The President considered NNBIS to 
have such high pdority that he appointed the Vice President to 
head it. In theory, this was to give unmistakable emphasis to the 
program, while at the same time overcoming the persistent agency 
turf jealousies that had crippled coordination initiatives in the 
past. 

In practice, NNBIS appears to have some difficulty in living up 
to its mission. For example, in our own review of the NNBIS re
gions, we were told that DEA, the primary overseas tactical intelli
gence support agency, has refused to allow computer terminals for 
the DEA drug intelligence system to be installed in any of the 
NNBIS regional offices, even though they have often been request
ed. 

In another example, just last month we were told by the deputy 
commanding general of the Tactical Air Command that even when 
Customs requested radar support from specific AWACS flights, 
Customs was only capable of responding to 50 percent of the tar
gets which were discovered. 

I visited Puerto Rico several months ago. There, the DEA special 
agent in charge told me he thought there were probably 800 drug 
smuggler flights a year into the island. At the same time, officials 
of the NNBIS regional office in Miami, which covers Puerto Rico, 
were telling my staff that they had never received any tactical in
telligence, nor had they planned or coordinated any special air op
erations in Puerto Rico. 

Nationally, for air support, NNBIS relies almost entirely on the 
Customs air branches. These are the same air branches that are re
ceiving all the new military aircraft I described a moment ago. But, 
all the fiscal year 1985 money for operation and maintenance of 
these military aircraft, some of which are already being used by 
Customs to catch drug smugglers, was recently stripped from Cus
toms' budget by the Secretary of the Treasury. 

Secretary Regan, having justified the need for thE:se drug inter
diction funds to OMB and having secured OMB approval for them, 
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arbitrarily reprogrammed half of the total air support budget into 
his own office account. That account was increased, according to 
Department officials, to cover such things as building renovations, 
plumbing, pay raises, and new word processors. 

Months later, and well after his budget had been formally sub
mitted to Congress, Mr. Regan turned to the Defense Department, 
asking. DOD to cover the missing funds. The Defense Department, 
of course, is prohibited by the Economy Act from paying for the op
eration of equipment by civilian agencies, and Mr. R~gan's request 
has been refused. Mr. Regan's action will create a crippling gap in 
this Nation's defenses against drug smuggling, and must be re
versed. 

Concerning the responsibility of NNBIS to coordinate with State 
and local police agencies, we have received correspondence from 
several major police jurisdictions who say they have received essen
tially no intelligence support at all from NNBIS. While our list is 
not large enough to constitute a valid sampling, it does raise seri
ous questions about the effectiveness of NNBIS in this area. 

This subcommittee supports the NNBIS Program. We have re
peatedly pointed to the need for better cooperation and coordina
tion in our committee reports. And, NNBIS has accomplished some 
good, particularly in the coordination of AWACS flights between 
the Air Force and Customs. It has facilitated the use of the Marine 
Corps OV -10 interdiction aircraft in several instances. NNBIS has 
become involved in support of the "Operation BAT" effort in the 
Bahamas. 

These are positive accomplishments. But, the largest single stum
bling block, the critical problem which absolutely must be over
come, is the almost total lack of actionable, tactical intelligence 
upon which to base the use of our few resources. 

The Vice President recognizes this. On June 17, 1983, in a speech 
to the National Press Club, he stated: 

With the help and support of CIA Director Bill Casey, and the entire intelligence 
community, we expect to be better informed and more knowledgeable regarding the 
actions and activities of smugglers in order to position our resources in the rigbt 
place at the right time. 

We support the Vice President. He's right on the money, but we 
are witnessing the cost of not doing that job very well. All the co
caine in this country is smuggled in from South America, and Cus
toms estimates that half of it arrives by private aircraft. In the 2 
years that we have been watching, the supply of cocaine has 
surged. Its retail price, according to the Washington Post 2 weeks 
ago, has plummeted by 400 percent, dropping from $60,000 to 
$15,000 per kilogram. Retail prices reflect supply: falling prices are 
a recognized indicator of increased supply. 

Every Member of Congress and Senator here recognizes the need 
for very careful program planning-these are tight budget times. 
Funding priorities must be carefully established. If there are oper
ational shortfalls in a high priority area, first we try to do what we 
can to improve matters through more efficient use of what is on 
hand. 

We have obviously been trying to do that. We have urged DOD 
to share its resources, and DOD has responded generously. We 
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have supported the South Florida Task Force, and we support 
NNBIS. 

But in drug interdictiol."L, we are dealing with agencies that have 
been pared to the bone in past years, and if we expect great in
creases in performance, we 9.re going to get what we pay for. The 
Congress, and the American people, willingly paid for the 12 new 
organized crime/drug enforcement task forces last year. We were 
convinced that they were absolutely necessary. 

We are equally willing to fund the established requirements for 
the interdiction side of the war on drugs. If modest increases are 
necessary and justified, I am confident that they will be allowed. 
The first sentence in the letter that Mr. Regan sent last month to 
DOD, in his belated attempt to recover from his ill-conceived 
budget cut, began: "As you know, drug trafficking and drug-related 
offenses continue to be this country's number one crime problem." 

The war on drugs cannot be waged with rhetoric. Rhetoric has 
never smashed a drug smuggling ring, or seized a load of drugs, or 
arrested a trafficker. We are going to get to the bottom line on this 
war on drugs in the next 3 days. 

We will begin this morning by hearing from two legislators 
whose commitment to this effort is well known. We will then hear 
from the Deputy Secretary of the Treasury, the General Account
ing Office, and conclude with the staff director of NNBIS. 

First of all, I want to ask Mr. Kindness if he has a statement. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Before proceeding 

with my opening statement, I would like to first express my regret 
and apologies to the witnesses who will be appearing before the 
subcommittee today and tomorrow, since it will be necessary for 
me to absent myself from the hearings during perhaps a major 
part of the time because today and tomorrow we will have on the 
House floor the long-awaited bankruptcy legislation on which our 
first witness, Chairman Pepper of the Rules Committee, was instru
mental in assuring debate on the House floor by the Rules Commit
tee's action yesterday. 

I regret that that conflict may cause me to miss some important 
parts of these hearings. 

A bit over a year ago this subcommittee held a couple of days of 
hearings in Miami during which most of the participants expressed 
the desire that someone of the position and clout of the Vice Presi
dent remain in charge of the administration's efforts to interdict 
the flow of illegal drugs into the United States. And, concern w~ 
expressed over the fact that the new task forces that had been an
nounced several months before would concentrate on investigations 
of drug trafficking organizations, not on interdiction of drugs. 

Within a month following those hearings, the President an
nounced the formation of the National Narcotics Border Interdic
tion System. NNBIS was to coordinate the work of those Federal 
agencies with existing responsibilities and capabilities for inter'dic
tion of seaborne, airborne, and cross-border importation of narcot
ics and would operate under the direction of the Vice President. 
Shortly thereafter, agreement was reached between the Defense 
Department and the U.S. Customs Service on the loan of military 
equipment which would eventually give the Customs Service a 
credible deterrent against airborne drug smugglers. 
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It's going to be awhile yet before that equipment becomes oper
ational. And, without such assets, NNBIS has been faced with the 
difficult task of finding ways and means of fIlling the gap. 

NNBIS' task could be made more difficult by the Treasury De
partment in the coming fiscal year. Its budget request for fiscal 
1985 reminds me of school boards which, when faced by a shortage 
of revenues, announce that there will be no football and no art and 
no music programs in the coming school year. We all know how far 
that gets. And, school board members sometimes learn that they 
can get away with such tactics about as often as they come up for 
reelection. 

So I trust that all those responsible will stop the shenanigans 
and clearly identify the availability of funds for the Customs Air 
Program so that we can get on with the job of staunching the flow 
of illegal narcotics into this country. 

But, I want to put that comment in a proper perspective. The 
principal focus of this subcommittee's oversight has been efforts of 
Federal agencies to interdict drugs coming to the United States by 
air from nations to the south of us. We cannot forget that those 
agencies must cope not only with drugs coming from that direction 
but also with drugs coming into the country from Europe and Asia. 
And, they must be alert to importation by ship, commercial carrier, 
body carriers, and the mail, not just the airborne smuggler. The re
sources to be applied to the various tasks are not unlimited. 

Meanwhile, I share the concerns raised by my J'udiciary Commit
tee colleague, Hal Sawyer, of Michigan, regarding the diversion of 
drugs, legally produced in this country, to illegal usage. Based on 
reported deaths and injuries, these are the most widely abused 
drugs in this country today. 

And that's the perspective that I was referring to. This subcom
mittee has focused on but one part-certainly an important part, 
but just one part-of a much wider battle, the battle against drug 
abuse in this country. I pray that somehow the people who abuse 
themselves with these drugs will realize the harm that they are 
doing to themselves and others. 

In the meantime, I trust that our oversight will be constructive. 
We've had enough destructive dissension among agencies and be
tween agencies and Congress. And, I trust that any disagreements 
that develop will be based on reasoned professional judgments as to 
how best to carry out this part of the war on drugs and that all 
parties involved will respect them as such. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity to submit those 
comments and I will yield back my time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much. Those were excellent obser
vations. Mr. Coleman. 

Mr. COLEMAN. I suppose what we ought to talk about this morn
ing is renaming NNBIS. We could eliminate the BIS on the end 
and call it national narcotics. I am absolutely astounded that 
anyone suggested that this is a border interdiction system when in 
fact we have been told from this budget that was proposed to us by 
the President of the United States, that they have cut the funding 
for the Air Interdiction Program for the U.S. Customs Service to 
$17 million when, after all, they had had an OMB approval of ap-
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proximately $35 million, and that is even a 47 -percent d~· >]'~,lse 
from the $31 million that was the funded level of last year. 

Such a reduction means that the potentially effective Ail: inter
diction Program will be effectively grounded for lack of operating 
and maintenance of phones for the aircraft and radar used in the 
program. 

I find this reduction in funding for the Air Interdiction Program 
to be especially peculiar. But the President has put the No.2 offi
cial in this Nation in charge of coordinating our so-called drug 
interdiction activities. 

What is even more bizarre is that the funding that was cut 
which is under the authority of the Department of the Treasury 
seems to have ended up in that very office, the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

That is an odd place, I think, to fund an operational mainte
nance program for military planes under the authority of the Cus
toms Service and maybe it is not, but it seems to me to be an odd 
place to fight drug smugglers. The Secretary responded that the 
funds which were cut would have to be found elsewhere, not from 
the Customs Service. Instead, the Secretary indicated that the 
funds would come from military. This morning we were advised 
that they have cured that funding shortfall by deciding that they 
don't even want the aircraft. 

It is my understanding that this assumption came as a big sur
prise to the Department of Defense who responded negatively to 
the entire idea of taking it over. Now we are left with the under
standing that there is a misunderstanding between DOD and the 
Treasury about who is to assume the cost of operation and mainte
nance. 

Furthermore, from the Vice President's Office, I understand that 
the location that-from which the NNBIS Program was run was 
not even aware of the funding cut in the Air Interdiction Program 
until after the fact. 

Mr. Chairman, I find it amazing that officials this high in the 
Government are unaware of the feeling of the American people in 
what we should be doing in this country in terms of a truly impor
tant border drug interdiction system. 

I do thank the chairman for holding these hearings and I look 
forward to hearing from the Department of the Treasury. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you. Mr. MacKay? 
Mr. MAcKAy. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Shaw. 
Mr. SHAW. Thank you Mr. Chairman. I very much appreciate 

being included as part of this hearing process. I join in welcoming 
my colleagues from Florida, Senator Chiles and Congressman 
Pepper, who have both been active in participating and in safe
guarding the funds and the direction that the Federal Government 
has gone. 

In the last 3 years, I think that we have made absolutely giant 
strides. In fact, I would say that the subject of this hearing is per
haps the first step backward that we have taken. 

Quite obviously, there is always more that we can do and we 
have recently received some good news from Colombia that they 
are going to be going forward and doing some significant spraying 
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operations or at least experimenting with spraying operations 
which is going to be a giant step forward. In fact, I believe as we sit 
here this morning, hearings are going on over on the Senate side 
outlining exactly what we have been able to accomplish with the 
Colombians and the degree of assistance that we are getting with 
it. 

The step backward that I am referring to is the situation that 
has developed between the Treasury and the Defense Departments. 
The Defense Department has said without reservation, that they do 
not see how under the law they can accommodate the Treasury 
and their new request for assistance to air interdiction without in 
some way affecting the defense capabilities of this country, and 
that to do so would be illegal. 

I think that the fIrst line of responsibility is totally within the 
jurisdiction and the responsibility of Customs. There is some, ap
proximately $11 million, that we fully expected to be in that par
ticular program that is not. I have talked to the Vice President on 
this particular matter. The Vice President is very keenly interested 
in keeping the planes flying and in fact has stated to me, as has 
Admiral Murphy, that the planes will continue to fly. 

Other than the fact that we are getting a certain amount of coop
eration among Government agencies I think this has been absolute
ly key in the success that we have had. I consider this as a vital 
expenditure. I am here this morning to listen to the witnesses and 
to join with you, Mr. Chairman. I know you have been extremely 
active in this area to be sure that the efforts that we have started 
continue, and that we in no way step backwards in this most im
portant battle that we are fInally beginning to win in our war 
against the importation of illegal drugs. Again, I very mIlch appre
ciate being invited to sit with you this morning. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much. I might say, if I remember 
correctly, we held a hearing in Florida and you were one of those 
who was instrumental in urging that more pressure be put on Co
lombia. I think we have seen some progress there and I congratu
late you and the rest of the members of the Florida delegation for 
that work. 

Mr. SHAW. Thank you Mr. Chairman. We have had absolutely 
splendid cooperation to the man and woman in the Florida delega
tion in working with this particular problem. This is not a partisan 
issue as far as Florida is concerned, it is an absolute issue. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much. Senator DeConcini would 
you care to make some comments? We deeply appreciate your join
ing us. As I mentioned earlier, Senator DeConcini has been highly 
instrumental in weaving together over the last couple of years the 
fabric that has made it possible to make some real progress. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. Chairman, fIrst let me thank you very 
much, along with the ranking member, Mr. Kindness, and the 
whole committee for the work that you have done in this area. I 
am a little speechless. I have a prepared statement here and I will 
be very brief because I think it is very crucial that we delve into 
what the games are that are being played with the Customs 
budget. 

My being here today should tell the public and the administra
tion that Members of Congress on both sides of the Capitol are 
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united in their resolve to slam the door on drug trafficking and to 
work together to develop a strong cost-effective National Drug 
Interdiction Program. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not take the subcommittee's time with a 
long statement. My remarks before the Treasury Appropriations 
Subcommittee last week when Secretary Regan appeared, tell ex
actly how I feel about the administration's failure to back up its 
tough rhetoric on drugs with the tools to get the job done. 

Fortunately, there are Members of Congress, like you, and others 
on both sides of the aisle, who have led the way time and time 
again, that have insisted on the importance of an antidrug effort. 

Mr. Chairman, my questions today will primarily focus on what 
has happened to the Customs budget. After all, Customs is our No. 
1 drug interdiction agency, and by definition should be the focal 
point of any discussion of drug interdiction strategy. 

It is appropriate that Deputy Secretary, Tim McNamar, is with 
us today. Although I have great respect for his economic ability, 
Mr. McNamar, Secretary Regan, and others at Treasury have been 
putting the pea under the walnut shell and playing shell games 
with the Customs budget for the past 3 years. The game is not com
plicated. You cut Customs way back, then you beef up other Treas
ury accounts, including the Office of the Secretary's budget next 
year, then you beef up IRS and other non-law-enforcement ac
counts at Treasury, roll the dice and hope that Congress will re
store the law enforcement accounts to where they should have 
been in the first place. 

It is simple and Congress looks like the big spender. Mr. Chair
man, Senator Chiles and I have worked for a long time on the Cus
toms budget on the Senate side in cooperation with you and I have 
today what I will term a DeConcini-Chiles Customs Service budget 
alternative. I would ask unanimous consent if it is proper at this 
committee that this be inserted in the record at this time with the 
balance of my opening statement. Again, my thanks, Mr. Chair
man, and to your entire committee for the bipartisan effort to do 
something about air drug interdiction. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Without objection, the DeConcini-Chiles proposal 
will be made a part of the record. 

[Mr. DeConcini's opening statement and the proposal follow:] 
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OPENIllG :::TATS>'~!",: ~ENA':"0F. ;)ENlITS DECONCINI 

BEFORE THE HOUSE GCJVERNr.1ENT OPERATI::J:::-'"'3!::a?T"1= ON GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, JUSTICE 

AND AGRICULTURE 

March 21, 1984 

MR. CHAIRMAN, I WAN!' TO THANK YOU AND THE RANJCl}Kl MEMBER OF THE SUBCaffiTl'EE, MR. 

KINDNESS, FOR ALLCMTh'G l-IE THE HONOR OF SIT1'ING WITH YOU TO QUESTION WITNESSES !\BOOT 

am FEDERAL DRUG INTERDICTION EFFORl'. MY BEING HERE TODAY SHOULD TELL THE PUBLIC AND 

THE ALMINISTRATION THAT MEMBERS OF CONGRESS ON BOl'H SIDES OF THE CAPITOL ARE UNTI'ED IN 

THEIR RESOLVE TO SLAM THE DOOR ON DRUG TRAFFICKING AND TO WORK T01ETHER TO DEVELOP A 

STRONG, COST-EFFEOl'IVE NA..'T'IONAL DRUG INTERDICTION PROGRAM. 

MR. CHAIRMAN, I WILL Nor TAKE UP THE SUBCa.r4ITTEE'S TIME WITH A LONG OPENING STATE

!-lENT. MY REMARKS BEFORE THE TREASURY APPROPRIATIONS SUBC(MIfi'lTEE LAST WEEK ~JHEN 

SECRETARY REl1AN APPEARED, TELL EXACI'LY HOW I FEEL !\BOOT THE JIIOONISTRATION'S FAIDJRE 

TO BACK UP ITS "TOUGH" RHBI'ORIC ON DRUGS WITH THE TOOLS TO GEr THE JOB DONE. FORIUNATELY 

THERE ARE MEMBERS OF CONGRESS LIKE Y03 AND arHERS ON Earl{ SIDES OF THE AISLE WHO WILL 

Nor GIVE UP ON THIS IMPORl'AN!' ANTI-DRUG EFFORT. 

NR. CHAIRMAN, MY QUESTIONS 'l'ODAY WILL PRIl4ARILY FOCUS ON WHAT HAS HAPPENED TO THE 

CUSTCMS J3UI)JET. AFI'ER ALL, CUSTCMS IS am NO.1 DRUG INTERDICTION. AGENCY AND BY DEFI

llITION SHOULD BE THE FOCAL POINT OF ANY DISCUSSION OF DRUG INTERDICTION STRATEnY. IT 

IS APPROPRIATE THAT DEPUTY SECRE'rARY Tl14 MCNANAR IS WITH US TODAY. ALTHOUGH I HAVE GREAT 

RESPECT FOR HIS ECONOMIC BACKGROUND, MR. NCNANAR, SECRETARY REl1AN, AND OIHERS AT TREASURY 

HAVE BEEN "PUTl'ING THE PEA UNDER THE WALNUT SHELLS" AND PLAYING GANES WITH THE CUSTCMS 

J3UI)J~ Fffi THE PAST THREE YEARS. THE GAME IS Nar CCMPLICATED. YOU CUT CUSTCl<lS WAY BACK; 

THEN YOU BEEF UP arHER TREASURY ACCOUNTS, INCIUDDn THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY J3UI)JET 

NEXT YEAR; THEN Y03 BEEF UP I.R.S. AND arHER NON-LAN ENFORCEMENT ACCOON'i'S AT TREASURY; 

ROLL THE DICE AND HOPE THAT CONGRESS WILL RESTORE THE LAW ENFORCEMENT ACCOJNTS TO 

WHERE THEY SHOUlD HAVE BEEN IN THE FIRST PLACE. ITS SIMPLE. AND CONGRESS LOOKS LIKE 

BIG SPENDERS. 

MR. CHAIRMAN, SENATOR CJITLES AND I HAVE PUT TOGElIHER A CCMPREHENSIVE ALTERNATIVE 
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BUL'GET PLAN FOR CUSTCl>IS THAT HO!'EFULL>: WIIL BE ADOPl'ED BY 'l'HE APPROPRIATIONS CQIlMI'ITEE 

IN '!'HE SENATE LATER mrs SPRING OR EILllLY SUMMER. IT IS A BALANCED PLAN THAT CALIS 

FOR A ''MAJOR BUXlD TRANSFUSION" FOR'l'HE CUSTCl>IS DRUG ENFORCEMENr PROGRAMS, WHIIE 

OFFSETTING INCREASES IN CUS'lU>lS 1'1l'll! rurs IN OI'HER PROGRAMS IN TREASURY, INCIlJDING 

'l'HE OFFICE OF' THE SECREl'A!lY ACCOONl' J\ND I.R.S. COPIES OF THE DEl'AJIE) PLAN ARE 

IN FRONI' OF EACH SUBCCMIl1Tl'EE ~lEMBER AND ON '!HE T.'lBIES IN YOUR HEARING ROCM. 

AGAIN, MR. CHA:rn.!AN, I '!HANK YOU FOR HAVING ME HERE TODAY. I IlXlK FORWARD TO 

REVIEWIm '!HE DRUG INTERDICTION PROGRAM 1'1l'lH YaIR WITNESSES THIS MORNlNG. 

**** 



SENA'ICIl DENNIS llECONCINI CD-Arizona) AND SENA'J'OR IJIWl'OO CHIT..ES CD-Florida): RECO>!MENDATICl'l FOR FISCAL YEAR 1985 

L'Nt'lEIl srATf.'l aJSTa1S SERVICE BUOOEl' 

Fiscal year 198q: 

'l'Ol'AL CUS'I\:M.~ 1lUlXlEl': 

$615,95'1,000 

CSalar1es and Expenses) 

C$58Q ,9Q3,OOO 

President's FY 1985: 

$602,Q05,oOO 

t585, 335, 000 

lJeConcini-Chlles Rec""""ndation: 

$685, 000, 000 

Includes the Follo~: 

$639,600,000 

(Operation and Maintenance, Air Interdiction Program) 

($31,000,000 $17,070,000 $~5, 400 ,000 

lJeConcini-Chlles Recanrnendation Includes 
the FollOWing Orfset. ij,iliIiSt Other Treasury 
~ 

Orfice of the Secretary: 

$05,743,000 $84,242,000 $75, 000, 000 

+/- President's BudBet: 

+$82,595,000 

+$5~ ,265,000) 

+$28,330, 000) 

-,~9,2~2!000 

l1ei!uces the Office of the secretary acc:ount by $9,242,000, leaving an increase of 14% Oller fiscal year. 1'0, 
1984 appropriations. Of the cut, $1,426,000 ;..Quld be taken in the International Affairs acc:ount with the 
balance of the reduction to be applied at the discretion of the secretary of Treasury. 'l1le lJeO:>ncini-chiles 
package ..,uld fund the new Telecamr.mJ.catians Operations Center ($5,000,000) and the repairs and irrprovetrents 
to the Treasury Annex ($5,683,000). 

Internal Revenue service: 

$3,264,800,000 $3,531,859,000 $3,458,506,000 -$73,353,000 

l1educes overall I.R.S. b.ldget by $73,353,000, leaving an increase of $193,706,000 or 6% ever 1984 funding. 
lJeO:>ncini-chiles package provides funding for the four (4) ~jor tax-related initiatives at I.R.S., incllrling: 

$52.1 million and 1,447 new positions for programs to contain the tax gap, as re<:jU!!sted by the President: 
$12.0 n\l.llion and 435 new positions for inp1errentation of the Interest Dividend ClaPpliance JI<:t of 1983, as 

• reouested l:1{ the President, (11Ore------) 

..... ..... 
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(continua:!: DeConcini-chlles b.Jdget plan) 

(I.R.S.) 

$64.0 million and 182 new positions for cantinua:l m:xlernization of NlP systems, tax processing systans, tax 
enforcerrent systems, and managerrent infomation systems, as requesta:l by the President; 

$62.8 million and 1,493 new r:ositions for I'oOrkload-relata:l increases, including better returns processing, 
as requesta:l by the president. 

No ra:!uctions l'oOuld be taken in Taxpayer Services - a program that the Congress has continually preserved in 
the face of pror:osed cuts by the President. 

-$73,353,000 cut in so-called nandatoty cost increases, travel, printing, supplies, space rentel charges, and 
telecx:mnunications, leaving $102.0 million to cover such items in fiscal 1985. 

DeConcini -orl.les Plan Includes 
the FollOWJ.ng for U. S. CUStans, 
Selaries and Elq?enses. 1985: 

Restores 923 r:ositions that were to be cut by the President. Plan includes an additional 504 Inspector positions 
over the President's b.Jdget; 30 new pilots, 26 lle'd positions to canl:at carmercial fraud, and 35 new intelligence 
officers to gather information for drug interdiction and other law enforcerrent activities. 

Provides $8.6 million not in the President's budget, to establish 10 ~Brine Drug Interdiction "m:xlules" in 
south carolina; Flori~abaIm; lDuisianaj Texas; an:1 california. These warine units ccnplerrent the 
Coast Guard effort to intercept drug traffickers in the southeast ;md west coast areas. 

Restores $5 million cut by the President for ~ation lll<Odus- our frontline defense against illegal export of 
U.S. high technology to the Soviets and other Soviet-bloc countries. 

Provides three iJrp:lrtsnt items requesta:l by the President: $8.8 million for aut:aIata:l carmercial systems: $2.5 millicr 
for integrateJ data ccmrunications neoork, and $5.7 million for radio voice privacy for CUStans officers. 

IJeConcini-GtUes Plan Includes 
the EbllOWll19 for U.S. CUStans, 
Operation and Maintenance, Air 
InterdictlOn Program, 1985: 

$14,15J,000 to cover the cost of the Regular customs Air Program. 
$12,850,000 to cover the cost of operation and maintenance in supr:ort of military equipnent and aircraft turna:! over 
to Custans, ~the following: 

[

6,15U,000 for operation and maintenance of four (4) F-15-equipPa:\ P-3A surveillance aircraft, J 
~4,100,000 for operation and !1'aintenanoe of four (4) 1l1ackha»l< helicopters and four (4) Cobra helicopters, 
$2,000,000 to COlplete construction of a t>.o-bay hangar for the P-3A aircraft at the NeW Orleans Air SUpp:>rt Branch, 

$5,000,000 for the lease/purchase of an aerostat radar surveillance system in the Bahamas. 
$6,300,000 for the lease/purchase of six (6) tracker-interceptor aircraft equipped with F-16 ccmbat radar. 

~ 
t-:I 



(continued: DeO:>Ilcini-oill.es bu:lget plan) 

~, Operation and Maintenance, lIir Int:erdic:ticn Program 

$2,100,000 for Special air intel:diction operations in south Florida and other !"rtS of the countJ:y. 
$1,000,000 for develolXl'IDt of Regicnal Operations Cnntrol centers at 'lYIldall Air Force Base and March lIir Force Base. 
('lllese centers will gather all r..:lar infomation fran all existing radar along southern U.S. and nake it available· 
for use by customs in air interdic:tion.) . 

$2,000,000 to install mxU.fied l\l'Q-153 radar in four (4). CUStans King lIir aircraft for use in tracking drug 
traffickers. . 
$2,000,000 for long-lead tine procurarent of the seventh of seven (7) F-15 canbat radar to be used in the P-3 
program. 

'lUl'AL: Operation and Maintenance, Air Intel:diction Program: $45,400,000 

REr.1lPIWIATICtI DE' 
DECCtICINI-cmu:s = PLI\N, 1985: 

u.s. custans Service, Salaries and Expenses: 

U.S. CUStans Service, Oferation and Maintenance 
Ali' Interdiction program: 

Office of the secretary, Salaries and Expenses: 

Internal ReVe.l1ue Service 

NET INCREASE/all': 

~t: 

$585,335,000 

$ 17,070,000 

$ 84,242,000 

$3,531,859,000 

DeConcini-oill.es: +/- Pres: 

$639,600, 000 +$54,265, 000 

$ 45,400,000 +$28,330,000 

$ 75,000,000 -$ 9,242,000 

$3,458,%6,000 -$73,353,000 

-0-

(QUESTICtlS !1mARDIOO THE DEl'AILS DE' TIlE IIDXNCINI-<:HIIES PJ\CKl>.GE Cl\N BE Ill\NIlLED THRCO:;/I !lOB MILIS, 224-0337, OR 
MIKE IIALL, 224-7288.) 

**** 

..... 
c:.:I 
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Mr. ENGLISH. I want to welcome our next two witnesses. We are 
extremely delighted to have the chairman of the Rules Committee 
and one who is, I must say, a big favorite, not only with all the 
Members of Congress, but also particularly with the senior citizens 
around this country. Mr. Chairman, we are delighted that you have 
come before us. I might say, not only to you, but to all of the wit
nesses who follow you, that your prepared statement will be made 
a part of the record without objection, and if you would care to 
summarize, please feel free to do so. 

STATEMENT OF HON. CLAUDE PEPPER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

Mr. PEPPER. I will try to run through this as quickly as I can, 
Mr. Chairman. First, I want to thank you for your kind welcome to 
us today and for the kind invitation extended by my able col
leagues and friends, Mr. Shaw and Mr. Kindness. Mr. Kindness 
made a valuable contribution to the bankruptcy bill which is before 
the Rules Committee. 

The gist of what I have to say, Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee-you were very kind to allow us to be here today
is that our Government is carrying a small twig instead of a big 
stick to match the tough language that it uses too often with re
spect to this Government. 

About a year ago, they started this NNBIS Program with an
nouncements of the glowing possibility that it offered to correlate 
all the other programs with respect to the war on drugs. We looked 
for great accomplishments from setting up that agency. It never 
did have any money of its own. All the budget it has was budget 
from its constituent agencies. 

So, the truth is, I am afraid, that it does not have much of a 
record of achievement to show for what it has been doing. 

The truth is, instead of winning the war on drugs, it looks like 
we are losing it and you know what that means to our State of 
Florida. 

For example, the availability of drugs is at an all-time high and 
the prices are at an all-time low. Since 1981, the wholesale cost of 
cocaine has fallen from $65,000 a kilo to $15,000 a kilo. If the price 
goes much lower we may have the drug dealers coming in and 
asking for price support. So that is a very serious situation. 

There is an article in yesterday's Miami Herald. It says, "Police 
arrest gang setting up shop in Florida. In Dade County members of 
the Rastafarian sect are blamed for more than 24 murders and as
saults and are accused of stealing drugs from Colombian cocaine 
dealers." Now this organization makes it a part of its religion to 
use drugs. So they are greatly occupied and concerned in this 
matter of bringing in drugs. 

As a matter of fact, the Customs Service was cut almost $19 mil
lion while the administration increased the budget for the Secre
tary of the Treasury's Office decoration by $18.5 million. I don't 
know what the state of dilapidation or deterioration was in the Sec
retary's Office, but I know how grievous the drug problem is and 
we should make a balance of interest as to whether we should deco
rate the Secretary's Office to make it look prettier or put that 
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much more money, nearly $19 million, to try to interdict the drug 
traffic that means the death of so many of our people, as well as 
many other harmful effects. It might have been wiser to have said, 
with respect to drugs, unless we had money enough for both. 

A successful interdiction program, which is an essential part of 
NNBIS, requires detection of smugglers' aircraft, the capability to 
intercept these aircrafts, and the ability to apprehend the drug 
traffickers once they have landed. 

To date, the administration has not devoted sufficient resources 
to the war on drugs successfully to carry out these functions. In
stead, the administration seems to have done, I am afraid, a job of 
encouraging private enterprise; that is illicit drug infiltration. 

There are a few components that I would like to emphasize with 
respect to this matter. First there is detection. The U.S. Customs 
Service needs the most sophisticated radar and ground sensing 
equipment. The radar used by the Federal Aviation Administration 
and the North American Air Defense Command can detect only 
aircraft flying at relatively high altitudes. Fortunately, the Air 
Force has put into operation two aerostat radar systems; one at 
Cudjoe Key and the other at Patrick Air Force Base. A third, I un
derstand, will begin operation in the Bahamas within a year. I 
urge the committee to monitor this situation very carefully to 
ensure its expeditious introduction. 

But we need additional aerostat radar systems. AI aerostat in 
the panhandle-which would mean northwest Florida-would pro
vide 100 percent coverage of Florida's extensive border. A system 
in Puerto Rico would also yield immediate results because once 
drugs reach this island they can be brought safely into the United 
States aboard commercial flights. 

The Defense Department has not been cooperating with the war 
on drugs. The number of operational hours per month for the E-2C 
and the Air Force AWACS radar airplanes has been minimal. In 
fact, months have gone by during which there has been no cover
age at all. 

As for interdiction, the Customs Service can not interdict unless 
it has aircraft with sufficient speed to keep up with the smuggler. I 
understand that the Miami area has the responsibility of covering 
the entire Florida peninsula, extending east into the Atlantic 
Ocean and well to the south of Cuba. To cover this vast area the 
Customs Service has two Cessna Citation jet interceptors. And 
many times, when a plane is being serviced, there is only one that 
is operational. It is hard for me to believe that Miami is the best 
equipped region in our Nation. 

As for apprehension, Mr. Chairman, unless the police can reach 
the landing site when the drug smugglers do, all the sophisticated 
equipment bought to detect and intercept will be of no avaiL The 
Cobra helicopters now being used carry only two passengers, too 
small for the effective purpose of carrying an adequate number of 
police. 

I would like, Mr. Chairman, to make the following recommenda
tions: 

One, expand the aerostat radar system to the panhandle and to 
Puerto Rico; 
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Two, equip the Customs Service's aircraft with the most sophisti
cated sensors and navigation equipment so they can function as 
mini AWACS; 

Three, elicit better cooperation from the Defense Department; 
Four, ensure a full exchange of intelligence information among 

the various agencies charged with the war on drugs; 
Five, purchase or acquire by loan or seizure enough properly 

equipped jet interceptors to effectivly curtail illegal drug traffick
ing. There is an absolute minimum in the Miami region; 

Six, provide the Bahamian Government and Puerto Rico with air 
interdict:ion modules so these vital crossroads in the drug smug
gling corridors are prepared to help in the war on drugs; and 

Seven, secure from the Department of Defense adequate numbers 
of Blackhawk helicopters. These helicopters can carry up to a 
dozen drug enforcement officials who can effectively seize and 
arrest drug smugglers. 

The last thing is about the budget. The Customs Service air 
interdiction program at current funding levels cannot adequately 
deter the flow of illegal drugs into this country. If this administra
tion is truly committed to winning the war on drugs, it should in
crease its fiscal year 1985 budget for this line item by $52.4 million 
to $69.5 million. These additional resources are needed to purchase 
the sophisticated equipment needed to establish the two new air 
modules and to adequately equip the present ones. 

Customs Service sources have told me that if the proposed budget 
cuts are enacted, the Air Interdiction Program would be slashed to 
a mere 3 days a week. At present the program operates 7 days a 
week, 16 hours a day on a selective coverage basis. The administra
tion should be seeking funds to expand the program to 24 hours a 
day, 7 days a week which would cost an estimated $4,176,032. 

The Air Interdiction Program-by the way, Mr. Chairman, the 
judicial conference has recommended three additional district 
judges for the southern district of Florida due entirely to the con
gestion of cases arising from the drug traffic. 

The Republican U.S. district attorney, a very able man, Mr. 
Marcus, spent an hour with me in my office, and was telling me of 
the dire need and of the congestion in our courts. We have crime 
that is running rampant because of this drug traffic. There are a 
number of people being killed and there are a number of people 
losing their lives otherwise. The involvement of our police and the 
involvement of the courts on a Federal, local, and State level-it is 
a tragic price that we are having to pay because of an inadequate 
response to this challenge to our country. 

The air interdiction program is just one weapon in the arsenal 
on the war on drugs. But the administration has cut back on the 
customs inspectors at the airports and at the seaports; they stand 
on our front line of defense. The administration proposes in its 
1985 budget to eliminate 922 positions, 450 of which are inspectors. 
A hiring freeze will abolish another 400 positions. In the last 2 
years Customs Service personnel has been reduced by 25 percent. 
Many inspectors who should be out there seizing hard drugs before 
they enter the country are now sitting at desks typing up forms. 

We need to increase Customs Service personnel. Otherwise, these 
additional cuts will increase the inflow of drugs dramatically. 
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You know we have an old saying, "Penny wise and pound fool
ish." We are paying a terrible price and my distinguished colleague 
from Florida, I am sure, will agree with Senator Chiles and me and 
all the rest of us. We are so concerned about this matter. A little 
money saved is much more expensive in terms of lives and ex
penses otherwise incurred by the terrible drug traffic. 

Let me just mention one other thing. The Customs Service devel
oped a technique by which they could more effectively interdict 
carriers that were bringing drugs in. They were very proud that it 
had been proven effective and much more efficient than the instru
ments they had previously had. They asked the Government for an 
increase in their budget of about $8 million to put into the pro
gram this new equipment that would make their operation more 
effective. They felt sure that they were going to be able to do a 
much better job. But what response did they get? Not only did they 
not get the $8 million they asked for that would enable them to do 
a more effective job of interdiction which had been proven in ex
perimentation satisfactory and successful, they cut them $14 mil
lion below what they had already had. How discouraging that must 
be to these people, the Customs Service, which is doing its best to 
do a good job for the country. 

So, if they want somebody to take some responsibility for spend
ing more money, I hope we in the Congress would be willing to 
spend it, just like we spend it on defense and spend it on health 
and one thing and another. 

This is one of the critical crime problems of this country. I 
should certainly commend your committee for undertaking this 
study and I hope you will speak out boldly and strongly for enough 
funds to do this job adequately for the defense of our country. 
Thank you very much. 

[Mr. Pepper's prepared statement follows:] 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the privilege to appear before your committee to 
testify about a very serious problem confronting our nation--illegal trafficking in 
drugs and the present administration's seeming lacK of commitment to the war on 
drugs. 

The administration, of course, talks a lot about fighting illegal drugs. A 
little over a year ago it announced with much fanfare the creation of NNBIS (National 
Narcotics Interdiction System) to provide national coordination for the war on 
drugs. We were told that NNBIS, in addition to the Vice President's Task Force on 
Drug Enforcement which was announced just a few months earlier with similar publicity, 
would enable us to win the war. 

These announcements created headlines in the local newspapers and led the 
nightly news programs in my district. We all believed the administration was serious 
in its pl'omise to curtail the inflow of illegal drugs. Our expectations were high. 

Now, 12 months later, '1 can't see a single thing that NNBIS has accomplished. 
The lack of coordination and cooperation among the various agencies charged with 
waging the war on drugs is disgraceful. NNBIS is not sure what it is supposed to 
do or what authority it has. NNBIS doesn't even have its own funds. It has to rely 
for funding on the budgets of participating agencies. 

The availability of illegal drugs is at an all time high and the prices are at 
an all time low. Since 1981 the wholesale price of cocaine has fallen from $65,000 
a kilo to $15,000 a kilo. If it falls much lower, the drug dealers are going to be 
asking for price supports. 

The motto of this administration seems to be: talk tough but carry a little 
twig. 

This is the way it responded to the reality that it was losing the war on drugs. 
It cut funds. It reduced the budget requests of the U.S. Customs Service· by almost 
$19 million while it increased the budget for the Treasury Secretary's office by 
$18.5 million. There is no acceptable justification for this transfer of funds. 
You can be sure that I will support every effort by this committee to have these 
funds transferred back to the U.S. Customs SerVice where they belong. 

NNBIS 

A successful air interdiction program, an essential part of NNBIS, requires de
tection of smuggler's aircraft, the capability to intercept these aircraft and the 
ability to apprehend the drug traffickers once they have landed. To date the adminis
tration has not devoted sufficient resources to the war on drugs to successfully carry 
out any of these functions. Instead, the administration seems to have done an out
standing job of promoting private enterprise, free of governmental interference, in 
the drug trade. Right now drug smuggling is one of the fastest growing industries in 
South Flori da. 

Let us examine each of these components separately: 

1) DETECTION The U.S. Customs Service needs the most sophisticated radar and 
ground sensing equipment. The radars used by the Federal Aviation Administration 
and the North American Air Defense Command can detect only aircraft flYing at relatively 
hi9h altitudes. Fortunately the Air Force has put into operation aerostat radar systmos 
at Cudjoe Key and at Patrick Air Force Base. A third, I unoerstand, will begin operating 
in the Bahamas within a year. I urge the committee to monitor this situation very 
carefully to ensure its expeditious introduction. 
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But we need additional aerostat radar systems. An aerostat in the Panhandle 
would provide 100 per cent coverage of Florida's extensive borders. A system in 
Puerto Rico would also yield immediate results because once nrugs reach this island 
they can be brought safely into the United States abroad commercial flights. 

The Defense Department has not been cooperating with the war on drugs. The 
number of operational hours per month for the E-2C and the Air Force AWACS radar 
airplanes has been minimal. In fact, months have gone by during where there has been 
no coverage at all. 

2) INTERDICTION The Customs Service can not interdict unless it has aircraft 
with 5ufficient speed to keep up with the smuggler. I understand that the Miami area 
has the responsibility of covering the entire Florida peninsula, extending east into 
the Atlantic Ocean and well to the south of Cuba. To cover this vast area the Customs 
Service has two Cessna Citation jet interceptors. And many times, when a plane is 
being serviced, there is only one that is operational. It is hard for me to believe 
that Miami is the best equipped region in our nation. 

3) APPREHENSION Unless the police can reach the landing site when the drug 
smugglers dO,a1l the sophisticated equipment bOught to detect and intercept will be 
ineffective. The Cobra helicopters now being used carry only two passengers, too 
small for this purpose. 

I'd like to make the following recommendations: 

1) Expand the aerostat radar system to the Panhandle and Puerto Rico. 

2) Equip the Customs Service's aircraft with the most sophisticated sensors 
and navigation equipment so they can function as mini AHACS 

3) Elicit better coopet'ation from the Defense Department . 
4) Ensure a full exchange of intelligence information among the various agencies 

charged with the war on drugs 

5) Purchase or acquire by loan or seizure enough properly equipped jet inter
ceptors to effectivelY curtail illegal drug trafficking. I believe three is the abso1ut· 
minimum in the Miami region. 

6) PrOVide the Bahamian government and Puerto Rico with air interdiction modules 
so these vital crossroads in the drug smuggling corridors are prepared to help in the 
war on drugs 

7) Secure from the Department of Defense adequate numbers of Blackhawk helicopters 
These helicopters can carry up to a dozen drug enforcement officials who can effectively 
seize and arrest drug smugglers. 

BUDGET 

The Customs Service air interdiction program at current funding levels cannot 
adequately deter the inflow of illegal drugs into this country, If this administration 
is truly committed to Winning the war on drugs, it should increase its FY 1985 budget 
for this line item by $52.4 million to $69.5 million. These additional resources 
are needed to purchase the sophisticated equipment needed to establish the two new 
air modules and to adequately equip the present ones. 

Customs Service sout'ces have told me that if the proposed budget cuts are enacted, 
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the air interdiction program would be slashed to a mere three days a week. At 
present the program operates on a seven days a week, 16 hours a day on a selective 
coverage basis. The administration should be seeking funds to expand the program 
to 24 hours a day, seven days a week which would cost an estimated $4,176,032. 

The air interdiction program is just one weapon in the arsenal of the war on 
drugs. But the administration has cut back on the others, too. 

The custom inspectors at the airports and seaports really stand on our front line 
of defense. The administration proposes in its 19B5 budget to eliminate 922 positions, 
450 of which are inspectors. A hiring freeze will abolish another 400 positions. 
In the last two years Customs personnel has been reduced by 25 per cent. Many 
inspectors who should be out there seizing hard drugs before they enter the country 
are now sitting at desks typing up forms. 

We need to increase Customs Service personnel. Otherwise, these additional 
tuts will increase the inflow of urugs dramatically. 

The administration has also refused to fund a marine interdiction program 
which was successfully tested last summer off the coast of Florida. The Customs 
Service requested $8.62 million for fiscal 1985 to set up such a program in 10 cities 
including two marine patrols in Miami and one each in Ft. Lauderdale and Key West. 
These marine patrols would complement the air interdiction program and should be 
implemented at once. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much. We appreciate that fine 
statement. Are there any questions from the members? If you have 
the time, Mr. Chairman, and if you can, we would like to invite 
you to join us during any part of the hearings that you can. We 
welcome you and we appreciate your testimony. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, I would like to be ex
cused. I have another hearing but I thank you for the chance to be 
here. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you. Our next witness certainly needs no in
troduction. To those who are familiar with the war on drugs, there 
has been no better champion in that area than Senator Chiles. We 
have long admired his fine efforts. Senator, we appreciate your 
coming and we are happy to receive your testimony. 

STATEMENT OF HON. LAWTON CHILES, A SENATOR IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

Mr. CHILES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I commend you and the 
subcommittee for your tenacity and your dedication to the role of 
watchdog over the drug interdiction efforts of this administration. I 
am sure that the next 3 days are going to be profitable in assessing 
the Government's role in the war against drugs and specifically in 
evaluating to date the success or failure of the National Narcotic 
Border Interdiction System, otherwise known as NNBIS. 

Before I address the central issue before us today-the deficien
cies of the air interdiction program-I want to make it clear that I 
recognize what has been accomplished over a short period of years 
since we asked that the South Florida Task Force be set up to do 
something about the devastation drug trafficking was causing Flor
ida. I don't want to belittle the fight undertaken and the many bat
tles won by frontline troops since that time. There are success sto
ries-many operations carried out on a shoestring. I think we are 
all proud of the people in the trenches. They and their families 
have sacrificed a lot to bring about those success stories. 

Mr. Chairman, I want, also, to congratulate a small Colombian 
police force that has made this tremendous cocaine bust that we 
have just been reading about. Twelve tons of cocaine; that is the 
biggest bust by a factor of almost 10 of anything that we have ever 
had before. We seized 3,000 pounds in Florida and we could not be
lieve that there was that much cocaine in one place. And here we 
see 12 tons versus an estimate of somewhere from 44 to 54 tons 
which was the total seized in the entire year. It looks like they 
fought a pretty good pitched battle. They captured 40 people, in
cluding an American pilot. 

r think that we can feel good about that; about $1.5 million that 
we made available to the Colombian police. We have just been 
reading about the tremendous odds they are fighting, and we are 
always talking about why don't these countries do more, and we 
fuss about what they are doing. I want us to congratulate them 
today because I think that is a tremendous accomplishment. I 
think it shows that if we can encourage and give a little-some 
funds-and some assistance and help them with some intelligence, 
as I know that we have been doing down there, we can see some 
benefits from that program as well. 
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The Coast Guard especially has had its work cut out for it. I 
want to give you one example. The Coast Guard cutter Dallas, 8ta
tioned off Haiti, has averaged making an interdiction of either traf
fickers, or illegal aliens, or drug traffickers every 96 hours. In the 
first 2 months of 1984, almost half as many aliens were interdicted 
as the entire year of 1983. 

Last year in the Southeast, Coast Guard units seized 143 vessels. 
They made 652 arrests. They confiscated 1.9 million pounds of 
marijuana and during that same period of time, units also seized 28 
alien-smuggling vessels that led to the return of 717 illegal aliens 
to their countries of origin. 

Yet, even with these proven records, we see that the Coast Guard 
budget has been cut. Not the fat, mind you, but the muscle and the 
bone. We have been told that ships will not be maintained as often 
as usual, that the already antiquated equipment will be forced into 
more service, and that personnel is being cut by 755 and 176 of 
those were specifically tagged as law enforcement personnel. 

Mr. Chairman, that is an issue that is not on the agenda today 
but it is one that we should not forget when we look at the Cus
toms cuts before us. There seems to be a pattern emerging that the 
President's budget actions belie his drug enforcement promises. 
The numbers on the paper just don't add up to the rhetoric on the 
tube about the administration's concern for law and order. You 
could say that it appears to be a shell game at best and a deliber
ate distortion at worst. 

I thought it would interest the subcommittee to hear what the 
administration's own words were and what they had in mind when 
the national narcotics border interdiction system was ~stablished 1 
year ago this week. The following are excerpts from a press brief
ing at the White House on March 23, 1983. I would like to submit a 
copy of the entire transcript for the record. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Without objection, it will be made a part of the 
record. 

[The transcript is retained in subcommittee fIles.] 
Mr. CHILES. Thank you, sir. Those present were the media; the 

counselor to the President, Ed Meese; the Assistant Secretary of 
the Treasury, John Walker; White House Director of Drug Abuse 
Policy, Carlton Turner; and Deputy Associate Attorney General, 
Jeffrey Harris. . 

Mr. Meese, in opening the briefing, announced that based upon 
the success of the South Florida Task Force, the administration 
was expanding on that effort. The President was establishing an 
interdiction system that would take the lessons learned in south 
Florida and expand the interdiction concept to all the borders of 
this country. 

The 6 border interdiction centers were then distinguished from 
the 12, now 13, organized crime drug enforcement [OeDE] task 
forces. Specifically, the system is a border patrol effort designed to 
provide surveillance, interdiction, and apprehension of those in
volved in drug trafficking. Mr. Meese analogized that the system 
would be like "a patrol force in a police department, which is on 
the street, watching and monitoring what goes on, making ar
rests," and the OCDE task force would be like the "detective force 
which is investigating cases and taking cases to prosecution." 
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The questions turned on the cost of the new program and Mr. 
Meese was asked if he anticipated a need for supplementary funds. 
He replied: 

Well, what we are trying to do is take resources, as I say, existing and available 
resources, including military resources and others, and utilizing them on an entire 
national basis as far as the border is concerned. We don't know-I don't think any
body could tell you precisely ultimately how much in the way of resources is neces
sary. We do know that the resources we have available now can be used better. We 
do know that such things as radar surveillance, such as aerial surveillance by the 
military, such as the use of Navy ships that are in training activities with Coast 
Guard crews aboard can be utilized to a greater extent than we have. And that is 
what we are going to do. 

The question was put: 
Will there be additional resources or are you talking about organizing the re

sources already available? 

Mr. Walker, the Assistant Secretary of Treasury, said: 
Let me give an example. As far as the Customs Service is concerned, we have a 

request in to DOD right now for six P-3 Orion aircraft, eight tracker-interceptor air
craft, the C-12 variety. and four Blackhawk helicopters. And we are expecting a fa
vorable response from that. We have an indication on that. 

Question: These military planes would be available to the Customs Service? 
Mr. WALKER. Military planes will be made available to Customs, yes. 

As I said, Mr. Chairman, I thought the subcommittee would be 
interested in what the administration's intent was with regard to 
the border interdiction system's budget at the outset. I think fur
ther perusal of the transcript would be illuminating and I encour
age all those who are interested to read it, especially in light of 
some of the things I think we might hear today. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know, there has been more concern with 
the administration's proposal to cut 954 positions out of the Cus
toms Service budget and to reduce the air program by $14 million. 
Last Thursday, Senator DeConcini and I had the opportunity to 
question Secretary Regan about the proposed cuts in the air pro
gram, the Customs Marine Program and deep cuts in positions 
needed for inspection activities. In spite of all the information that 
we could gather from sources at the Department of Defense and 
within the U.S. Customs Service, we understand that the Depart
ment of Defense has not agreed to restore the cuts as proposed by 
Secretary Regan. This confirmed in my mind, and I believe also in 
Senator DeConcini's mind, the need for us to begin early in our ef
forts to ensure that the Customs Service has an adequate budget 
for 1985. 

To accomplish that purpose, Senator DeConcini and I are for
warding our recommendations to Chairman Abdnor with regard to 
the Customs 1985 budget. Essentially, we are recommending an in
crease of $82.6 million over the amount requested by the President. 
That would restore those 923 positions proposed for elimination. It 
would provide $8.6 million to establish the 10 marine drug interdic
tion modules. This, by the way, is an item that was requested by 
the Department in its submission to OMB. We would increase the 
Air Program over the amount recommended by the administration 
by $28.3 million to a total funding level of $45.4 million. 

Included in our recommendations for the Air Program is $5 mil
lion for the lease or purchase of radar surveillance balloons-you 
spoke of that in your opening statement-to be located in the Ba-
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hamas and $2.1 million for special air operations as a reserve to 
ensure that we would not have shortfalls in operations as we have 
had in the last several months in south Florida when special needs 
arise. 

Mr. Chairman, you have a copy of our Customs Service proposal. 
I won't go into any greater detail at this time. I should note, how
ever, that we are proposing that the $82.6 million increase for Cus
toms be offset by a decrease of $9.2 million in the Office of the Sec
retary and a $73.4 million decrease in the Internal Revenue Serv
ice. That is not going to come out of the enforcement provisions in 
the Internal Revenue Service where they are enforcing a tax for 
compliance. 

Our budget proposal would put teeth, muscle and bone back into 
the Customs Service drug interdiction, marine interdiction, and 
critical technology enforcement programs. 

I strongly urge that our colleagues in the House follow suit in 
this regard. Again, I want to thank you for diligently pursuing in 
your committee, this fight against drug trafficking. I hope you will 
keep up the good work. I know that Senator DeConcini and a 
number of us that are working actively on the Senate side will do 
the same. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much Senator. I appreciate that 
fme statement. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Chiles follows:] 
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REP. ENGLISH, I CO~t~EN!) YOU AND THE SUBCO~IUHnEE 

FOR YOUR TENACITY AND DEDICATION TO THE ROLE OF HATCH-DOG 

OVER THE'DRUG INTERDICTION EFFORTS OF THE REAGAN 

ADMINISTRATION. I'i1 SURE THAT THE NEXT THREE DAYS WILL 

BE PROFITABLE IN ASSESSING THE GOVERNr~ENT'S ROLE IN THE 

WAR AGAINST DRUGS) SPECIFICALLY EVALUATING TO DATE THE 

SUCCESS OR FAILURE OF THE NATIONAL NARCOTIC BORDER 

INTERDICTION SYSTH1 <OTHERWISE KNOWN AS NNBIS --

"IN BIS" OR "NIB BIS"), 

BEFORE I ADDRESS THE CENTRAL ISSUE BEfORE US TODAY --

THE.DEFICIENCIES IN THE AIR INTERDICTION PROGlWl --- 1 

WANT TO MAKE IT CLEAR THAT I RECOGNIZE WHAT HAS BEEN 

43-045 0-85--2 
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ACCOMPLISHED OVER THE SHORT COUPLE OF :YEARS SINCE \'/E ASKED 

THAT THE SOUTH FLORIDA TASK FORCE BE SET UP TO DO SOMETHING 

ABOUT THE DEVASTATION DRUG TRAFFICKING \tAS CAUSING FLORIDA. 

I DO NOT WANT TO BELITTLE THE FIGHT UNDERTAKEN AND THE 

MANY BATTLES 140N BY THE FRONT LINE TROOPS SINCE THAT TIME. 

THERE ARE SUCCESS STORIES --- MANY.OPERATIONS CARRIED OUT 

ON A SHOE STRING. I'M PROUD OF THE PEOPLE IN THE TRENCHES. 

THEY AND THEIR FAMILIES HAVE SACRIFICED ALGT IN BRINGING 

ABOUT THOSE SUCCESS STORIES. 

THE COAST GUARD" ESPECIALLY" HAS HAD ITS HORK CUT OUT 

FOR IT. FOR EXA."1PLE" THE COAST GUARD CUTTER DALlAS 

STATIONED QFF HAITI HAS· AVERAGED MAKING AN INTERDICTION 

OF EITHER TRAFFICKERS ,OR ILLEGAL ALIENS EVERY 96 HOURS. 
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IN THE FIRST 2 110NTHS OF '34 .. ALMOST HALF AS MANY ALIENS 

WERE INTERDICTED AS IN THE ENTIRE YEAR OF '83. LAST 

YEAR, IN THE SOUTHEAST, COAST GUARD UNITS SEIZED 143 

VESSELS .. MADE 652 ARRESTS .. AND CONFISCATED 1.9 HILLION 

-POUNDS OF fotARIJUANA. DURING THE SA,f:1E PERIOD THE SAHE 

UNITS ALSO SEIZED 28 ALIEN-Sf1UGGLING VESSELS \.,HICH LED 

YO THE RETURN OF 717 ILLEGAl ALIENS'TO THEIR COUNTRIES 

OF ORIGIN. ALL THAT ALONG 'WITH CARRYING OUT THEIR OTHER 

DUTIES TOO! AND YEL EVEN ~IITH THESE PROVEN RECORDS .. 

iHE ADMINISTRATION IS DETEru1INED TO CUT THE COAST GUARD 

BUDGET --- NOT THE ,FAT, MIND YOU, BUT THE MUSCLE AND 

BONE. WE'VE BEEN TOLD THAT SHIPS WON'T BE ~mINTAINED 

AS OFTEN AS USUAL THAT ALREJ\DY JI.NTIQUATED EQlJIPMENT 

WILL BE FORCED INTO MORE SERVICE .. AND THAT PERSONNEL IS 

- 3 -
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BEING CUT BY 755 (176 OF WHICH ARE SPECIFICALLY TAGGED 

AS LAW ENFORCEMENT). 

MR. CHAI~1ANI THIS IS AN iSSUE THAT IS NOT ON THE 

AGENDA HERE TODAY1 BUT IT IS ONE THAT WE SHOULD NOT 

FORGET ~IHEN WE LOOK AT THE CUSTOHS CUTS BEFORE US. THERE 

SEEMS TO BE A PATTERN EMERGING THAT THE PRESIDENT'S 

BUDGET ACTIONS BELIE illS DRUG ENFO!{C8~ENT PROrUSES. 

THE NU~ffiERS ON THE PAPER JUST DON'T ADD UP TO THE RHETORIC 

ON THE TUBE ABOUT THIS ADmNISTRATION'S CONCERN FOR 

LAW AND ORDER. IT APPEARS TO BE A SHELL GM1E AT BEST 

AND A DELIBERATE DISTORTION.AT WORST. 

I THOUGHT THAT IT WOULD INTEREST THE SUBCOM~UTTEE 

TO HEAR WHAT THE ADMINISTRATION'S OHN WORDS WERE AND 
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WHAT THEY HAD IN MIND WHEN NNBIS ~{AS ESTABLISHED A 

YEAR AGO THIS WEEK. THE FOLLOWING ARE EXCERPTS FRO~l 

A PRESS BRIEFING AT THE WHITE HOliSE ON ~1ARCH 23RD, 1983, 

AT 3: 51 PM. I I D LI KE TO SUBr1IT A COPY OF THE ENTI RE 

TRANSCRIPT FOR THE RECORD. THOSE PRESENT ~IERE HIE f1EDIA; 

COUNSELLOR TO THE PRESIDENL ED MEESE; ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY ~ ,JOHN WALKER; WHITE HOUSE 

DIRECTOR OF DRUG ABUSE POLICY, CARLT0N TURNER; AND 

DEPUTY ASSOCIATE ATTO~~EY GENERALJ JEFFREY HARRIS. 

MR. MEESE OPENS THE BRIEFING BY ANNOUNCING THAT 

BASED UPON THE SUCCESS OF THE SOUTH FLORIDA TASK FORCL 

THE ADr1INISTRATION \~AS EXPANDING ON THAT EFFORT. THE 

PRESIDENT WAS ESTABLISHHIG AN INTERDICTION SYSTEM THAT 
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WOULD TAKE THE LESSONS LEARNED IN SOUTH fLoRidA, 'AND 

EXPAND THE INTERDICTION CONCEPT TO A~l THE BORDERS OF 

THE COUNTRY. 

THE SIX NNBIS CENTERS WERE THEN DISTINGUISHED FROM 

THE 12 (NOW TO BE 13) ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCErtENT 

(OCDE) TASK FORCES. ESSENTIALLY~'NNBIS [S A BORDER 

PATROL EFFORT DESIGNED TO PROVIDE SURVEILLANCE" , INTERDICTION" 
.J, ','.. .' • 

f'1R. HEESE ANALOGIZED THAT NNBIS WOUlD BE LIKE itA PATROL 

- ,;' ~ ~.; ;.),.~ .... ". .' 
-.; . 

FORCE IN A POLICE DEPARTMB~T.,· WHICH4S ON THE STREET~ -'".~ :. 

WATCH I NG" . MONnORI~G'WflA1::tQE~;'.ONS~ 'I<1AKI NG::,ARRESI~~~:~ 
• . ",'. ~~... . ... ~.:.I- -." !.{'... . ~ '::' ';!7.tl" :.':. .. .~~"f.' 

0' • • " • -~: 

,,~._ >., •. .,.fJ 

AND THE OCDE WOULD BE LIKE. THE "DETECTIVE FORCE:; . 

WHICH IS INVESTIGATING CASES AND TAKING CASES TO, 
.. 

'r.,- .). 

,PROSECUTION. n 
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THE QUESTIONS TURNED TO THE COST OF' THE 'NB~ PROGRAr". 

MR. f1EESE WAS ASKED IF HE ANTICIPATED A NEED FOR 

SUPPLb~ENTARY FUNDS. HE REPLIED: 

"WHAT \~E' RE TRYING TO DO IS TAKE RESOURCES~ 

AS I SAY~ EXISTING AND AVAILABLE RESOURCES 1 

INCLUDING f1IlITARY RESOURCES AND OTHERS1 

,AND Un~IZING THEH ON AN ENTIRE NATIONAL 

BASIS AS FAR AS THE BORDER IS C_ONCERNED!k 

HE DON'T KNOW --- I DON'T THINK ANYBODY 

COULD TELL YOU, PRECISELY ULTIMATELY HOW 

f1UCH IN THE tlAY OF,--RESOURCES 'IS NECESSARY:;'" -'. 
• • < ,; 

.. , ~ ... : 

WE DO KNOW THAI "FHE RESOURCES HE HAVE 

AVAIlABLE NOW CAN BE,USED BETTER. WE UO 

. 
KNo\~ THAT THINGS SUCH AS RADAR SURVEILLANCEI 



34 

SUCH AS AERIAL S!JRVEILLANCE BY THE' 

MILITARY I SUCH AS THE USE OF NAVY SHIPS 

THAT ARE IN TRAINING ACTIVITIES WITH 

COAST GUARD CREWS ABOARD CAN BE UTILIZED 

TO A GREATER EXTENT THAN \~E HAVE. AND 

THAT'S WHAT \~E'RE GOING TO DO. 

THE QUESTION WAS PUT: HILL THERE BE ADDITIONAl: 

RESOURCES OR ARE YOU TALKING ABOUT ORGANIZING THE RESOURCES 

ALREADY AVAILABLE? 

HR. WALKER jASST •. SEC. OF. TREASURY)·:. LET ME GIVE,' 

AN EXAMPLE. AS FAR AS THE CUSTOMS SERVICE IS CONCERNED~ 

WE HAVE A REQUEST IN TO DOD RIGHT No\~ FOR SIX P-3 . ORION 
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AIRCRJl.FL EIGllT TRACKER-INTERCEPTOR AIRCRAFT~THE 

C-12 VARI ETY ~ AND FOUR BLACKHAHK HEll COPTERS. AND 

WE ARE EXPECTING A FAVORABLE RESPOHSE FROM THAT. HE 

HAVE AN INDICATION ON THAT. 

Q THESE MILITARY PLANS WOULD BE AVAILABLE 

TO THE CUSTOMS SERVICE? 

r~R • WAlKER-: f1ILITARY PLANS ~JIll BE ~1ADE 

AVAILABLE TO CUSTOMS~ YES. 

AS I SAID~ MR. CHAIRMAN~ I THOUGHT THE SUBCO~1ITTEE 

__ ~Q.Ul.;Il BEJNT~RESTED . .INJtHAL.THLADMINISTRATION "INTEN:r 

\1AS WITH REGARD TO THE NNBIS BUDGET AT THE ONSET. I 

THINK FURTHER PERUSAL OF THE TRANSCRIPT lUll BE 
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ILLUMINATING AND I ENCOURAGE ALL WHO ARE INTERESTED 

TO READ IT. 

NR. CHAIRr14N J AS YOU KNm1 J THERE HAS BEEN t-mRE 

CONCERN WITH THE ADr-HNISTRATION"S PROPOSAL TO CUT 954 

POSITIONS OUT OF THE CUSTOMS SERVICE BUDGET AND TO 

, 
REDUCE THE CUSTor1S SERVICE AIR PROGRAH BY $14 HILLlON. 

LAST THURSDAY~ SENATOR DECONCINI AND I HAD THE 

OPPORTUNITY TO QUESTION SECRETARY REGAN ABOUT THE 

PROPOSED CUTS IN THE AIR PROGRA,"'~ cUSTOr1S MARINE 

PROGRAM AND DEEP CUTS IN POSITIONS NEEDED FOR 

INSPECTION ACTIVITIES. IN SPITE OF ALL'OF THE--

INFORt1ATION THAT WE COULD GATHER FROM SOURCES AT 

THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND WITHIN THE U.S. 
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CUSTOr4S SERVICL THE DEPARTMENT OF !lEFENSEHAS NOT 

AGREED TO RESTORE THE CUTS AS PROPOSED BY SECRETARY 

REGAN. THIS CONFIRMED IN ttY NIND AND I BELIEVE ALSO 

IN SENATOR DECONCINI'S MIND THE NEED FOR US TO BEGIN 

EARLY IN OUR EFFORTS TO ENSURE THAT THE CUSTm1S SERVICE 

HAS AN ADEQUATE BUDGET FOR FY '85. 

TO ACCor;1PLIS~ THAT PURPOSE .. SENATOR DECONCINI 

AND I ARE FORWARDING OUR RECO~~ENDATIONS TO CHAI~lAN 

ABDNOR WITH REGARD TO THE CUSTOf1S 1985 BUDGET. 

ESSENTIALLY .. WE ARE RECOMMENDING AN INCREASE OF 

$82.6 MILLION OVER THE M10UNT REQUESTED·BY THE 

PRESIDENT. THIS WOULD RESTORE 923 POSITIONS 

PROPOSED FOR ELIMINATION. IT WOULD PROVIDE $8.6 
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f1ILLION TO ESTABLISH 10 :1A!HNE DRUG I:-ITERDICTIQN 

MODULES. TIIIS~ BY THE WAY I IS AN ITEM THAT \{AS 

REQUESTED BY THE DEPARTf1ENT IN ITS SUBMISSIotl TO 

OMB. fiE WOULD INCREASE THE AIR PROGRA~l OVER THE 

AMOUNT RECor1i~ENDED BY THE ADNINISTRATION-BY $28.3 

MILLION TO A TOTAL FUNDING LEVEL OF $45.4 MILLION. 

INCLUDED IN OUR RECO~~ENDATIONS FOR THE AIR 

PROGRAM IS $5 MILLION FOR THE LEASE OR PURCHASE 

OF RADAR SURVEILLANCE BALLOONS TO BE LOCATED IN 

THE BAHAMAS AND $2.1 MILLION FOR SPECIAL AIR 

OPERATIONS AS-A RESERVE TO ENSURE THAT WE- WOULDWT 

HAVE SHORTFALLS IN OPERATIONS AS I'IE HAVE HAD IN THE 

LAST SEVERAL MONTHS IN SOUTH FLORID.'\ HHEN SPECIAL 
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NEEDS ARISE. 

t·1R. CHAIRflAN, YOU HAVE A "COpy OF THE DETAILS 

OF oun CUSTOMS SERVICE PROPOSAL SO I WON'T GO INTO 

ANY GREAT DETAIL ON THEr1 AT THIS TIME. I SHOULD 

NOTE, HOHEVER, THAT HE ARE PROPOSING THAT THE 

$82.6 f'n LLI ON I NCREASE FOR CUSTOMS BE OFFSET BY 

A DECREASE OF $9.2 MILLION IN THE OFFICE OF THE 

SECRETARY AND A $73.4 MILLION DECREASE IN THE 

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE. 

OUR BUDGET PROPOSAL WILL PUT THE "TEETH, NUSCLE 

AND BONE BACK INTO THE CUSTOMS DRUG INTERDICTION, 

MARINE INTERDICTION, Arm CRITICAL TECHNOLOGY 

ENFORCEr~ENT PROGRAt"1S. I STRONGLY URGE THAT OUR 
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COLLEAGUES IN THE HOUSE FOLLOW SUIT. 

THANK YOU AGAIN FOR DILIGENTLY PURSUING THE 

FIGHT AGAINST DRUG TRAFFICKING. PLEASE KEEP UP THE 

GOOD \WRK AND I PLEDGE TO DO THE SAr1E. 

### 
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Mr. CHILES. My colleague from Florida, Representative Shaw, 
made a good point, Mr. Chairman, that this is an issue that unites 
all of the Florida delegation on the Senate side, and House side, 
and on both sides of the aisle. 

We have seen our State ravished by what has happened in drugs 
and we have seen that then go across the rest of the country and it 
is an issue in which-I notice even in your committee-there is 
great bipartisan support and I think that that is great. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you. That is a very good point, Senator. That 
is true throughout the Congress and its committees. We have found 
it to be true in the House Armed Services Committee and the 
House Appropriations Committee, as well as the committees in the 
Senate. I think there is a deep and genuine bipartisan support for 
a strong anti-drug-smuggling effort. 

I want to point out and perhaps underscore your statement a bit, 
with regard to the Coast Guard ships. Those ships average abO(lt 40 
years of age and we are still cutting the maintenance money for 
those ships even as they get older. So obviously, that presents great 
difficulties. Are there any questions for Senator Chiles from the 
members? 

Mr. BURTON. Senator, I think we all agree with what you have 
said and probably there will be more money forthcoming. I think 
Republicans and Democrats alike feel strongly about this issue. 
But, I just wondered if you thought that in conjunction with addi
tional appropriations to try to keep these drugs out of the country, 
if stronger laws like some of the other countries have around the 
world; stiffer penalties where they literally put people in jail, and 
throw the key away, and even impose death penalties for some of 
these smugglers; if that might not also be a deterrent and cut down 
on the flow of drugs in this country? 

Mr. CHILES. I would certainly agree. I think we have to attack on 
all fronts. I think part of it is enforcement; part of it, of course, is 
trying to see if other countries do their job in trying to stop the 
drugs from ever coming. Congressman Shaw pointed out that Co
lombia looks like that they are about ready to enter into a spray 
program. 

If you will remember, we had a battle over here for several years 
to change our laws because we sort of prohibited the use of para
quat by any country we are giving aid money. So we literally shut 
down the Mexican spray program by a provision that we passed. It 
took us a good while to repeal that provision. We finally did. Now, 
I think, we are beginning to make some success in encouraging 
countries to do that. 

We have gotten our State of Florida to use paraquat spray so 
that we can show other countries, look, we are willing to use that 
too. It is a common herbicide. We use it all the time to kill weeds 
and yet there was this great outcry that paraquat would just 
damage the health, and destr;>y the country, and would kill the en
vironment. We use amountd of it all over this country for weed 
killer. This is a weed we need to kill. But you are right, we need to 
work on all these fronts. 

We passed a pretty good Senate crime package-to the endless 
delays in the way that they can frustrate law enforcement authori
ties and our court system through the improper use of habeas 
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corpus petitions filed over and over-filed 30 years after the fact
and I think that is something that everyone from our Supreme 
Court Justices to our State Association of Attorneys General, the 
U.S. Attorney Generals under several administrations have all said 
we needed to reform. 

Mr. BURTON. Well, I would just like to make one comment, Mr. 
Chairman, and ask one more question. The comment is that I am 
sympathetic to the need for additional funding to make sure we 
have the facilities necessary to keep these drugs from getting into 
the country. But I am also a little pessimistic because as long as it 
is going to be profitable for those people to get that stuff into this 
country and a minimal chance of severe penalties being imposed 
upon them, they are going to continue to do it. If they don't do it 
through Florida, they are going to do it over the Canadian border, 
or on the east coast, or the west coast. 

I am hopeful that we will be able to impose or pass the strongest 
possible legislation and impose the most severe penalties possible 
upon these people in the future. I am sure that you and other 
Members of the Senate will work in concert with us in the House 
to get that done. 

I would like to just ask one more question. You were talking, and 
I think Representative Pepper was talking also, about the need for 
additional aircraft to be made available by the military. We've con
fiscated, as I understand it, a lot of boats and a lot of aircraft that 
are being held in Florida and other places across this country and I 
have been told that some of those f?irplanes could be adapted for 
surveillance if we were able to get them freed from the compounds 
in which they are being held. Have you studied that issue? Is that 
possible? 

Mr. CHILES. Yes, sir; we have and we are trying again to change 
some of the forfeiture rules and laws so that there can be a quicker 
turnover. One of the problems is that we have several places in 
Florida where we have millions of dollars worth of aircraft th1.".t 
rots and then gets pillaged; engines are taken from it. All the 
radios-the good surveillance things-are taken out because they, 
set over long periods of time because you have to wait, sort of, until 
the fmal disposition of the case and all of its appeals. So again, re
forming the laws-and one of the things in addition to these heavy 
penalties that you mentioned-is that we have got to simplify and 
reform our laws in regard to seizure and forfeiture. 

One of the ways of stopping these people is to seize their assets. 
You have got to be able to seize those early in the game because 
what we are finding is that many times by the time we get around 
to having a conviction, all the assets are gone. You have got to hit 
these people in the pocketbook, you have got to be able to trace the 
money. So that goes through the whole bank secrecy laws. It goes 
again to the offshore banks. All of those are very important pieces 
of the puzzle and you have to deal with those because many times 
if you can seize-hit them in the pocketbook-and seize those 
assets and the money-all of their toys, all of their boats, all of the 
land that they use, you can do more to cripple an operation that 
way. It is going to take you a long time before you can get a fmal 
disposition of the case given the fact that these people can hire 
every lawyer in the world and they can appeal and appeal. 
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Mr. BURTON. Well, what I was getting after, are some of these 
planes if we could get them turned over to--

Mr. CHILES. They could be useful and especially to your local law 
enforcement. You have local law enforcement people that will par
ticipate in a bust for example. One of their reasons for doing that 
is they do not have in their budgets-you know they ca.nnot get an 
aircraft. Many of these good twin engine aircraft, well equipped, 
could be tremendous assets to a local law enforcement ag.,mcy. But 
a lot of these could be turned over to your local law enforcement 
agency. Maybe Customs is going to have an even faster and better 
aircraft that we can provide out of the military hardware. 

But there are some problems in how you do that now. Customs 
often says: "We can't let-we can't share that aircraft. We have to 
go to a public auction ,vith it." We need to change that. 

Mr. BURTON. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairmal1. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you. Mr. MacKay? 
Mr. MACKAY. I would like to follow up on that. I have one exam

ple. This would be humorous except it is so serious. The sheriff of 
one of my counties, Citrus County, actually developed a case and 
turned the case over to the Federal authorities with the under
standing that since he had invested most of his investigation 
budget for the year on the case, that if the aircraft was apprehend
ed, it would be turned over to him. It wasn't a sophisticated air
craft, it was a Cessna 172. 

The combined resources of the House and Senate have not been 
sufficient to break that aircraft loose from whoever has got it. I 
think GSA has got it. And, apparently there is a greater risk as 
our agencies-in allowing that aircraft to go from a Federal level 
to a local level, than there is in the risk of noncooperation in the 
future. 

I can tell you that one sheriff-it will be a long time before he 
cooperates. 

Mr. CHILES. That is right. He will go out and make his own case 
now and seize the plane. But again, to coordinate that and have 
that be only part of that case which he was attempting to do-you 
know, we have lots of important factors in that and it is ridiculous 
that we have not been able to br':lak that out. 

Mr. MAcKAY. It is very difficult to explain to him why that can't 
be resolved. In fact, I don't think there is a rational explanation. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CHILES. I might mention that we have a forfeiture reform 
bill as part of the Senate crime package and I would sure hope that 
that could be moved on this side Df Capitol Hill. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Are there any other questions? Mr. Shaw. 
Mr. SHAW. I would like to thank Senator Chiles for the job he is 

doing on the Senate side as ranking minority member on the most 
important Budget Committee. I got a blow-by-blow descripUon of 
the hearing last week and I understand it came very close to being 
exactly that on the testimony received from the Treasury. 

I think that there is no question about that within the adminis
tration; there is a strong resolve in the Vice President's Office and 
I believe in the President's Office to continue what we have start
ed. I think that Treasury will get that particular message. 

I am most concerned as you are--
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Mr. CHILES. Could you give me an estimate of the time as to 
when they get that message? [Laughter.] 

Mr. SHAW. Yes; I will, Senator. I understand that the most im
portant part of the testimony given on your side was the ques
tion-incidentally, the same thing came up on our Subcommittee 
on Public Buildings of which I am the ranking minority member
as to where the money went that left the interdiction program 
some time between the time the budget went to the Budget Office 
and the time it came out in its final printed form. 

There is a great deal of speculation that it went into office ren
ovation and things of that nature. This seems-whereas I under
stand that at the hearings I held and I understand that this same 
thing is holding true across the board-it was stated that this was 
only coincidence. I think the coincidence of the identical figures is 
more than overwhelming. And, as far as I am concerned, until the 
interdiction money is put back in the budget under its proper head
ing, Hell can freeze over before the Treasury is going to get any of 
that money in the public buildings section. I believe you feel the 
same as I do about that particular provision. 

Mr. CHILES. That would help them get the message. I just have to 
recount that the Senator from Arizona has pushed for us having a 
central control on this fight against drugs. Some people call it the 
drugs czar. You can call it something else. 

I think the Vice President would make an excellent man in 
charge of this. But it is interesting to note that we don't have any
body in charge. I think part of these things happen because the left 
hand does not seem to know what the right hand is doing, and does 
not seem to know the importance that is attached to this. 

You know, how in the world can an item as sensitive as half of 
the money in the Drug Interdiction Program be cut out? There is 
just no way in my mind that I can conceive that the President 
would allow that to happen and certainly not the Vice President. 
So it drops down to the Secretary of the Treasury where this is not 
that kind of priority. 

Now that-maybe that is understandable. Given what is on his 
plate maybe that is understandable. But if we had some better co
ordination, and as you know the success of the South Florida Task 
Force was that it all went up to One head; that for the first time we 
stopped some of the buckpassing and some of the credit taking and 
the fights between Coast Guard, and Customs, and between all of 
these agencies-the strike forces, INS, and everybody that was a 
participant, IRS. They knew there was somebody up there and he 
is called the Vice President and he has a fellow named Admiral 
Murphy that is down there sort of on the ground, such that if we 
start squabbling in here there is somebody that can really call us 
to task. 

We don't see that happening here. We have the Treasury going 
off in all of these directions. I notice that the statement that the 
Vice President made to you-it sounded to me like the Vice Presi
dent did not have any idea about this money. 

The Vice President called me the day we were having that hear
ing. He was asking me about the prayer amendment. I told him I 
was there fighting for our drug money. He said, "I hope you get it." 
So I think that somehow the right hand does not know what the 
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left hand is doing. If we could have had that coordinator-czar, 
whatever you want to call him-as the Senator from Arizona was 
envisioning, as we tried to pass into law, we would be further along 
in this fight. 

Mr. SHAW. I think your comments are well taken. I think that 
the Vice President and his comment to you as well as to me was 
speaking very much for the President and the President's continu
ing commitment in this particular area. 

Mr. CHILES. To me, I felt like I was hanging out a little because I 
helped to make the announcement and I know you were encour
aged by it when we were putting this $8 million additional money 
into south Florida. That was a big announcement. I can tell you in 
Florida that it boded well for the administration, the President and 
the Vice President. That money was to be spent for additional U.S. 
attorneys, and additional investigators so that we could make 
cases. 

Then we turn around and cut $13 million out of the arm that is 
making those cases. If that is not the most ridiculous thing in the 
world that that can happen; that you add $8 million and you take 
away $13 million. That just has to tell you that somebody is not, 
sort of, tending the top of the store. Somebody is not coordinating. I 
don't think-there is no way that I can come up with a scenario of 
why he would do that. It is not good public relations, it is not good 
administration, and it is not good anything else. 

So it has to tell me that there is nobody in charge, overall. They 
are saying: "Here is our plan. Get in line with this plan." 

Mr. SHAW. Well, I think that the President and the Vice Presi
dent are very much in charge. However, I do agree with you in the 
situation that the coordination that we have seen for the first time 
in south Florida and the successes that we have had and using that 
as a roadmap for the rest of the country, certainly points out in 
itself the need to continue what we are doing. 

To quote the President, "If it is not broken, don't fix it." This one 
is not broken, it is working good and it is on schedule. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Perhaps you gentlemen would agree then that in 
the war on drugs perhaps Lieutenant Regan is out of step. [Laugh
ter.] 

Any other questions? If there are no other questions, Senator, we 
deeply appreciate your testimony. It has been very helpful to us. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. CHILES. Thank you Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Senator, if you care to join us we would love to 

have you join us at the bench here. 
Mr. CHILES. I would like to. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Great. We deeply appreciate that. Our next witness 

will perhaps enlighten us with regard to what has taken place at 
the Department of the Treasury and what the views of the Secre
tary of the Treasury are. We have with us, speaking for the Treas
ury Department, the Honorable R.T. McNamar, Deputy Secretary 
of the Treasury. 

Mr. McNamar, we want to welcome you. As I stated earlier, nor
mally we would ask you to summarize your statement. We would 
then make your entire written statement a part of the record. But 
given the fact that we did not receive your statement until this 
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morning, and the members really have not had an opportunity to 
go through that statement, I am going to ask you to read the whole 
tIring just so that we do not miss anything. 

And, as I also mentioned earlier, because you were unable to get 
your statement to us on time, we would ask that you would be 
available tomorrow so that after the members have an opportunity 
to digest what is contained in that statement, they may have addi
tional questions. So we would appreciate your being available to
morrow. 

STATEMENT OF R.T. McNAMAR, DEPUTY SECRETARY OF THE 
TREASURY, DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

Mr. McNAMAR. I would be delighted. Let me apologize to the 
members of the committee and the distinguished Senators who are 
here for not providing this statement in time. But one of the very 
good things that your hearings have provided for, is that they have 
given us a chance to get even further into the Customs program 
and look at how we have been doing today. I think that it was that 
review that delayed us in getting testimony prepared. 

So I apologize for the lateness of it, but I think that it will have a 
good result that the chairman will be delighted with. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. McNamar, what do you mean by "we"? Do you 
mean that that gave the Office of the Secretary an opportunity to 
get more' involved in the Customs effort? Who are you talking 
about when you say "we"? 

Mr. McNAMAR. I am talking about myself personally, the Assist
ant Secretary, and the Commissioner of Customs in terms of re
viewing and in preparation for this testimony, and in terms of re
viewing the whole program. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. von Raab-we have been over this for the last 
2 years with him. I know that he is pretty much up to speed on it. 
So I was kind of curious as to who "we" was. If you are talking 
about the Secretary's Office, I assume you are part of the Secre
tary's Office? 

Mr. McNAMAR. Yes, I am. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Then I would assume that we are talking about the 

Secretary's Office, isn't that correct? 
Mr. McNAMAR. Well, I think that we have all learned a little bit 

because it has enabled me to go back and ask some sharper and 
more critical questions than I had asked before. I think therefore, 
you have served as a catalyst to produce a result that you will be 
pleased with. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We are happy to focus your attention on the prob
lem. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Thank you. I am pleased to be here today to dis
cuss the National Narcotics Boarder Interdiction System [NNBIS], 
generally, and the Customs Service participation in that system
particularly the Customs air program. 

When this administration came into office in 1981, the President 
recognized the enormity of the drug problem and directed the ad
ministration to make efforts to permit new resources, reallocate ex
isting resources and coordinate those resources in an all-out war 
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against drug traffickers. As a result, the administration has taken 
several major steps in that area. 

First, in the summer of 1981, the FBI was brought into the drug 
fight by being given concurrent jurisdiction with the Drug Enforce
ment Administration to investigate drug offenses. Second, in 
March 1982, the Vice President's South Florida Task Force was es
tablished, involving a massive infusion of Federal resources into 
south Florida. Third, the President's Organized Crime Drug En
forcement Task Force was formed in February 1983 to concentrate 
on major drug trafficking organizations. 

And fmally, in March 1983, the National Narcotics Border Inter
diction System, or NNBIS, was created to coordinate the efforts of 
Cabinet departments· and the intelligence community in order to 
interdict the flow of drugs into the United States. NNBIS collates 
intelligence information and. provides that information to agencies 
responsible for interdiction. It i.l1so participates in developing spe
cial operations and actions i;l,at are needed to more effectively 
interdict drugs. Others who will appear before you will furnish 
more information about NNBIS. 

We talked about the Customs role. I would like to focus on the 
Customs role in drug interdiction. When the administration took 
office, the Customs Service's principal role was that of a passenger 
and cargo processing and facilitating agency, and a tax collector. 
The emphasis quickly shifted to law enforcement, particularly to 
the prevention of exports of critical technology to the Eastern bloc, 
and drug interdiction. Resources reallocations and program direc
tion from Commissioner von Raab and his staff and the positive re
sponses of the career employees have produced tremendous results. 
Fiscal year 1983 was a record year for the Customs Service in drug 
interdiction. Heroin seizures in fiscal year 1983 reached almost 600 
pounds, up over 100 percent from the previous year as shown on 
chart 1. [Chart shown.] Cocaine seizures were even more dramatic 
as shown on chart 2. [Chart shown.] In fiscal year 1983 Customs 
seized over 19,600 pounds of cocaine-a 78-percent increase over 
fiscal year 1982, and a 400-percent increase over fiscal year 1981. In 
just 2 years Customs has taken over 30,000 pounds {)f cocaine off 
the streets in America, and about $5.3 billion out of the pockets of 
drug criminals. Thus, the overall Customs drug interdiction pro
gram has made rapid gains over the past few years and Customs 
should be proud of its success. 

Two points I might interject into my testimony here, with your 
permission, Mr. Chairman. One, when we talk about the Customs 
air program we are talking about cocaine, because by our records 
about 56 percent of the cocaine seized comes in by air. So they are 
synonymous. Second, I would agree with Senator Chiles' comments 
on the Colombian bust that was made on the cocaine factory down 
there. This administration has repeatedly brought the attention of 
the Colombian and the Peruvian Governments in particular, to this 
problem. In fact, I have a meeting this coming-it will be Sunday 
night or Monday morning-with the Colombian Finance Minister 
where I was going to press this again, and with the new Peruvian 
Finance Minister, where I will press this again and make it very 
clear what the U.S. interest is. So we try to work both ends of the 
pipeline, if you will. 
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A particularly important fact of the interdiction program is the 
Customs Air ProgTrun-that is, its program to prevent smuggling 
by general aviation. Although an Air Program had been initiated 
as long ago as 1971, in 1981 the Air Program was poorly equipped 
to handle the smuggling threat. Therefore, much attention and 
effort has been devoted here-beginning with the establishment of 
the first air module in south Florida in 1981. Since that time, the 
Air Program has consistently been enlarged and strengthened
and the President's :fISCal year 1985 budget represents a continu
ation of that trend. 

Before discussing the budget in detail, let me say that Treasury 
and the administration are proud of the Customs Air Interdiction 
Program, which we consider to be a success. We are proud first be
cause it produces results. The value of Air Program drug seizures 
have inc!'eased dramatically over the last 3 years from $700 million 
in fIScal year 1981-measured at today's street value-to $3.5 bil
lion in fISCal year 1983-in chart 3. [Chart shown.] .First quarter re
suIts for fiscal year 1984 are running roughly comparable to those 
in fiscal year 1983. I think that is a major, major improvement that 
we have made. 

We are also proud of the Air Program because of its improving 
eost effectiveness. It is difficult, of course, to measure the overall 
cost effectiveness of any monitoring program since the ideal result 
would be for no criminals to attempt to smuggle drugs. But, what 
we can measure is the effectiveness of interdiction efforts-that is, 
once a potential smuggler has been spotted, how efficiently Cus
toms tracks and apprehends that smuggler. The interdiction flight 
hours compared to :;1umber of seizures indicate improving efficiency 
of our operations. Whereas, in fiscal year 1982, 12 interdiction 
flight hours were required per apprehension, this level fell to 8.5 
hours in fiscal year 1983. In fiscal year 1984, we anticipate further 
improvements. I will touch on that later. 

And, of course, neither the amount of narcotics seized nor the op
erating efficiency can measure the deterrence value of the pro
gram, or the benefits derived from forcing smugglers to shift their 
operations away from familiar methods. We believe that the Air 
Program has caused shifts in smuggler operations that permit 
other agencies to more effectively carry out their enforcement ef
forts, particulary DEA. 

Concerning the budget for the Air Program, I want to clear up 
some confusion that seems to exist, both in the press and among 
some Members of Congress. I am particulary pleased to testify 
today. Since a misinformed press release from a member of this 
subcommittee contributed tn the confusion, I am pleased that the 
subcommittee is making this effort to clear up that confusion. 

The Treasury Department is committed to maintaining and en
hancing the Customs Air Program in 1985. The Secretary of the 
Treasury has proposed an Air Program of $28 million, not a $17 
million program as has sometimes been reported. And, under a $28 
million budget, Customs will be doing more in 1985 than ever 
before in the history of the Air Program. . 

Let's examine each of the three functions required for successful 
air interdiction, and the recent history and future of our capabili
ties in each of these functions as shown in chart 4. [Chart shown.] 
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The first function is detection-that is, the ongoing monitoring of 
air space, watching for potential smugglers. Frankly, I am con
vinced that detection is not properly a function of the Customs 
Service. Rather, it should be conducted by the Defense Department 
as a part of its overall national security mission. I will talk about 
this in more detail later. 

Although detection is not properly a Customs function, the Serv
ice has acted to fIll the void. Our detection capability increased in 
fiscal year 1983 with enhanced DOD support in the form of addi
tional access to E-2B, E-2C, and E-3A aircraft, and the Customs 
linkage with the first aerostat balloon. It is increasing again in 
fiscal year 1984 with the addition of a second aerostat that went on 
earlier this year. 

T.Iowever, Customs' responsibility for aerostat balloons and other 
detection capabilities is inconsistent with our view of Defense re
sponsibility for detection. Therefore, it is inappropriate to place the 
responsibility for a third aerostat in the Customs Service-particu
larly since DOD currently manages and supports the existing two 
aerostats. With respect to the P-3A aircraft, our review of the use
fulness of this potential program indicates that it may not be the 
best use of the taxpayers' dollars for the Customs Air Interdiction 
Program. I will say that your hearings have helped us review that 
by focusing our attention on it. 

The $28 million budget contains $4.6 million for supporting addi
tional detection capability. As I will describe in detail in a moment, 
this funding can better be applied to the second and third func
tions-interception and arrest. 

The second function is interception/tracking. Once a potential 
target has been spotted by a detector, it may fly many miles before 
attempting to land. The interception/tracking capability follows 
the target until the landing takes place. This allows the detection 
platform to continue general monitoring. The President's fiscal 
year 1985 budget increases our capabilities in interception and 
tracking by providing for the addition of four new high-perform
ance aircraft, while maintaining other capability at existing levels. 

The third Customs function is the arrest function. Large in
creases in the Customs capability in this area occurred in both 
fISCal year 1983 and fIScal year 1984, with the arrival of one Black
hawk helicopter in 1983 and three additional ones in fiscal year 
1984. These have limited interception/tracking capability, and are 
excellent for apprehension or arrest capabilities. The fiscal year 
1985 budget maintains our capability at these levels. 

Thus, on the whole, fiscal year 1985 will see yet another increase 
in Customs' overall air-interdiction capability. However, some 
members of tllls committee and some in the press appear to be con
fused about the level of effort anticipated in the President's fIScal 
year 1985 budget. This confusion probably results from a lack of 
understanding of the details behind the budget numbers. In private 
industry, the budgeting process distinguishes between operating ex
penses and capital improvements-capital improvements being 
one-time costs of installing new equipment, et cetera, which are not 
expected to recur in subsequent years. In budgeting for the Govern
ment, these two categories are lumped together in a single budget. 
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The fiscal year 1984 budget contained some $13.8 million of one
time costs shown in chart 5 up here. [Chart shown.] 

For example, it included $1.4 million for upgrading facilities, $1.5 
million for regional operations control centers, and :ji7.9 million for 
equipment installations and modifications. Only $17.2 million was 
budgeted in fiscal year 1984 for actual air operations-excluding 
the aerostat, which I have already discussed. I would direct the 
committee's attention to this chart because you see that it breaks 
the budget moneys for fiscal year 1984 and the subsequent years 
down into categories which I think are useful to understand. 

First, Is the operational cost. That relates to what we are doing. 
If you will see there it has the operations and maintenance costs 
for the 62 Customs' aircraft. It annualizes some costs, includes the 
inflation. It does reflect the airborne detection system that has 
been asked for to date by the Congress, and some high-performance 
leased aircraft that would be added. 

If you look at the total operational costs; that is, what we are 
doing in interdiction, you will see that it goes up from $17.2 million 
in fiscal year 1984, $19.2 million, $23.8 million at the fiscal year 
1985 operating level at the end of last year, and the President's 
budget request is $27.8 million. So in fact, the President's budget 
request for operational air interdiction increases to $27.8 million. 

The second major category up there is acquisition and develop
ment costs. You will notice that there was the bunching of $10.8 
million in fiscal year 1984; $1.5 million for the regional operational 
control centers [ROCC's). There is a facilities upgrade of $1.5 mil
lion and equipment modernization, a one-time cost of $7.9 million. 
Those do not relate except for the ROCC's, those do not relate to 
the operational mission of air interdiction. 

The last cost that you see on there, the other cost is $3 million in 
fiscal year 1984 for an aerostat balloon. You can see therefore, at 
the bottom that the total nonrecurring cost is $13.8 million. You 
can see that the total air program funding levels is-you would 
have $31 miHiun, including operation, acquisiton and other. That 
would drop to $19 million when you take out the other and the ac
quisition and you would be back to the increase from $19 million to 
$23.8 million to $28 million in actual air interdiction. 

To provide the same level of air operations in fiscal year 1985 as 
is being provided in fiscal year 1984, it is not necessary to once 
again spend a full $31 million. In fact, to provide the same level of 
operations in fiscal year 1985 as are being provided today-that is 
March 1984-only $19.2 million would be required. If we add to 
this level the operations of aircraft that are expected to be deliv
ered later in this fiscal year, $23.8 million would be required. The 
President's budget takes this $23.8 million level and increases it 
further. It projects a continuation of all of these efforts-as well as 
the addition of four new high-performance interception/tracking 
aircraft in fiscal year 1985. 

Thus, although the actual outlays in :fIScal year 1985 under the 
budget would be $3 million less than in fiscal year 1984-$28 mil
lion in fIScal year 1985 versus $31 million in fISCal year 1984-the 
funding devoted to ongoing operations will be significantly larger; 
and the size and scope of actual air operations will be significantly 
larger than in fiscal year 1984. 
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Let me now turn to the discussion of a DOD request. As I said 
earlier, Secretary of the Treasury is committed to a $28 million air 
program. The President's budget requests that $17 million be ap
propriated for this purpose, and at the same time the Treasury re
quested DOD support of $11 million for the operation and mainte
nance of the military aircraft that have been made available to the 
Customs. I might add, with support of the Congress, that we are 
very appreciative of that. 

At the' end of the day last Friday-March 16-we received a 
letter from Secretary Weinberger telling us that DOD would not be 
able to provide the requested support. In light of this letter, Treas
ury is examining alternatives for funding the $11 million. As Secre
tary Regan said to the House and Senate Appropriations Subcom
mittees, "If reimbursement is not forthcoming, we will try to iden
tify moneys within Treasury's request to fund this cost." Since the 
letter was received only late on Friday, I have no results of those 
efforts to report to this subcommittee today but we would be glad 
to get back to you. 

Let me talk about an ideal program because I think that is wI: at 
you are interested in and that is what the administration is inter
ested in. The President's budget for the air program represents an 
increase in effort over fiscal year 1984. However, I do not claim the 
Customs Air Program is ideal. Rather, it repres"nts the best com
promise, given the circumstances. Ideally, DOD should assume full 
responsibility for all detection operations. This would be consistent 
with their national defense responsibilities and would overlap 
heavily with DOD existing operations. However, because DOD con
tinues to operate under a defense policy that leaves major gaps in 
radar coverage, Customs is forced to fill these gaps with highly ex
pensive detection equipment. 

DOD can assist Customs dramatically through the following ac
tions: 

First, would be the expedited netting of radar information at re
gional operations control centers in Tyndall and March Air Force 
Bases. 

Second, enhance coverage by E-2C and E-3A through maximum 
commitment of training missions and operational surveillance; 
maximum commitment. 

Third, would be adapting current training missions to Customs' 
surveillance needs. 

Fourth, would be a revision of mission operation policies to 
ensure that current altitude requirements are operationally en
forced and that target and air speed criteria are adapted to inter
diction needs. 

Fifth, would be the expedited delivery of C-12's or comparable 
equipment on a loaned basis. I noticed in your testimony, Mr. 
Chairman, you seemed to be under the impression that that is still 
a possibility. Our understanding from the Defense Department is 
that they will not be able to comply with that. 

Now, I don't know how much you wish to get into the details on 
this. My personal view, Mr. Chairman, is that some of these are 
quite sensitive in terms of giving the parameters of our present 
radar and detection capabilities to drug smugglers. So I will defer 
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to your guidance as to how much detail you want me to get into 
about the gaps that we have in our coverage. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I think the appropriate level with regard to that, 
Mr. McNamar depends on whether or not the information is classi
fied or not. If it is classified information, obviously we will take 
that up in a closed session. We have done that in the past. If the 
information is not classified we would expect you to discuss it. 

Mr. McNAMAR. My problem, Mr. Chairman, is that I am not sure 
what is classified and what isn't, but I would be delighted to come 
to a closed session. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I would be delighted to advise you of what is classi
fied and what is not. If it has got a little stamp on the paper and 
says it is secret or top secret or confidential, I would suggest to you 
that it is classified. If it does not have any little stamp on it, it is 
not classified. 

Mr. McNAMAR. This information was given to me verbally Mr. 
Chairman. So I can't--

Mr. ENGLISH. Were you told that it was classfied information? 
Mr. McNAMAR. I was not. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right, then we would assume that it is not. I see 

that we have no choice unless you would like to have someone 
from your staff verify whether it has been properly classified or 
not. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I--
Mr. ENGLISH. Surely your staff can check on that while we are

before we get to the questions. 
Mr. McNAMAR. I am at your disposal and would be guided by 

whatever you want to do. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, if there is any question in your mind as to 

whether or not this information is classified, I would suggest that 
you have someone from your staff check at this moment while you 
conclude your statement. 

Mr. McNAMAR. The Commissioner informs me, Mr. Chairman, 
that this information in fact is not classified but is not widely 
known and available to drug smugglers. His counsel would be that 
I not discuss this because it would indicate the parameters under 
which they could more effectively operate and avoid radar detec
tion. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, then we will try to proceed very carefully. If 
there is such an area, I would suggest that perhaps the Commis
sioner of Customs come up here and disclose to me what that infor
mation is and we will talk about how sensitive it is and whether it 
is in fact something that should not be brought out in a public 
meeting. But if it is not classified, you understand that we have the 
discretion to make that decision. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I will be guided by your decision, Mr. Chairman. 
We will be delighted to do that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Why don't we just suspend right now. Commission
er, would you come up here and visit with me about it and tell me 
what it is specifically and we will try to resolve this quickly. 

Was this information that the Commissioner had, Mr. McNa
mar? 

Mr. McNAMAR. I had it. 
[Conference between Chairman and Commissioner of Customs.] 
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Mr. ENGLISH. For the information of the public, we will not go 
into any information which is not already on the public record. The 
Secretary has told me that this is part of the previous report. So 
we will continue. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In this regard, the as
sistance of this subcommittee in persuading DOD to make these 
changes would be most helpful. Because of the gap in current limit
ed DOD surveillance coverage, this subcommittee's efforts and 
those of NNBIS and the Customs Service have been suboptimal. 

Even this subcommittee's well intended efforts would inadvert
ently contribute to reducing drug enforcement efforts by misdirect
ing Customs' efforts toward attaining dedicated surveillance capa
bilities-for example, the P-3A. Much time and effort has been de
voted to the P-3A, which is acknowledged by everyone as highly 
expensive and of questionable and unproven capability. 

Surely all of our efforts would be better spent on a complete solu
tion of the detection problem-that is, full DOD acceptance-with
out reservations-of the air smuggling detection and surveillance 
responsibility. This would allow Customs to focus its entire $28 mil
lion budget on the interception/tracking and arrest functions, 
where Customs is most effective. 

We will shortly seek concurrence of our Senate and House Ap
propriations Committees to reallocate fiscal year 1984 air program 
moneys in accordance with this thrust. For fiscal year 1985, we also 
anticipate a similar shift in spending patterns within the $28 mil
lion budget to reflect our experience gained to date. Your subcom
mittee's efforts could be most helpful by working with the Defense 
authorization and appropriations committees to support fully our 
drug interdiction efforts. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the subcommittee 
for this opportunity today. Because of its evolving nature, the Cus
toms Air Interdiction Program has been the subject of continual 
:planning, testing, evaluation and change. The fact that your sub
committee has held these hearings has helped us to conduct an in
depth review of this program. I am confident that with your sup
port and that of the relevant authorizing and appropriating com
mittees an even more effective Interdiction Program can be devel
oped. 

I hope that you will work as hard in the Congress as I shall in 
the administration to attempt to perfect this program. The Reagan 
administration and many Members of Congress are committed to 
cost-effective, maximum law enforcement efforts. Your personal 
commitment to support the Customs Air Program with regard to 
providing additional interdiction and arrest capabilities, and your 
work with the appropriate Defense Department committees and 
DOD officials to maximize their surveillance and detection efforts 
will be instrumental in improving this effort. 

Thank you very kindly for your indulgence, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you Mr. McNamaT'. Senator DeConcini is 

going to have to leave us, so I will recognize him for a question. 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief. I have a 

number of questions for Secretary McNamar which I would like to 
submit to him and ask him to be as specific as he can in response. 
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Mr. Chairman, I have to leave. I want to thank this committee 
again. In my opening statement I made reference to the adminis
tration playing a shell game; putting the pea under the walnut. 
After listening to this outrageous testimony by the Deputy Secre
tary as to what his budget says and includes, the pea has been 
stolen. The President and the Vice President of the United States 
have been betrayed. I would ask permission Mr. Chairman, that to
morrow at your hearings that I present point by point with Senator 
Chiles, the distortions and inaccuracies in the statement just pre
sented to us. I am absolutely shocked that the Deputy Secretary 
would try to pull this shell game on this sophisticated committee 
and the members here. 

Thank you. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Senator. I think you will 

definitely have that opportunity. 
[Mr. DeConcini's questions, with replies, follow:] 
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How do you reconcile your lett~r of December 
8th, with your boss' repeated ~ssurances that 
Customs cuts are not being u~;e to offset 
increases in other Treasury I ogram? 

The Customs budget reduction decision was 
developed independently and separately of the 
rest of the Treasury bureau budgets. The 
Secretary told the staff of his decision to 
cut Customs before he was even aware of most 
of the items OMB had cut. No reductions were 
made in Customs to offset increases elsewhere 
in the Department. 

The reference in my letter of December 8, 1983 
to OMB about this matter was intended to 
alleviate a concern that OMB had raised (in 
addition to their other conerns) about the
total expenses of the Treasury Department. 
The reference was intended to say that this 
action had the effect of reducing the total 
Treasury budget. No causal connection between 
the Customs budget and those of other bureaus 
was intended. The savings proposed were based 
on the potential efficiencies to be gained in 
the U.S. Customs Service. My statement in the 
letter was an after-the-fact realization of 
what had occurred as a result of budget 
decisions made on separate tracks. 
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What specific rationale went into your 
decision to beef up other Treasury programs, 
primarily non-law enforcement programs, and 
slash the Customs budget, including the air 
drug interdiction program? 

As I stated before, the budget for each 
Treasury bureau was developed independently of 
the other. The initial Departmental budget 
was submitted to OMB in ,September. 
Subsequently, in November the Secretary along 
with other Cabinet officials met with the 
President, who asked that each Cabinet 
Secretary scrutinize his budget for further 
savings. As a result of this further review, 
the Secretary determined that additional 
savings could be made in the U.S. Customs 
Service. It was believed that these savings 
could be gained through automation, 
organiZational and functional consolidation as 
well as improved selection in inspection 
processing. It was the Secretary's intent 
that these savings would be realized without 
impact on current law enforcement 
effectiveness. 
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How do you expect to carry out the mandates 
and work of the Vice President's National 
Narcotics Border Interdiction System with an 
air program of $17.7 million? 

I believe this question is based on a 
misperception of Treasury's intention. The 
intention of the Treasury Department has 
always been to fund a $28.1 million air 
program in FY85, not a $17.1 million 
program. Although the Customs Service did 
formally request $17.1 million in its budget 
for the air program, the actual planned 
operations were at the $28.1 million level. 
The additional $11.0 million was to be 
provided by the Department of Defense for the 
operation and maintenance of military aircraft 
that have been loaned to Customs. As you 
know, the Department of Defense has now 
advised that they will not be able to provide 
the requested support. The Treasury 
Department now plans to submit a budget 
amendment to provide for this funding. 

At the $28.1 million level, the Customs Air 
Program would be operating more and higher 
capability aircraft in FY85 than in FY 1984. 
More of the funds are slated for direct 
operational support, and a higher utilization 
rate is planned. Also, the four additional 
high performance aircraft in operation should 
significantly increase interception 
effectiveness-, Furthermore, there has been a 
re~ent decision that Customs will fund the 
th~rd aerostat balloon for FY 1985 to provide 
radar coverage of traffic coming from the 
B~h~as. This c~st will be approximately $4 
m~ll~~n, Even w~th a ~28 million budget, the 
fact ~s that Customs w~ll be doing more 
detection, more interception and tracking and 
more apprehension of private aviation drug 
smuggling than has ever been done in the 
past. We will have the utilization of 4 
Blackhawk helicopters for a full year. The 
Aerostat ballons at Patrick Air Force Base and 
Cudjoe Key will be fully opertional for an 
entire year. The P-3A will have been fully 
tested and might provide additional detection 
capability. With the 4 leased Citations we 
will have the use of 7 interceptors and 5 
trackers for a full year. 
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If Treasury is so concerned about drug 
interdiction, why are you cutting $640,000 or 
32 percent out of marine program special 
operations and why didn't you appeal the $8.6 
million cut by OMB for the 10 marine 
int'erdiction modules? 

The $640,000 reduction in FY 1985 includes 
$200,000 from the Marine Program and $440,000 
from overall special operations, not those 
specifically conducted as part: of marine 
interdiction. The $200,000 is less than 10 
pelccent of Marine Program funding. In recent 
years, Customs had added many seized vessels 
to its fleet. The vessels are not designed 
for Customs mission requirements and in many 
instances they are old and outmoded. In 
general, their interdiction capabilities are 
inefficient and ineffective, and they are 
costly to operate. Customs believes it can 
save $200,000 by cutting back at non-critical 
smuggling locations on the operation of these 
ves3els. Marine modules operating in Florida 
and other high risk locations will not be 
affected. 

With regard to Special Operations, the savings 
will result from implementing a more selective 
policy on the number of operations. With 
increased intelligence capability, special 
operations will be targeted for only the most 
critical enforcement problems and where the 
greatest impact can be achieved. There should 
be no impact on enforcement since the number 
of special operations have been sharply 
increased in recent years, as reflected in the 
following: 

Year ~ 

FY 1980 $ 700,000 
FY 1981 $1,075,000 
FY 1982 $1,200,000 
FY 1983 $2,600,000 
FY 1984 $3,000,000 
FY 1985 $2,560,000 
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The Treasury Department did not appeal the OMB 
action on the Customs request for $8.6 million 
for its Marine Prog~am because after the 
allowance was received, the President 
requested all agencies to further reduce their 
FY 1985 budget requests. We believed tpat 
this program, although of high priority, was 
already being served by over 100 vessels and 
there were other important programs requiring 
resources. 

43-045 0-85--3 
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How can you possibly believe that a cut of 452 
inspectors will have no effect on our drug 
interdiction efforts at these and other major 
ports of entry where narcotics trafficking is 
so severe? Tell us how you will do more with 
less in FY 1985. 

Senator, the total figure of 452 includes 410 
inspectors and 42 marine officers. As for the 
specific reductions by port that you quoted, I 
must inform you that those are not officially 
approved Treasury Department or Customs 
reductions. To get ready for the proposed 
reductions, numerous staff working papers have 
been prepared outlining potential options. As 
of today, none of these options have been 
approved or cleared by myself or Secretary 
Regan. 

We do not forsee any impact from this 
reduction on passenger or cargo processing or 
the very important enforcement function. In 
recent years, Customs has developed 
selectivity systems and automated procedures 
for facilitating cargo and passenger 
processing. Special programs such as ACCEPT, 
One-Stop, and an automated in-bond system 
indicate that the inspectional workload can be 
processed selectively with minimal 
disruption. The system is already in-place 
and is operating successfully. 

with regard to enforcement, the Customs 
Serv~ce also has implemented significant 
innovations which maintain full effectiveness 
with fewer staff. The most significant new 
approach has been the Contraband Enforcement 
Teams ( CET) . 
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The teams perform both cargo and passenger 
examinations. In the examination of cargo, 
the teams analyze documentation and review 
intelligence data in an attempt to identify 
both high-risk and low-risk cargo. ~s a 
result, customs is able to move low-risk 
shipments, which represent the majority of 
imports, in an expeditious manner while 
intensifying our enforcement activities on 
high-risk shipments. This selectivjty 
approach benefits the importing community by 
facilitating the movement of the majority of 
imports. It has also resulted in an increase 
of seizures ~nd penalties, which indicates 
that the selectivity approach, when 
effectively employed, can be of mutual benefit 
to Customs and the importing community. 

Customs has assured me that it can handle this 
reduction in inspectional personnel without 
any major problems. 
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If the present consolidation plan is such a 
bad idea and your top Deputy fears it will 
hurt drug enforcement, why are you still 
standing behind the plan? Why not fight back 
and protect your Department's law enforcement 
missions? 

We do not believe the present plan is a bad 
one. Rather it is a realistic compromise. 
The primary effect of the consolidation will 
be to place inspectors under the management 
and. supervision of a single agency for. the 
first time. Because the same inspectors will 
basically be performing the same enforcement 
efforts they have always done at the borders, 
weakening of enforcement, if any, should be 
minimal and temporary. Although there are 
always problems associated with a 
consolidation or merger of any type, the many 
benefits of consolidation outweigh these 
temporary problems. 



(7) QUESTION: 

ANSWER: 
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How can you and the Secretary endorse any 
primary inspection plan that would have such a 
devastating effect on Customs personnel, 
particularly in key patrol positions? How did 
you decide that Customs could afford to let 
another 282 people go over to INS under this 
scheme? 

Any loss of Customs personnel would result in 
an immediate and equivalent increase to INS. 
The same dual-agency primary inspection 
f.unctions would continue to be performed by 
basically the same individual inspectors; only 
the supervision would change. For most 
instances, the inspector will remain at his 
current port and essentially be responsible 
for the same functions. The main difference 
would be that all of the primary inspectors 
would be working under the mangement of a 
single agency. 
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(8) QUESTION; What would be the specific effects on Office 
of the Secretary functions if Congress were to 
adopt Ol'r proposed cut of $9.2 million next 
year? Be specific and tell us what you 
couldn't do. 

If Congress were to cut the Office of the 
Secretary by $9.2 million, os would be unable 
to meet major planned program objectives. The 
specific reductions would include: 

* Annex $5,683,000 

* 

OS would not be able to renovate and restore 
the Treasury Annex. All mechanical functions 
need to be upgraded and it is imperative to 
bring the building up to current standards. 
The importance of the money in FY 1985 is to 
begin the renovation while the building is 
vacant. BGFO (the present occupant) is 
planning to move to a consolidated location. 

Upgrade or Replace the Mainframe.Computer ••••.••• $2,400,OOO 

as would not be able to provide needed 
improvements to its main computer system. os 
has just completed the last upgrade of the 
current system under a 6-year contract. Any 
new major application will require a complete 
revamping of the system. The current plan is 
to upgrade the system to the new Sperry 1100/90 
system series. Without the increase, OS will 
remain at its present capacity. 
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* Telecommunications digital •••••••••••••••••••••• $412,000 

OS would not be able to convert its current 
Centrex telephone system to a digital system. 
OS will be hampered in its initiative to 
automate and will not ba <lble to keep IIp with 
rapidly changing technology. 

* Word processing equipment ••••••••••••••••.••••••• $3BO,000 

OS automation would be seriously impaired. 
The Office of the Secretary has not requested 
new positions for the last three years in part 
because it has planned to meet its expanding 
workload through office automation efforts. 

* Data Processing contracts •••••.••••••.••••.••••••• $367,OOO 
OS would not be able to carry out planned 
improvements in three vital ~rogram areas: 
(1) projecting cash flows, (2) automation of 
the Departmental budget system, and (3) 
analysis on major departmental ADP 
acquisitions. 



(9) QUESTION: 
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Can you tell us what the specific effect might 
be on your IRS operations next year if we made 
this small reduction in non-essential cost 
items at IRS? You would still have a 6% 
increase in IRS next fiscal year. 

The proposal to cut the lnternal Revenue 
Service by $73.4 million in mandatory costs is 
impractical and unrealistic. Almost one 
billion dollars in revenue collection would be 
lost. It would not be prudent to cut the 
primary revenue-producing agency, faced as we 
are with an unprecedented tax gap and a 
mounting Federal deficit. 

The Internal Revenue Service cannot, under 
l~w, fail to pay its bills or compensate its 
employees. The additional funds requested to 
cover mandatory cost increases such as the 
January pay raise, within-grades, employee 
health benefits, printing and mailing tax 
returns, paper and related supplies for 
notices of taxes due, paying states and 
counties for recording and releasing tax 
liens, rlairnbursing General Services 
Administ:ration for rent of space, etc., are 
unccntrollable. For example, the Service must 
pay its ::evenue agents the salary set by law; 
it must lnatch their contribution for health 
benefits, medicare and retirement; it must 
reimburse them for travel to corporate 
headquarters and businesses to examine books 
and records; it must pay for telephone costs 
incurred in contacting taxpayers. 

Without these necessary funds, the Internal 
Revenue Service would be forced to cut tax 
enforcement personnel -- staff used to audit 
tax returns, collect unpaid taxes, detect 
nonfiling, and investigate tax fraud, 
including tax-related narcotics 
investigations. The Service's FY 1985 budget 
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already assumes $160 million (~,560 positions) 
in productivity savings, management 
improvements and other reductions. Almost all 
of these savings, achieved through prior ADP 
investments, have been redirected into tax 
compliance in an effort to contain the "tax gap 
of over $80 billion. The budget for fiscal 
year 1985, now pending before the Congress, is 
the minimum needed for effective tax 
administration. Over $33 billion will be 
collected through direct enforcement of the 
tax laws -- an amount double the revenue 
collected five years ago. 

As the following table shows, most of the 
increase for the Internal Revenue Service is 
needed to cover mandatory costs. Because of 
productivity savings, the Service is able to 
enhance tax enforcement and continue to 
modernize Its operations through ADP and 
systems technology. At the same time, the 
Service must pay for increased costs of 
current operations. It is not a proper 
conclusion to assume that cutting funds needed 
to meet mandatory costs would have no effect 
on tax enforcement, systems modernization, and 
other programs. 
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INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 

BUDGET ESTIMATES, IT 1985 

198~ Appropriation 
(Continuing Resolution) 

Mandatory Costs 

Employee compensation 
Employee benefits 
Reimburse GSA for rent 

of space and storage 
of tax returns 

Telecommunications 
Printing and postage 
Enforcement expenses 

(lien fees, etc.) 
Annualization of AD? 

equipment (e.g., Automated 
Collection System) 

Support and services (guardS, 
medical services, paper, 
envelopes for notices 
of tax due, etc.) 

SUB-TOTAL 

AD? and Systems Modernization 

Containing the Tax Gap 

Interest and Djyidend Tax 
Compliance Act 

WOrkload Increases 

Productivity Savings and Reductions 

TOTAL CHANGE 

1985 Request 

Posjtions 

89,282 

11 

+ '(2 

+ 18 

+ 101 

+ 182 

i- 1,447 

+ 435 

+ , ,493 

4,561 

903 

88,379 

Amount 
.lliilli!mJil 

$ 3,26lJ.8 

+ $ 1111.0 II 

+ 11.6 

+ 15.8 
+ 7.1 
+ 7.7 

+ 1.8 

+ 112.1 

+ 9.1 

+ $ 236.2 

+ $ 611.0 

+ $ 52.1 

+ $ 12.0 

+ $ 62.8 

- $ 160.0 

+ $ 261.1 

$ 3,531.9 

II Includes $60.8 million for increased pay costs which are being 
incurred in FY 1984. 

PM:PFR:F:B 
11-13-Bl! 
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What portions of the Siler Report will you be 
able to implement with your $17.1 million air 
program budget? Tell us what pieces if you 
are able to do anything. 

First, the Treasury Department never intended 
an operating level of $17.1 million for the 
Air Program. The budget request was based on 
a $28.1 mil1iion operating level, with $11 
million to be provided by Department of 
Defense. Because the $11 million in 
Department of Defense funding will not be 
available, the Department is in the process of 
submitting a budget amendment to provide for 
this funding. In addition, the recent 
decision to fund a third aero stat for the 
Bahamas will further increase this projected 
FY 1985 operating level by approximately 
$4 million. 

Second, the Customs Service has already 
implemented a number of the ·Siler" report 
recommendations. These include centralized 
operational control through the East and West 
Directors, Air Operations Divisions. These 
field directors report directly to the 
Director, Office of Patrol. A lease for four 
additional high performance aircraft has been 
signed. Six positions have been manned, office 
and operations facilities have been acquired, 
and equipment is being installed to bring the 
East and West C3I's (Known as Roee Sites) to 
operational status before the end of this 
fiscal year. 

Certain elements of the ·Siler" report have 
been identified for implementation in Fiscal 
Year 1985: Phase II of the continuing 
implementation of the East and West ROCe, at 
an estimated cost of $200,000) and the 
continuation of the lease of four high 
performance aircraft, at an estimated cost of 
$4 million. This $4 million figure includes 
both lease and operational and maintenance 
costs. 
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As for other operational projects outlined in 
the "Siler" report, Customs will. review them 
as part of en overall NNBIS review of air 
interdiction efforts. As you know, the Siler 
report called for a number of changes, 
including the role of Customs in the detection 
function. Before proceeding with individual 
initiatives, we wish to review the ov~~al1 
strategy. Projects deserving priority 
implementation will be undertaken using 
resources forced by greater efficiencies in 
other programs. We will, of course, keep the 
Congress informed." 

Finally, it should be noted that the Siler 
report is in the nature of an advisory opinion 
as to what should be done in the air program. 
While some of the recommendations are 
excellent and have been adopted, others 
require further study and mayor may not be 
adopted. 
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(lla) QUESTION: Now that the Department of Defense has 
officially turned down your ill-conceived 
request for DOD funding, what specific plans 
to you have to restore funding to the Customs 
air program? Will you send up a budget 
amendment? Request a reprogramming or what? 

ANSWER: The Depar~ment of Treasury is committed to 
maintaining an effective enforcement and 
operating level for the Air Program. The 
Department is now reviewing its overall budget 
to determine where the funding can be 
obtained. As indicated by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, the Congress will be consulted 
on the restoration of funding for the air 
program. We do intend to present an amendment 
to the FY 1985 budget request for the $11.0 
million requested of DOD and $4.0 million for 
the large Aerostat to be located in the 
Bahamas. 
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(lIb) QUESTION: Why didn't you tell the Secretary that 
Secretary Taft at the Pentagon had given you 
the bad news over the phone BEFORE the 
Secretary came up to testify before our 
Subcommittee last Thursday, March 15th? We 
already knew that Taft had turned you down, 
but the Secretary was not told. 

~: This matter had been discussed with Department 
of Defense over a period of weeks and involved 
at least preliminary discussion of a couple of 
alternatives. Department of Defense staff had 
many objections to the proposa13. Even though 
there were objections, I thought ~hBre was 
still room for negotiation and I conveyed this 
to the Secretary. We had received no formal 
written turndown "from the Department of 
Defense. I did not believe that my discussion 
with Depllty Secretary Taft necessarily 
reflected a Department of Defense final 
position on the question of operations and 
maintenance funding for loaned aircraft. 
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What happened between December 8, 1983 when 
you didn't need any Department of Defense help 
for the air program, and the submmission of 
the official FY 1985 Customs air program 
budget to Congress in February, 1984 in which 
you said that you needed $11 million from the 
Pentagon? 

During the period from December 5, 1983, when 
~~easury received the OMB passback and 
uecember 8, when the Treasury appeal to the 
OMB had to be submitted, a number of Treasury 
programs were conceptually reviewed. 

The December 8 letter summarized a number of 
decisions made regarding these programs in 
general terms. Subsequent staff work was 
needed to implement these decisions in further 
detail. 

In subsequent weeks, individual bureau staffs 
worked to develop these broad decisions into 
specific bUdget proposals and to coordinate 
these proposals with Department staff and 
senior management. 

With regard to the air program, the Department 
of Defense had recently loaned aircraft, radar 
and equipment to Customs. Since the 
Department of Defense required that the 
equipment be maintained to their standards, 
ready for return in 72 hours notice should 
conditions require it, it was believed that 
the Department of Defense could better provide 
the necessary maintenance support and 
expertise. Therefore, it was recommended that 
the Department of Defense be requested to 
provide $11 million for maintenance, fuel, and 
other support costs, as part of the FY 1985 
Customs budget request. 
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How were you able to get away with asking for 
more money for Treasury after the President of 
the United States directed you to go back and 
ask for less? 

At the time we and other Departments had 
received direction from the President to 
review again the estimates we had submitted 
for FY 1985 funding, the Treasury had not yet, 
received its initial allowance from OMB. As a 
result of the direction of the President and 
the subsequent O}ID mark, we reviewed closely 
the funding requirements for FY 1985 and 
appealed to OMB a level for Tredsury that was 
lower than our initial request. Although we 
felt that our initial budget request to OMB 
included important initiatives for Treasury 
activities, we considered the President's 
direction in determining the level which would 
be appealed to OMB. Below is a comparison of 
our initial request, amount appealed, and 
final request to Congress. 

AMOUNT AVERAGE 
($ MIL.l POSITIONS 

REQUEST TO OMB $5,342.8 120,443 

INITIAL OMS $5,020.1 117,278 
ALLOWANCE 

APPEAL TO OMB $5,110.4 117,579 

FINAL OMB $5,045.8 114,903 
ALLOWANCE 

PRESIDENT'S BUDGET $5,166.6 114,903 
(WITH PAY ESTIMATES) 
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Mr. ENGLISH. I would like to say that each member will have 
plenty of time to ask questions, I think we should limit ourselves to 
10 minutes per member. I think the chairman is probably one who 
violates this rule more than anyone else. He certainly takes more 
than his share of the time. I am sure there will be more than one 
round of questions so tihat if a member does not get his question 
asked, he will have a second opportunity. 

I would like to see, Mr. McNamar, your chart back there. Let's 
take cocaine for instance. You had the chart up there. Could we 
have that cocaine chart again? [Chart shown.] 

I noticed that you are particularly pleased in pointing out the 
great success you have with the amount that has been captured. Do 
you gauge that as being a big indication of success; is that correct? 

Mr. McNAMAR. No. I made it very clear in my testimony that 
that would be an inadequate measure because it is very possible 
that we are getting a decreasing percentage of a larger amount 
that is coming in. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is exactly the point I want to make because I 
think that it has long been recognized that the only real indicators 
that you can have as to the availability, has to do with both the 
price and purity. 

Particularly with regard to cocaine, the price is down 400 per
cent as I said in my opening statement. So I would indicate to you 
that we may not be catching a larger percentage of the amount 
that'3 coming in. In fact, we could very well be catching even a 
smaller percentage given the indicators of price and purity; is that 
not correct? 

Mr. McNAMAR. No, it is not necessarily correct. It is a plausible 
hypothesis and you could be correct. However, it could also be that 
if you are talking a free market approach to pricing cocaine, that 
the demand has dropped SUbstantially. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Do you have indications or evidence that the 
demand in this country for cocaine has been reduced? 

Mr. McNAMAR. No I don't. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. 
Mr. McNAMAR. That is also a pl.ausible hypothesis. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That is exactly correct, but I think as far as law 

enforcement officials are concerned around this country, that the 
price purity method of determining availability is one that has long 
been recognized and I would suggest that in the absence of a reduc
tion or evidence of reduction in demand, we have no choice but to 
determine that there is more cocaine available. Certainly that 
would be the case when one takes into consideration the prosecu
tions that took place earlier this year with regard to cocaine. I be
lieve that DEA WEd determining that this last year there was some
thing like 49 tons of cocaine coming into the United States. 

We just had indictments down in the Atlanta area where one 
group is suspected of importing over 70 tons of cocainE:: in 1 year. 
So I don't want us to get off to a bad start here, Mr. McNamar, 
with putting up a lot of charts that would lead the public, who is 
not familiar with this subject, to believe that there has been major 
success in this area. 

Certainly, there have been some and I would join Senator Chiles 
in saying that the Customs Service has done extremely well given 
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what they had. Not only have they had to work with inadequate 
resources, they have had to work with resources that endanger 
their very lives. Personally, I am amazed that these customs offi
cials continue to have the dedication to perform with the equip
ment that we provide to them. 

I think that it would certainly-we would not be of any assist
ance to them to try to mislead the public into thinking that per
haps the contrary is true. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I don't think my statement was misleading in 
any way, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I thought it W&8. At least, it was misleading 
to me somewhat. So rig-ht now if it was not, at least now it is crys
tal clear as to what the situation is. 

Mr. McNamar, you came up with a new plan. Basically what you 
said is that the full responsil)ility for detection operations falls on 
the Department of Defense. I assume that you have a written state
ment from the Secretary of Defense assuming that full detection 
responsibility, is that correct, as far as law enforcement is con
cerned? 

Mr. McNAMAR. No, I do not have that. I have had several verbal 
conversations with him and I had a meeting earlier this week 
where I went over this material--

Mr. ENGLISH. Have you informed the Secretary of Defense that 
you were going to make this statement today? That as far as the 
Department of the Treasury is concerned, DOD has full responsibil
ity to carry out the detection responsibilities for the Customs Serv
ice? 

Mr. McNAMAR. We did in fact inform the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, Larry Korb, who heads the Manpower and Resources at 
the departmental level on Monday. We discussed the key points 
that were in my testimony with them and they have those under 
consideration at the present time. 

I think that the point-and this is where you deserve some com
pliments, Mr. Chairman-I think the point is that as this program 
has evolved we have made mistakes, we have learned, we have im
proved, we have evaluated what we have been doing and it will 
continue to change over the next 5 or 10 years, I am quite sure. 

I think that (jur experience to date would indicate to us that 
there is a bright line standard that can be drawn between the sur
veillance and detection function which only the Defense Depart
ment can do adequately. The interception, tracking and arrest 
function should only be a responsibility of the Customs Service. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I recognize that that seems to be your philos
ophy today and I also recognize that that seems to be a very recent 
change in your philosophy. Yet, I know that all the testimony that 
we have taken-as I mentioned, this is 10th ill a series of hearings 
we have had since 1982 on this subject. It has always been recog
nized that the critical factor in having an effective drug interdic
tion program has to be the element of detection. If you can't detect 
it, you can't intercept it and you cannot arrest it. So you have got 
to be able to detect it. That is a prime and critical factor. 

The real question I have in my mind is, if the Department of De
fense is willing to assume this responsibility and is ,villing to guar
antee that we will in fact have the same number of hours of cover-
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age that was anticipated for the program that was previously sub
mitted by the Department of the Treasury to OMB for approval, 
then I have no problem with that. That is fine with me. I really 
don't care who provides the detection capability. 

If the Department of Defense wants to provide E-2C's or AWACS 
or anything else to go up and provide that type of lookdown capa
bility, then that is fine. The thing I want to know from you today 
is, have you gotten that approval from the Department of Defense? 

Mr. McNAMAR. I do not have that from the Department of De-
fense. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So basically, what you are telling me is that-
Mr. McNAMAR. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH [continuing]. You are abandoning the program that 

was previously submitted for approval and which was approved for 
funding before you even have a new program to take its place, is 
that correct? 

Mr. McNAMAR. No, sir, I am not saying that at all. What I am 
saying is that we have determined that certain resources that 
would have been in the Customs' budget for fiscal year 1985, which 
has not yet passed, should in fact be reprogrammed so that we can 
make more arrests. We want more arrests, Mr. Chairman, and we 
think that we have learned from our experiences that some of the 
things that we have tried in the past, well intended and supported 
by the Congress and worth trying, such as the aerostats, are less 
effective than putting more money into interdiction. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. McNamar, the simple fact is that you have to 
have detection to have an effective drug interdiction program. I 
don't think that there is any disagreement with the Treasury De
partment about that. I would hope there is not. Certainly there is 
not with the Customs Service. There does not seem to be any dis
agreement as far as the various committees in Congress that have 
that responsibility. Certainly there is no disagreement within the 
Department of Defense on that matter. 

What you are telling me today is that you have, at least the Sec
retary of the Treasury or the Treasury Department, has stripped 
this capability out of the Customs program that was planned for 
1985, which was approved by the Office of Management and 
Budget, without having any approval for any substitute or alterna
tive to take its place as far as the Department of Defense is con
cerned? 

Mr. McNAMAR. Mr. Chairman, that is not correct. For example, 
in your statement you make the point which I think well illus
trates the shift that we propose. On page 3 of your statement you 
say, "In another example, just last month we were told by the 
deputy commanding general of the Tactical Air Command, that 
even when Customs requested radar support from specific AWACS 
flights, Customs was only capable of responding to 50 percent of 
the targets which were discovered." This shift would enable us to 
respond to more of those, Mr. Chairman, which is an objective that 
you share and that Ishare, and we support that effort. 

That is why we think that it would be far better to take the 
money that is in the budget for detection and increase interdictions 
and arrests. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The point is that it was already in the budget. 
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Mr. McNAMAR. No it was not. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It was approved by the Office of Management and 

Budget. 
Mr. McNAM~R. It was not. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I would submit to you that what we are discussing 

right now, Mr. McNamar, is detection. I am going to get to inter
ception. Don't you worry about that. We are not going to get past 
that. Right now let's talk about detection capabilities. The point I 
want to know is: Where are you going to get the detection for the 
Customs Service in fiscal year 1985? Where does that detection 
come from? 

Mr. McNAMAR. That detection in fiscal year 1985, if we would 
double our intercepts based on your statement here tl1at 50 per
cent--

Mr. ENGLISH. No, we are talking about detection capability, Mr. 
McNamar. Your plan that you are proposing, where do you get it? 

Mr. McNAMAR. Mr. Chairman, let me say that I am not satisifed 
that we are getting as many hours of AWACS, E-2C's and other 
Defense Department response as we should. That is a matter of 
some detail. That information has not been provided to us. I hope it 
has been provided to the committee for your review. I can't answer 
some of your specific questions. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Let me answer them for you, Mr. McNamar. I will 
answer them for you because we have been in this a good deal 
longer than you have. You are absolutely correct. I want you to 
know that this committee has been down the exact road that you 
have tried to go down. We have looked at this alternative. As I 
said, I would be delighted if the Department of Defense could pro
vide this kind of coverage. 

If the Department of Defense could provide 1 hour more of detec
tion coverage, I would be very happy about it. We have discussed 
this both with the Air Force and the Navy. Basically what you are 
running into with regard to this problem is the law. What we are 
talking about here is that the law prohibits any activity that would 
have a negative impact on combat readiness. 

Now we have statements from the Navy, and we have had state
ments from the Air Force, exactly where that line is to be drawn. 
What you are asking, Mr. McNamar, and what you have asked evi
dently the Department of Defense, if you have had these discus
sions with them, is that they cross that line; that in fact, they 
break the law. 

Now let me say this. I have been very pleased, very pleased 
indeed, with the support of the Department of Defense in this 
effort. They have bent over backward to try to assist, to try to piece 
together a program that will enhance substantially the ability of 
the Customs Service to do its job. 

What you are asking them to do is going to be, as I said, a viola
tion of the law. What the Secretary of the Treasury asked them to 
do previously in his letter of February 6, evidently would be a vio
lation of the law. Now that is the sort of thing that I think is going 
to disrupt the very carefully crafted associations that have been 
built up with the Armed Services Committees, this committee, the 
Appropriations Committees, and other committees ,vithin both the 
House and the Senate, the Customs Service, the Vice President's· 
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Office, as well as the Department of Defense. I think it is going to 
endanger the support that we have had from the Department of 
Deff::'nse. 

Let me suggest something else to you, Mr. McNamar. 
Mr. McNAMAR. May I answer that point or are we going to a dif~ 

ferent subject, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. ENGLISH. I am going to stay right on the subject. Don't you 

worrv about me getting away from the subject. I am not going to 
stray from that subject. The other part of this is that it really does 
not make a whole lot of difference where the money for detection 
comes from. Because in the long run it all comes from the same 
place; it comes from the taxpayer. So whether it is over here in the 
DOD account, or whether it is in the Treasury account, it really 
does not make a whole lot of difference. 

The ultimate cost is the real question. 
Where can we do it the cheapest? Where can we do jt the most 

efficiently? 
What you are suggesting here as I understand it, is the replace

ment of the P-3's that were a part of the original proposal that the 
Treasury--

Mr. McNAMAR. One P-3 on an experimental basis, Mr. Chair
man. 

Mr. ENGLISH. No; not in the fiscal year 1985 budget. That is not 
correct. That is not correct at all. You would have the one P-3 that 
is scheduled to be delivered this year. There are three more sched
uled to be delivered next year in fiscal year 1985. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I am sorry, there were four P-3's in total. I am 
sorry, I stand corrected. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The point I am making is this. What is the cost, 
the operating cost between operating a P-3-one P-3-and an 
AWACS plane? 

Mr. McNAMAR. An AWACS plane is substantially more expen
sive to operate. I believe they cost $28,000 an hour. 

Mr. ENGLISH. No. It is $7,000 an hour. 
Mr. McNAMAR. I said $28,000 an hour. I believe that is what the 

Air Force would charge. 
Mr. ENGLISH. $28,000 an hour for operating an A WACS plane? 
Mr. McNAMAR. I believe that was the number that was quoted to 

me. Again, if I am wrong on that number--
Mr. ENGLISH. $7,500 per flight hour is what I understand--
Mr. McNAMAR. We have another number of $45,000. Maybe we 

are paying too much for DOD support. I don't know, Mr. Chair
man. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Right now-
Mr. McNAMAR. If I may-
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, the point-no, let's stick on this, Mr. McNa

mar. I need to fmd out. 
What is it that you have been told that the cost of the P-3 is 

going to be? You have been told that it is $45,000 an hour for 
AWACS. What were you told that the P-3 was going to cost to op
erate? 

Mr. McNAMAR. I have that number. I would be delighted to look 
it up and give it to you. I think it is $375 an hour. 

Mr. ENGLISH. $375 an hour? 
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Mr. McNAMAR. No, that is $3,700 an hour; $3,750, I believe. I can 
look that up. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You have been told that it is $45,000 an hour for 
AWACS? 

Mr. McNAMAR. Excuse me, $375 is not the full cost for the P-3. 
That is just maintenance costs. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What we are talking about on all these aircraft is 
operating costs. The money it takes to fly them. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Excuse me a second-there are fuel costs as well, 
and you have to add p~rsonnel. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is part of operating costs. 
Mr. McNAMAR. Main.\enance on one P-3 aircraft would cost $375 

per hour. If you assume that it flies for 12 months a year, you 
would get 672 flight hours per year out of the P-3. If you assume 
that it has a maintenance ratio of 3 to 1, that suggests 2,016 hours 
of maintenance per year. The maintenance cost is $756,000 per 
year on the P-3, I believe. So the total maintenance would be 
$756,000 for the 672--

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, we are talldng about, Mr. McNamar, let-
Mr. McNAMAR. Now go ahead with the other additional costs, be

cause that is just a piece of the cost. 
Mr. ENGliSH. Well now, Mr. McNamar, let's stick right down to 

where we can ¥..I10W exactly what we are talking about. You have 
made a decision here. You have made a decision to change a plan 
that you evidently felt comfortable with. At least that is what you 
submitted your budget to the OMB on. 

This plan would have to determine what it is going to cost the 
taxpayer and what is more efficient. Is it more efficient to fly a P-3 
or is it more expensive to fly an A WACS to the taxpayer? 

We are putting aside the law. We are even assuming that the 
law would let you do it. They won't, but we will--

Mr. McNAMAR. We never requested the Defense Department to 
violate any law. 

Mr. ENGLISH. If you have made this request of them you have 
asked them to violate the law. I will guarantee you that. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Well Mr. Chairman, I won't practice law in that 
area because I have never read that particular law. But my under
standing was that the modification that was made in the posse 
comitatus law last year, in effect, enables them to look and listen 
but not arrest, and that that was a subsequent act of the Congress 
that modified the preceding act; and that as long as there is not a 
diminishment of readiness, they, I believe, are making a good-faith 
effort to try to provide as many additional hours as possible. I 
think the Defense Department, which has been cooperative and 
helpful--

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. McNamar, let's go back to my original ques
tion and answer my question if you would please. I am asking you 
and I believe you told me that $750 an hour is what you came up 
with in operating costs ror the P-3. That is fme with me. I will 
take your figure. It is far lower than what the actual cost is. If you 
want to use that figure it is fme. 

You are using $45,000 an hour for an AWACS? 
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Mr. McNAMAR. No; I thought that is what I was told. Mr. Chair
man, the exact number as I said, $37,000, is $4,200 an hour for a P-
3A. And then the--

Mr. ENGLISH. $4,200? 
Mr. McNAMAR. $4,200, yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. May I ask where you got those numbers? 
Mr. McNAMAR. They were just handed over my shoulder by the 

Commissioner of Customs. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Would you care to tell us, Commissioner, where 

you got the numbers? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Would you like us to break them down and give 

them for the record? 
Mr, McNAMAR. This compares Mr. Chairman, with an E-3A

which is a small AWACS plane as you know-of $7,500 an hour. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Let's even assume-according to the Navy the 

figure is $2,700 an hour. They are the ones who have been flying 
the airplanes. It is their aircraft. You are now down to $7,500 for 
AWACS. The question that it comes down to is looking at it from 
the taxpayers' standpoint. 

You are saying that in your opinion the Department of Defense 
should be paying out $7,500 of the taxpayer's money per hour, be
cause you. do not want to payout the $2,700 per hour. It is still 
coming out of the taxpayer's pocket any way it goes. 

Mr. McNAMAR. No, sir; no, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Is that your rationale? 
Mr. McNAMAR. No; that is not my rationale. I presume that 

there are two things that we should be concerned about. One, is 
whether the coverage is comparable. My understanding is that 
with a P-3A it is grossly inadequate compared to what you get 
with an E-3A. That is point No. 1. 

Point No.2. I believe that the chairman would agree we would 
want our Navy to be flying and practicing and combat ready and 
enhance their readiness anyway. Therefore, the taxpayers would 
spend that $7,500 anyway. So you may add the $4,200 for a P-3A 
and the $7,500 for an E-3A, unless you assume that the Navy 
would not be flying practice or operational missions, for readiness. 

What we are looking for is an increase in the hours that they fly 
those in the places that would be most effective for aiding Customs, 
DEA, the FBI, and the State and local law enforcement people in 
drug interdiction. That is what we are after Mr. Chairman, and 
that is what you are after. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The problem that you are into again, Mr. McNa
mar, I believe-I wish, as I said, that you would have spent a good 
deal of time before you had come up and presented this, because E-
3A's are restricted to certain tracks. There are certain practice 
tracks that they use, whether it is in the Gulf of Mexico or any
where else. Their practice time is determined by the fighter air
craft that are in the area. If they are out there cutting doughnuts 
in the sky, that does not do a whole lot for them. There is not 
much benefit in looking at a Cessna coming by at 200 miles an 
hour as opposed to supersonic jet fighters. That is where they do 
their practice and that is the practice which has to be done. 

They do have written in as a part of their schedule a certain 
amount of surveillance practice time. They are getting in an awful 
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lot of surveillance time in places like Saudi Arabia; and by stretch
ing the law just a tad-just a tad, Mr. McNamar, they have been 
able to assist and provide additional time, AWACS time, to assist 
in this Customs program. It does not anywhere near approach the 
3M) hours that this committee had hoped that we would see with a 
program that had initially been requested from the Office of Man
agement and Budget by Treasury. 

It is far less than that. In fact, you don't even get-let me finish 
now, Mr. McNamar-we don't even get in the double-digit figures. 
The second part of that--

Mr. McNAMAR. That is correct, Mr. English, and I agree with 
you that that is inadequate. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Let me finish the statement. Then, maybe, Mr. 
McNamar, you will understand a little bit more about it. On those 
particular surveillance tracks, they are restricted to those particu
lar tracks by the FAA. 'rhey are set aside for military purposes to 
carry out this sort of activity. Most often they do not cover, nor do 
they allow AWACS to cover many of the smuggler routes that need 
to be plugged; many of the main trafficking routes. 

As I said, you have three problems. The first problem is that you 
are in violation of the law and we have had that attested to and we 
have that In writing from the Navy and we have it in writing from 
t~e Air Force. The second is that the tracks that they are going to 
be assigned to do not cover many of the main trafficking routes 
that we are interested in. The third point is that there is no way 
that they can operate an ordinary practice mission unless they 
have supersonic aircraft in the area. A fourth point is the very cost 
itself. If you start flying dedicated missions and putting the 
A WACS down in many of the areas that we would like to see cov
erage on, the difficulty is the cost and it would have to be on a re
imbursable basis. 

That is what the law would require. Therefore, the Treasury De
partment would be paying instead of $2,700 an hour, they would be 
paying $7,500 an hour. 

Let me make one other point. Not only have we looked at the 
need to strengthen the Customs Service and give them as much de
tection capability we possibly could, we have also tried to do so 
within the President's budget; what the President has normally 
been operating under and what had been requested at the time. 
That is what all of this deals with; $31 million was the amount 
that was provided for fiscal year 1984 in the President's budget. So 
those budget considerations were taken into consideration. 

As I understand it, what you would like to do, Mr. McNamar, 
and what Secretary Regan has attempted to do is to transfer that 
cost from the 'rreasury Department to the Department of Defense. 
You are saying now that you would like them to spend even more 
millions of dollars, perhaps even hundreds of millions of dollars, for 
all I know, to provide the same type of coverage that the P-3 pro
gram would. 

The Department of Defense has a multibillion dollar budget, but 
it still comes out of the taxpayer's pocket. That is what the ulti
mate consideration must be. What is the most effective and the 
least costly and what fits within the budget that we have? What is 
not going to increase the size of the deficit? 
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I know Secretary Regan is not particularly concerned about the 
size of the deficit, but I think that this is something that many 
other people, both on Capitol Hill and elsewhere within the admin
istration, are concerned with. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Let me respond to that, Mr. Chairman. You 
raised several points, some of which I agree with and some of 
which I disagree with. 

First of all, Secretary Regan and the administration are con
cerned with the budget deficit. Second, you suggested that perhaps 
we need a change in the law. I would be delighted to work with 
you, work with this subcommittee, and work with the Congress to 
make whatever modifications in the law might be appropriate to 
maximize the Defense Department utilization in this area, because 
I think the American people would support that. 

Second, if you tell me there is an FAA problem about where 
these training missions are being flown, and this is the first I have 
heard of that, I suggest that we ought to be trying to work with the 
FAA to develop some new tracks. 

Third, if there is a question of the need for supersonic aircraft 
for practice missions it is exactly the kind of question that ought to 
be addressed in detail, then I think that could be folded in. I think 
that in fact, it is very, very possible to do these two missions so 
that the American people do get the most cost effective detection. I 
think that to replicate unnecessarily, and spend the extra money 
and to do it by making a conscious decision to reduce our intercep
tion efforts in conflict with the statement that you quoted--we 
don't have adequate interception capability-I think would be a 
suboptimal use of the taxpayer's money. That is my only point. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I far exceeded my 10 minutes but I just want to 
make my point, Mr. McNamar. The thing that I find so disappoint
ing in this matter is that obviously you don't know these facts. You 
say that you are happy that we pointed them out, but you want to 
change the routes so that you have supersonic aircraft that may be 
flying in civilian routes. Obviously that can't be done. 

Another point of course, is the fuel capability. There are numer
ous considerations of extremely complex problems and obviously 
you have not considered those. You have not thought them out. To 
simply have you come up and throw out in front of this committee 
at the last minute a new proposal, a new concept and scrap what 
you have simply because it might prove to b~ a little embarrassing 
to the Secretary ~ersonally and because the Secretary of Defense 
didn't and couldn t provide the funding, I think is just outrageous. 

Mr. Coleman? 
Mr. COLEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, let me 

get back to the budget request. The thing that has been the most 
disappointing to me as a freshman Member of Congress in dealing 
with the budget request from last year and this year-I know we 
are dealing right now with the air interdiction aspect of the 
budget, but last year when we had the Commissioner of Customs, 
we had a hearing in south Florida and we asked him to try to justi
fy the proposed cuts in the customs personnel and he assured us 
that those were not in fact law enforcement people. 

Once again, we seem to be confronted with a problem in terms of 
the budget request by this administration of a cut and I submit to 
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you that it is a cut. I don't know how much of last year's $31 mil
lion was requested from DOD. I don't think any was. I think that 
whole $31 million as I remember, was for this program. 

This time you are saying it is really $28 million but $11 million 
of that, you are requesting from DOD. It appears to me that, there
fore, equates the $31 million to the $17 million, to say nothing of 
the prior approval of what we thought was going to occur of $35 
million. So to me it is cut approximately in half. I think that is dis
concerting at least to tills member, and it is probably disconcerting 
to the American public because we can talk about our war on 
drugs and the seriousness with which this President and this ad
ministration have told us they take the issue, yet when we get to 
the funding levels it appears that maybe we are really not all that 
serious unless your agency, the Department of Treasury really be
lieves that we can do an adequate job with the funding level re
quest. 

I guess that is what some of us who are from the border and who 
live on the border find most difficult to deal with. 

I don't expect you to have to respond to any of those statements 
but I do have--

Mr. McNAMAR. IfI may--
Mr. COLEMAN. You certainly may. 
Mr. McNAMAR. I think you raised several very good points. 
One, there was a reduction in the number of customs personnel, 

but not in agents. There was no reduction in agents. There is a 
shift going on in Customs as we have put in an automated cargo 
system that will enable us to prioritize those things that we want 
to check. It has been a very good piece of work on the part of the 
Customs Service. In fact, for once the Government is being held up 
because private industry can't move as fast as the Government is 
moving. 

That has enabled us to shift some priorities. As I said in the 
chart I had up there earlier, the level of air interdiction in fact will 
be increased this year. But I think the prograItl has become more 
clear to us as we have worked with the Defense Department, which 
we were not doing in 1981. 

We have learned some things about the Defense Department and 
they have tried to be responsive. I think that the chairman if; quite 
correct in pointing out that they operate under some constraints, 
and I think he is quite correct to point out that perhaps I am not 
always as sensitive to them as perhaps I should be. But neverthe
less, we have learned what they can do. We have learned some of 
their limitations, not all and we have gone back to them with this 
modest request of $11 million which they could not find in their 
budget-they did not feel it was legal-and then we went back 
with a revision. That is the program that I laid out to you today 
which we have begun to discuss with them. 

Mr. COLEMAN. There are a few points we can make about the $11 
million and whether they can afford it. I happened to serve on the 
Armed Services Committee and I can assure you we can find it, but 
that does not seem to be their problem. I think they feel that there 
would be a violativn of the Posse Comitatus Act in terms of that 
kind of funding if, in fact, it would in any way inhibit combat read
iness. I would rather not debate that point. 
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I would just like to say for the benefit of the Department, that I 
heard the same statement concerning the kind of personnel cuts 
from Mr. von Raab. I think he made the case as beautiful as ne 
could for something that I, having lived on the border all my life, 
don't accept as reality. If anyone in this room thinks that every 
Customs Service agent is not in some way enforcing the law or is a 
law enforcement officer, they are making a big mistake. 

All of their functions, all of them deal with enforcement of the 
law and not just commerce. Oftentimes it is commerce in terms of 
business. We deal with commerce in drugs where I am from, and 
were it not for the Customs activity there, again, you would not be 
able to put charts up with the amount of seizures that you have 
because a lot of those occur at ports of entry into this country; the 
people that think they are going to smuggle it through. 

So I do not accept the fact that any cuts are acceptable in today's 
time. Certainly the commerce as I understand what is in EI Paso 
for example, is affected by the fact that we don't have enough Cus
toms Service personnel. You know the problems, I am sure, of 
changing shifts and all the difficulties and inhalation of exhaust 
fumes and the rest.. 

I think that we need more, not less, Customs Service personnel and 
I would hope that you would take a look at particular problems of 
that kind. 

Rather than take the time of the rest of the committee though, 
Mr. Secretary, I have a number of questions that I might submit 
for the record. I am hopeful that your agency, the Department of 
the Treasury, would meet with the people that I meet with down in 
my district that are trying to enforce the laws. They have a very 
difficult time if we are not supporting them. I think we are sending 
the wrong message by this budget. 

I took Senator DeConcini's statement as being sort of true in a 
wry sort of way. We are the ones over here on the Democratic side 
who are, at least from my position, trying to help in this war on 
drugs, and yet we are the ones that are expecf:ed to put the money 
back in. That is exactly what we did last time in terms of person
nel in the Customs Service. I hope that this administration and 
your agency particularly would be out front and help us in that 
effort. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Coleman. Mr. Wise? 
Mr. WISE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to get to the 

issue a little bit concerning the expectations in the Department of 
Defense. 

Mr. Secretary, I presume you have seen the letter from the Sec
retary of Defense to Secretary Regan--

Mr. McNAMAR. Yes, we received it Friday. 
Mr. WISE. In which he says that-in the typewritten part of it

the formal part. 
I regret that we are unable to assume maintenance costs for Defense Department 

assets on loan to the Customs Service. I fmd no military operational or training ben
efit that comports with the Congressional expectations stated in the legislative his
tory of the Public Law 97-86. 

It goes on to talk about he is concerned that Congress would per
ceive such actions as inconsistent with the strong views expressed 
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during the consideration of that bill-clear expectation of Congress 
that DOD should not perform missions within the capability of ci
vilian agencies. It goes on, "If we were to deviate from the expecta
tions of Congress, we would invite congressional restrictions on the 
flexibility we now possess to provide assistance." 

That is the formal part. Then of course the handwritten part is 
at the bottom presumably from Secretary Weinberger to Secretary 
Regan. It says, "Don, I am really sorry about this. There seems to 
be no way that we can fund it within the existing law." 

I guess what concerns me is: Before this request was even made, 
was there no kind of checking, no calling before; apparently you 
based part of your program's expectations on this-before you base 
part of your budget on this, did no one just check this out? Did no 
one go to the U.S. Code? 

[Secretary Weinberger's letter is printed in appendix 1.] 
Mr. McNAMAR. In fact sir, it was our belief that they would be 

able to do that because we felt that they have a certain mainte
nance requirement which apparently is required for readiness. 

There were some questions raised as to whether Customs had the 
capability to maintain the Blackhawks in particular in a program 
readiness state. 

Subsequent to the time we asked, the Defense Department deter
mined that our maintenance is adequate. At the original time, it 
was not. What led to this-to the $11 million request-was an ini
tial conversation that I had with then-Deputy Secretary of Defense, 
Paul Thayer, which I would not characterize as a final agreement. 
I would not characterize it as a commitment but I would cha!'acter
ize it as a, "Yes, we ought to try to do that and see if we can send 
it over," or an agreement that we would approach it in this 
manner. 

Because at the time he said that there were these questions. Ap
parently the Blackhawk is a very difficult or expensive or compli
cated, I guess is the right word, aircraft to maintain. We considered 
previous experiencL and maintenance capability, and it was in that 
context that we formulated that budget proposal. 

Let me say that I think, and this goes to the chairman's point, 
that Secretary Weinberger and his lawyers perhaps have made ex
actly the kind of distinction that the chairman says they are re
quired to, in that the maintenance that we had requested was for 
arrest helicopters that are used on the civilian law enforcement 
side of the posse comitatus law, not surveillance. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Let me make a point very quickly. If you had 
taken the time, Mr. McNamar, to familiarize yourself with this 
subject before you had decided to make decisions with regard to it, 
you would have determined that the very thing you were asking 
for, what the Secretary was asking for in his letter, was being car
ried out with equipment that you have already borrowed from the 
Department of Defense. 

The agreement has been in force for nearly a year now, and it 
extends to any additional equipment that would be provided by the 
Department of Defense. The Department of Defense would main
tain that equipment under contract on a reimbursable basis. 

So the very criteria that you were asking for was already in fact 
taking place with the Blackhawks and with the Cobras. It is taking 
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place today. As I said, if you people in the Secretary's Office had 
taken the time to review this subject, to look into this subject, to 
familiarize yourself with this subject, you would have known that. 

Mr. Wise? 
Mr. WISE. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. MacKay? 
We will recess for a few minutes while we go over and vote. 
[Recess taken.] 
Mr. ENGLISH. The subcommittee will resume its sitting. 
Mr. McNAMAR. Mr. Chairman, could I have your permission to 

correct two matters for the record? Maybe I can go back and revise 
them if that is appropriate in the transcript or however you would 
prefer to do it? 

I now have been handed what I was told is a Navy estimate for 
the difference in cost between the P-3 and the E-2C. 'l'his would 
suggest that the P-3 cost $4,200 per hour to operate and that the 
E-2C costs $2,500 per hour to operate, suggesting that the E-2C is 
less expensive. 

I apologize to the chairman for this confusion-this was handed 
to me as a Navy estimate-and I therefore would like an opportu
nity to go back and try to make sure that we agree on the facts. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I think that is fine, Mr. McNamar. Would you tell 
me exactly what the $4,200 includes and what the other figure for 
the E-2C includes? 

Mr. McNAMAR. I will have to provide that for the record. I be
lieve it is operating costs and it does not include the radar for ex
ample or any differences that there may be in radar with the P-3 
having the narrow radar and the E-2C having a full 360 radar. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Where did you get that figure? 
Mr. McNAMAR. It was handed to me, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Who handed it to you? 
Mr. McNAMAR. The Commissioner of Customs. 
Mr. E:N"GLISH. Mr. von Raab, can you give us the origin of that 

and break it down on a $4,200 an hour-we were told in testimony 
before this committee on the record from the Navy that the cost 
would be $2,700 an hour. 

Mr. VON RAAB. We will have to give it to you for the record, Mr. 
Chairman. I will be testifying before you in 2 days. I would be 
happy to clarify it at the time if that is acceptable. Is that all 
right? 

Mr. ENGLISH. We understand that they may include more than 
simple operation and maintenance money, is that correct? 

Mr. McNAMAR. Well, I don't believe we know that. Our effort is 
to provide you with comparable information and--

Mr. ENGLISH. You see that is the point Mr. McNamar. You come 
up here and you testify and you don't know what the information 
is. Now you want to come back and you want to correct the testi
mony and you don't know what ill the world the figures include, 
what makes it up. 

Now, as I said, we had received this information; the $2,700 
figure is one that was put on the record by the Navy before this 
committee. And now, you simply want to draw a figure out of the 
air. Now again, the point I would make is that it does not indicate 
that you are familiar with this subject, nor are you familiar with 
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what this amount includes. 1$ that gas money? Does that include 
oil? Dces it include maintenance on the engines? Does it include a 
lot of other extraneous things? 

Mr. McNAMAR. I accept the chairman's criticism and I think it is 
valid, and I apologize personally to you and to the Congress for not 
knowing the detailed cost for an hour's operation of E-2C by the 
Defense Department. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But that is exactly the problem, Mr. McNamar. 
Here you are not even waiting to see if the Department of Defense 
will approve or go along with the proposal that you are making; 
the change that you are making which absolutely determines the 
success and failure of any improvement program for the Customs 
Service. 

You are changing it and you are changing it based on what is 
obviously very little information and very little knowledge of the 
subject--

Mr. McNAMAR. Well, but N..r.--
Mr. ENGLISH. Just let me finish, Mr. McNamar. Now I would 

have no objection if you wanted to come before this committee and 
say, "We think we know a better way to do it," and then say that 
"We will proceed on the program that we proposed to the Office of 
Management and Budget and which was approved by the Office of 
Management and Budget, until we get approval by the Department 
of Defense that they will in fact pick up these other responsibil
ities." 

If the Department of Defense wants to go out and assume the re
sponsibilities for maintaining the 340-hours-a-month detection cov
erage in critical drug-trafficking routes, I have no objection whatso
ever. I am pleased. That is fine with me. I have no problem with 
that. 

But what I am objecting to--
Mr. McNAMAR. I think we have a common objective. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What I am objecting to is that that is not what you 

are doing. You are saying, "We are going to scrap this other. We 
are going to scrap that plan. We are going to scrap any detection 
capability that we already have in progress" -and keep in mind 
that you already have one P-3 out there that is already being 
modified and which is scheduled to be delivered for testing the first 
of June, and at the same time you also have three other P-3's that 
are scheduled to be outfitted by the first of the year. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I think the one in June is to be delivered to the 
Navy, not to the Customs Service--

Mr. ENGLISH. For testing in April. But it is going to be delivered 
for testing purposes to the Customs Service around the first of 
June. 

Mr. McNAMAR. My impression is that it was the Navy, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, April is when it is, Mr. McNamar; that 

within June or by the first of July, it is supposed to be delivered to 
the Customs Service. It is supposed to be scheduled for operation by 
the first of October; the first of the fiscal year. 

But the point is that you are changing this program and you 
have absolutely nothing for certain to put in its place. And until 
you have something to put in its place, it would seem to me that 
the most responsible and prudent action that you could take is to 
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simply proceed with the program that you already have the ap
proval for; that is already coming into being. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Mr. Chairman, what we are asking, which we 
think is a responsible, prudent, and appropriate actioI,l, is for the 
Congress to look at this program with us and to allow us to amend 
our budget request so that we can have more arrests. What you are 
suggesting is that we increase our listening and looking capability, 
our detection and surveillance capability when you have already 
entered into the record testimony today saying that we could only 
respond to 50 percent of it. 

Now we are asking for you to allow us to make more arrests. Let 
me give you an example, Mr. Chairman, because I have been sup
portive of something that I think you had an interest in, and that 
is the aerostat balloons. 

I thought at one point in time that those were a good idea. Now I 
even asked for a cost estimate. What would it take to ring the 
whole southern part of the United States and half way up the At
lantic and the Pacific with them, because I thought they were such 
a terrific idea initially? They were worth looking at. 'l.'hey were 
worth testing. And the Defense Department, which has paid for 
those detection devices, has done that. 

Do you know how many drug seizures we have made as a result 
of the two aerostats? Eight. I don't think that is cost-effective drug 
enforcement. I think that rather than putting that money into our 
budget and putting us into the detection business, I think that we 
ought to have an opportunity to track, intercept, and arrest which 
is on the right side of the posse comitatus law, and the Defense De
partment ought to do detection and surveillance. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Let's take a look at that, Mr. McNamar, since you 
want to bring it up. You have been very eager all morning to get to 
that. Let's get to it. How many of those same arrests have teen 
made as a result of AWACS? 

Mr. McNAMAR. I do not have an AWACS number with me. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I can give you the number Mr. McNamar. It is two. 
Mr. McNAMAR. Well, we understand that it is three and I think 

that probably suggests that the AWACS aren't flying enough hours 
to be as cost effective as they ought to. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Maybe that is the same problem that you have 
with regard to the aerostat. Let me point out something else to you 
Mr. McNamar. The first aerostat has been on station for the last 2 
or 3 years down in the Florida Keys. It is a part of our national 
defense NORAD system. The second aerostat was placed at Patrick 
Air Force Base, again by the Air Force, as a part of our national 
defense system. 

The first aerostat did not come on line providing information on 
an operational basis to the Customs Service until last summer. It 
was last summer when it came on line. As far as being made oper
ational it was not until a matter of a couple of months ago that the 
second one was even brought on line--

Mr. McNAMAR. My understanding--
Mr. ENGLISH. Let me finish, Mr. McNamar, you are the one that 

raised this issue. 
Mr. McNAMAR. I think we have a factual error, Mr. Chairman. I 

would like to try to correct it. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Let me finish and then you can correct whatever 
you think you can. 

The third aerostat is what closes the total protection because as 
it stands now, there is an area that you are well aware of that is 
not covered. But the usefulness of the aerostat is limited because it 
has to be up, which depends on weather conditions. The second 
thing that has to be done is that it has to be transmitting informa
tion to the Customs center. The third that has to be done is that 
that aerostat has to have interceptor aircraft that are in the area 
that can respond to the information. 

Now those are all critical factors. 
Mr. McNAMAR. And we want more interceptor aircraft, we agree 

with you. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I have no disagreement with that. As I said, we are 

going to get together and we are going to take a hard look at just 
how bad you want those interceptor aircraft. But right now we are 
still trying to determine whether or not you are going to be able to 
detect them. Because as I said in my statement, it does not do a 
whole lot of good for your interceptors to be up there circling 
doughnuts in the sky if they do not know whether anybody is 
coming or not. You are not going to catch many drug smugglers in 
that manner. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Let me go back to the aerostat and make sure 
that we agree that the first aerostat was January 1983 and that we 
had up and operational in January 1983, 539 hours--

Mr. ENGLISH. Let me correct you there, Mr. McNamar, because I 
was down there and I checked on that personally. I was told by the 
Customs Service officials that that aerostat was not considered 
operational-and did not have the digitizer to make it operation
al-·until July. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Well, my indication here would--
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, that is the point, you ought to go and check 

on this yourself, Mr. McNamar . 
. Mr. McNAMAR. I got this information from the Customs Service, 

SIr. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. von Raab would you care to come up here? Do 

you want to testify that the digitizer was in place and in fact, that 
that aerostat was classified as operational before the first of June 
or July? 

Mr. VON RABB. Well, there is obviously a disagreement in defini
tion of what operational was--

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I am only going by your Customs Service 
agents on the ground who were using it. You were with me, if you 
remember, Mr. von Raab. Y Oli were along on that trip. They said 
that we could not rely on the aerostat because we did not have the 
digit.izer in place and it was not reliable and we were having to use 
a verification method, through the FAA-radar that they already 
had. That was simply because of the digitizer. 

Mr. McNAMAR. That is an improvement that has been made, one 
that shows how the program has evolved and changed, and that is 
exactly why it has been a fluid program. 'rhat was a good step for
ward. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. McNamar, you have got to determine exactly 
when something is operational and when it is not. 
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The aerostat has only recently become operational. The one at 
Patrick Air Force Base is very, very recent indeed. In fact, the 
third one I mentioned in my opening statement, was not scheduled 
to be let for contracting until later this month. 

Until those three are operational, that means until they are on 
line and providing information to the Customs Service on a regular 
and reliable basis, then I would seriously question your approach. 

Are you familiar with the cost of operating an aerostat per hour? 
Mr. McNAMAR. I do have some cost information on that. I do 

know that it ::d an expensive operation. It has been conducted by 
the Defense Department. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Let's use DOD, the Air Force figures on the oper
ation of costs. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Oh, I am sorry. I am informed that we do not 
have the Air Force figures. You have those. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, let me give you the Air Force figures so that 
you can be better informed, Mr. McNamar. It is $400 an hour. 

Mr. McNAMAR. That includes all the personnel and everything? 
Mr, ENGLISH. That includes everything. Would you compare that 

$400 an hour since you were telling me about how expensive this 
was and how this was not the best way to go, would you mind 
giving me the figure again on what you want to payout for an 
AWACS? 

Mr. McNAMAR. The AWACS E-2C, which we think would be sub
stantial--

Mr. ENGLISH. No, AWACS is not an E-2C, it is an E-3. What is 
the cost of an E-3? 

Mr. VON RAAB. $7,500 an hour. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That is correct, Commissioner. Thank you very 

much; $7,500 an hour against $400 an hour. 
Mr. McNAMAR. But the Commissioner makes a point that in our 

experience the E-2C is just as good for the Customs Service, if the 
Customs Service were to be in this business. 

Mr. ENGLISH. How many E-2C's does the Navy have? 
Mr. McNAMAR. I don't know the answer to that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Twenty-eight, and they are deployed with the fleet. 

How many E-2C's do you think you are going to have available or 
do you expect the Navy to go out and buy a large number of E-2C's 
to take care of this additional responsibility you are placing on 
them? 

Mr. McNAMAR. Mr. Chairman, I have no idea how many E-2C's 
are in the Navy's budget for fiscal year 1984, 1985, and 1986 and 
whether that number of 28 when we get to fiscal year 1985 is still 
comparable or whether there will be additional-training flights. 
That information has not been made available to us. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is my point and again, Mr. McNamar, you 
don't know. You have scuttled this entire program from a detection 
capability standpoint and you don't know. You did it without any 
knowledge. That is what I find so difficult to believe; that a man of 
your position, with your responsibilities, would undertake that 
kind of action with no knowledge. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Mr. Chairman, what I have tried to do is to rede
ploy the same amount of money and put it into an enhanced ability 
of the Customs Service to interdict and arrest drug smugglers and 
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to try to work with the Defense Department to improve the detec
tion capability. And, I think that is the highest and best use of the 
taxpayer's dollars for the maximum amount of drug enforcement. 
That is what we are trying to do. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. MacKay, do you have any questions? 
Mr. MACKAy. Well, from our standpoint, we are trying to rmd 

somebody that is responsible for this. It would appear to me that 
you are trying to shift the detection which has got to impact the 
other two legs in the effort to shift that to another department 
which does not perceive this as its primary role. It would appear to 
me there is going to be less rather than more accountability. 

Mr. McNAMAR. But, Mr. MacKay, let me point out that we are 
not in this detection business at the present time. The aerostats 
that the chairman pointed out are in the Defense Department. 
They are not a part of the Customs. All of the discussion of E-2C's 
or E-3's relates to the Defense Department. 

We are not in this business at the present time and, as we have 
worked with the Defense Department, they have tried to be respon
sive and cooperative, and they have been; and they learned and 
have gotten better at this and have tried to be more accommoda
tive. We have come to the conclusion that as far as detection is in
volved, our proposal represents the best use of the taxpayer's 
money. 

We agree that we ought to increase the Customs interdiction and 
arrest capability. For example, the integration of the radar detec
tion by NORAD at Tyndall and March will be a. tremendous help. 
We are urging the Defense Department to move as quickly as they 
can. 

There is a joint study currently being conducted by Mitre. I 
would like to see that take place in rlScal year 1984 rather than 
fiscal year 1985 when it is currently scheduled. I would hope that 
we would be able to do that. I think that would be tremendously 
helpful. But when that happens, what will not be needed is addi
tional detection capability. We need to be able to respond to those 
radar signals because the Defense Department cannot respond. 
They are prohibited from doing that under the posse comitatus 
law. 

This committee, I believe, was very supportive of the change in 
the posse comitatus law and I think deserves credit for that. If this 
committee would support another change in the law to maximize 
the ability of the Defense Department to assist us, I think it would 
be very well received by the American people. I think it would 
have wide bipartisan support. I think there would be more than 
just regional support in the Southeast or the Southwest. I think it 
would be a good step if that is necessary. I am not convinced that it 
is necessary yet. 

Mr. MAcKAy. Is that the position of the Reagan administration 
or your personal view? 

Mr. McNAMAR. I am sorry. 
Mr. MAcKAY. Is that the position of the Reagan administration 

or your personal view? 
Mr. McNAMAR. Well that is my personal opinion but I think I 

would speak with some confidence that it would not be difficult to 
develop that position if in fact we have reached the maximum in-
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volvement that the Defense Department could do, given the cur
rent prohibitions in the law. I think the administration would con
sider it. 

Mr. MACKAy. But my point is--
Mr. McNAMAR. But we are not at all certain that we are there, 

you see. 
Mr. MACKAy. My point is that some of the chairman's frustra

tion which I share, comes about from the fact that we in the legis
lative branch are not supposed to be taking the lead. Is there a 
Reagan administration proposal? Is there legislation proposed?· Are 
you doing anything or are you coming up each time we have a 
hearing and saying "Gosh, it won't work because we need some 
more changes"? 

Mr. McNAMAR. No, sir, I think it will work. The chairman is 
saying that it won't work. We are trying to work with the Defense 
Department to make sure that within the existing laws, they are 
doing the maximum that they can, consistent with economy and 
consistent with national readiness, and they are trying to respond. 

You asked the question that if that is impossible, would we then 
favor a change in the law and I said yes, I think I would, and yes, I 
think I could produce that within the administration if that hap
pened. 

Mr. MAcKAY. Since Mr. Weinberger apparently shares the chair
man's view, what are we supposed to do next to convince you that 
it is now impossible? Do we have to settle that argument between 
the two agencies? 

Mr. McNAMAR. Mr. Weinberger turned down the request for 
nonreimbursable mainten.ance on the Blackhawk helicopters; prin
cipally the arrest vehicles, and said that that was not consistent 
with their reading of the law. We received that response on Friday. 
We went back on Monday with a suggestion that we develop the 
memorandum of understanding with the points that I have laid 
down in my testimony to the chairman. 

We had, I thought, a reasonable first meeting to discuss those. 
The Defense Department is looking at those at the present time. 
ThE;ly did not say that any of them were illegal, They did not say 
they could not do any of them. They agreed to look at all of them, 
which would have been the only reasonable response they could 
have given. And, they have it under consideration at the present 
time. 

I don't know what it requires to staff that out in the Defense De-
partment. I suspect it is a fairly major effort. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MACKAY. Certainly. 
Mr. ENGLISH. During the break we got in touch with someone 

from the Department of Defense, Mr. McNamar. It is my under
standing that your Monday meeting-and this comes from DOD 
people-that is, Mr. Taft told you that he was not for this proposal. 

Mr. McNAMAR. That is incorrect. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Also, it is my understanding that you were in

formed before the Secretary's testimony last Thursday that the De
partment of Defense would not provide the $11 million. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I was told that there was a high probability that 
they would not. What happened, Mr. Chairman, is that Deputy Sec-
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retary Taft, told me there had been a draft response prepared that 
had come to his office and that it turned us down and I said, "Has 
it gone to Cap," and he said no. I said, IILet me come back to you 
and find out ifthere is any other request." 

I then went back and asked about a subset of the $11 million, 
which was $2.2 million. He said, "Let me see if we can look at 
that." That is where the matter stood at the time Secretary Regan 
was testifying before Senator DeConcini. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I understand Secretary Regan stated he had not 
been told by anyone within his office. Did you tell Secretary Regan, 
did you relay the message that Mr. Taft gave you that he was turn
ingdown--

Mr. McNAMAR. Mr. Taft did not give me the message he was 
turning it down; I told him I was still negotiating with the Defense 
Department. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is one of the points I want to make because 
this seems to be different. I talked to Mr. Taft last Thursday after
noon after the Secretary testified and he told me specifically that 
he had told you. He had told you that they could not do it. Now 
that is the fact. 

I have also, as I said, just had this information relayed to me 
from the Department of Defense that they told you on Monday 
that they couldn't do this proposal that you are talking about. It 
seems to me that maybe you are having trouble getting the signal 
straight from the Department of Defense. I appreciate the gentle
men's yielding. 

Mr. MAcKAy. Just for my own factual information, what I need 
to understand is the proposal that the Department of Defense take 
over the detection flL'lction, has that been transmitted to Vice 
President Bush? Is that now an administration initiative or is that 
a Treasury Department idea? 

Mr. McNAMAR. What we did, and again I compliment the chair
man on having produced this review at the departmental level, on 
having served as a catalyst to have this review done. 

We indicated yesterday to the Vice President's staff-and the 
Vice President was informed this morning-that we would" be 
taking a position inconsistent with what we had taken in the previ
ous appropriations testimony, and that we would be going to the 
Appropriations Committee and disclosing to this committee that we 
thought it was appropriate to increase our interdiction and arrest 
capability and to maximize what could be done with the Defense 
Department. He was informed of that this morning. That is my un
derstanding. Obviously, that is the kind of a detail that you would 
not expect him to be involved in, in making that decision and no 
decision was requested of him. 

I think the point again, is that I was not told on Monday that the 
Defense Department could not do any of this. I kept reading in one 
of the local newspapers all week about things out of the Defense 
Department; that the letter had been received or been sent or 
whatever. That was factually incorrect. 

I don't think that Mr. Taft said that. He said they had looked at 
all of them. We sptlcifically discussed the height and speed restric
tions. We dJscussed the question of the Mitre study on the integra-
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tion. It is these points, Mr. Chairman, on my testimony on 
page--

Mr. ENGLISH. I would point out to you-
Mr. McNAMAit [continuing]. On page 5. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I know what Mr. Taft told me. 
Mr. McNAMAR. We went over and talked to Mr. Taft, and his 

key aides on this, in response to the letter we received on Friday 
afternoon. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. McNamar--
Mr. McNAMAR. It is an ongoing dialog. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Taft was very clear and very specific in what 

he told me last Thursday. Now maybe you are not hearing what 
you don't want to hear. I don't know. That happens to people some
times. Maybe that is what happened to you. 

As I said, I am not trying to embarrass you Mr. McNamar on 
whether you did or did not, or wt:re or were not told anything of 
that sort. The very point that I am making all the way though and 
that I again, find so difficult to understand is how you can go in 
and basically scrap 2 year's worth of work by the Department of 
Defense, the Vice President's Office, the Customs Service, the vari
ous committees--

Mr. McNAMAR. We did not do that, Mr. Chairman. We did not do 
that. That is an unfair characterization. It is inaccurate and mis
leading; 

Mr. ENGLISH. No; it is not. 
Mr. McNAMAR. Yes; it is. 
Mr. ENGLISH. When you came up here this morning you told us 

that you were going to be asking that the money be reprogrammed, 
and that you were going to the Department of Defense and ask 
them to take over. And, according to your very testimony, it is 
their responsibility to do that; to take care of the detection capa
bilities of the Customs Service. That is what you have said. Now let 
me read to you from a Customs document. This document, by the 
way, is dated August 1, 1983, and it is entitled "Air Interdiction; A 
Report on the Current and Projected Status of Equipment, August 
1983." 

It states, "Detection. The detection of intruding aircraft is the 
backbone of our interdiction strategy. Without detection the inter
cept and tracking forces cannot be set in motion." I think that un
derscores the importance to the Customs Service of its detection ca
pability. 

Mr. McNAMAR. You and I both agree with that statement. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. The point that I am making is that you 

have scrapped the detection capabilities in the proposals that were 
presented to the Office of Management and Budget by the Treas
ury Department for next year's budget, for fIScal year 1985. What 
you are telling us is that you think that is the responsibility of the 
Department of Defense and it is up to them to do this. 

You do not have any assurance from them that they, in fact, are 
agreeing to do that. They have--

Mr. McNAMAR. Mr. Chairman, you are quoting your testimony 
this morning. You said we can only respond to 50 percent of the 
targets we have discovered. And, we think with you that we need 
increased interdiction capability. We have that in common. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. I keep telling you that we are going to get to the 
interceptors. Don't worry, you have enough problems over in the 
interceptors, without hurrying over there in any big rush. The 
point that I am making here is, and this is the fact, we are looking 
at the backbone of the ability of the Customs Service to do the job. 
We are looking at the backbone of their ability to do the job, be~ 
cause if they do not have any detection, they are not even going to 
be able to respond to those 50 percent that AWACS is finding, are 
they? 

Mr. McNAMAR. That is right, and I think that getting into the 
ROCC centers at Tyndall and March will be exceedingly helpful in 
that regard. We would appreciate anything the committee could do 
to make sure that the C-12's that we had requested might be made 
available. Because, we have been told by the Defense Department 
that they are not coming. Now that is something that we have 
been told by the Defense Department. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What is the detection coverage of the ROCC center, 
altitude coverage? 

Mr. McNAMAR. I don't know the details. 
Mr. ENGLISH. They are on the ground, aren't they? 
Mr. McNAMAR. Yes they are. I was just told that it is 5,000 feet 

which is typically--
Mr. ENGLISH. Be careful, you are getting in trouble. 
Mr. McNAMAR. I said I was told. I was told that it was 5,000 feet 

which seems awfully low to me when you think about it. I agree 
with you. Typically the Deputy Secretary of the Treasury does not 
know some of these details. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, that is the problem. I keep telling you, Mr. 
McNamar, you are making decisions when you don't know. 

Mr. VON RAAB. ROCC is a concept to network all the available 
radar that will be available as time---

Mr. ENGLISH. So it is NORAD radar? 
Mr. VON RAAB. It is largely NORAD radar but they will also be 

pulling in all the FAA radar and other radar that is out there, in~ 
eluding for example, the two aerostats. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is correct. 
Mr. VON RAAB. So the level of radar obviously differs across the 

country depending upon which radar is being netted in. But at 
worst, it is 5,000 feet because of the NORAD-what? 

Mr. ENGLISH. Best. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Because of the NORAD radar but ROCC center is 

a developing concept. In other words, if it were established immedi~ 
ately it would only be able to net the existing defense and FAA 
radar. 

Mr. ENGLISH. How many drug smugglers, Commissioner, coming 
into the United States fly 5,000 feet and above? 

Mr. VON RAAB. That is the reason we would like to have that 
5,000-foot ceiling dropped down to zero. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But the problem that you get into with ground
based radar is that they cannot see below the horizon. That is the 
reason you need a lookdown capability. That is the reason you have 
to have a lookown radar. Let me say that those very radars, many 
of which you are talking about right now, whether it is the FAA, 
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whether it has to do with NORAD, those are be5,ng utilized at the 
present time. 

Mr. VON RAAB. But the E-2C and AWACS radar would also be 
netted into the ROCe centers. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. Now we are talking about two different things. 
Mr. VON RAAB. No, but they are all going into the ROCC center. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. Let's talk about those portions outside. 

We have been talking about E-2C's and we are talking about E-3's; 
AWACS and E-2C's-Navy E-2C's which have a lookdown capabil
ity--

Mr. VON RAAB. Correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH [continuing]. And I fully agree with you that that is 

what you need; the lookdown capability. That is what we have been 
trying to provide for you. Many of the other radars, the other so
called ROCC radars that Mr. McNamar would like for us to believe 
is this huge network of radars out there--

Mr. VON RAAB. The ROCe center is a Customs concept based 
upon the existing NORAD ROCe centers which we would graft 
upon, working with Defense to net in all existing radar. So it is not 
just the NORAD radar, it is everything we can pull in. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I thoroughly agree with you Commissioner and the 
problem that you have is that those very same radars in most cases 
are already being utilized by the Customs Service and so we are 
adding nothing new. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I would not agree with that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Let me ask you about, for instance, Florida. We 

have a lot of interest in Florida and that seems to be the hot spot. 
That has been the focal point. That has been the show piece of the 
administration's program. Is it not true that as far as Miami is con
cerned--

Mr. VON RAAB. The netting into the C-3, which is a sort of mini
ROCC center as it were, is probably the best of any part in the 
country. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That's right. 
Mr. VON RAAB. What we would like to do is create two ROCC 

centers that provide across the entire southern, western, and east
ern borders comparable coverage, plus increased defense coverage. 
That is what is meant by that first proposal that Deputy Secretary 
McN amar raised with respect to the ROCC centers. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We have no disagreement--
Mr. VON RAA.B. We have discussed this issue with the Defense 

Department and they did not react adversely. If anything they 
said, "Sounds like a good idea. We ought to look at that." 

Mr. ENGLISH. I have been told by staff that the cost to integrate 
those radars as you are proposing is estimated to be at $60 million. 

Mr. VON RAAB. We have a study underway which will determine 
the best way to do this and the costs. We believe the costs are exag
gerated but I cannot say without confidence that they are exagger
ated. I think that is a very generous estimate on the part of the 
Defense Department and I think they are just being overly careful. 

I, personally, based upon the information I have received, do not 
believe the costs approach that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We would not disagree with that and we are hope
ful you are correct. We would like to see this come about. I do not 
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want to see this concept thrown out and for it to appear that Mr. 
McNamar is offering anything that is new and different over and 
above what we have already been doing and what you are going to 
be adding with this radar or mid- and high-altitude coverage. 
Where the problem is with drug smugglers is low altitude. 

Mr. McNAMAR. That is exactly why we went back to the Air 
Force and 13.Sked them to change their operating procedures. To 
make the point that we have different information, you say you 
were told that the Deputy Secretary of Defense turned us down on 
Monday. In fact, my understanding is that General Tice has asked 
the Air Force to look at the speed and altitude parameters under 
which they operate. So I think the Defense Department is being re
sponsive. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We are no: talking about speed. The question 
is--

Mr. McNAMAR. And altitude. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You are asking the Air Force to lower its altitude; 

is that what you are telling me? 
Mr. McNAMAR. We are asking them to review, particularly in 

certain channels; for example, Bimini where people come in from 
the Bahamas. We are asking them to lower from the operating 
level that they currently use, the level at which they pick up a..'ld 
detect signals, process them through and transmit them to us. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You are asking them to lower their radar scan
ning? Is that what you are telling me? 

Mr. McNAMA-R. Lower the altitude at which they would scan, 
yes. 

Mr. ENGLISH. They can't do it Mr. McNamar. That is the prob
lem. You are running into the law of physics this time. Not a law 
of Congress. The problem you are running into is that they have 
FAA aircraft radars that are looking at civilian aircraft that are 
approaching. What you are asking them to do is to bring that down 
to where you have civilian airliners flying on the deck. 

The national defense problems, if yv~ in fact are going to try to 
accommodate that in some way, is high altitude aircraft; fast 
moving high altitude jets. That is where the threat is from a de
fense standpoint. 

But the problem as far as reducing FAA radar, and I assume 
that is what you are talking about, is that you cannot bring air
liners down on the deck. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Right now, I am told the Defense Department re
gards or does not respond, that is, does not regard as unfriendly 
certain types of aircraft. We want them to change their character
izations so that we are no longer dealing with a 5,OOO-foot cutoff 
and a 180-knot cutoff. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We agree with you on that. 
Mr. VON RAAB. If that is the case we believe our information on 

detection would improve considerably because then we would get 
reports on these types of aircraft. 

Mr. McNAMAR. That is what we asked on Monday. 
Mr. ENGLISH. The FAA and the NORAD radar, because of neces

sity and because of the traffic they ere covering and because of 
their responsibilities, are mid- and high-altitude air radar. In many 
cases they do not have long distances because of the curvature 0; 
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the Earth. They simply cannot see beyond the horizon because they 
are stationed on land. That is, again, the requirement for responsi
bilities of lookdown radar. 

That has been the difficulty that we have faced with incoming 
aircraft all along-those that come in under the radar net because 
the smugglers know exactly where to come in. 

You are not suggesting this is the answer; are you? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I am not suggesting that this piece is the answer, 

nor is the ROCC center the whole answer. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You are not suggesting that you do it different, 

either; are you? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We are also suggesting that they should increase 

their E-2C and AWACS coverage. 
Of course, that is a function of our ability to support that cover

age. 
Mr. ENGLISH. But if you don't have increased E-2C's and if you 

don't have increased AWACS and if you can't put them at the criti
cal choke points where they are needed, then you are no better off 
than you are right now; are you? 

That is the fact of life. 
Mr. VON RAAB. The fact of life is that we have asked the Defense 

Department to improve their E-2C coverage and their AWACS cov
erage for those very reasons. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Come on, Commissioner, be honest; we have to 
come on out now. 

You know that the fact of the matter is that if the E-2C's and 
the AWACS are not used and positioned at the critical points 
where they are necessary and on station for the number of hours, 
you are basically right back to zero, right back to where you are 
today. There is no change. 

As I have said all along, we are right back to the same position 
that Mr. McNamar has taken us-mainly we are scrapping it, 
unless the Department of Defense is willing to step in and pick 
that up. 

I don't think there is any question in anyone's mind-and cer
tainly not in your mind, Commissioner, who is familiar with this, 
who has been through this as many times as you have been 
through it, who has been in on meetings with the Navy and the 
Air Force and who knows exactly what the attorneys from the De
partment of Defense say about this particular matter, and I know 
that you are very familiar with the law--

Mr. VON RAAB. Having been at the meeting with Deputy Secre
tary McNarnar and the Defense Department officials, I am not con
vinced at all that the Defense Department is not prepared to in
crease its support of the detection mission to the point where it 
would provide a considerably value contribution and would provide 
at least the coverage that we would obtain in other ways. 

Mr. McNAMAR. And if that happened and we added the interdic
tion capability, we would be substantially better off. We would 
have a better program than what we thought was an adequate pro
gram a year ago or 2 years ago. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is wonderful, Mr. McNamar, and, as I said, I 
would like to think that that is going to happen, but I would feel 

_ .much more comfortable-I should not say "much more," I should 
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say "somewhat" comfortable, I suppose, if you would have taken 
the trouble to get the assurances and the commitment of the De
partment of Defense before you started scrapping the detection ca
pability. 

Let me read from a little something that ought to be unsettling, 
but there doesn't seem to be anything much as far as any response 
you get from DOD that unsettles you. 

This, again, is from Mr Weinberger's letter to Secretary Regan, 
and it says within there: "I rmd no military, operational, or train
ing benefit that comports with the congressional expectations as 
stated in the legislative history of Public Law 97-85" which is the 
law dealing with !-,osse comitatus. That is the law, as I said, about 
which there would be serious ,!uestions about--

Mr. VON RAAB. I wouldn't confuse the issue of the $11 million 
with increased E-2C or AWACS coverage. They are separate exer
cises, and what we are concerned with is improving and increasing 
the E-2C and A WACS coverage. 

Mr. McNAMAR. And I think the $11 million-we would agree 
with the Defense Department after they had a chance to look at 
it-fell on the wrong side of the posse comitatus line for them. 

The question is: Does a maximization of the detection and sur
veillance capability fall on the right or the wrong side because if it 
does fall on the wrong side, then they are in violation of the law 
today; and I don't think they are. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, we have checked that very carefully. We 
would agree because they have been very careful to make sure that 
there are training benefits. They have also told us that they cannot 
send up these aircraft on a dedicated basis in certain locations 
without having a negative impact on combat readiness. 

Commissioner, in case you haven't gotten it, we will be happy to 
let you take a look at it. We have a copy of an impact statement 
from the Chief of Naval Operations, which goes right to this point, 
to this very point with regard to E-2C's. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I think we would like to see that, Mr. Chairman. 
That information hasn't been shared with us before, and I think 
that would be very helpfUl in reaching a common understanding. 

Mr. ENGLISH. As I said, we would be delighted to do it. 
Mr. MacKay. 
Mr. MAcKAy. I am not sure what I know and what I don't know. 

What exactly do you mean by the "assistance of this subcommittee 
in persuading DOD to make these changes would be most helpful"? 

What do you think our role is in this? 
Mr. McNAMAR. As they have said at DOD, they are concerned 

about congressional criticism from this committee, from their Ap
propriations Committees, from the Armed Services Committee. I 
think that if after these full and fair and exhaustive hearings, it is 
clear that: (1) there was more the Defense Department could con
ceivably do and (2) the proposals that we had asked them were rea
sonable and did not violate the posse comitatus law or any other 
laws, and if this committee were to call, write the Defense Depart
ment and the other committees to make it clear that you have re
viewed the matter thoroughly :md fairly and that you are satisfied 
that an increased Defense effort would not materially compromise 
combat readiness, that training for new pilots for Air National 
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Guard, for example, could be employed, then I think the Defense 
Department would respond very favorably, even more favorably 
than they have. 

I think that the American people would respond exceptionally fa
vorably. 

Mr. MACKAY. If we conclude-which thus far seems to have been 
a generally accepted conclusion with the exception of you-that 
there has got to be a change in the law, are we not entitled to 
expect a recommendation from the Reagan administration? 

Mr. McNAMAR. I think you are entitled to expect a recommenda
tion from us, yes, sir. 

Mr. MACKAy. All right. So, then your saying,"the assistance of 
the subcommittee would be most helpful" is predicated on the fact 
that they are not doing all they can do under the existing laws; is 
that right? 

Mr. McNAMAR. That is my assumption. My assumption is that 
they have made, at the civilian level and at the military level, a 
good-faith effort and that they have tried but that if we learn from 
what they have done in the past and if the direction comes from 
the top of the Department and the Joint Chiefs to try in every way 
to m~'{imize what can be done to provide surveillance and detec
tion capability, then I think that there is more that can be done. 

As I said to the chairman, the type of detailed information that 
apparently he has has not been made available to us. He may be 
able to reach a judgment that they are doing everything they can 
today and that within their budget they can't fly another hour. 

Mr. MACKAY. The difference in our perspectives is that we have 
had this kind of hearing with them, and we have taken the posi
tion that they are not doing all they can do, and they have told 
us--

Mr. McNAMAR. And I agree with the committee---
Mr. MACKAY [continuing]. That they have, and we are under the 

impression that their legal counsel has reviewed it and that what 
you are suggesting here is an issue that we got resolved last year. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Exactly on the posse comitatus-and I accept the 
chairman's criticism-I think the Defense Department may have 
been quite appropriate in turning down a nonreimburseable main
tenance agreement on a piece of equipment that would be used for 
a domestic arrest. 

What we are asking for now-these changes in operating proce
dures and an increase or maximization in the kind of compatible 
training mission-in no way steps over the posse comitatus line, 
and I think the American people can rest assured of that. 

So, therefore, this is a different request than what we had in 
before. I feel very comfortable with it. I think the Defense Depart
ment will look at it as hard as they can. They may come to the 
conclusion they can't do any of it, or they may come back and be 
able to supply additional resources and we may be able to comple
ment those resources with increased interdiction capabilities and 
the program would have taken another evolutionary step forward. 

I think the committee is to be commended for having forced us to 
reexamine the program. It was the scheduling of your hearings 
that forced us to reexamine the program and caused us to come to 
this conclusion, and we appreciate your efforts. 
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Mr. MACKAy. All right. I would like to say that your assistance 
to this subcommittee would be most helpful if you would get OMB 
and the Vice President to sign off on this suggestion. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I have had a brief conversation yesterday with 
OMB, and the question I asked-not to misrepresent the OMB posi~ 
tion-was a narrow question which was: Do you have any problem 
within the existing budgetary levels jf we shift from the acquisition 
of a P-3 aircraft and aerostat tethered balloons to four or five 
interceptors instead, since the Defense Department has not been 
able to provide the previously expected interceptors? 

The answer I got to that question was: No, they don't have any 
trouble or objections. 

Mr. MACKAY. What we would need would be an official position. 
I mean, after all, it is the executive branch, and it is very frus

trating to have a person in one agency who is responsible for part 
of the program say, "We can't make our part work because we 
can't get the other guys to do their part, and we want you to go 
bludgeon them awhile and stop bludgeoning us." 

Mr. McNAMAR. I don't object to being bludgeoned, sir. I am not 
suggesting that you should go bludgeon them. 

Mr. MACKAy. Well, it sounds like it. What does it mean to say, 
"the assistance of this subcommittee would be most helpful"? It 
sounds like what you are saying is: "They are not doing their part, 
fellows.'~ 

Mr. McNAMAR. No, I am not saying the Defense Department is 
not doing their part. As I said, they have made a good~faith effort. 
They have tried. They have changed. They have been responsive. I 
am not sure that it is the maximum that they can do. 

As this air interdiction program has evolved and as we have 
learned from mistakes that we have made as we have tried to im
prove it and as we have reviewed it, we have come to the conclu
sion that there is a bifurcation that is appropriately made between 
detection and surveillance, on one side, and interdiction and arrest 
on the othel' side of posse comitatus. 

We think the Customs Service should have the strongest capabil
ity for interdiction and arrest and that we should be integrated 
into the national security; that is, the defense network for detec~ 
tion and surveillance. 

That is all I am saying, sir, and I think that OMB will probably 
have no trouble with that. From the conversation I had yesterday, 
I took that as a signoff. They would defer to our judgment. I have 
no reason to think that the Vice President would not be supportive 
of this, based on conversations that we had with his staff, and I 
have no reason to think that the Defense Department is not going 
to renew their efforts to be even more helpful than they have been 
to date. 

This is evolving. 
Mr. MAcKAy. Well, I am not the chairman of this subcommittee 

just as you are not the head Df the whole drug effort in America, 
but let me just say how I feeL 

I agree with everything you are saying, and my challenge to you 
is: Go fmd out if the people on your side of the table agree with 
that. 
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Mr. McNAMAR. Well, that is why I thank Mr. English for the op
portunity to review the program and come up and make this pitch. 
I agree with you. 

Mr. MAcKAY. Thank you. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. MacKay. 
I think we are going to recess here for a while. 
Mr. McNamar, I would assume that you will be with us again 

tomorrow. We will have some additional questions, and I am sure 
you will get to-I can assure you that we will get there-that issue 
of interceptors that you are so eager to talk about. 

I think that you can anticipate that you will come up after the 
Department of Defense. We will see if General Tice has anything to 
say about your proposal. Maybe they will go ahead and sign off on 
it and relieve a lot of the apprehension and concerns that members 
of the committee--

Mr. McNAMAR. I don't think they would be prepared on such 
short notice to sign off on it. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, we will get some idea. Maybe they will tell us 
that legally there is not a problem. Then, at least, that will relieve 
some of the concerns and we will be happy to let the Commissioner 
come down and take a look at what the Chief of Naval Operations 
says about your idea and the impact that will have on the national 
defense of the country. 

Mr. McNAMAR. If I may request the chairman's permission, if I 
could be out by the early afternoon, my schedule tomorrow after
noon includes a Cabinet meeting and some other things, and it is 
fairly fulL But I am fully available in the morning. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, we will see when we get through the gener
al's testimony-General Tice-and we will try to do that, but, as I 
mentioned to you yesterday, we expected you to be free and avail
able, given the fact that you didn't provide us with a statement, 
even though we requested some time ago that that be made avail
able to us 48 hours before the hearing. 

I am sure that there are additional questions. As I said, I know 
that you are eager to talk about interceptors, so we will give you 
that opportunity tomorrow, and it will come up after General Tice 
appears before us. . 

So, we will recess until 2:15 and then we will move on to the Na
tional Narcotics Border Interdiction System and the General Ac
counting Office. 

[Whereupon, at 1:30 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon
vene at 2:15 p.m., the same day.] 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

Mr. ENGLISH. The hearing will come to order. 
Our next witness will be Mr. Arnold P. Jones who is the Senior 

Associate Director of the General Accounting Office. 
Mr. Jones, I want to welcome you, and, if you would, please in

troduce those at the witness table with you. 
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STATEMENT OF ARNOLD P. JONES, SENIOR ASSOCIATE DIREC
TOR, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, ACCOMPANIED BY 
JOSEPH P. LITZELMAN, GROUP DIRECTOR; FRANK BORKOVIC, 
ASSISTANT REGIONAL MANAGER, DALLAS, TX; AND HAROLD 
DIGHTON, SENIOR EVALUATOR 

Mr. JONES. I would be happy to, Mr. Chairman. 
On my left is Joseph Litzelman, who is group director in charge 

of the work we do in the drug law enforcement area. I have at my 
immediate right, Mr. Frank Borkovic, who is the assistant manager 
from our Dallas regional office. To his right, I have Mr. Harold 
Dighton, a senior evaluator from the Office. 

In fact, these are the people who occasionally get a chance to 
come to Washington, but they are the people who are out there in 
the field visiting the sites and doing the really hard work. And, I 
am happy to have them with me today. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We certainly appreciate their taking the time to 
come to Washington. It is always nice to lmow the folks who are 
out there doing the digging. 

We will be happy to receive your prepared statement, Mr. Jones. 
If you would like to submit your written statement for the record 
and summarize, please feel free to do so. 

Mr. JONES. I would like to do that, Mr. Chairman. I recognize 
that we have a nine-page statement, and that can be rather 
lengthy. 

What I would like to do is to tell you what we did and get to 
what I understand is your primary concern and that is the role of 
NNBIS in the air interdiction area. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Without objection, your written statement will be 
made a part of the record. 

Mr. JONES. Our testimony today will be based on what we have 
done in recent years on law enforcement efforts to combat drug 
smuggling, including some work we are presently doing for your 
subcommittee on the availability and use of tactical intelligence for 
drug interdiction. 

As agreed, our work focused on air interdictions, and we are here 
today to report on the operations of the NNBIS regional centers in 
Miami, New Orleans, and EI Paso, TX, as part of the survey that 
we are doing for you. 

Instead of summarizing, as my prepared statement shows, and 
being conscious of the time, I would like now to get to the section 
that we have in our statement discussing what, in fact, we saw 
when we were visiting the NNBIS centers; if that is OK, Mr. Chair
man. 

NNBIS, as we know, consists of six regions with regional bound
aries at various locations along the border. Each region is headed 
by a regional coordinator from either Customs or the Coast Guard, 
but the coordinators do not devote full time to their NNBIS activi
ties. They continue their responsibilities designated by the parent 
organization. For example, as we know, Rear Adm. William Stew
art is the NNBIS regional coordinator for the gulf region headquar
tered in New Orleans. He is also commander of the Coast Guard's 
8th District. 
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Deputy coordinators in Miami and New Orleans also shared 
their time between NNBIS and their normal duties. EI Paso has no 
deputy coordinator. 

NNBIS regions are staffed by permanently assigned personnel 
from Customs, Coast Guard, DEA, FBI, Army, Air Force, Marines, 
Navy, Immigration and Naturalization Service, FAA, and the intel
ligence community. 

The New Orleans and EI Paso offices also have staff assigned 
from State and local law enforcement agencies. The staff, be it Fed
eral, State, or local, remain a part of and are paid by the sponsor
ing agency. 

At the three regions we visited, 76 persons had been assigned as 
of March 1, 1984. This figure does not include the coordinator, 
deputy coordinator positions and other part-time staff. Of these fig
ures-76-31 had been assigned to Miami, 25 to New Orleans, and 
20 to EI Paso. Staff was initially detailed on a temporary basis 
until permanent staff could be assigned. 

Because NNBIS is not a separate and distinct agency, it has no 
budget nor does it account for its costs. The upfront costs for estab
lishing the regions were generally borne by the agency which had 
the lead. For example, we were told that 400,000 dollars' worth of 
equipment and facilities in New Orleans were paid for by the Coast 
Guard. In EI Paso equipment and facilities cost are being borne by 
Customs. I might add, however, that the EI Paso operation has yet 
to locate its offices in a physically secure area. Obviously, this 
limits the center's capability for handling sensitive information. 

We were told that, hopefully, secure facilities will be acquired by 
June 1984. 

Each NNBIS region we visited had an intelligence and an oper
ations group. The intelligence group-known as the Intelligence In
formation Coordination Center-is supposed to receive information 
from a variety of sources indicating possible smuggling activities 
and is supposed to pass it on to the operations group. 

The operations group-known as the Interdiction Operations In
formation Center-receives information from the intelligence 
group, Customs, DEA, Coast Guard, and others and passes informa
tion on to those agencies with capabilities and resources for inter
diction. 

The operations group also monitors the location and status of re
sources available within the region that could be called upon to 
assist in an interdiction effort. 

My next topic is the topic that I know you are specifically inter
ested in in terms of the details we were asked to provide you. 

NNBIS participation in interdicting drugs smuggled by aircraft 
is the topic. Mr. Chairman, as part of our work for this subcommit
tee, as you know, we visited Miami, New Orleans, and El Paso. 
Generally speaking, those regional centers are designed to coordi
nate the activities of those agencies that have drug interdiction re
sources and responsibilities. As you know, the actual interdiction 
and ar.rest are made by law enforcement agencies, and that would 
be Federal agencies and State and local agencies. 

We do, however, have some information on air interdictions. 
As was certainly borne out this morning-very forcefully, I 

might add-smuggling by aircraft represents a very special prob-
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lem to interdictkei agendes because of the short time available to 
detect and intercept the aircraft. We found that from October 1982 
until February 9, 1984, the southeast region was involved in 129 
seizures. Four of these involved aircraft, and the remaining 125 in
volved vessels. Three of the four seizures took place prior to June 
1983 when the NNBIS regions became operational. During the 
period June 9, 1983 to li'ebruary 9, 1984, the gulf region, headquar
tered in New Orleans, was involved in 22 seizures. Four involved 
aircraft and 18 involved vessels. 

The southwest border region was involved in a total of three sei
zures, all of which involved aircraft. 

In total, the three NNBIS offices participated in 154 seizures, of 
which they told us-and I had to qualify it that way-11 involved 
aircraft. 

During this period there were other seizures in each region
both vessel and aircraft-that NNBIS was not involved in, and we 
don't know precisely how many and why NNBIS was not involved 
at this point. 

In examining the 11 seizures reported by NNBIS regions involv
ing aircraft to identify the source of information that led to the sei
zures and determine NNBIS's involvement, we found that the 
sources of information were as follows: 

Four of the seizures were from special operations involving the 
use of radar, as the deh:lcting instrument. 

Two were from transponder/beepers that had been placed on sus-
pect aircraft. 

One was from a confidential informant. 
Two were from cold hits. 
And, two were from sources which should not be discussed, and 

we have discussed it with your staff, but two were from informa
tion provided from sources that would be available to the intelli
gence and law enforcement community. But these were two hits, 
two airplane seizures. 

It is difficult to determine what role NNBIS played in these sei
zures or whether the seizures would have been made without 
NNBIS involvement. When I say it is difficult, I am not going to be 
an unreasonable man, and when we get into some specific ques
tions, where I can provide some details, then my degree of reason
ableness increases, and one either says, yes, there was involvement 
or, no, there was not involvement, and it is a toss up, and I am 
prepared to make those types of statements. 

NNBIS records do not always show at what point NNBIS became 
aware of a seizure or the extent to which they coordinated the sei
zure, and I might add off of my testi:illony that there is a lot of use 
of this word "coordination." GAO uses it and others use it, and I 
am not quite prepared to know what coordination means. I hope it 
is not just in the eyes of the beholder, and we will have to talk 
about that, maybe. 

We were told that NNBIS involvement was to coordinate-I am 
sorry, excuse me. NNBIS records do not always show at what point 
NNBIS became aware of a seizure or the extent to which they co
ordinated the seizure. We were told, for example, that in two sei
zures-my written testimony shows one; as late as yesterday after- . 
noon in calling the NNBIS centers and in calling EPIC, we got ad-



107 

ditional information, so instead of one we have two-NNBIS was 
not involved until after the seizure had been made. We were told 
that NNBIS involvement in one was to coordinate the transporta
tion of the seized drugs to a DEA facility. 

The second involvement was for NNBIS to coordinate the send
ing of a Customs craft to pick up some presumed bad guys who had 
crashed into the ocean in a plane crash while they were being pur
sued by Customs' pursuit planes, and NNBIS coordinated the ship
ping of a Customs vehicle to intercept that vessel to see what hap
pened and why. 

So, those were two instances in which they were after the fact 
involved, and that was the nature of their involvement. 

In summary, the concept upon which NNBIS was founded, the 
coordination, again, of drug interdiction efforts, is sound. We cer
tainly said that in our report, our June report on interdiction, the 
big report; the concept is sound. 

On the basis of our limited survey work at the three NNBIS cen
ters that we visited, we found the NNBIS involvement had, indeed, 
been limited. However, in all fairness, Mr. Chairman, NNBIS is a 
young organization, and we did not attempt at this point to evalu
ate its overall performance. 

There are reasons we did not do that. 
This concludes my prepared statement, and at this point I would 

certainly be pleased to offer myself and my colleagues here to re
spond to any questions you or your staff may have. 

[Mr. Jones' prepared statement follows:] 
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THE ROLE OF THE NATIONAL NARCOTICS BORDER INTERDICTION 

SYSTEM IN COORDINATING FEDERAL DRUG INTERDICTION EFFORTS 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 

We are pleased to be here to participate in hearings on the 

role of the National Narcotics Border Interdiction System 

(NNBIS) in coordinating federal drug interdiction efforts. Our 

testimony today will be based on work we have done in recent 

years on law enforcement efforts to c·ombat drug smuggling, in-

cluding some wor.];: we are presently doing for this subcommittee 

on the availability and use of tactical intelligence for drug 

interdiction. As agreed, our work focused on air interdic-

tions. We are here today to report on the operations of the 

NNBIS regional centers in Miami, Florida; New Orleans, Louisi-

ana; and El Paso, Texas, as part of our survey work for the sub-

committee. 
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Mr. Chairman, I would first like to summarize briefly the 

coordination problems among the federal drug interdiction agen-

cies that led to the creation of the South Florida Task Force 

and then to an expansion of that concept under NNBIS. second, 

as you requested, I would like to provide information on the 

mission and organization of NNBIS and the staffing and 

activities of the three NNBIS regional centers we visited. 

INADEQUATE COORDINATION HAS BEEN A 
LONG-STANDING PROBLEM IN DRUG INTERDICTION 

Our work in the drug enforcement areal over the years has 

shown that ~ lack of coordination among federal agencies has 

persistently hindered federal drug interdiction efforts. As we 

pointed out in our June 1983 report on drug interdiction, the 

authority and responsibility for federal drug interdiction 

efforts are split among three separate agencies in three execu

tive departments. DEA has overall responsibility for drug law 

enforcement, including the primary responsibility for developing 

foreign tactical intelligence. Customs interdicts smugglers at 

the border, and the Coast Guard interdicts drugs on the high 

seas. Essentially, federal drug interdiction efforts have been 

an amalgamation of these individual agency programs, resulting 

in differing interdiction goals, priorities, and resource deci-

sions. 

lOur reports in this area include Federal Drug Interdiction 
Efforts Need Strong Central Oversiqht, GAO/GGD-83-52, 
June 13, 19S3: and Ga~ns Made in Controlling Drugs, Yet the 
Drug Trade Flourishes, GGD-80-4, October 25, 1979. 
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We concluded in our June 1983 report that there is a clear 

need for drug program coordination with regard to drug interdic

tion. We also point out that special projects conducted jointly 

by several federal agencies have been a more successful means of 

attacking drug smuggling than a single agency effort. These 

joint operations resulted in increased drug seizures and the 

arrest of many major drug traffickers. The South Florida Task 

Force, which I will discuss next, was by far the largest of 

these special projects. 

THE SOUTH FLORIDA TASK FORCE: 
A COHESIVE ATTACK ON DRUG SMUGGLERS 

The South Florida Task Force, initiated in March 1982, 

brought a degree of cohesion to the federal effort to attack 

drug smugglers in South Florida. Although designed to be a 

broad, multifaceted anticrime program for South Florida, the 

bulk of the task force, both in terms of activities and resour

ces, focused on drug interdiction. under the direction of the 

Vice president, the task force was responsible for coordinating 

the increased resources of DEA, Customs, and the Coast Guard. 

In addition, resources of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and 

Marines; the FBI; the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms; 

and the U.S. Marshals Service were brought into the interdiction 

effort. 

We have not evaluated the overall effectiveness of the 

South Florida Task Force. However, the general consensus of the 

participating agencies is that the Task Force has successfully 
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demonstrated the benefits of a cohesive attack on drug smug

gling. According to the Vice president, the general ~rinciples 

and most successful interdiction techniques of the South Florida 

Task Force were to be utilized by the NNB!S regional centers 

across the country. 

NNBIS CREATED AS AN EXPANSION 
OF THE SOUTH FLORIDA TASK 
FORCE CONCEPT 

President Reagan announced the creation of NNBIS on 

March 23, 1983. The coordination and intelligence aspects of 

the South Florida Task Force evolved into a NNBIS regional 

center headquartered in Miami. On June 17th the Vice President 

announced the expanded geographic area to be covered by the 

Miami NNBIS Center and the creation of five additional regional 

centers in New Orleans, El Paso, Long Beach, Chicago, and New 

York. With the Vice President at its head, NNBIS was designed 

to (1) coorainate the work of those federal agencies with exist-

ing responsibilities and capabilities for interdiction of sea-

borne, airborne, and cross-border smuggling of narcotics; 

(2) monitor suspected smuggling activity ori~inating outside 

national borders and destined for the United States; and (3) 

coordinate agencies' seizure of contraband and arrests of per-

sons involved in illegal drug importation. The Vice President 

emphasized that a concerted effort would be made to extensively 

utilize military resources in the battle against drug smugglers. 
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NNBIS officials at both the headquarters and regional 

levels informed us that they are actively seeking the coopera

tion and participation of the military as well as federal, 

state, and local law enforcement agenci~s in the overall drug 

interdiction effort. They also told us, however, that they do 

not have a mission plan at either the headquarters or regional 

level, other than what was outlined in the President's and Vice 

President's announcements concerning the creation of NNBIS. 

without such a plan, it is impossible to assess the effectivl~

ness of NNBIS or the progress being made to./ard accomplishing 

its mission, especially since its role is evolving as time goes 

on. I would now like to describe NNBIS' orga~ization and 

staffing. 

Organization and staffing 

NNBIS consists of six regions with <:egional boundaries 

fixed at various locations along the u.s. border. (An appendix 

to this statement describes the boundaries of the regional 

centers.) Each region is headed by a regional coordinator from 

either Customs or Coast Guard, but the coordinators do not 

devote their full time to NNBIS activities. 'rhey continue with 

their responsibilities designated by the parent organization. 

For example, Rear Admiral William H. Stewart is the NNBIS 

regional coordinator for the Gulf Region headquartered in New 

Orleans. He is also the Commander of the Coast Guard's 8th 

District. Deputy coordinators in Miami and New Orleans also 

shared their time between NNBIS and their normal duties. El 

Paso has no deputy coordinator. 
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NNBIS ~'egions are staffed by permanently assigned personnel 

from Customs, Coast Guard, DEA, FBI, Army, Air Force, Marines, 

Navy, Immigration and Naturalization Service, Federal Aviation 

Administration, and the intelligence community. The New Orleans 

and El Paso offices also have staff assigned from state and 

local law ~nforcement agencies. The staff, be it federal, 

state, or local, remain a part of and are paid by the sponsoring 

agency. 

At the three regions we visited, 76 persons had been 

assigned as of March 1, 1984. Of these, 31 had been assigned to 

Miami, 25 to New Orleans, and 20 to El Paso. Staff was ini

tially detailed on a temporary basis until permanent staff could 

be assigned. 

Because NNBIS is not a separate and distinct agency, it has 

no budget, nor does it account for its costs. The up front 

costs for establishing the regions ~ere generally borne by the 

agency which had the lead. For example, we were told that 

$400,000 worth of equi?ment and facilities in New Orleans were 

paid for by Coast Guard. In 81 Paso, equipment and facilities 

costs are being borne by Customs. I might add that the 81 Paso 

operation has yet to locate its offices in a physically secure 

area. Obviously, this limits the center's capability for 

handling sensitive information. We were told that, hopefully, 

secure facilities will be acquired by June 1984. 
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Each NNBIS region we visited had an intelligence and an 

operations group. The intelligence group, known as the Intelli-

gence Information Coordination Center, receives information from 

a variety of sources indicating possible smuggling activities 

and passes it on to the operations group. The operations group, 

known as the Interdiction Operations Information Center, re-

ceives information from the intelligence group, Customs, DEA, 

Coast Guard, and others and passes the information on to those 

agencies with capabilities and resources for interdiction. The 

operations group also monitors the location and status of 

resources available within the region that could be called upon 

to assist in an interdiction effort. My next topic will center, 

on NNBIS' involvement in interdicting drugs smuggled by air-

craft. 

NNBIS participation in interdicting 
drugs smuggled by aircraft 

Mr. Chairman, as part of our work for this subcommittee we 

visited the Miami, New Orleans, and EI Paso NNBIS regional cen-

ters to determine the extent to which they were involved in air 

interdictions. Generally speaking, NNBIS regional centers are 

designed to coordinate the activities of those agencies that 

have drug interdiction resources and responsibilities. Actual 

seizure of drugs and the arrest of smugglers are the responsi-

bilities of DEA, Customs, and the Coast Guard. We do, however, 

have information on air interdictions along the southern border 

where NNBIS was involved. 
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Smuggling by aircraft presents a special problem to inter

dicting agencies because of the short time available to detect 

and intercept the aircraft. ~e found that from October 1982 

to February 9, 1984, the Southeast Region was involved in 129 

seizures. Four of these involved aircraft and the remaining 125 

involved vessels. Three of the four seizures took place prior 

to June 1983, when the NNBIS regions became operational. During 

the period June 1983 to February 9, 1984, the Gulf Region, 

headquartered in New Orleans, was involved in 22 seizures; 4 

involved aircraft and 18 involved vessels. The Southwest Border 

Region was involved in a total of three seizures. All of the 

seizures involved aircraft. In total, the three NNBIS offices 

participated in 154 seizures, of which 11 involved aircraft. 

During this period there were also other seizures in each 

region--both vessels and aircraft--that NNBIS was not involved 

in. We do not know precisely how many or why NNBIS was not 

involved. 

We examined the 11 seizures reported by the NNBIS regions 

involving aircraft to identify the source of information that 

led to the seizur~s and to de':.ermine NNBIS involvement. We 

found that the sources of the information for the seizures were 

as follows: 

--four from special operations involving radar, 

--two from transponders/beepers placed on suspect aircraft, 

--one from a confidential informant, 
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--two from cold hits, and 

--two from other sources which we cannot discuss in open 

hearings. 
/ 

It was difficult to determine what role NNBIS played in 

these seizures or whether the seizures would have been made 

without NNBIS involvement. NNBIS' records did not always show 

at what point NNBIS became aware of a seizure or the extent to 

which they coordinated the seizure. We were told, however, that 

in one seizure NNBIS was not involved until after the seizure 

had been made. We were told that NNBIS's involvement was to 

coordinate the transpor_tation of the seized drugs to a DEA 

facility. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the concept upon which NNBIS was 

founded--the coordtn~tion of drug interdiction efforts--is 

sound. On the basis of our limited survey work at three NNBIS 

regions, which centered around air interdiction at your request, 

"te found that NNBIS involvement has been limi ted. However, in 

all fairness, Mr. Chairman, NNBIS is still a young organization 

and we did not attempt to evaluate its overall performanco or 

effectiveness. 

This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. We 

would be pleased to respond to any questions. 
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APPENDIX APPENDIX 

BOUNDARIES OF NNBIS REGIONAL CENTERS 

Northeast Region 

Includes the boundary from Erie, Pennsylvania, around to 

the Delaware/Maryland border. 

Southeast Region 

Includes the boundary from the Delaware/Maryland border 

around the coast of Florida to Apalachicola on the Gulf Coast of 

Florida. 

Gulf Reaion 

Includes the boundary from Apalachicola, Florida, to 

Brownsville, Texas. 

Southwest Border Region 

Includes the boundary from Brownsville, Texas, to the 

Colorado River. 

Pacific Reaion 

Includes the boundary from the,Colorado River to the 

Canadian border and includes Alaska and Hawaii. 

Northern Border Reqion 

Includes the boundary from the state of Washington to Erie, 

Pennsylvania. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Jones, what was the description of the word, 
"involvement"? 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, involvement is used by NNBIS to 
mean one of the following things. I think I can tell you what they 
mean by involvement by describing a couple of situations in which 
they allege they were involved. 

One situation, we have already described-you had a hit made; a 
plane was seized; drugs were found; NNBIS then arranged for the 
transportation of the contraband to a secure facility. That is called 
an involvement. 

In another instance, it is claimed on June 18, 1983, with respect 
to a hit, if you will, that NNBIS coordinated the deployment of an 
AWACS craft. Again, this is after the fact. This is in the New Orle
ans region. There was a situation in which, on both June 18 and 
June 19, two planes were located, drugs were confiscated in both 
instances, and NNBIS claimed to us that they were responsible for 
the AWACS being located where they were located, and the chain 
of custody was that the AWACS identified a plane, let Customs 
have the information, and then it became a Customs issue, and in 
the end because A WACS was involved in this sense NNBIS claimed 
involvement. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Are these part of those 11 hits? 
Mr. JONES. Everything that I am talking about, Mr. Chairman

the whole data base, the whole basis for involvement-are these 11 
cases, these 11 instances. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The Vice President's NNBIS program-he made 
the announcement, I believe, on June 17, 1983. I guess we had two 
AWACS hits, I believe, which is the information that I have-

Mr. JONES. That is correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So, you have NNBIS the next day saying, "We are 

responsible for those hits because the Vice President announced it 
yesterday, and, therefore, we get credit for it today." 

Mr. JONES. Indeed, Mr. Chairman, the next day and the day after 
that-June 18 and June 19-and he announced it on June 17. 

Mr. ENGLISH. And there was another one on the E-2C's on the 
19th. 

If I remember correctly, with regard to the manner in which the 
Air Force and the Navy set those schedules up, the flights are 
scheduled several months in advance of when they actually take 
place. The scheduling is done. So, there is no way under those cir
cumstances that NNBIS could be responsible for that A WACS 
plane or the E-2C flying in that area making that kind of discov
ery. 

Mr. JONES. I think you are absolutely correct, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Also, then if Customs goes out and brings down an 

airplane and makes an arrest, and if NNBIS sends the car out 
there to pick up the guys who are arrested or if they go out there 
with a car to pick up the drugs to bring it in to DEA to be stored, 
then they get credit for that, too; is that correct? 

Mr. JONES. They said this is one of the instances in which they 
were involved, 1 of the 11 instances; that is correct. 

Mr. ENGLISH. As I understand it, too, they were claiming some 
NORAD involvement. We checked that out, and, as I understand it, 
that was used back in the 1970's. 
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Mr. JONES. I think that is right, Mr. Chairman. As a matter of 
fact, we have a little more detail on these things and you are cor-

. reet, of course. 
Mr. ENGLISH. If I could, let me run through the II. 
Mr. JONES. Please do. 
Mr. ENGLISH. We had the one NORAD case. NORAD has been 

involved since the 1970's, as I mentioned. 
We have two transponder hits. They are put on by either Cus

toms or DEA, and it is FAA that picks up those signals and then 
picks up the phone and gives a call, and they are claiming credit 
for those. 

There are two cold hits that were made by Customs. They were 
out on routine patrol. I am not sure exactly how they even-maybe 
that is where they went out and actually picked up the drugs or 
something 01" sent a car out. 

Then, as I understand it, the confidential informant hit occurred 
on December 28, 1982, which is about 6 months before the Vice 
President ever announced NNBIS, so they were claiming credit for 
that, as well. 

Is that pretty much thy· size of it? 
Mr. JONES. Yes, pretty much the size of it. 
Mr. BORKOVIC. Mr. Chairman, I might interject here that what 

we did was ask the regional centers to provide us specific informa
tion on those aircraft seizures in which they were involved. This is 
not our interpretation of involvement; it is what they gave us. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I recognize that. This is what they are claiming. 
Mr. BORKOVIC. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Further examination shows this is what it actually 

was and this is how they were actually involved. 
I believe my 10 minutes has just about expired. 
Mr. Coleman? 
Mr. COLEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I guess the question comes this way. As you have pointed out, it 

is a new agency. It is not even an agency; it is a new, we hope, 
system, one that I suggested may not be a system at all in terms of 
the Department of the Treasury. 

But I wanted to ask you whether or not your next scheduled look 
at this-is it a requirement from this committee or is that going to 
be in the nature of your normal review again of NNBIS? Will you 
be doing this again in the near future? 

Mr. JONES. What is the status, Joe [Litzelman]? 
Mr. LITZELMAN. That is something we have yet to discuss with 

the staff in terms of what our involvement is going to be. I think 
tentatively we have agreed to go out and take a further look at 
NNBIS. 

Mr. COLEMAN. I understand that there will be a letter forthcom
ing from Mr. English and Senator DeConcini in that regard. I 
think it is important. I understand the difficulty oftentimes with 
different agencies, also, the DEA, Customs, and Border Patrol, and 
all the others having problems internally. Of course, I am interest
ed in finding out whether or not you located, even in this initial 
look at the different NNBIS programs, any difficulty between our 
agencies in law enforcement in the field. 
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Mr. JONES. As I was hoping to make clear, of course, that was 
the specific charter, end we spent a lot of time looking at the air 
program. However, in terms of the ability to look at this as an 
agency, we think one of the problems that plagues us in terms of 
our ability to respond to the chairman's concerns and, of course, 
the committee's concerns is that when we talk about an entity and 
a mission, one of the first things we would like to have is, "Well, if 
we have a role to play, let's come up with some standards against 
which you can determine how well I am playing the role." 

If a standard of performance is to gain 1,000 yards a season or to 
score 30 points a game, that gives us something against which we 
can make an assessment. 

We don't have that here, Mr. Coleman. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Well, let me ask, why don't we? I guess that is the 

problem. Is there something that this committee can do to ensure 
that those who are working in NNBIS have an opportunity to pro
vide the necessary documentation, records of when they entered a 
case, what their actual activity was, and so on. I don't care about 
the claims. I can't stand numbers and pounds and dollar amounts. 
I think they are almost ludicrous, I have seen them so often. But I 
think what is more important is that in your type of investigation, 
isn't it possible for you to draft the kind of standards by which you 
could give to this committee-and we could subsequently, all of us, 
give to the taxpayers-a response about how they are doing and 
what they are doing and what it is that we need to do to ensure 
that they can bring up to snuff whatever operation we feel may be 
lacking in some areas. 

I guess that is basically my question. Can you make recommen
dations now that you have been to three of the different regional 
centers? I am wondering whether or not you would have some rec
ommendations about how you could better report these matters to 
us? 

Mr. JONES. First of all, having been to three means that we have 
been to 50 percent of them. 

I would also say that what we would generally do is to look at 
management weaknesses. We would look at the system as a whole 
and say, "These are the generalized things that you lack." It cer
tainly would be up to management, whatever management is in 
this sense because each of the coordinators and deputy coordina
tors, of course, one might say, serve two masters. They serve the 
master, the Customs regional people, of course, the Customs, and 
they also theoretically serve ilia Vice President. The Coast Guard 
people serve the Secretary of Transportation, and they serve the 
Vice President, so that has to be clarified. 

But, certainly, we would make generalized recommendations. In 
terms of specific recommendations as to what should be a standard, 
how it should be measured, and that is something that we tradi
tionally at GAO, hopefully, try to leave to the agencies because 
they are the people out there tasked with running the program. 

Mr. COLEMAN. As you pointed out, we have, maybe, two different 
games going, and we don't have the same basis for scoring. I think 
that is our problem. 

Mr. JONES. I think you are absolutely right. One of the things we 
have to have is that we have to have some common understanding 
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of what is expected of us, how do we go about doing it, what is the 
management structure that we should have in place to see to it 
that the things we should do are done. That is the problem. You 
just can't have people in each region thinking of doing their thing 
in different ways. Of course, this is all in my judgment. 

Mr. COLEMAN. I totally agree with that. I think it is also encum
bent on this committee or whoever is making the request. It seems 
to me that we ought to advise NNBIS as to what we are going to be 
looking for, the criteria. In other words, I want to use the same cri
teria for everyone. 

I really don't care if they are responding to Customs or the Coast 
Guard or who it is. It seems only appropriate to me that we advise 
them that this is what we are going to be looking for and we are 
going to ask GAO to come in and give us a report about how they 
are doing with respect to certain criteria. 

I think that is what we have got to do. Did you feel that you 
didn't have that criteria this time? Or was it because of the com
mittee's request that you were just looking at certain specifics? 

Mr. JONES. Certainly-we had discussed it with the staff in terms 
of our ongoing responsibility with the chairman and we have an
other report that he should be getting out shortly on the use of 
technical intelligence in south Florida. 

But we have not had a chance to date to develop the sort of back
ground information we would like to have before we come up and 
say, "These are the things we are coming up with." We will work 
with the agency and try to work with them to see-because they 
run these programs, as I said. 

We have not reached that point in the course of our work for the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Did the NNBIS directors and/or deputy directors 
seem to have a good sense of what their mission was when you did 
your investigation? 

Mr. JONES. I am going to say something. I wasn't there. I am 
going to invite my colleagues, not to correct me but to embellish 
what I say. 

I think in one instance we saw-and they can correct me on it; I 
believe it was the EI Paso region-the coordinator making a very 
conscious effort in an affIrmative way to reach out to the enforce
ment community at the State and local level. His thesis, as I recall, 
is that the more people you get involved in drug law enforcement 
from the State and local level and people providing intelligence, 
the more they are aware of what NNBIS is and that it is there, the 
better you make the capability of performing the ultimate function 
of interdiction of drugs that are attempting to enter the country. 

That was, as I believe I remember, a high priority, but there are 
other indications, of course, that the role of NNBIS is to serve as 
an intelligence conduit, an intelligence translucer. Information is 
provided to NNBIS from somewhere, from intelligence sources out 
there. We are talking specifically outside of the continental United 
States. 

Then NNBIS is to do something with that intelligence. NNBIS is 
to see that that information gets to that interdiction agency that is 
most ready to respond to the particular situation that exists at the 
time the intelligence is provided. 
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I can only say-and this is certainly not a rap on what they have 
not done-that looking at the 11 cases, I see no astounding evi
dence that this aspect of their mission has yet been met. So, you 
have people doing things, but what you lack at this point, in my 
jUdgment-and it is my judgment at this point, not a GAO judg
ment because that will be when we issue your report-is the clear 
understanding-and I hate to say this-of what the public policy 
statement shaJr:es down to. 

The Vice President made a nice statement of public policy when 
he talked about NNBIS being developed to coordinate. That was a 
public policy statement. 

How you get down to the day-to-day rules of play so that every
body understands how the game is to be played and what the rules 
are and where the field is, is what we need. I don't think we have a 
clear and uniform understanding of that yet. And, maybe we 
shouldn't have it yet. I am not prepared to say. But it is not there 
today. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Jones. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Jones, did all that answer mean that you did 

not frnd that they had a clear understanding of what their mission 
was and what each individual's role was in fulfilling that mission? 

Mr. JONES. It means that there is not a clear understanding of 
what the mission is. You are correct, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for 
reminding me to stop talking so much. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Lewis? 
Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Jones, on the last page of your testimony, you mention that 

"NNBIS records did not always show at what point NNBIS became 
aware of a seizure or the extent to which they coordinated the sei
zure." 

Mr. JONES. That is correct. 
Mr. LEWIS. That sounds similar to a statement made about the 

EI Paso Intelligence Center in GAO's report in June 1983. 
Mr. JONES. Correct. 
Mr. LEWIS. There, GAO said, "Data was not available that 

showed whether EPIC was actually used to assist in interdictions." 
Does NNBIS need to improve its recordkeeping and, if so, what 

suggestions would GAO make? 
Mr. JONES. I think it is clear that NNBIS needs to improve its 

recordkeeping. I think what you have to have, as we pointed out in 
our June report and as we pointed out today, there is in 1 of these 
11 accomplishments, there is one instance in which NNBIS claims 
a plane was seized and EPIC has no indication that a plane was 
seized. We do know, in fact, that if a plane was seized, it was subse
quently involved in surveilled activity, postseizure, so there has to 
be strong gul.dance and direction given to all components of the 
interdiction system, the intelligence process also, to share the infor
mation they have in as expeditious a manner as possible. 

You don't need to have NNBIS having a hit and EPIC not having 
it and, on the contrary, EPIC shouldn't have things, necessarily, 
that are of value to NNBIS that NNBIS needs and doesn't have. 

Mr. LEWIS. Has GAO met with NNBIS and brought these points 
out and tried to improve the system? 
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Mr. BORKOVIC. No, sir; we haven't. We have not met with NNBIS 
to discuss our observations. We will do that eventually after we 
fInish with the committee's needs here. 

Mr. LEWIS. What is that? 
Mr. BORKOVIC. After we fInish meeting the subcommittee's needs. 
Mr. LEWIS. It looks like there are about 5 years which have gone 

by that you could have met with them to do this. 
Mr. JONES. Let me embellish that. Right now, we are in the proc

ess of looking at the use of intelligence. The subcommittee came in 
and asked us to help them in their deliberations here. In a very 
short time we went down to NNBIS and did a lot of work. As you 
have heard this morning, Mr. Lewis, we are going to go back and 
we are going to do the professional job that we have done, and at 
that point we will have closeouts; we will give NNBIS the informa
tion; we will take the information through the respective parent 
agencies. 

At this point a good bit of what we are talking about is real time. 
As I said earlier, in terms of the number of hits, my testimony had 
one. We called down to EI Paso yesterday to get even more current 
information, and a search of the fIles was made in more detail than 
was made when we were physically down there, and this other evi
dence was uncovered. 'rhat is the fluid situation we are working in. 

Mr. LEWIS. I see. 
You stated that NNBIS does not have a mission plan other than 

what was outlined by the President's and the Vice President's an
nouncements concerning the creation of NNBIS. 

What elements do you feel should be provided in such a mission 
statement? 

Mr. JONES. I think, as we said, we need to have a statement of 
standards, a statement of goals, a statement of objectives that are 
needed to reach the goals. 

You would want to see some sort of budget support and the abili
ty to provide budget answers to allow GAO or the Congress or Cab
inet agencies involved to fInd out exactly what costs are without 
people having to go in and do a lot of detailed digging. Right now, 
personnel costs are borne by the agencies involved. I can tell you, 
for example, that we were told that x number of people from Cus
toms are assigned to the New Orleans offIce, but if you asked me 
today, "What is the dollar amount, Mr. Jones?" I would have to 
have the troops go back at the grade levels and the step levels to 
fInd out the benefIt level and compute. These things don't come out 
as line items because, in a sense, NNBIS, from an organizational 
point of view and budgetwise, doesn't exist. 

I might say that someone-a staffer from the other side-called 
me 2 weeks ago and said, "Do you folks have any information on 
line items for NNBIS?" I said, "It doesn't exist as a line item." 

When we talk about agencies and missions, these are the sort of 
management things that you need in place to begin to talk about 
what they should do. 

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I may have some questions that I would like answered in writing. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you, Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. Shaw? 
Mr. SHAw. Mr. Chairmar., I have no questions. 

43-045 0-85--5 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Jones, the Vice President when he announced 
NNBIS said that they would utilize the general principles and the 
most successful interdiction techniques of the South Florida Task 
Force. . 

You have testified that this translated into coordination and in
telligence aspects of the task force. 

Wasn't a crucial factor of the South Florida Task Force the in
creased manpower sent to south Florida and throughout the coun
try? 

Mr. JONES. I think that is absolutely correct. It was the numbers 
of men and the array, the different arrays of talent. You had inves
tigators; you had judges; you had prosecutors; and you had, even 
within the investigators, you had investigators with various skills, 
financial investigatory skills, firearms investigatory skills, tax in
vestigatory skills, all of these people being brought together in 
numbers. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ENGLISH. These techniques have not been duplicated any
place else? 

Mr. JONES. That is correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So, regardless of what the Vice President said the 

objective of NNBIS is, none of this has been put into effect? 
Mr. JONES. I think it is clear that NNBIS is not the replication of 

the South Florida Task Force concept as a whole. 
Mr. ENGLISH. In the South Florida Task Force there also seemed 

to be a chain of command with actual participation responsibilities 
by the members of the task force. 

Is that evident in NNBIS in any way? 
Mr. JONES. No, Mr. Chairman, it is not. 
Maybe one of the staff wishes to elaborate for you. 
Mr. LITZELMAN. Well, down in south Florida, obviously, they had 

a lot more agencies involved and it ran the whole gamut of the 
system from investigation through to and including incarceration. 

All of those people were participating in the South Florida Task 
Force. NNBIS does not have all those agencies, and, as a conse
quence, they do not have those organizations involved in the chain~ 
of command. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But if I remember correctly in terms of what the 
Vice President said, all those agencies are involved; in fact, more. 

Mr. LITZELMAN. All of those agencies are probably involved at 
the national level but not at the level where they go after the drug 
smugglers. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It is my understanding that at the regional NNBIS 
centers there are assigned such people as DEA representatives, FBI 
representatives; we even have the intelligence agencies, which 
were certainly never a part of the South Florida Task Force. We 
have got all these people assigned out here. 

You didn't fmd those folks there when you visited? 
Mr. LITZELMAN. Oh, yes; they were defmitely there, but I think 

the focus in NNBIS is purely interdiction, and in the South Florida 
Task Force it covered the whole gamut of law enforcement. They 
had the judges and prosecutors and everyone else involved. This is 
purely the interdiction effort. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But that raises the question: What were these folks. 
doing, if they were not there carrying out some kind of function? 
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What did you find them doing? What did you find the DEA guy, for 
instance, doing? What was he doing there in the NNBIS centers 
that you were looking at? 

Mr. LITZELMAN. Well, if we are going to get into specifics at the 
locations, I would rather defer to one of the gentleman on the right 
side of the table. 

Mr. JONES. Why don't we have Mr. Dighton answer you, Mr. 
Chairman. He was--

Mr. ENGLISH. Just a minute. So, you didn't go to one of th~ cen-
ters; is that right? . 

Mr. LITZELMAN. I visited, yes. I visited two of the centers, but I 
didn't spend the time that these other gentlemen did. 

Mr. ENGLISH. All right. So, you are not sure what they were 
doing, then. 

Does one of you gentlemen know what they were dotlig? 
Mr. DIGHTON. Yes, Mr. Chairman. It would be hard to define 

from the standpoint that our effort for the subcommittee here was 
in regard to tactical intelligence. 

We looked at various pieces of information which can't be made 
public here, but there is information coming from, let's say, DEA 
in terms of background or organization and this type of thing. 
There is also information coming from the FBI with regard to in
formants and this type of thing. 

We did not specifically review or look at a day-to-day operation 
as to what those agents were doing. We looked at some information 
that was available--

Mr. ENGLISH. For instance, was the DEA agent providing tactical 
intelligence? 

Mr. DIGHTON. Not to my knowledge while I was there, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, is that not one of his-isn't that the prime 

responsibility of the Drug Enforcement Administration at 
NNBIS-to provide tactical intelligence? Mter all, the Customs 
Service can't go outside the borders of the United States. I thought 
that was exactly where it was supposed to originate. It is supposed 
to be coordinated through the NNBIS centers. 

Mr. DIGHTON. We are aware of one of our cases that involved tac
tical intelligence from DEA. To my knowledge of the aircraft sei
zure that we looked at, that was true. We cannot say that, from the 
information we looked at, for the other sources. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is that 1 of the 11 that we were talking about? 
Mr. DIGHTON. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Which 1 of those 11 was that? It certainly wasn't 

the AWACS-was that the confidential informant hit? 
Mr. DIGHTON. No, sir; that was one of the ones on--
Mr. ENGLISH. One of the ones that we can't talk about deals? 
Mr. :GIGHTON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. 
Mr. DIGHTON. We will be happy to provide further information 

for the subcommittee staff. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Is that not a Customs-Coast Guard resource? 
Mr. DIGHTON. There are operations there that did involve Cus

toms and Coast Guard resources. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. But I am talking about the one that you were iden
tifying as one that we can't talk about. Was that not a Customs
Coast Guard resource? And DEA? 

Mr. DIGHTON. They were also involved in one of those operations, 
yes, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, you were there; you were looking at the 
NNBIS center which was supposed to have all these folks plugged 
in and providing all of this assistance. 

It says: "Coordinating agency brings together" all these different 
pieces of information and all these different resources that we have 
on the Federal level as well as State and local. The prime responsi
bility for providing that type of tactical information which occurs 
from outside the borders of the United States comes from DEA. 

I guess what I am asking you is: Did you observe that the DEA, 
through that agent, was providing that information? 

You told me that you have one instance; is that right? 
Mr. DIGHTON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So, that's all. Mter that-did you see the guy 

around the shop at all? 
Mr. DIGHTON. Yes, sir. We did observe at the locations that we 

visited and were introduced to some of the agents who were work
ing in operations and the intelligence units. 

Now, we did not inquire as to specifically what they were doing 
or what their function was that they were doing on a day-to-day 
basis. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You saw them there more than just the day you 
were introduced to them? 

Mr. DIGHTON. Yes, they were there, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Also, you mentioned, I believe, Mr. Jones, in re

sponse to the questions that were asked by Mr. Coleman, that 
there didn't seem to be a mission statement; no mission statement. 
There seemed to be a serious question as to whether these folks 
knew specifically what they were supposed to be doing. 

Can you tell me how the Congress or the general public or even 
NNBIS itself will be able to ever evaluate how well they are doing? 
Is there any wa.y that they can be judged, the way it stands now, 
absent such a statement, absent such a mission? 

Mr. JONES. If you were to ask us to go in and in our professional 
best way of doing an evaluation of NNBIS' effectiveness, we would 
have to get together and get some agreed-upon standards for meas
urement because there are none today. We could propose some, but 
they might take exception. . 

The bottom line is their justification for existence to date has 
been these 11 aircraft seizures in the air interdiction mode. Again, 
in the air interdiction mode, their claim to fame is these 11 cases. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Yes, but, with regard to that, there is nothing 
there-what we are claiming is somebody else's work. I would 
assume that the same sort of thing is taking place with regard to 
the arrests they have made with regard to the surface mode. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I think your point is absolutely well 
taken. One of the first things we have to do is the responsibility to 
coordinate. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But as it stands now, we can't jUdge-we don't 
have anything more to judge by than just those 11, and there isn't 
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anything to the 11. If a person was going to be cynical about this 
whole thing, he would just have to say that NNBIS hasn't accom
plished anything. 

Mr. JONES. For the air interdiction responsibility, that is correct 
because those are the data we have. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Coleman. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I guess the problem I am still having with this part of the testi

mony is that I dOl 't think that we are discussing something that 
they could have gh m you that would have shown what work they 
are doing. From everything I have heard from this testimony, I 
don't think we have really disected any problems in the sense that 
we didn't go out there and get hold of a problem. We didn't go out 
there and get hold of any group that had put in a lot of effort in an 
interdiction, an air interdiction mode, so there wasn't much to do 
in terms of what your investigation turned up; was there? 

Mr. JONES. I guess, Mr. Coleman, I would answer it this way. I 
would have to assume, as we all do, that there is still-there is con
traband crossing the border in the air. There are surreptious 
flights being made. I would have to say that I believe that. I believe 
it sincerely. 

And I have to say that if along the southern border, in Miami, in 
New Orleans, and in EI Paso, you have an organization that is 
charged with coordinating the interdiction of these aircraft-to 
detect them, to coordinate the detection and pursuit, and the ulti
mate arrest and seizure. 

If I have to say that this is what they are to do and at least for 
what I heard earlier this morning from people who probably know 
more than me that 56 percent of the stuff coming in is cocaine and 
it is coming by air and if this is all we have to show for it, then I 
have to say that we have to do a little more looking. 

Mr. COLEMAN. OK. Let me ask this question. You may also have 
heard the testimony this morning from the Under Secretary of the 
Treasury who suggested that detect.ion was not, indeed, going to be 
a part of the mission of Customs. I guess when we write you the 
next letter and ask-will we get some ground rules and make a de
termination about whether that is even a part and parcel of what 
Customs ought to be doing and what NNBIS ought to be doing? 

Evidently the Treasury Department doesn't think so. I happen to 
think that others would disagree. 

But, also, we have talked about assistance from the Department 
of Defense. You reported to the committee before on, I think, that 
very issue. 

Mr. JONES. Yes, we did. 
Mr. COLEMAN. I am just suggesting that at this juncture, the 

GAO report doesn't mean all that much to me, simply because you 
didn't have a large number of cases with which to deal. You didn't 
have but a couple of regional areas that had even been existence 
very long in terms of your investigation, so this may have been pre
mature in terms of this report. 

That is the only thing I would like to comment on. I would hate 
to condemn NNBIS or those working in NNBIS and suggest that 
this is all they can do and so where do we go from here? I would 
rather hope that we could get a longer period of time with what 
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has got to be called an agency or semiagency in its infancy that we 
look at in the future. 

We need to do this with criteria so that we can all understand it. 
When I say ilwe," I mean every agent in every law enforcement 
sector in the country can understand it, and those who are work
ing-be it local or State or Federal agent-in NNBIS or for NNBIS 
can understand it. Everybody would then understand the criteria 
which we are using and even those of us in Congress could. 

Mr. JONES. We provided the subcommittee with our observations. 
In no way am I purporting that this submitted testimony in any 
way could substitute for a GAO report or a detailed analysis in 
which we would have the unacceptably long time that we usually 
take to do these things. 

Mr. COLEMAN. I understand and I appreciate your testimony 
from that perspective. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. LEWIS. No questions, Mr. Chairman . 

. Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Shaw. 
Mr. SHAw. Looking back on the question of using the South Flor

ida Task Force as a model for NNBIS, I think it is necessary to go 
back for a moment and look into the very history of what was ac
complished. 

During this period of time and in this area, this was the first 
time that the military actually got involved with the passage of the 
posse comitatus law by the last Congress, which was, I think, of 
revolutionary importance and has a potential that we still haven't 
realized. 

Would you like to comment on that as to what effect you have 
seen in the NNBIS as well as the South Florida Task Force with 
regard to the use of the military? 

Mr. JONES. Joe Litzelman will respond to that because he over
saw the development of our interdiction report in which this was 
developed. 

Mr. LITZELMAN. I would say that there is no comparison between 
the situation that existed at the time we did our review that result
ed in our report of last summer and the situation that exists now. 
The military is involved at all levels, well beyond their involve
ment prior to that time. 

Prior to the time of the passage of the Posse Comitatus Act 
amendment, there was very little involvement. It was on an ad hoc 
basis, and oftentimes dependent upon the availability and attitude 
of the local commanders as to whether or not they would assist at 
all in the law enforcement effort. 

I think that now NNBIS at headquarters has done an excellent 
job in gaining the cooperation of the military at the highest levels 
and the local NNBIS offices have done a lot to gain the cooperation 
of the military commanders in their regions. As a result, the par
ticipation has been at a very high level at this point in time. They 
have a lot of ears out there listening now that they didn't have 
before. They have a lot of equipment on loan from the military 
that they didn't have before. 

So, the situation is muer . 'lproved. 
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Mr. SHAW. We are trying at this early stage to look at the devel
opment of this type of program, and I take it then that we should 
not assume that by your testimony that you are in any way con
demning the program that has been set up or in any way trying to 
pass final judgment as far as the process is concerned and the dis
tance that we have come. 

It would appear to me that we are still in a very infant stage. 
Also, I think we should look closely at some figures for other 

types of interdiction, other than just air interdiction, which I notice 
is not part of your testimony, so there is no way we can take your 
testimony as an overall evaluation of NNBIS. Is that correct? 

Mr. JONES. Yes, that is correct. One of the things that is very 
clear-and nor was it intended-absent some standards against 
which to assess performance, I have given you anecdotal evidence 
of things that are going on, and I have hoped to stay away from an 
overall assessment. As a matter of fact, I think in my closing com
ments I pointed out that it is still in its infancy, but I have de
scribed very accurately a situation that exists, and I think the con
cern for a future assessment one has to get some common under
standing agreeable to all players-"What are you measuring us 
against; what is it we are supposed to do?" -so that everybody 
knows in a clear way what is going on. 

That is what we are driving at. 
Mr. SHAW. Thank you, and thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGIJSH. Thank you, Mr. Shaw. 
I might say that Mr. Kindness, who is unable to be here because 

he is tied up on the floor of the House, would like to submit some 
questions to the gentlemen from the GAO. 

Without objection, those will be made a part of the record along 
with the responses. 

[Submissions to Mr. Kindness' questions:] 
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ANSWERS TO QUESlrIONS FROM 
CONGRESSMAN THOMAS N. KINDNESS 

RANKING MINORITY MEMBER 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, 

JUSTICE AND AGRICULTURE 

Question 1: Mr. Jones, I'd like to review the conclusion of your 
statement. Is my understanding correct that GAO did not attempt 
to evaluate the overall performance of NNBIS? 

~: GAO has not specifically reviewed the operations or 
effectiveness of NNBIS, however, we visited NNBIS regional 
centers in Miami, New Orleans, and El Paso and have met several 
times with headquarters officials. I might add that we have been 
told that Chairman English and Senator DeConcini will be request
ing us to perform a comprehensive review of NNBIS in the near 
future. 

Question 2: On the last page of your testimony, you mention that 
"NNBIS records did not always show at what point NNBIS became 
aware of a seizure or the extent to which they coordinated the 
seizure." That sounds similar to a statement made about the El 
Paso Intelligence Center in GAO's June, 1983, report. There GAO 
said data was not available that showed whether EPIC was actually 
used to assist in i.nterdictions which GAO reviewed. Does NNBIS 
need to improve its record keeping and, if so, what suggestions 
would GAO make? 

Answer: We think NNBIS needs to improve its recordkeeping. 
We could not always determine, at the three NNBIS regions we 
visited, at what point NNBIS became aware of seizures, what role 
NNBIS played, or whether the seizures could have been made with
out NNBIS involvement. We believe that NNBIS should more clearly 
document its involvement in specific seizures. 

Question 3: I'd like to ask a couple of questions about intelli
gence. 

A. How does GAO define "tactical intelligence"? 

Answer: GAO defines tactical intelligence for drug inter
dicti~information that provides the identification of speci
fic drug traffickers and their method of operation. This is dis
tinguished from strategic intelligence which provides a situation 
overview and information on the magnitude of the problem. 

B. Is that definition the same one that is utilized by the 
Intelligence Community and the Federal Law Enforcement agencies. 

Answer: Agency officials' definitions vary, but there 
appears to be consensus that tactical intelligence is obtained 
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through a variety of sources, e.g., visual sightings, radar 
sightings, confidential informants, transponders, beepers, etc. 
Successful interdiction frequently results from reliance on more 
than one source 0r piece of tactical intelligence. 

C. In GAO's June 1983, report, it stated that "direct tactical 
intelligence support is provided to participating agencies by 
EPIC". Was the definition of tactical intelligence on which that 
statement was based the same one you jUBt stated? 

Answer: Yes. Information that comes from EPIC that relates 
to specific drug traffickers and their time and place for entry 
into the United States would be tactical intelligence. However, 
EPIC also can and does provide intelligence information of a 
strategic nature to the various interdiction agencies. 

D. Has GAO conducted any studies of the resources and effort 
required to develop tactical intelligence and the obstacles to 
its collection? 

Answer: GAO has conducted a survey of the availability and 
use of tactical intelligence for air interdiction" Customs offi
cials told us during our survey that v~ry few air interdictions 
result from tactical intelligence. They told us that tactical 
intelligence for air interdiction needs to be generated overseas 
and that DEA has the prime responsibility for providing such 
intelligence. DEA officials told us that tactical intelligence 
for air interdiction is difficult to obtain and that efforts to 
obtain such intelligence does not have a high priority. 

Question 4: Some complaints were made in the past thal, because 
the Customs Service did not have,the authority to conduct follow
up investigations of the mules they apprehend, significant 
amounts of valuable information was being lost. I understand 
that GAO reviewed those claims which came out of the work of the 
South Florida Task Force. Are you in a position to comment on 
that? Is a report going to be issued? 

Answer: We have evaluated the claims made by the Treasury 
Department about the intelligence benefits of the followup inves
tigations by the Florida Joint Task Group. The report on our 
findings should be issued shortly to the sUbcommittee. 

Question 5: You stated that NNBIS does not have a mission plan 
other than what was outlined in the President's and Vice Presi
dent's announcements concerning the creation of NNBIS. What ele
ments do you feel s~ould be provided in such a mission statement? 

Answer: A missiOn statement should clearly define the 
objectives of the organization and explain precisely how those 
objectives will be pursued. It should set priorities and provide 
a means for evaluating performance in relation to the objectives. 
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Question 6: You also stated that NNBIS has no budget nor does it 
account for its costs. Aren't the participating agencies, 
including the Vice President's office, accounting for their con
tributions to NNBIS in their own budgets? If NNBIS were to have 
a budget, where should it be located? 

Answer: NNBIS has no budget as such. The up front costs 
for establishing the regions were generally borne by the agency 
which had the lead. Operating costs are paid for by the partici
pating agencies and are including in those agencies' budgets, but 
not separately identifed as such. 

I am not advocating that NNBIS have a separate budget. How
ever, entities such as NNBIS and the South Florida Task Force 
should be held accountable for the costs that they incure so that 
informed judgements can be made as to whether the funds spent 
were worthwhile. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Jones, the Vice President's announcement on 
the creation of NNBIS referred to three groups in each of the re
gional centers: intelligence operations, air operations, and radar. 
You referred to two of these groups in your testimony-intelligence 
and operations. You did not mention the third group-air oper
ations radar. What is your understanding of the air operations 
radar group? And why did you not provide any information on 
that? 

Mr. JONES. I think I am correct in saying that it didn't really get 
off the ground in terms of full implementation. 

At this point I will shove this over to one of my colleagues who 
will give you a little more detail. 

Mr. LITZELMAN. Initially they envisioned setting up that type of 
an organization in all but the Chicago region, and apparently. as 
things developed and evolved they decided that the interdiction 
agencies, and Customs in particular, are the proper place for 
having that kind of a coordination unit. 

In the testimony this morning they talked about the ROCC sites. 
Once they are fully implemented, I think that that will constitute 
what was originally envisioned as that third group at NNBIS. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I suppose then that my next question is this. Did 
you observe any of the operations group at work at the three loca
tions that you visited? I suppose you did not because apparently 
nothing was going on; is that right? 

Mr. LITZELMAN. Well, the ROCC sites themselves are not oper
ational, I guess, at least to the full extent, but the C-3 in M!ami, as 
was characterized this morning, is a mini-ROCC site, so Customs is 
able to .coordinate at that point using the radar and NORAD and 
its own Fat Albert--

Mr. ENGLISH. Did you observe any intelligence groups in action? 
Mr. LITZELMAN. I guess it is very difficult to observe an intelli

gence group in action. We know that they pass information back 
and forth, but it is very difficult to decide its value unless it results 
in a specific seizure. I guess in looking at the 11 seizures at the 
three locations we visited it is not obvious in those seizures. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You did look at it, though; is that correct? You did 
look at intelligence operations? 

Mr. LITZELMAN. We looked behind each seizure to see the source 
of the information and the roles of those involved in the seizures to 
the extent that we could determine it. 

The NNBIS offices didn't keep very good records on those sei
zures, 50 we went to EPIC and we the information that EPIC main
tained on each one of those seizures also to try to layout the story 
of the seizures. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But you have all these people who are supposedly 
involved in intelligence at the NNBIS centers. DEA is there. We 
have the Department of Defense which supposedly has some intelli
gence folks. We have some people, supposedly, from the intelli
gence community. We have all this intelligence expertise, if you 
will, that supposedly is represented at each of these centers. 

To your knowledge, did you find that these people were meeting 
together and working together and obtaining and receivi..ng infor
mation and passing information on? Were they busy going after it, 
or did you find anything at all? 
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Mr. LITZELMAN. I guess we know of a number of specific in
stances in which they received and disseminated information, but 
in terms of how much time it occupies of their day, I can't respond 
to that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. They received and sent on intelligence? 
Mr. LITZELMAN. I would say that the representatives from the 

different agencies, like FBI and DEA, for example, would be re
sponsible for the receipt of intelligence information from those 
agencies and passing it along to the operations group within 
NNBIS. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You did, in fact, see that happening? 
Mr. DIGHTON. Sir, I was at the locations, and I observed both the 

intelligence group and the operations group and in both instances 
in the operations group and in the intelligence group, as in many 
operations that are 24-hour operations-and the operations group 
is a 24-hour operation-they will have some time that they may 
not be as active as other times. 

I even observed in the weekend activity in the Miami center that 
they were, as I say, busy at times and at other times they were not 
as busy. 

As for the intelligence group, the files we looked at from the in
formation passed from the intelligence group to the operations 
group, there is information available showing information being 
passed. . 

Specifically at the time we were there, we didn't look to see and 
didn't ask any particular agent what he was providing to the intel
ligence operation on that particular day. 

We did observe the phone calls being made in response, that is, 
and the receiving of phone calls. We looked at some information in 
the operations group files that indicated sources of information 
that may lead to interdictions and were told, for example, an in
stance in Miami just previous to our arrival that they had received 
information, the operations center had received information from 
the intelligence group that led to a large cocaine drug seizure. This 
was a vessel seizure, by the way. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Jones, would it be correct to say that whatever 
success that NNBIS may have enjoyed is strictly on an individual 
basis? It has been individuals' initiatives? 

You mentioned the individual down at EI Paso who was focusing 
his attention on trying to coordinate and work with State and law 
enforcement. We have the case down in Miami with regard-evi
dently you have some inteUigence people down there who are gen
erating some activity. 

The thing that I am fmding as I listen to your testimony is the 
lack of consistency throughout the system. We don't have proce
dures that are being followed. We don't have goals that are being 
commonly sought. We don't have a general direction that is being 
focused so they are working in unison. It depends on what the local 
guy wants to take on and what he wants to do. 

Is that an unfair statement? 
Mr. JONES. I don't think it is unfair, Mr. Chairman, because, 

after all, you have the coordinator and the deputy coordinator who, 
as I said earlier, serve two masters. You have a person who is there 
who is a regional commissioner of Customs, and he has the full 
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spectrum of his duties and responsibilities as that regional commis
sioner of Customs. 

You have him also serving as the coordinator of the NNBIS 
center. I have not-unless my staff has-seen a position description 
defining the duties and expectations of a coordinator. 

In terms of defining the role of a coordinator now, that wouldn't 
hurt; I don't think. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It might help. 
Mr. JONES. I know what I am supposed to do. I get paid for it. It 

is pretty clear what I am supposed to do. The Associate Director of 
GAO has a well-defined role and some responsibilities. 

Mr. ENGLISH. There is no question in your mind, and if there is a 
question you know where to go to find out? 

Mr. JONES. My boss will let me know if I don't do it right, with 
no difficulty whatsoever, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is it even written out for you? 
Mr. JONES. It is written out, also. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Coleman. 
Mr. COLEMAN. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. LEWIS. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. MacKay. 
Mr. MACKAy. Well, I am sorry that I missed this. I was anxious 

just to get an overview whether GAO, which has been following 
this drug interdiction effort for a number of years, whether you 
think that the progress is being made in the coordination effort. 

My question may be duplicative. It may already have been asked. 
Mr. JONES. As we have said earlier, if you look at the tremen

dous progress made in south Florida, it is quite clear that things 
are better today there than they were before. It is clear that there 
are lessons there that can be translated elsewhere to similar situa
tions. 

What we have is a new situation. NNBIS is not a replication. 
NNBIS is not the south Florida concept taken verse by verse and 
placed in New Orleans or Chicago or anywhere else because, as we 
pointed out, in south Florida you had everything. You had investi
gators; you had prosecutors; you had judges. They even invented 
cell space to put the bad guys away. And you had the military as
sistance. It is what can be done. 

Portions of it have gone into NNBIS. I think one has to find out 
whether it works. 

I might add this. This is going a bit off, but the task force con
cept, gentlemen, 10 or 15 years ago, I believe, there were task 
forces to arrest the involvement of narcotics problems on the street 
level. It came and it went. It has been modified and probably is 
better now. We have to assess that next year, but there is very 
little new, in my private judgment, necessarily coming down the 
pike with the exception of the military's involvement and having 
the Vice President and someone at that level who can cut through 
a lot of problems to say, "Let's get together and let's stop fighting." 

Mr. MACKAy. So, you are basically saying that they had a pilot 
project in south Florida which showed a great deal of promise, but 
then as they started the NNBIS effort, it doesn't seem that they 
tried to replicate what happened in south Florida? 
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Mr. JONES. I think they took something that they felt worked in 
south Florida and a portion of the South Florida Task Force con
cept-the interdiction portion and the intelligence portion-and 
tried to put it in different places. For all the reasons we have 
talked about, we have to see something. It may work beautifully 6 
months or a year from now. I can only talk about what is happen
ing up until today and in the short time we were down there. 

Mr. MACKAy. As I understood your report, at this point it is not 
coming together? 

Mr. JONES. Yes; in the prepared testimony we looked at the prob
lem with air interdiction. That is the problem we worked, concen
trated on. 

Mr. MACKAy. Mr. Chairman, when we were in south Florida, we 
were exploring whether the task forces that were being put togeth
er in other areas were the same concept as the South Florida Task 
Force, and it seemed they were substituting auditors and investiga
tors more in the white-collar crime area at the expense of the 
interdiction. 

Do you see a change in emphasis, is what I am asking? 
Mr. JONES. I get confused sometimes, but you are talking about, 

obviously, the National Narcotics Border Interdiction System
NNBIS. 

Now you have the President's Organized Crime Drug Enforce
ment Task Forces-the 12 task forces-which are primarily made 
up of additional prosecutorial talent but primarily special agents 
with various skills who are around to concentrate-in addition to 
organized crime strike forces that have been around concentrating 
on traditional organized crime figures. 

You have got all of these elements sort of working together-or 
at least they are working-and the 12 strike forces are not the to
tality of the south Florida concept because they are in there dis
rupting trafficking networks that are run by, for, and through or
ganized families. 

We have talked about NNBIS. South Florida was the whole 
thing, cradle to grave, although a good bit of it was concentrating 
on interdiction, but that is where the whole might of the Federal 
Government-with support of State and locals-came in. 

I don't think that has been replicated yet in terms of the 12 orga
nized crime strike forces. 

Mr. MAcKAy. That is almost the way I saw it, and I wanted to 
try to get a feel for whether I am looking at it wrong or not. It 
seems to me they took part of the south Florida experience and it 
went into the 12 task forces, and they took another part and it 
went into NNBIS and the whole purpose of the south Florida thing 
was to see whether you could coordinate the whole thing and get 
better results. 

It seems to have shown that. And following immediately on the 
path of that, we went in the opposite direction on coordination. 

Mr. JONES. God knows that I don't speak for the administration. 
That is just not our role. But I think the concept behind the 12 or
ganized crime strike forces was not so much interdiction oriented, 
but it was to get in and identify, disrupt, and bring to bear some 
fairly decent laws with respect to seizures and forfeitures and get 
the assets of the bad guys and get the right bad guys. 



137 

That is what they are about. 
It is relatively new. That is one of the first things I intend to do, 

if we are asked to do it, but early on into the next fiscal year I 
intend again to have our people go out to assess what the organized 
crime strike forces have been doing. 

Mr. MACKAy. I would be very interested in that, and I would be 
interested also in your comment on this question: Is it logical to 
assume or is it appropriate to assume that if the street price of 
drugs have been cut, let's say, to one-fourth of what it was 18 
months ago that you could assume that the program is not only not 
more effective but perhaps less effective? 

Mr. JONES. I certainly will agree with you on that. 
I won't say that it has something to do with market mechanisms. 

The commonsense observation, from my perspective, is that if price 
is going down and if purity is remaining relatively stable, that is 
certainly indicative of increased supply or certainly no diminution 
of supply. 

I think it is going to be interesting to see what happens with that 
13.5 tons or 12 tons, whatever the case is, of cocaine. Let's see what 
impact that has on price and purity sometime down the time tube 
in the next couple or 3 months. I think that will be an interesting 
observation to be made to see, and that might give you a measure 
of just what dent that made in the market situation. 

Mr. MACKAY. What real interdiction might be. 
Mr. JONES. That is a lot of cocaine. 
Mr. MACKAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Jones. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you, Mr. MacKay. 
Are there further questions? 
If not, we thank you very much, Mr. Jones. 
Our next witness will be Capt. L.N. Schowengerdt, Jr., Staff Di

rector, National Narcotics Border Interdiction System. 
Captain, we appreciate your coming up today. We would appreci

ate it, if you are going to have folks with you at the witness table, 
if you would identify those folks for the record. 

STATEMENT OF CAPT. L.N. SCHOWENGERDT, JR., STAFF DIREC
TOR, NATIONAL NARCOTICS BORDER INTERDICTION SYSTEM, 
ACCOMPANIED BY G. PHILIP HUGHES, DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO 
THE VICE PRESIDENT FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS, AND 
COMDR. 'rERRY HART, USCG, ASSISTANT TO THE CHIEF OF 
STAFF OF THE VICE PRESIDENT 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I have with me today, on my left, Mr. Philip Hughes, who is a 

National Security Advisor to the Vice President, and, on my right, 
Mr. Terry Hart, who is a member of my staff and is responsible for 
knowing the answers to the questions if I don't know them. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Captain Schowengerdt, if you would care to submit 
your written statement, without objection, we will certainly make 
it a part of the record, and then you can feel free to summarize 
your testimony. 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Thank you, sir. I would appreciate 
doing that. My formal statement is quite long, and I will submit 
that for the record. 
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I would like to make some informal remarks, however, and then 
I would be pleased to answer any questions you and the other 
members of the committee may have. 

There have been many, many questions raised in the earlier tes
timony today, and, rather than try to answer all of them in my in
formal remarks, with your concurrence, I would prefer to do it by 
answering your questions. 

I am the Staff Director of the Vice President's National Narcot
ics Border Interdiction System, working in the White House with 
the Vice President and with a small staff of my own to coordinate 
the day-to-day activities of our NNBIS regions and the long-term 
planning activities for the NNBIS Program as a whole. 

As you are well aware, NNBIS, of course, is only one of several 
elements of the President's overall strategy to fight the Nation's 
growing drug problems. The NNBIS mission is to coordinate the 
border interdiction efforts of all the Federal drug law enforcement 
agencies and participating State and local agencies and to increase 
the effectiveness of their operations through coordination, addition
al resources, manpower, equipment, and intelligence. 

The Vice President heads NNBIS at the request of the President, 
not only because his office can effectively calIon the resources of 
other Cabinet offices, primarily Defense and the national intelli
gence community, to supplement those of the drug law enforce
ment agencies, but also because of the demonstrated success of the 
Vice President's South Florida Task Force. 

In a time of high costs and budget deficits, the Federal Govern
ment and the American people, of course, must first get every pos
sible use from the equipment and manpower that we have already 
paid for. ' 

The Vice President's strategy, therefore, is to get the maximum 
effective use out of our aircraft, ships, manpower, and intelligence. 
As you know, a broad range of Defense Department assets are cur
rently being used in the drug interdiction fight. We are increasing 
each quarter our use of those assets. For example, we are now 
using Air Force and Navy training flights much more extensively 
to survey high-potential drug trafficking routes for suspicious air
craft and boats, much more than we had been in the early stages of 
NNBIS or the South Florida Task Force. 

This doubles the use, of course, to which those flight trainLllg 
dollas are put. These are dollars that would be spent anyway, 
flights that would be flown anyway; and we are getting two bangs 
for our buck. 

We are proud of our progress so far, especially when it becomes 
clear after a seizure that our efforts to be innovative and work 
smarter have paid off. As an example, recently the Coast Guard 
cutter Escape was able to seize a vessel carrying 16 tons of marijua
na in the Caribbean because of an alert from the Navy Reserve. 
Navy Reserve aircraft, flying a weekend mission, were asked by 
the NNBIS gulf region to search the Yucatan Channel area for a 
suspect vessel they had been alerted to by other intelligence 
sources. One of those Navy P-3's spotted the suspect vessel, radioed 
its position to the Coast Guard cutter, which was then able to 
divert from its regular patrol to intercept, investigate, and seize 
the vessel. Nine Panamanian citizens were arrested for conspiracy 

I 
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to smuggle marijuana, and they were turned over to the South 
Florida Task Force for prosecution. The vessel and the contraband, 
of course, were confiscated. 

It is a heartening and enlightening process that we have been 
going through, and we have a long, long way to go yet; but we have 
made significant progress in the areas of increased cooperation 
from Defense and from the intelligence community. We know 
much more now about the threat, where the major threats are, and 
many of the patterns that the traffickers follow. 

The challenge, of course, is to keep up with these patterns. Un
derstandably, as soon as we concentrate on a specific area or a par
ticular method, the smugglers alter their tactics, and we must be 
alert to the change. Smugglers are very flexible; they change very 
readily. 

Out' enforcement agencies have been making some spectacular 
seizures recently, and I think it is important to note that. For ex
ample, on March 9, the Coast Guard cutter Alert seized a motor 
vessel near Puerto Rico carrying over 30 tons of marijuana. That 
same week a very well-coordinated operation using Customs, DEA, 
the Cudjoe Radar System, Tyndall Air Force Base ROCC site, and 
the Georgia State Police netted over 700 pounds of cocaine in a 
tWin-engine aircraft which finally landed in Sylvania, GA, having 
been picked up on the radar several hundred miles before that. 

We were especially pleased last month when, for the first time, 
an AWACS aircraft out on a routine training mission-not a mis
sion which would be specifically designated for NNBIS use-spot
ted a suspect aircraft, tracked it for awhile, engaged another E-3 
on another routine training mission to take over the tracking from 
him when it went out of his range, alerted the Houston Customs 
Air Support Branch back through the ROCC system of coordina
tion, and resulted ultimately in the seizure of 600 pounds of mari
juana from that aircraft. Although NNBIS is nationwide, we con
tinue to focus most of our resources primarily on the southern bor
ders and especially in south Florida. As you noted earlier, Mr. 
Chairman, the problems still focus in south Florida. That is where 
the majority of the contraband is still entering the United States. 

Our priority concerns are increasing the intelligence that is 
available to us, continuing the analysis of the data that we are 
gathering in order to establish trends and patterns, and getting 
closer teamwork and cooperation between the various enforcement 
agencies, the Department of Defense, and its assets, and the intelli
gence community. 

I do want to emphasize at this point the strength of our commit
ment to the interdiction of drug trafficking. We are not going to 
diminish our efforts. We have a long way to go with much to learn 
and lots of new ideas to try, but we are not. going to give up or slow 
down. We are in the fight to win. 

I would be happy to answer your questions, Mr. Chairman. 
[Captain Schowengerdt's prepared statement follows:] 
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GOOD MORNING MR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, I AM 

CAPTAIN NICK SCHOWENGERDT, DIRECTOR OF THE VICE PRESIDENT'S 

NATIONAL NARCOTICS BORDER INTERDICTION SYSTEM STAFF HERE IN 

~ASHINGTON, D.C· AM PLEASED TO BE GIVEN THIS OPPORTUNITY TO 

BRIEF THE COMMITTEE ON THE NATIONAL NARCOTICS BORDER INTERDICTION 

SYSTEM, OR TO USE THE ACRONYM, NNBIS. 

IT SHOULD BE NOTED AT THE OUTSET THAT NNBIS IS ONLY ONE OF 

SEVERAL ONGOING INITIATIVES BY THE PRESIDENT TO FIGHT THE 

NATION'S WAR AGAINST ILLICITU'UGS. THE 1982 FEDERAL STRATEGY 

FOR PREVENTION OF DRUG ABUSE AND DRUG TRAFFICKING DELINEATES FIVE 

MAJOR AREAS OF CONCENTRATION, THREE OF WHICH ARE AIMED AT 

REDUCING THE NATIONAL DEMAND FOR DRUGS· THESE ARE EDUCATION AND 

PREVENTION, DETOXIFICATION AND TREATMENT, AND RESEARCH. As YOU 

KNOW, MRS. REAGAN HAS SeLECTED DRUG ABUSE AS AN ISSUE OF PERSONAL 

INTEREST, AND IS SUPPORTED IN HER EFFORTS BY THE WHITE HOUSE DRUG 

ABUSE POLICY OFFICE AND THE DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION. 

THE FOURTH ELEMENT OF THE FEDERAL STRATEGY IS INTERNATIONAL 

INITIATIVeS TO REDUCE THE SUPPLY OF ILLICIT DRUGS AT THE SOURCE· 

THE INTERNATIONAL INITIATIVES ARE COORDINATED BY THE DEPARTMENT 

OF STATE WHICH RECEIVES SUPPORT FROM THE DRUG ENFORCEMENT 

ADMINISTRATION AND THE DRUG ABUSE POLICY OFFICE. THE PRIMARY 

FOCUS IN THE INTERNATIONAL ARENA IS ILLICIT DRUG CROP ERADICATION 

AUGMENTED BY CROP SUBSTITUTION PROGRAMS, AND SUPPORT TO SOURCE 

AND TRANSIT COUNTRIES IN IMPROVING THEIR LAW ENFORCEMENT 

PROGRAMS· 

THE FIFTH ELEMENT OF THE FEDERAL STRATEGY IS LAW 

ENFORCEMENT, -F WHICH THE INTERDICTION EFFORT COORDINATED BY 

NNBIS IS A PART: 
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ON APRIL 10, 1981 ATTORNEY GENERAL SMITH APPOINTED A TASK 

FORCE ON VIOLENT CRIME WHICH DEVELOPED 65 RECOMMENDATIONS ON WAYS 

IN WHICH THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT CAN IMPROVE ITS EFFORTS TO COMBAT 

VIOLENT CRIME· THESE RECOMMENDATIONS FORMED THE BASIS O~ THE 

COMPREHENSIVE CRIME CONTROL ACT OF 1983 WHICH PRESiDENT REAGAN 

FORWARDED TO CONGRESS ON MARCH 16, 1983. THIS PROPOSAL INCLUDES 

REFORM OF THE BAIL LAWS. COMPREHENSIVE REFORMS IN FEDE~AL 

FORFEITURE LAWS. AND ~ENTENCING REFORM, EACH OF WHICH PROVIDE A 

,MEASURE OF DETERRENCE TO DRUG SMUGGLING ACTIVITY. ON JANUARY 21, 

1983. THE ATTORNEY GENERAL ASSIGNED TO THE FEDERAL BUREAU OF 

INVESTIGATION CONCURRENT JURISDICTION WITH THE DRUG ENFORCEMENT 

ADMINISTRATION TO INVESTIGATE DRUG LAW OFFENSES. AND ASSIGNED TO 

THE DIRECTOR OF TH~ FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION GENERAL 

SUPERVISION OVER DRUG'LAW ENFORCEMENT EFFORTS AND POLICIES· THIS 

HAS BROUGHT THE SPECIALIZED INVESTIGATIVE TALENTS OF THE FEDERAL 

BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION INTO THE FIGHT AGAINST DRUG 

ORGANIZATIONS. IN 1981 THE DRUG ENFoRtEMENT ADMINISTRATION BEGAN 

COORDLNAT}NG AN AGGRESSIVE NATIONAL DOMESTIC MARIJUANA 

ERRADICATION/SUPPRESSION PROGRAM WHICH BY 1983 INCLUDED 40 

STATES· 

IN JANUARY 1982 THE PRESIDENT ESTABLISHED THE SOUTH FLORIDA 

TASK FORCE AT THE REQUEST OF THE CITIZENS OF MIAMI. WHO HAD 

WATCHED CRIMINAL ELEMENTS VIRTUALLY TAKE OVER AND TERRORIZE THE 

MIAMI METROPOLITAN AREA· VICE PRESIDENT BUSH WAS ASKED TO HEAD 

THE TASK FORCE AND ORGANIZE A COHESI~E ATTACK AGAINST DRUG 

TRAFFICKERS AND THEIR ORGANIZATIoNS. THE SITUATION WAS CRITICAL 

AND DEMANDED A MAJOR FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT RESPONSE· IN A 



143 

BRIEF PERIOD OF TIME ADDITIONAL FEDERAL JUDGES, MORE PROSECUTING 

ATTORNEYS AND HUNDREDS OF ADDITIONAL LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL 

WERE ASSIGNED TO SOUTH FLORIDA· THE COAST GUARD WAS AUGMENTED 

IN THE REGION, AND ASSISTANCE WAS SOLICITED AND RECEIYED FROM THE 

DEFENSE DEPARTMENT INCLUDING THE ARMY, NAVY, AIR FORCE AND 

MARINES. DIPLOMATIC INITIATIVES WERE INTENSIFIED WITH SOME OF 

OUR LATIN AMERICAN FRIENDS TO ENHANCE THE COOPERATIVE LAW 

ENFORCEMENT EFFORT· 

WHILE SUCCESS IS FREQUENTLY DIFFICULT TO MEASURE, THERE IS 

NO DISAGREEMENT THAT THE SOUTH FLORIDA TASK FORCE HAS HAD A 

MAJOR IMPACT ON CRIMINAL ACTIVITY IN THE AREA· THE BEST MEASURE 

OF THIS IS THE NEW MOOD OF OPTIMISM WHICH IS EVIDENT IN MIAMI, AS 

OPPOSED TO THE PERVASIVE FEAR AND DESPONDENCY PRIOR TO-THE TASK 

FORCE ARRIVAL· WE HAVE BY NO MEANS BEEN 100 PERCENT EFFECTIVE· 

SOUTH FLORIDA REMAINS THE PRINCIPAL POINT OF ENTRY FROM SOURCE 

COUNTRIES FOR MARIJUANA AND COCAINE, AND THEREFORE, OUR LAW 

ENFORCEMENT EFFORTS THERE WILL CONTINUE· 

DUE TO THE INTENSE PRESSURE IN SOUTH FLORIDA, CRIMINAL 

ORGANIZATIONS HAVE BEGUN TO CHANGE THEIR SMUGGLING PATTERNS. IN 

RESPONSE TO THIS PRESIDENT REAGAN DIRECTED TWO NEW INITIATIVES· 

THE ORGANIZED- CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK FORCES WERE ANNOUNCED 

OW OCTOBER 14, 1982 AS" PART OF A MAJOR PROGRAM HEADED BY THE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL TO COMBAT "THE ORGANIZATIONS WHICH FINANCE AND 

CONTROL DRUG TRAFFICKING AND DISTRIBUTION NETWORKS· THESE 

ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK FORCES ARE NOW OPERATIONAL 

IN 12 KEY AREAS THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY AND ACHIEVING EXCELLENT 

RESULTS, ESPECIALLY IN VIEW OF THE SHORT PERIOD OF TIME THEY HAVE 
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"BEEN FUNCTiONING. DESPITE THE LENGTHY PROCESS OF MAJOR DRUG 

INVESTIGATIONS, 1,;35 TASK FORCE INDICTMENTS HAVE BEEN RETURNED, 

INCLUDING 41 CONTINUING CRIMINAL ENTERPRISE INDICTMENTS, WHICH 

CARRY 10-YEAR, ffO-PAROLE, MINIMUM SENTENCES, AND 337 VIOLATORS 

HAVE ALREADY BEEN CONVICTED· 

THE SECOND NEW INITIATIVE TO COUNTER THE DIVERSION FROM 

SOUTH FLORIDA IS THE NATIONAL NARCOTICS BORDER INTERDICTION 

SYSTEM, WHICH WAS CREATED BY PRESIDENT REAGAN ON MARCH 23; 1983. 

NNBIS WAS TASKED WITH COMBATTING DRUG SMUGGLERS AT AND 

APPROACHING THE BORDERS OF T~E UNITED STATES. NNBIS COMMENCED 

ITS COORDINATION EFFORTS IN JUNE 1983. WITH REGIONAL CENTERS 

ESTABLISHED IN NEW YORK, CHICAGO, LONG BEACH, EL PASO AND NEW 

ORLEANS. IN ADDITION, THE SOUTH FLORIDA TASK FORCE CENTER IN 

MIAMI ALSO BECAME AN NNBIS REGIONAL CENTER WHICH WOULD FOCUS ON 

INTERDICTION· THE TASK FORCE REMAINS. FOCUSING ON THE SPECIFIC 

NEEDS OF SOUTH FLORIDA BOTH FOR INTERDICTION AND INVESTIGATION OF 

MAJOR SMUGGLING GROUPS· BUT SUPERIMPOSED ON THE INTERDICTION 

TASK ~S THE NNBIS SOUTHEAST REGION. WHICH COVERS & MUCH LARGER 

GEOGRAPHICAL AREA· 

THE MISSION OF OUR NNBIS CENTERS IS TO COORDINATE EFFORTS TO 

INTERDICT THE FLOW OF NARCOTICS INTO THE U.S. USING ALL 

APPROPRIATE FEDERAL RESOURCES. AND THOSE STATE AND LOCAL 

RESOURCES AVAILABLE AND DESIROUS OF PARTICIPATING· EACH REGION 

MUST. THEREFORE. COLLATE INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION. ASSESS THE 

THREAT TO THE REGION. PRIORITIZE SMUGGLING TARGETS. IDENTIFY 

RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO INTERDICT TARGETS. AND RECOMMEND ACTIONS 

TO PARTICIPATING AGENCIES· PLEASE NOTE THE USE OF THE WORD 



145 

""RECOMMEND. NNBIS IS NOT AN ACTION AGENCY, BUT A COORDINATING 

BODY COMrOSED ~F PARTICIPATING AGENCIES· NNBIS DOES NOT DIRECT 

THE PARTICIPATING AGENCIES, SINCE EACH AGENCY HAS A VARIETY OF 

MISSIONS WHICH COULD AT ANY GIVEN TIME OVERRIDE A DRUG 

INTERDICTION CASE· NNBIS CAN, HOWEVER, QUICKLY CUT ACROSS AGENCY 

LINES TO IDENTIFY AND CALL ON RESOURCES TO INTERDICT THE TARGET· 

EACH REGION IS TASKED WITH COORDINATING JOINT AGENCY SPECIAL 

OPERATIONS WITHIN ITS GEOGRAPHICAL AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY. ONCE 

A TARGET IS SEIZED AND TURNED OVER TO THE APPROPRIATE AGENCY, 

THE REGION CONDUCTS FPLLOW-UP INTERDICTION ANALYSIS AND MAINTAINS 

DATA ON SEIZURES TO DETERMINE REGIONAL TRENDS. 

OVERSIGHT OF NNBIS IS EFFECTED THROUGH A SERIES OF NATIONAL 

AND REGIONAL BOARDS. IN WASHINGTON, D.C. NNBIS POLICY. IS 

DIRECTED BY AN EXECUTIVE BOARD CHAIRED BY THE VICE PRESIDENT AND 

COMPOSED OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE, SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, ATTORNEY GENERAL, SECRETARY OF 

TRANSPORTATION, COUNSELLOR"TO THE PRESIDENT, DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL 

INTELLIGENCE, AND DiRECTOR, DRUG ABUSE POLICY OFFICE. MORE 

DETAILED ISSUES ARE RESOLVED AT THE COORDINATING BOARD LEVEL. 

THE COORDINATING BOARD IS CHAIRED BY THE CHIEF OF STAFF TO THE 

VICE PRESIDENT AND COMPOSED OF THE ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL, 

CRIMINAL DIVISION, SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE, SECRETARY OF THE 

ARMY, SECRETARY·OF THE NAVY, DIRECTOR OF THE FEDERAL BUREAU OF 

INVESTIGATION, COMMISSIONER OF THE U.S. CUSTOMS SE~VICE, 

ADMINISTRATOR OF THE DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION, COMMANDANT 

OF THE COAST GUARD, COMMISSIONER OF THE IMMIGRATION AND" 

NATURALIZATION SERVICE, DIRECTOR OF THE BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, 
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.TOBACCO AND FIREARMS, ADMINISTRATOR OF THE FEDERAL AVIATION 

ADMINISTRATION, DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE 

AGENCY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INTERNATIONAL NARCOTIC 

MATTERS, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY FOR ENFORCEMENT, 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR MANPOWER, RESERVE AFFAIRS AND 

LOGISTICS, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, 
./ 

AND THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF THE DRUG ABUSE POLICY OFFICE- :THE 

EXECUTIVE BOARD AND THE COORDINATING BOARD MEET AS OFTEN ,AS 

NECESSARY BUT' NOT LESS THAN ONCE PER CALENDAR QUARTER· \ THE DAY 

TO DAY EFFORTS OF THE NNBIS REGIONS ARE MONITORED BY MY SMALL 

STAFF HERE IN WASHINGTON WHICH, IN ADDITION TO MYSELF, IS 

COMPOSED OF A CUSTOMS AIR OFFICER, CUSTOMS INSPECTOR, ONE NAVY, 

ONE AIR FORCE AND ONE COAST GUARD OFFICER· THIS UNIQUE BLEND OF 

INDIVIDUALS BRINGS A CROSS SECTfON OF KNOWLEDGE IN LAW 

ENFORCEMENT NEEDS, MILITARY CAPABILITY, NATIONAL ANTI-DRUG 

EFFORTS, AND WASHINGTON LEVEL INTER-GOVERNMENTA~ PROCEDURES· 

WITHIN EACH OF OUR SIX ~EG!ONS THE VICE PRESIDENT HAS 

DESIGNATED A LOCAL OFFICIAL TO BE THE REGIONAL COORDINATOR. IN 

MIAMI, NEW ORLEANS, AND LONG BEACH IT IS THE RESIDENT COAST GUARD 

DISTRICT COMMANDER. IN CHICAGO THE VICE PRESIDENT'S COORDINATOR 

IS THE RESIDENT REGIONAL COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS. THE ASSISTANT 

REGIONAL COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS FOR ENFORCEMENT IN NEW YORK IS 

THE VICE PRESIDENT'S NORTHEAST REGION COORDINATOR, WHILE THE 

CUSTOMS AREA SPECIAL-AGENT-IN-CHARGE FOR EL PASO IS THE 

SOUTHWEST REGION COORDINATOR· REGIONAL COORDINATORS ARE NOT FULL 

TIME POSITIONS, THAT IS EACH PERSON MUST FULFILL HIS ASSIGNED 

AGENCY FUNCTION AS WELL AS ACT AS NNBIS REGIONAL COORDINATOR. To 
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ASSIST HIM, THE REGIONAL COORDINATOR HAS A PART TIME DEPUTY 

ASSIGNED FROM ~N AGENCY OTHER THAN HIS OWN, AND A STAFF DIRECTOR 

SELECTED FROM EITHER THE COAST GUARD OR CUSTOMS TO WORK FULL TIME 

FOR NNBIS. THE STAFF DIRECTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DAY TO DAY 

OPERATION WITHIN HIS REGION OF AN INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION CENTER 

(IIC) AND AN OPERATIONS INFORMATION CENTER (OIC). THE IIC 

COLLATES INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION AND PASSES TAGS OR TARGETS TO 

THE OIC. THE OIC REVIEWS FORCE DEPLOYMENT AND RESOURCE 

AVAILABILITY AND MAKES RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE APPROPRIATE AGENCY 

OR AGENCIES FOR INTERCEPT, SURVEILLANCE, AND SEIZURE· EACH IIC 

AND OIC ARE STAFFED WITH PERSONNEL FROM VARIOUS AGENCIES· TOTAL 

FEDERAL COMMITMENT TO THE NNBIS ROLE NATIONALLY IS 46 COAST 

GUARD, 39 CUSTOMS, 10 DEA, 9 FBI, 9 AIR FORCE, 9 NAVy,-g ARMY, 6 

INS, 4 MARINE CORPS, AND 1 ATF PERSONNEL· PEhSONNEL FROM THE 

LouisIANA STATE POLICE AND NEW ORLEANS POLICE DEPARTMENT ARE 

WORKING FULL TIME IN OUR NEW ORLEANS CENTER, OFFICERS FROM THE 

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY AND THE EL PASO POLICE 

DEPARTMENT ARE IN THE EL PASO CENTER, AND PERSONNEL FROM THE Los 

ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT AND Los ANGELES SHERIFFS OFFICE ARE 

PARTICiPATING IN OUR LONG BEACH CENTER. OTHER STATE AND LOCAL 

iNFORCEMENT AGENCIES ARE CONSIDERING ASSIGNMENT OF PERSONNEL TO 

THE REMAINDER OF OUR REGIONS. 

GEOGRAPHICALLY OUR DIViDING POINTS FOR THE SIX REGIONS 

HAVE BEEN SELECTED TO COINCIDE WITH EITHER GEOGRAPHICAL 

PECULIARITIES, UNIQUE REGIONAL SMUGGLING PROBLEMS, OR COAST GUARD 

OR CUSTOMS REGIONAL BOUNDARIES· THIS ALLOWS FOR THE MAXIMUM 

EFFICIENCY OF EACH REGION· WE HAVE PURPOSELY DRAWN NO INTERNAL 
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BOUNDARIES TO OUR REGIONS SINCE OUR FOCUS IS AT THE BORDER. 

AIRCRAFT INCIDENTS WHICH CANNOT BE HANDLED AT THE BORDER ARE 

COORDINATED AT THE AIR FORCE REGIONAL OPERATIONAL CONTROL CENTER 

(ROCc) SIrES· 

THE ROCC SITES PROVIDE A UNIQUE AIR INTERDICTION CAPABILITY. 

ATTEMPTS TO HALT AIR INCURSIONS HAVE BEEN DIFFICULT AT BEST TO 

ACCOMPLISh· THE RaCC SITES, WHEN FULLY OPERATIONAL, A~LOW 

ENFORCEMENT PERSONNFL TO OBTAIN A CONSOLIDATED PICTURE OF RADAR 

COVERAGE IN AN AREA USING INPUTS FROM FAA, DOD AND OTHER SOURCES. 

CUSTOMS HAS RECENTLY REORGANIZED THEIR AIR PROGRAM TO COINCIDE 

GEOGRAPHICALLY WITH THE RaCC PROGRAM, WHICH WILL EASE 

COORDINATION EFFORTS. My STAFF HAS BEEN WORKING WITH CUSTOMS, 

THE AIR FORCE, OTHER DEFENSE ELEMENTS AND THE FEDERAL AVIATION 

ADMINISTRATION TOWARD· MAKING THE Race CONCEPT A LAW ENFORCEMENT 

REALITY. IT STARTED TO PAY DIVIDENDS EVEN PRIOR TO BECOMING 

OPERATIONAL· SEVERAL SEIZURES RESULTED FROM INFORMED, ALERT AIR 

FORCE PERSONNEL AT THE Race SITES· WE ENVISION MORE SUCCESS FROM 

THESE .SITES ONCE THEY ARE FULLY EQUIPPED AND AUGMENTED WITH LAW 

ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL· 

THE AIR INTERDICTION PORTION OF DRUG INTERDICTION IS A MOST 

DIFFICULT AREA. FACTORS SUCH AS SHORT TARGET TRANSIT TIME, GAPS 

IN RADAR COVERAGE, SHORT SUPPLY OF DETECTION AND INTERCEPT 

ASSETS, AND ABILITY OF A SMUGGLER TO LAND IN A FOREIGN COUNTRY 

OUTSIDE THE REACHES OF OUR ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY WORK AGAINST THE 

LAW ENFORCEMENT COMMUNITY. WE ARE RESOLVING MANY OF THESE 

ISSUES. WE ARE WORKING WITH THE INTELLIGENCE AND DEFENSE 

COMMUNITIES TOWARD EARLY DETECTION OF SUSPICIOUS AIRCRAFT· THIS 
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INCLUDES USING AIR FORCE AWACS AND NAVY E-2 AIRCRAFT TO DETECT 

POTENTIAL AIR S"MUGGLERS AND TO IDENTIFY THE NECESSARY 

COMMUNICATIONS LINKS TO ALERT, LAUNCH AND VECTOR INTERCEPT 

AIRCRAFT ONTO THE TARGET· BOTH THE AIR FORCE AND NAVY HAVE BEEN 

VERY RESPONSIVE TO ENFORCEMENT NEEDS· IT TOOK TIME TO OVERCOME 

SOME TECHNICAL PROBLEMS, BUT WE ARE NOW SEEING RESULTS FROM OUR 

FROM OUR EFFORTS. 

THE FAA HAS JUST COMPLETED A MULTI-AGENCY CLASSIFIED STUDY, 

INITIATED AT OUR REQUEST, TO IDENTIFY ALL SURVEILLANCE SYSTEMS IN 

THE UNITED STATES TODAY· IT ALSO IDENTIFIES THE GAPS IN RADAR 

COVERAGE FOR AIRCRAFT CROSSING OUR BORDERS AT LOW FLIGHT 

ALTITUDES. WE WILL NOW FORM A JOINT NATIONAL SURVEIL~ANCE 

COMMITTEE WITH REPRESENTATIVES FROM ALL KEY AGENCIES TD RECOMMEND 

POLICY AND OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBILITY TO ENHANCE USE OF 

SURVEILLANCE SYSTEMS FOR THE MUTUAL BENEFIT OF ALL CONCERNED. 

THE COMMITTEE WILL BEGIN ITS WORK IN THE VERY NEAR FUTURE· 

WE ARE PROVIDING ASSISTANCE TO THE CUSTOMS SERVICE IN THEIR 

INTERFACE WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE WITH RESPECT TO THE 

ACQUISITION OF ADDITIONAL LOAN AIRr.RAFT"WHICH YOU, MR. CHAIRMAN, 

WERE INSTRUMENTAL IN OBTAINING FOR CUSTOMS. THIS INCLUDES THE 

P-3 AND C-12 ACQUISITION PROGRAMS, AND THE LOAN OF RELATED SENSOR 

SYSTEMS· WE SUPPORT THESE INITIATIVES TO THE EXTENT THEY DO NOT 

ADVERSELY IMPACT MILITARY PREPAREDNESS. IN CONJUNCTION WITH OUR 

BORDER INTERDICTION OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBILITY WE. ARE ALSO 

FOLLOWING WITH INTEREST DEVELOPMENTS IN THE CUSTOMS-LEASED 

AIRCRAFT PROGRAM· 
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THROUGH THE STATE DEPARTMENT AND IN CONSULTATION WITH THE 

DEA, WE ARE WORKING WITH THE MEXICANS, BAHAMIANS, AND CANADIANS 

TO OVERCOME THE PROBLEMS OF SMUGGLING AIRCRAFT LANDING OUTSIDE 

U.S. TERRITORY WHEN THEY REALIZE THEY HAVE BEEN DETECTED. 

AT YOUR ORIGINAL SUGGESTION, MR· CHAIRMAN, CUSTOMS RAS BEEN 

WORKING ON THE DEPLOYMENT OF AN AEROSTAT RADAR SYSTEM IN THE 

BAHAMAS. WE HAVE BEEN WORKING CLciSELY WITH AIR FORCE AN~ 

CUSTOMS IN AN ATTEMPT TO BRING THIS PROGRAM TO FRUITION WITHIN 

FY-84. THE STATE DEPARTMENT IS WORKING WITH THE BAHAMIAN 

GOVERNMENT AND EXPECTS TO OBTAIN THE NECESSARY APPROVALS IN THE 

NEAR FUTURE-

ALSO WITH RESPECT TO THE BAHAMAS, OPEAT EXPERIENCED A SEVERE 

PROBLEM WHEN DEA HAD T.O DISCONTINUE USE OF ARMY HELICOPTERS DUE 

TO INADEQUATE AVAILABILITY OF CONTRACTOR MAINTENANCE· WE WORKED 

~ITH DOD AND DEA IN FINDING AN ACCEPTABLE REPLACEMENT AIRCRAFT 

FOR OPEAT. MR. CHAIRMAN, I KNOW YOU ARE WELL AWARE OF THE 

OUTSTANDING JOB THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE IS DOING FLYING THEIR 

nHUEY# HELICOPTERS IN SUPPORT OF OPBAT, SO I WON'T DWELL ON THEIR 

ACHIEVEMENTS· WE ARE WORKING TO INTENSIFY OUR EFFORTS IN THE 

BAHAMAS. THE VICE PRESIDENT HAS SUBMITTED A COMPREHENSIVE 

PROPOSAL TO THE BAHAMIAN GOVERNMENT, OFFERING GREATER U.S. 

ASSISTANCE TO INTERDICT PRUGS TRANSITING THROUGH THAT COUNTRY. 

WE ANTICIPATE THEIR RESPONSE SHORTLY AND ARE PREPARED TO BEGIN 

IMPLEMENTING THE PROPOSAL AT THAT TIME. 

WE ARE MAKING PROGRESS IN THE AIR WAR, MR. CHAIRMAN, IN SOME 

AREAS NOT AS QUICKLY AS WE WOULD LIKE, AND IN OTHERS MUCH MORE 

QUICKLY THAN ANTICIPATED· OUR RESULTS, WHILe ENCOURAGING, 
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PROVIDE NO COMP.ARATIVE BASIS FOR ANALYSIS AT THIS TIME. Too MANY 

UNKNOwNS EXIST· WE HAVE NO READILY AVAILABLE COMPARABLE BORDER 

INTERDICTION STATISTICS FROM PREVIOUS YEARS. IN ANY. EVENT, 

CONTINUOUSLY SH!FTING ROUTES AND METHODS OF SMUGGLING, INCLUDING 

TRANSPORTATION MODES, MAKE STATISTICAL COMPARISONS TENUOUS AT 

BEST· 

IN THE SMUGGLING WAR ~T SEA, THE COAST GUARD, CUSTOMS, AND 

STATE AND LOCAL MARINE UNITS HAVE. BEEN PERFORMING AT A STEADY 

HIGH LEVEL 6VER THE PAST FEW YEARS. NNBIS EFFORTS IN THIS AREA 

HAVE CONCENTRATED ON DRAWING NEW OR UNTAPPED RESOURCES INTO THE 

EFFORT. 

WE ARE FOCUSING ON DRAWING" INTO THE EFFORT AGENC~ES WHICH 

OPERATE ON OR OVER THE WATERS TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL INTELLIGENCE 

INFORMATION. WE HAVE BEEN SUCCESSFUL IN OBTAINING ADDITIONAL DOD 
SUPPORT AS WELL AS THE SUPPORT OF OTHER AGENCIES WHICH ARE RARELY 

CONSIDERED WHEN LOOKING AT DRUG INTERDICTION· WE HAVE OEEM 

FOLLOWING THE COAST GUARD'S TESTING OF A SEA-GOING AEROSTAT RADAR 

SYSTEM WITH INTEREST· AN OPERATIONAL' TEST IS CURRENTLY UNDERWAY· 

IF SUCCESSFUL THE COAST GUARD WILL ATTEMPT TO SECURE THROUGH 

APPRtiPRIAtE CHANNELS THE NECESSARY FUNDING TO DEPLOY OPERATIONAL 

SYSTEMS· 

WITH ADDITIONAL DATA FROM SUPPORTING AGENC1ESj AND PLANNED 

ADVANCEMENTS BY THE COAST GUARD, WE LOOK FORWARD TO MAKING 

MAXIMUM USE OF AVAILABLE FORCES TO INTERDICT VESSELS ON THE HIGH 

SEAS BY THE COAST GUARD, OR WITHIN CUSTOMS WATERS BY CUSTOMS 

MARINE VESSELS, AND STATE AND LOCAL MARINE UNITS. 
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PERHAPS THE MOST DIF~ICULT DRUG ENFORCEMENT AREA TO ATTACK 

IS SMUGGLING VIA COMMERCIAL CARRIER INCLUDING CARGO SHIPMENTS· 

THE VAST QUANTITY OF AIR, SEA, AND VEHICULAR TRAFFIC ENTERING 

THIS COUNTRY DAILY IS STAGGERING· THE TASK FALLS PRIMARILY TO 

THE CUSTOMS SERVICE WITH ASSISTANCE BY THE BORDER PATROL ALONG 

OUR LAND BORDERS· 

NNBIS' PRIMARY CONTRIBUTION IN SUPPORT OF THIS ELEMENT IS TO 

ASSIST IN DEVELOPING INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION AND ENSURE ITS 

DISSEMINATION. To THIS END WE DEAL WITH THE INTELLIGENCE 

COMMUNITY TO ENSURE THEY ARE AWARE OF OUR NEEDS. AND HAVE DRAWN 

INTO OUR EFFORTS THE INTEREST AND ASSISTANCE OF HIGHLY SKILLED 

MEMBERS OF THE COMMUNITY· SOME QF THE DESIRED INFORMATION IS 

CLASSIFIED IN A NATIONAL SECURITY CONTEXT· IN AN EFFORT TO 

SECURE AND PROTECT THE DATA, WE HAVE ASKED DOD TO PROVIDE SECURE 

COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT· WE ARE HOPEFUL THAT DEFENSE WILL BE 

ABLE TO LOAN THE EQUIPMENT. WHICH MEANS MORE INTELLIGENCE DATA 

CAN BE BROUGHT TO BEAR AT THE ENFORCEMENT LEVEL· 

NNBIS SUPPORTS AND ENCOURAGES THE SEIZURE OF AIRCRAFT AND 

VESSELS TO INCLUDE COMMON CARRIERS WHENEVER JUSTIFIED· THESE 

SEIZURES SERVE TO IMMOBILIZE THE VIOLATOR AND PROVIDE A STRONG 

DETERRENT TO BOTH INDIVIDUALS AND THE COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY. WE 

MONITOR REPEAT VIOLATORS AND CORDINATE WITH U.S. CUSTOMS ON 

PROPER AND EFFECTIVE JUDICIAL ACTION· 

My STAFF PARTICIPATES IN THE PLANNING, REVIEW AND SUPPORT OF 

SPECIAL CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT OPERATIONS. WE MAKE EVERY EFFORT TO 

IDENTIFY AND ACQUIRE NECESSARY ADDITIONAL RE~OURCES AND 

COOPERATION FROM OTHER AGENCIES IN SUPPORT OF CUSTOMS 

INTERDICTION INITIATIVES· . 
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MR. CHAIRMAN, THROUGHOUT MY STATEMENT I HAVE MADE FREQUENT 

REFERENCE TO THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND MILITARY SERVICES. 

THE 1982 DEFENSE ApPROPRIATIONS ACT PASSED BY THE CQNGRESS 

INCLUDED A MUCH NEEDED CLARIFICATION TO THE POSSE COMITATUS 

STATUTE· NNBIS HAS BECOME A KEY ELEMENT IN IMPLEMENTING THE WILL 

OF THE CONGRESS FOR MORE DOD INVOLVEMENT IN THE DRUG WAR· WE 

HAVE ACCOMPLISHED THIS THROUGH A SERIES OF INITIATIVES, MANY OF 

WHICH HAVE BEEN MENTIONED· A CO~PLE OF INITIATIVES DESERVE 

ADDITLONAL MENTION. 

EACH MONTH SINCE JUNE, DOD ASSETS HAVE BEEN MADE AVAILABLE 

FOR SPECIAL OPERATIONS THROUGHOUT OUR BORDER AREAS· THESE 

SPECIAL OPERATIONS USE BENEFICIAL AND AVAILABLE DOD RESOURCES FOR 

INTENSIFIED EFFORTS IN GEOGRAPHICAL AREAS OF CONCERN TO 

ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES· WE ALSO TAG ONTO AVAILABLE EXISTING DOD 

OPERATIONS WHENEVER INTELLIGENCE INDICATES SOME BENEFIT MAY BE 

DERIVED. WHILE THESE OPERATIONS ARE NOT ALWAYS SUCCESSFUL IN 

IDENTIFYING SMUGGLERS FOR INTERCEPT, ANCILLARY BENEFITS DO OCCUR. 

WE ARE ABLE TO DETERMINE RELATIVE THREATS IN SPECIFIC AREAS WHILE 

SIMULTANEOUSLY EDUCATING BOTH DOD AND ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES ON 

WORKING iOGE~HER, IDENTIFING POTENTIAL SMUGGLERS, AND 

CO,MMUNICATING WITH EAC,H OTHER· THESE PRE-PLANNED COMMITMENTS 

HAVE LED TO STkNDARD COMMITMENTS IN SOME CASES, AND TO THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF QUICK RESPONSE ARRANGEMENTS IN OTHERS· 

WE ARE SEEING PAYOFFS, WITH MORE AND MORE CASES BE1NG 

INITIATED BY DOD ALERTS AND REPORTS· EACH MONTH WE HAVE USED A 

LITTLE DIFFERENT MIX OF MILITARY ASSETS, AND ARE DEVELOPING 

INCREASED AWARENESS OF OUR MISSION NEEDS WITHIN THE MILITARY 
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COMMUNITY. THE SUPPORT FOR OUR EFFORTS HAS BEEN OUTSTANDING FROM 

THE ARMY, NAVY, AIR FORCE AND MARINES. WE HAVE WORKED WITH 

ACTIVE AND RESERVE COMPONENTS OF THOSE SERVICES AND ARE NOW 

FOCUSING MORE ATTENTION ON OBTAINING ADDITIONAL SUPPORT FROM THE 

NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU· THE CHIEF OF THE NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU 

HAS SENT LETTERS TO THE ADJUTANTS GENERAL OF 33 BORDER STATES 

ASKING THEM TO CONTACT THEIR LOCA~ NNBIS REGION AND ES~A~LISH 

LIAISON PROCEDURES. WE ARE CURRENTLY WORKING WITH THE GUARD 

BUREAU TO DEVELOP GUIDELINES FOR FIELD UNITS AND ARE OPTIMISTIC 

THAT A FURTHER REFINEMENT OF POLICY WILL ENABLE GREATER 

PARTICIPATION BY UNITS. 

WE ARE ALSO WORKING WITH THE GUARD BUREAU AND THEIR LONG 

RANGE EXERCISE SCHEDULE IN AN EFFORT TO FOLD IN DRUG INTERDICTION 

SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS IN AREAS WHERE THEY DEPLOY· 

ONE OF MY FORMER BOSSES ONCE SAID, RWE NEED TO WORK SMARTER, 

NOT HARDER. R By COMBINING COORDINATION AND MORE INTELLIGENCE 

INFORMATION, WE ARE ABLE TO WORK SMARTER, AND BY RECEIVING THE 

EXCELLEN~ SUPPORT FROM THE DOD WE ARE ABLE TO ALSO WORK HARDER. 

MR. CHAIRMAN, I FEEL THAT IN NINE MONTHS, NNBIS HAS MADE 

SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE NATIONAL EFFORT AGAINST DRUG 

TRAFFICKING· WE STILL HAVE A LONG WAY TO GO· SIXTY PERCENT OF 

~ CRIME IS DRUG RELATED· BORDER INTERDICTION ALONE WILL NOT 

HALT THE DRUG PROBLEM, BUT WHEN OUR IMPROVING ACCOMPLISHMENTS ARE 

MEASURED ALONG WITH THE INCREASING SUCCESSES OF THE DEA AND THE 

ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK FORCES, AND THEN MELDED 

WITH THE MANY INITIATIVES IN DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION, I AM 

OPTIMISTIC THAT WE CAN OVERCOME THE SCOURGE DRUGS HAVE BROUGHT 
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UPON OUR SOCIETY· You, MR- CHAIRMAN, HAVE DEMONST~ATED YOUR 

CONCERN AND INTEREST IN SUPPORTING THIS FIGHT- I BELIEVE A 

CONCERTED EFFORT TO PASS THE COMPREHENSIVE CRIME CONTROL ACT 

WOULD SERVE NOTICE THAT THE CONGRESS AND THE ADMINISTRATION ARE 

UNITED IN THE BELIEF THAT DRUGS AND CRIME ARE NOT POLITICAL 

ISSUES THAT REQUIRE A DIVISION ALONG PARTY LINES, BUT A MAJOR 

CONCERN OF ALL AMERICANS REGARDLESS OF AFFILIATION- IT WILL ALSO 

SERVE NOTICE TO THE CRIMINALS WHO PERPETUATE THIS ACTIVITY THAT 

"NE THE PEOPLE" WON'T TOLERATE THEIR ACTIVITY ANY MORE-

THAT CONCLUDES MY FORMAL BRIEFING, MR- CHAIRMAN- WILL BE 

HAPPY TO RESPOND TO QUESTIONS-

43-045 0-85--6 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Captain Schowengerdt. 
I might say, as well, that members of this committee have ad

mired the Vice President's efforts ever since some of the successes 
that we saw with the South Florida Task Force. I think, as I said in 
my earlier statement, that the concept behind NNBIS is a very 
good one. I think that the reason that it is good is because of the 
Vice President being willing to use his office, and we appreciate 
that. 

I want to state publicly, of course, that the Vice President's office 
has been heavily involved in efforts to strengthen the Customs 
Service, in particular, and the whole interdiction effort in general. 

So, the question that I am sure that you are expecting is: What 
did you know and when did you know it with regard to Mr. McNa
mar's statement this m.orning? When were you informed as to the 
details of that particular proposal? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. We were informed yesterday, Mr. Chair
man. 

Because we were informed yesterday, we have not really had an 
opportunity to review those issues closely, and I can't give you a 
definite response at this time. The proposal certainly raises many 
questions, and without a very thorough and deliberate consultation 
with the Departments of Defense and the Treasury, I really can't 
give a defmitive opinion at this time. 

I do want to be sure, though, that it is clearly understood that 
the Vice President is totally committed to maintaining the air 
interdiction program. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is good news, indeed, and we are pleased to 
hear that, Captain. 

So, you were informed about 24 hours ago about this plan. I 
would assume then that that does not mean that the Vice Presi
dent's office was consulted or played a role in devising this plan in 
any way nor did NNBIS; is that correct? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. That is correct, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I know that Admiral Murphy has worked for many 

months, as have you, in trying to provide a balance, to walk a 
tightrope, so to speak, concerning what the law requires from the 
standpoint of combat -readiness. Certainly, we don't want to have 
any detrimental impact on that in tryiDg to strengthen our overall 
NNBIS program, as well as the Customs program on air interdic
tion. You know of the pitfalls that I spoke of this morning. Certain
ly, you people have been there and have run into that difficulty. 

Given your experience and the experience of NNBIS, do you fore
see-is there any way under the law, is there any way that you can 
further stretch the imagination to see how the Navy and Air Force 
can provide 340 hours a month of detection capability in the prime 
locations of drug smugglers coming into this country? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Mr. Chairman, I think Defense is al
ready providing assets and flight hours that are close to the limits 
that they can provide without adversely affecting military pre
paredness or national security. 

This, of course, is a matter of some ongoing discussion between 
NNBIS and Defense, practically daily. We are always asking for 
more; they generally have been delivering more, a little more every 



157 

quarter. But I think we are probably close to the limits as to what 
they can reasonably provide. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Of course, this would be a massive increase of the 
time that we are requesting, both out of the Navy and out of the 
Air Force and the use, particularly, of the lookdown capabilities 
with the AWACS and the E-2C's. 

I would agree. I share your concern. I cannot understand why, if 
by some stretch of the imagination the Secretary of the Treasury's 
office came to the conclusion that they could effect this kind of a 
new enhancement of the resources by the Department of Defense, 
namely, 340 hours of AWACS and E-2C time, why they didn't 
reach an agreement or get a clearance or get something in writing 
approving such coverage from the Secretary of Defense before they 
would simply, in effect, junk the detection capability of the propos
al that had earlier been presented to the Office of Management 
and Budget. It's one that I know NNBIS has been operating under 
and Customs has b~en operating under and the Department of De
fense has been operating under and the Armed Services Commit
tees on the Hill have been operating under and Appropriations 
Committees as well as this subcommittee-do you have an explana
tion at all why they would not first secure that kind of an agree
ment before they simply dropped the program? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I don't really think I can respond to 
that since I haven't had a chance to review their proposal in detail. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So, you have heard nothing to explain why that 
action took place? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. No, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You also heard, I think, this morning Mr. McNa

mar said a great deal about the aerostat that is just now being put 
into place. I think there is to be one up on October the first down 
at Patrick, and the contract is just being let for the third one 
which would hopefully close the net in Florida. 

Do you share Mr. McNamar's evaluation of the aerostat and 
their potential in south Florida? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I am not sure, Mr. Chairman, what 
evaluation was put forth this morning. I don't think the discussion 
centered around the effectiveness of the platform. In our earlier re
views of that proposal, in our discussions with you and your staff, 
we have supported the concept of a third tethered aerostat to fill 
the gap between Cudjoe Key and Patrick Air Force Base. 

I would not rule out other proposals or alternative solutions, but 
I would certainly want to look at any others carefully, first. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Do you have any alternatives, any ideas for alter-
natives? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I don't at this time. No, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You don't know of any alternatives? 
So, it would mean just scrapping the aerostats as well; is that 

correct? 
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. As I indicated earlier, Mr. Chairman, 

we are not going to back away from the things that are necessary 
to do the job. We are going to find a way to do the interdiction m;s
sion and surveillance is a part of that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Let me ask you this, Captain Schowengerdt. Let me 
just ask you this. Let's make some assumptions here. 
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What was being said today by Mr. McNamar is this. You correct 
me if you understood something different. 

We are going to scrap the lookdown capability, the detection ca· 
pability of Customs with the P-3's that is presently scheduled. It is 
my understanding that as of tomorrow the P-3 that is presently 
being converted will be out of money, that $1 million is necessary 
to be forwarded by Customs and was scheduled to be forwarded by 
Customs to continue the work on that aircraft. I assume that under 
these circumstances Customs will not be supplying that money and 
the P-3 program will come to a halt. We have been informed that 
the Navy will cancel that project if Customs is not forthcoming. In 
fact, they are going to cancel it tomorrow. 

Also, from what Mr. McNamar stated, they will cancel out, as 
far as the aerostat is concerned, the third aerostat; and, of course, 
the Air Force will continue to operate the two they have. I would 
assume that Customs is no longer interested in receiving informa
tion off that aerostat. 

What they are also discussing, of course, is four more intercep
tors. We have stated several times, of course, that we feel that 
eight more are necessary. There is an agreement, as you are well 
aware, that has been reached that if the Congress will meet certain 
needs as far as the Department of Defense is concerned in this area 
that those eight would be forthcoming, and we have no reason to 
expect that that is not the truth. 

But I would assume that, given what Mr. McNamar said today, 
he no longer feels that that is necessary, and that they are going to 
be satisfied with the four. 

I was informed this morning by a Department of Defense repre
sentative that Mr. McNamar has already been turned down on this 
proposal of his, but he insists that is not the case, and we will give 
him the benefit of the doubt on that. 

But even going this far and with everything we know about it 
and all the history of the last 2 years, and given the fact that you 
have absolutely no assurance and no indication whatsoever from 
the Department of Defense that they have any way that this can 
be carried out, would you be willing to trade the two plans? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. To trade the two planes? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Plans. 
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I am sorry. The two plans. 
Ml, ENGLISH. The plan that was first submitted for funding to 

the Office of Management and Budget by the Department of the 
Treasury and which was subsequently approved, namely, roughly 
$36 million, as opposed to what Mr. McNamar laid out before us 
today. 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. As you have described them, Mr. Chair
man, no, I would not be willing to do that. However, I would go 
back to my earlier statement, I am not sure that I fully understand 
the proposal that was put forward this morning, and I am going to 
need some time to review that, look at all the possible ramifica
tions before I can give you a definitive answer. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I can appreciate and understand that, and I am 
hopeful that as you search through there you will find something 
that we have missed and that Mr. McNamar has missed and that 
you will so inform us. But, given what I understood Mr. McNamar 
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to say today, if you see any thing or any place where I am in error 
in going through that list, I wish you would point it out to me. 
Those are the facts as we know ·them today and the way that Mr. 
McNamar presented them to us. 

So, I don't think-I should say that the other disappointing thing 
is that, unfortunately, we don't have any time. You don't have any 
time, and we don't have any time. As I said, Mr. McNamar brought 
the ax down today and tomorrow it is canceled. That is the unfor
tunate part. That is what I find so disappointing. As one of the 
members said, I don't think "outrageous" is language too strong to 
use. 

Mr. Coleman. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Captain, I just wanted to say that you might be 

interested-and I want to permit you time, if you would care to, to 
comment on the GAO discussion that went on earlier, and I am 
hopeful that you would be willing to submit to the committee your 
recommendations of the criteria, perhaps, that we should utilize in 
doing the kind of accounting of NNBIS around the country so that 
we have a standard. I think that was kind of what I was getting at 
earlier in my questions, by which NNBIS could understand how 
they were to respond and what it is that we need to do on this com
mittee so that we are all working for the same objective, which we 
all are. I think that is fairly obvious. 

I wondered if you would care to comment on anything that the 
GAO testimony brought out? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Yes, sir. Before commenting specifically 
on some of the things that the GAO witnesses brought up, it is im
portant to backtrack for just a few minutes and describe the 
NNBIS mission as it exists today and as it has existed since the 
program was originally announced. 

The NNBIS program essentially was announced on March 23 by 
the President. That was when the decision was taken to go forward 
with the NNBIS program. 

The announcement by the Vice President on the 17th of June 
was a kickoff announcement-"NNBIS is here; our centers have 
been put in place; and we are today operating." Actually, we were 
operating a few days before that. 'l'he Vice President's speech was 
scheduled for an available time on the 17th, and we were actually 
operating a few days before that. 

Our statistics under NNBIS have been collected since the 10th of 
June; which gives you a handle on the timeframe. 

The mission of the NNBIS centers-and it is a mission which I 
believe is wellknown by all of the people in NNBIS, and that is 145 
Federal, civilian, and military personnel-is to coordinate the ef
forts of all Federal agencies and participating State and local agen
cies in border interdiction. 

That is quite different from the mission of the South Florida 
Task Force. It is one piece of the mission of the South Florida Task 
Force. As one of the earlier testifiers indicated-I think it was Mr. 
Jones-the Attorney General's 12 organized crime drug enforce
ment task forces pick up the other half, if you will, of the law en
forcement problem within or about the borders of the United 
States. 
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The implementing steps necessary to put a mission like this into 
place within each of our regions are to collect and collate intelli
gence information and based on that to assess the threat to that 
region, prioritize the smuggling targets that may be coming 
through the region that we know about, and almost invariably 
there is going to be more smuggling activity than there are re
sources to respond to it, and that is why it is necessary to do some 
prioritization, identify the resources available to interdict smug
gling targets and recommend actions to the participatin¥ agencies. 

I would ask you to please note the word "recommend.' NNBIS is 
not an action agency; it is a coordinating body, a colloquium, if you 
will, of participating agencies. NNBIS is its participating agencies. 
It doesn't have a distinctive life of its own; it is not an agency; it 
doesn't have a budget; it doesn't have the kind of a structure that 
would normally be associated with a Federal agency. NNBIS 
doesn't direct the participating agencies in their work. Each of 
those agencies has a variety of missions to perform. For most of 
them only one of those missions is drug enforcement or drug inter
diction. The sole exception is DEA, which has a single mission for 
its organization. 

But NNBIS can very quickly cut across agency lines to identify 
resources, to disseminate information, to gather information, to 
cause things to happen. Each region is tasked with that kind of a 
coordinative function. 

It breaks down basically into two kinds of day-to-day activities, if 
you will: The coordination of special operations, long-term planned 
operations, and the coordination of short-fuse immediately occur
ring kinds of operations. 

The other thing I would note for you in the way of preface is 
that if an interdiction activity can proceed without the assistance 
of somebody else's resources, if anyone participating agency in 
NNBIS can carry a case through to its conclusion without needing 
the resources of any of the other participating agencies, then there 
really is no need for an ongoing NNBIS coordination; it is not nec
essary for someone in an NNBIS operations center to be pushing 
the buttons or calling the shots. The agency can do its job and do it 
very well, and we simply find out then what has been occurring, 
either at the time or shortly after the fact. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Captain, relative to that, are you then sharing in
formation with EPIC? 

Captain SCHOWTNGERDT. Yes, sir. Everything that NNBIS gets 
goes to EPIC. If there is any question at all about whether a piece 
of information has been shared with EPIC prior to its arrival at an 
NNBIS center, it is sent to EPIC to be absolutely certain that EPIC 
gets everything. 

And, EPIC of course, provides for NNBIS the largest single 
source of information. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Thank you. 
The only other comment that I would have, Mr. Chairman, and I 

share the same concerns you had from this morning's testimony. I 
can't imagine the Office of the Vice President is going to let a Cabi
net officer make the determination that we are somehow going to 
end these programs. I would hope that we could say so from this 
committee in the most clear terms possible so that he is advised. 
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From the dates that we had on some of the matters that oc
curred from letters, it appeared that the Vice President's office was 
not even fully advised of this action. 

I would hope that, if nothing else, those of you who are working 
for the Vice President would be able to take that message back. I 
am convinced that is not his intention, and I feel, indeed, he has 
not been properly advised by Secretary Regan, and I would hope 
that we could reanalyze that position. 

Thank you very much for your testimony, Captain. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
You mentioned that each NNBIS center must assess the threat 

and prioritize its targets and identify its resources and recommend 
action. 

How often are these centers updating each of these tasks? 
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. The centers are a 24-hour-a-day 7-day-a

week operation, Mr. Lewis. The intelligence group is going through 
a continuous process of assessing and reassessing the intelligence 
that is available and going after additional information to fill the 
gaps in what they know. That, of course, is one of the biggest tasks 
and one of the biggest problems-trying to find out what you don't 
know. 

The operations center is responsible for knowing at all times 
where all of the resources are that can be brought to bear on the 
problem, and this is a constant updating function. They are keep
ing track of every Federal aircraft, ship, car, boat, whatever that 
can be made available and to the extent that they are willing to 
participate, State and locals. So, there is a constant real-time 
status of all the assets available to be brought to bear on the prob
lem. 

Mr. LEWIS. So, you feel comfortable that if a major threat shifted 
back and forth that you could adapt to that? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. LEWIS. There are stories of jealousy between law enforce

ment agencies, and tllrf battles are legion. I am not going to ask 
you to air any dirty linen because I feel that sort of thing is de
structive to fostering cooperation among agencies. 

Is it fair to say that in your work with NNBIS, you have come 
across sincere differences of professional judgment over how to con
duct this multifront war against drug smuggling? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. There certainly have been interagency 
rivalries over time, sir. No one would ever deny.""that. I think we 
have made some remarkable progress in dealing with those rival
ries in sublimating them to the larger task and in getting more ef
fective cooperation and sharing of information across agency lines. 
I am confident that we are getting from the participating agen
cies-and after all that is what we are, the participating agencies
the information that they have that can be useful in border inter
diction. 

Mr. LEWIS. I noted in your statement that several State and local 
law enforcement agencies are participating in NNBIS by assigning 
personnel to NNBIS regional centers. 
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Will you keep us informed of the continuing participation of 
these personnel, as well as additional personnel from the State and 
local law enforcement agencies? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Yes, sir; I would be very pleased to. The 
cooperation we are getting from State and local agencies is very 
gratifying. In most of our regions the actual assignment of person
nel to our regional center is limited only to the State and munici
pality in which we are located physically because most States have 
statutes that prohibit them from paying salaries to people not 
working within the confines of their State. But we are using those 
people as a primary point of contact with their colleagues and 
other State and local agencies as well. It is working very well. 

Mr. LEWIS. Have you had at any time over the past several 
months the need to question the integrity of any local enforcement 
agencies along the southeast coast particularly? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Agencies, not particularly; individuals 
within those agencies, yes, sir. 

But that is aiways a problem. There is corruption in the U.S. law 
enforcement agencies, as there are in those of foreign countries, 
and we live with and deal with it and we are sensitive to it. 

Mr. LEWIS. Are you satisfied that the local law enforcement 
agencies are providing the necessary cooperation if they are not 
part of the NNBIS activity? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Yes, sir; and I might give you a couple 
of examples, particularly in the southern California area. The San 
Bernadino County sheriff, for example, does not have people sta
tioned in our NNBIS center in Long Beach, but he is a critical 
player in the air interdiction mission in sout.hern California, as is 
the Riverside County sheriff, who provides resources and intelli
gence, and his actions are fully coordinated with the Federal ac
tions in ongoing aircraft seizures. I think Admiral Schubert in his 
testimony will probably touch on some of the specific cases that 
have arisen out of that. 

Mr. LEWIS. I am concerned about the possible reduction in areas 
of the Customs Service that we have been reading about and re
ceiving comments from our constituents and, being from Florida 
and south Florida, I am under the gun on this on a 24-hour-a-day 
basis, just like you are. 

Do you feel that the President has told the Vice President that 
he will have all the resources available to him to continue the war 
on drugs? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. The Vice President has said that he is 
not going to back E!-way from the problem. He is fully committed to 
supporting the air interdiction mission and to seeing it succeed. 
Yes, sir; I think he will have the resources. 

Mr. LEWIS. I guess I have problems in trying to determine who is 
in command of the task force-the Secretary of the Treasury or the 
Vice President. Do you have any problems ·with that area? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. The Vice President is the head of the 
National Narcotics Border Interdiction System, sir. 

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. MacKay. 
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Mr. MACKAy. Captain, I am interested in the P-3 conversion 
which, as I understand it, is a long-range Navy aircraft which is 
being upgraded with a sophisticated high-power capability radar 
designed primarily for an F-15. 

My understanding is that this conversion is on the way at Lock
heed and that Customs, whether formally or informally, has noti
fied people that it no longer supports the program and doesn't 
intend to pay a bill that is due Friday in order to keep the program 
going and that the Navy has already indicated that if that happens 
that it is going to scrap the program. 

I relate that to the testimony this morning on pages 3 and 4 of 
Mr. McNamar's testimony with respect to the P-3A "our review of 
the usefulness of this potential program indicates it may not be the 
best use of the taxpayers' dollar for the Customs Air Interdiction 
Program." And I see on your prepared testimony at page 10: "We 
are providing assistance to the Customs Service in their interface 
with the Department of Defense with respect to the acquisition of 
additional loan aircraft * * *. This includes the P-3 and C-12 ac
quisition programs, and the loan of related sensor systems." 

Has the Vice President been notified that Customs has no confi
dence in this program and intends to scrap it? 

. Captain SCHOWENGERDT. He was notified t}js morning; yes, sir. 
Mr. MACKAy. Do you feel confident in your position as the coor

dinator with DOD and Customs and, if so, did they go through you? 
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. No, sir. They did not go through me. I 

can only go back to my earlier comment that we are committed to 
air interdiction, that is, the air interdiction mission and to the nec
essary surveillance that goes with that. 

We are not going to back away from tl. ~t. 
How we proceed now, given the change in the Treasury's posi

tion, is something that I can't answer for you today. 
Mr. MACKAy. Apparently there is $4 to $5 million invested thus 

far in this particular policy. Did you have any indication that Cus
toms felt that this program was not a productive program? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. No, sir. 
Mr. MACKAy. At what intervals have you discussed this with 

them? !n other words, how often do you talk to the Treasury so 
that if they zig you are aware of that? 

'l'he point that I am trying to get to-I am not trying to play 
games-is that we are being told that the Vice President is in 
charge. This indicates that someone below him in the hierarchy 
made a fundamental policy decision that is going to involve scrap
ping a $4 or $5 million investment of taxpayers' money and has 
sort of said to you, "P.S., we have changed our minds." 

I don't see that as any indication that the Vice President is in 
charge. 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. My staff and I talk with Customs virtu
ally daily on their projects, things that are going on between us. 

I think we have a fairly good relationship and we share very well 
with each other. 

But I think it would be well to point out at this stage that the 
Vice President is the head of the Border Interdiction System. He is 
not-and has elected not to be-in charge of the Treasury Depart-
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ment and its budget or the Defense Department and its budget or 
any of the other departments and their budgets. 

NNBIS is a coordinative body that tries to work out solutions 
that will do the best job for the Nation across departmental and 
agency lines. Obviously, we have some coordination to do. 

Mr. MACKAy. Well, let me try to respond. Once again, I am not 
chairman of this committee, just as you are not the overall head of 
your operation. 

This committee's job is to do oversight and to determine whether 
this whole plan could have conceivably worked by putting someone 
in charge. Part of our job is to determine whether this works, and I 
can't think of a more damning set of circumstances than what we 
have seen here today, which is to say that it is just like it was back 
before we started. 

'I'hat is not an indictment of you, that is simply to say that you 
are saying to us or the executive branch is saying to us, "We can 
make this coordination work, although we choose not to exercise 
budgetary control." I think that is what you just said. "We choose 
not to exercise muscle. We choose to try to make it work through 
other means," and we have, I think, pretty good evidence that 
somebody is saying-my kids would have an expression for this
"Put it in your ear." 

You found out about this at about the same time we did, and it is 
a fundamental change of policy. 

Let me follow that one more step. 
Do you feel that there is the capability within the Department of 

Defense to pick up the detection functions which Customs says 
they don't think they should properly do? I mean, Customs or 
Treasury has apparently made a policy decision. Treasury, which is 
on a level equal to DOD, has said, "We find that you should do this 
function." That is what they seem to be saying to DOD. 

I would like your opinion. You will have to advise the Vice Presi
dent on that. 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I think it would be well to remember 
that the Treasury's proposal was just that-it was a proposal. It is 
not a policy decision by the Reagan administration--

Mr. MACKAy. But the P-3 program will effectively be scrapped 
Friday, tomorrow, excuse me. So, it is not just a proposal. What it 
means is that you are going to have a rather massive gap, and we 
who are doing oversight are really trying to see if there is a mean
ingful coordination function. 

I don't-how will that gap be filled? 
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I would say again that the Treasury 

pro~osal this morning, at least as it was delineated in this morn
ing s testimony, is a proposal. It is Treasury's view of how it should 
proceed. It is not an administration policy statement, and, until we 
have had a chance in my office and in the Vice Presidenfs Office 
to review the issue in more detail and talk with Defense and Treas
ury, the final vote is not in. 

Mr. MACKAy. Do you share their view that the conversion of the 
P-3 is not the best use of the taxpayers' dollar for the interdiction 
function? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I don't think that is a question that 
could be answered by anyone yet, l\~r. MacKay. The first P-3 was 
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to be our test bed, or perhaps is to be our test bed. To find out what 
it can do with that particular radar, that airframe, and how it 
might serve. We were confident enough of the potential to proceed 
with that first test-bed project. and take a look at it to see how it 
panned out or if it would pan out. 

I don't know whether that is the best use of the taxpayers' 
money or not yet because the tests haven't been run. 

Mr. MAcKAY. What about the apparent scrapping of the third 
aerostat, which is the contract which is supposed to be let Friday, 
and I gather is also not going to be followed through by Treasury 
or someone? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Friday, however, is not a critical date. 
The target date for letting the contract was Friday. That is a date 
which has no particular meaning, other than to get on with the 
program. 

The third aerostat, in my own personal view, has significant p0-
tential. There are also significant drawbacks, as the chairman indi
cated earlier today. The aerostat only flies when the weather is 
good. There can be problems in transmitting data and so forth. 

You have to have the interceptors to handle the data it picks up. 
So, I would like to see us get more experience with aerostats 

than what we have. But, as I indicated, my personal view is that 
there is real potential for the aerostat. 

It is a program that--
Mr. MACKAy. It apparently will fly at about 10 percent of the 

per-hour operating cost, and even though it flies only when the 
weather is good, it would fly three times the number of hours of 
AWACS or the other aircraft. 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Sure. That is one of the reasons it is 
most attractive-its low per-hour cost. 

Mr. MACKAy. Do you feel that there is a mechanism in place, 
either coordinative or otherwise, so that there will be an adminis
tration policy? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Yes, sir; I do. 
Mr. MACKAy. Within what timeframe? Friday? 
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. As S0011 as it is needed. 
Mr. MACKAY. Well, that is up to the chairman to say, thinking 

long term. I was thinking of Friday. 
Thank you. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much. 
Are there any other questions at all? 
If not, one other question does come to mind. I think I know the 

answer, Captain Schowengerdt, but I think it is good to have it on 
the record. 

The question is: Are you aware of any chap.ge whatsoever in the 
President's commitment to the war on drugs and to the efforts 
being made by the Vice President in this area? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. No, sir; no change at all. 
The President and the Vice President are both solidly behind the 

program. There has been no change from their earlier public or 
private statements. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Since this would be an unfair question, I will put it 
in the form of a statement to you. 
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It seems to me, given what we have heard here today, that a pru
dent person could not draw any conclusion, any conclusion whatso
ever, other than the fact that the Office of the Secretary of the 
Treasury evidently is totally out of step with whatever is being 
done in the war on drugs within the administration, that is, the 
rest of the administration. 

I just see no other conclusion that could be drawn. I am extreme
ly concerned and disappointed, particularly by this action of cancel
ling out the P-3 and this effort to turn their backs on the responsi
bilities of the Customs Service. I might say that these are not new 
responsibilities but long-term responsibilities that Customs has 
always pointed to. They have to be able to detect smuggler aircraft 
coming into this country. To simply say that that is no longer their 
responsibility, that they refuse to allow Customs to assume that re
sponsibility, is totally irresponsible. I have been shocked and disap
pointed by the testimony that we have gotten from the Treasury 
Department today. 

I hope that you will go back and assure the Vice President that 
whatever efforts he makes to try to rectify this problem that he 
certainly has the support of this committee; I think I speak not 
only for this particular committee but also for other committees in 
Congress which have been playing a role in trying to weave coop
eration between the various agencies and the legislative branch in 
this war on drugs. 

So, we would appreciate that. We will recess now until tomorrow 
at 10 o'clock when we will hear from Senator Paula Hawkins. 

[Whereupon, at 4:25 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon
vene at 10 a.m., Thursday, March 22, 1984.] 
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HOUSE OF REPRESE?IlTATIVES, 
GOVER?IlME?IlT I?IlFORMATIO?Il, JUSTICE, 

A?Iln AGRICULTURE SUBCOMMIT'l'EE 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVER?IlMENT OPERATIO?IlS, 

Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room 

2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Glenn English (chair
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Glenn English, Ronald D. Coleman, 
Buddy MacKay, Thomas N. Kindness, and Tom Lewis. 

Also present: Representative E. Clay Shaw, Jr. 
Staff present: Theodore Mehl, professional staff member; William 

G. Lawrence, counsel; Euphon Metzger, clerk; and John J. Parisi, 
minority professional staff, Committee on Government Operations. 

Mr. E?IlGLISH. The hearing will come to order. 
I want to recognize very briefly Chairman Dan Daniel, of the 

Subcommittee on Readiness of the House Committee on Armed 
Services, who has been kind enough to come. He has some brief 
comments to make and has to chair another hearing; so, we recog
nize you, out of order, Mr. Daniel. 

STATEMENT OF HON. nAN DANIEL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 

Mr. DANIEL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and apologies 
to Senator Hawkins for intruding on her time. I appreciate the 
committee inviting me to participate. I missed the testimony yes
terday because I was conducting other hearings. The same situa
tion, unfortunately, is true this morning. 

Before I excuse myself, I need to provide a very clear message to 
the Treasury witnesses and to myoid and good friend, General 
Tice, who is representing DOD here this morning. 

The war on drugs, and particularly the aerial interdiction effort 
has been one of the most successful examples of a bipartisan multi
committee cooperative effort ever undertaken on the Hill certainly 
in my tenure here. 

Your committee, Glenn, can see the entire effort. It was author
ized by my insuring that military rea<!iness was not adversely af
fected. 

And it has been the subject of outstanding support and initiative 
in the Appropriations Committee, particularly in the Senate. Both 
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parties, both sides of the Hill cooperating extensively with the ex
ecutive branch in their national war against the drug smugglers. 

This has been a painstaking effort of years, and now in just the 
space of a few weeks, the entire fabric has begun to come unrav
eled. The Treasury Department's attempts to abrogate its statutory 
responsibilities is a ca!:,se for real bewilderment, dishonors memo
randa of understanding with other agencies and attempts to coerce 
the Department of Defense in paying for the operation and mainte
nance of millions of dollars of assets already provided at no cost to 
Treasury for Customs use. 

I heard with utter disbelief last night the Treasury Department's 
attempt to arrogate unto itself a complete redefinition of the North 
American Air Defense System mission in order to avoid paying for 
its own law enforcement activities. 

I do not know how this incredible ploy will ultimately be re
solved within the executive branch, but I can relate to you with 
\lAy''-unty how it will be treated in the Committee on Armed Serv
iCG-.:l. Last year we cooperated with Admiral Murphy of Vice Presi
dent Bush's office to allow extensive use of A WACS and Naval 
radar aircraft as "gap-fillers" in our border radar coverage. 

We liberally interpreted proscriptions under the law against deg
radation of military readiness in a spirit of cooperation and good
will with the executive branch. We knew that Customs' detection 
aircraft were under development in the DOD and Services' systems 
under posse comitatus, and their effort was underway. 

But now, Mr. Chairman, one agency has unila.terally scuttled all 
of that cooperation and mutuality of effort. The executive branch 
had better take charge and get its house in order. 

To assist in the effort, Mr. Chairman, when the Subcommittee on 
Readiness marks up on March 29, we will insure that not one 
penny of DOD authorization may be used for other than national 
security related detection missions, and that a new air defense role 
is not generated for the purpose of relieving embarrassment caused 
by one agency. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, your carefully crafted and coordinat.ed 
interdiction program is too vital to allow it to be destroyed by in
competence, mismanagement, and a lack of executive coordination 
and control. 

For our part, this will not be allowed to happen. And I might 
say, Mr. Chairman, that this entire issue may highlight a total in
capability on the part of the Treasury to understand, manage, or 
utilize any investigatory or law enforcement capabilities. 

I would defer to your committee's expertise as to whether sepa
rate legislation is needed to transfer the Customs function in its 
entirety to an agency which can understand and appreciate, not to 
mention resource, this critical function. 

Certainly DOD cannot be expected to further cooperate with an 
agency which is totally adrift. 

Thank you for having me here this morning. I need to get back 
to the Central American issue, Mr. Chairman, as you well know. 
We are looking forward to your participation in the upcoming dele
gation investigating links between the arms trade and drug smug
gling in that region. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. ENGIJSH. Thank you, Mr. Daniel, and if you have the oppor
tunity either today or tomorrow, well, we hope you will come back 
in and sit in with us. 

Mr. DANIEL. Well, you know of my interest in this subject. I do 
have this hearing this morning on Honduras, which I must con
duct, but if I do get through in time, I would love to return. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, we certainly appreciate the fine support that 
you and the Armed Services Committee have given the war on 
drugs. Thank you very much. 

Mr. DANIEL. I thank the chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kindness. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to add my 

thanks to Mr. Daniel for his continued and continuing interest in 
this very important effort. I would just like to take a moment, Mr. 
Chairman, to indicate that in a way I am pleased that the current 
hubbub and controversy has occurred because it has brought about 
a focus on something that has been in the incipient stage for a 
while, I think, ever since the inception of the concept that the P-3s 
would be fitted with modified F-15 radar. There has been a little 
shilly-shallying about where the money comes from in the mainte
nance of the aircraft. To some extent, perhaps, that has existed 
with respect to the aerostat born radar, but, OK, we are here now 
and we can focus very clearly on something that has been in the 
incipient stage of a problem. 

In conversation with the Office of the Vice President this morn
ing, I learned that the executive board of NNBIS will be meeting 
early next week and will be dealing with this problem in a concert
ed fashion as to how we proceed within the executive branch. 

I welcome that response to the current problem or controversy 
and I would urge, Mr. nhairman, that we keep the hearing record 
that we are currently conducting open by way of adjourning to a 
date subject to the call of the chairman or recessing the hearing for 
the purpose of assuring that we come back after that executive 
board meeting, and an appropriate lapse of time, and find out the 
exact response as to how we proceed. And I think that is an orderly 
way to do it and a most constructive way, which I believe the chair
man is planning to accomplish. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I think the gentleman has an excellent idea and, 
which is as I understand, that after we complete hearing the testi
mony tomorrow that we recess until a point in early April so that 
we might then also have an opportunity to review the decision by 
the executive commission with regard to this matter. I am in total 
agreement with the gentleman and I think it is an excellent pro
posal. 

Without objection, it will be so ordered. 
I might also say very briefly that I was delighted to learn that 

the executive committee evidently is going to take a hard look at 
these developments; that I think, without question, we are going to 
determine whether the Reagan administration is in fact solidly 
behind the war on drugs, that there is more than rhetoric in ad
dressing this iseue; and, whether it really is a top priority. 

Without question, yesterday we saw one individual within the 
Department of the Treasury who, in effect, puUed the plug on the 
war on drugs. 'rhe air interdiction program has long been the cen-
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terpiece of the Reagan administration's drug interdiction" effort, 
and without detection, as the Customs' own manual pointed out, 
there is no backbone to that overall effort. So, I am delighted to 
hear that those people who are in authority within the executive 
council are grasping the situation very quickly and we are anxious
ly awaiting whatever their decisions might be. We are hopeful that 
we will see this war continued in the vigorous manner in which the 
Vice President has been carrying it out. 

Mr. KrNDNESS. Mr. Chairman, if I might add, we all know that it 
is true that in any outfit there is always about 10 percent that 
doesn't get the marching orders right and everyone is entitled to 
redemption once they have seen the light. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, we are always glad to see folks born again, 
and we are hopeful that some folks over at the Treasury Depart
ment will be born again after meeting with the executive council. 
Mr. Coleman. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Just one point, and I think it is really in reference 
to Chairman Daniel's point that he made this morning. I wanted to 
try to assure members of this committee, at least of my perception, 
that this was not an agency gone adrift as far as Customs was con
cerned. My view has been since we began these hearings, and 
throughout the hearings that you, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Kind
ness have held over a long period of time, and I think the chair
man mentioned it yesterday that indeed Customs and the quality 
of the personnel and the dedication to service of this country, and 
in this particular area of drug inwrdiction, has been absolutely 
outstanding, I wouldn't want to leave the impression that anyone 
on this committee, at least, would endorse a statement suggesting 
Customs was adrift. I think there is no question, even from Mr. 
Kindness' last statement, that we are all concerned about those in 
charge of Customs, the Depru·tment of Treasury, and 1 don't dis
agree with Chairman Daniel of my committee, Armed Services, or 
you, Mr. Chairman, that that is the agency that seems to be adrift, 
and 1 think that is the saddest commentary of all. 

It is not one of the agencies that has the real personnel and the 
real hard-working people in it that is at fault, but rather their 
parent agency. And'l suggest that we take Mr. Kindness' state
ment and hope for the best, but I wanted to assure members of this 
committee, at least, that this member is not at all being derogatory 
or would endorse any derogatory statements concerning Customs. 1 
feel that they have done outstanding work, as 1 think this commit
tee has said over and over. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I think that is a very good point, Mr. Coleman. I 

don't think there's any place in the Congress where the Customs 
Service, particularly those men on the front lines of the Customs 
Service, have more admirers than they do on this committee. It is 
amazing that they have been able to accomplish what they have 
with the very few resources that they have available to them to do 
the job. And many times, as I mentioned yesterday, at risk of their 
own life. 

Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to say how pleased 

I am that the subcommittee has scheduled these hearings to assess 
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the National Narcotics Border Interdiction System and its role and 
effectiveness in combating illegal narcotics trafficking. 

I also want to welcome the distinguished Senator from Florida, 
Paula Hawkins, to the subcommittee. We know only too well how 
important this issue is to her, myself, and the people of Florida. 

In addition, I am glad that the subcommittee will have a second 
opportunity to hear from Deputy Secretary McNamar since a pre
vious commitment made it necessary for me to be absent yesterday 
morning. And I am deeply concerned about the Treasury Depart
ment's recent proposal to turn over all of the responsibility for the 
Air Interdiction Program to the Department of Defense particular
ly without their agreement. I look forward to having the opportuni
ty to discuss this particular issue in greater depth. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Lewis. Mr. MacKay. 
Mr. MACKAY. I have nothing. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It is with a great deal of pleasure today that we 

have the opportunity to hear from one of the real champions in the 
Congress as far as the war on drugs is concerned. One that has a 
good many admirers here in the House as well as the Senate. We 
all have a great deal of respect for not only Senator Hawkins, but 
the entire Florida delegation. You people, without question, have 
been on the front line in the war on drugs for !!;"Yme time and the 
fme work that you have done and the leadership that the Florida 
delegation has provided, we all deeply appreciate. 

We are happy to have you with us this morning, Senator. 

STATEMENT OF HON. PAULA HAWKINS, A SENATOR IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

Mrs. HAWKINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. I must thank you for your leadership in this most im
portant matter. Through your efforts, long before I was a Member 
of the Congress, Florida and the entire Nation have been protected 
from the threat of illegal drugs and narcotics traffickers because of 
your vigilance and farsightedness. You and all the subcommittee 
members on both sides of the aisle deserve great credit for your 
hard work. 

I would be remiss if I did not speak about the proposed transfer 
of drug detection responsibility from the U.S. Customs Service to 
the Department of Defense. This proposed transfer would under
mine military readiness while weakening our first line of defense 
against foreign drugs trafficking. 

It will result in a loss of major detection assets, such as the P-3 
aircraft, the E-2C and the radar balloons in Key West, Patrick Air 
Force Base, and the Bahamas. 

No State would be placed in greater risk than Florida, which is 
the port of entry for nearly 80 percent of the cocaine and marijua
na entering the United States. 

I am deeply concerned about the apparent contra.diction, indeed, 
a.n about face by the Department of the Treasury. Only last week, I 
received a letter from the Secretary of the Treasury assuriilg me 
that he would find the disputed amount of money in his Depart
ment budget. I am a little alarmed that we would be having a turf 
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battle at this high of a level. We constantly get calls about turf bat
tles at much lower levels on local law enforcement areas working 
with the military, et cetera. But we are trying to set an example 
here as leaders, and I personally feel that the Secretary of the 
Treasury is going to keep the commitment which he sent in writing 
to me several weeks ago. 

As we all know, he is in China, and pJ:'obably should be contact
ed. 

I would now like to describe a drug interdiction initiative that I 
am promoting, a ship-tethered radar balloon. The nature and pro
me of the drug threat are well known. Drugs are grown and manu
factured in several South American countries and are transported 
by means of small to medium-sized aircraft or ships over estab
lished routes to the shores of the United States. 

For geographical and other reasons, the traffic is forced to pass 
through two choke points. I have them marked on the map there 
with two red circles. These are the Yucatan Channel between 
Mexico's Yucatan Peninsula and Cuba and the Windward Passage, 
between Cuba and Haiti. 

[Mrs. Hawkins submitted the following map:] 
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Mrs. HAWKINs. There are, at present, no effective surveillance 
systems in operation in these channels. The Coast Guard and Cus
toms patrol these areas without the benefit of long-range surveil
lance. Intercepts are made by chance visual acquisition of targets. 
Visual acquisition, translated into a common term means a 
seaman, standing on the deck maybe with a pair of binoculars. It is 
not exactly what you would call high-tech surveillance. From time 
to time aircraft-born radar systems owned by the U.S. military, 
such as the AWACS and the U.S. Navy Hawkeye have been em
ployed in long-range target acquisition and vectoring of intercept 
aircraft. While this technology is more along the lines of what we 
would expect to be using to catch smugglers, these missions are 
very expensive and are not available on a full-time basis. These 
planes, after all, are needed for military purposes. 

The operational cost of an A WACS platform is in excess of 
$10,000 per hour. The Hawkeye costs more than $3,000 per hour to 
operate. 

[Mrs. Hawkins submitted the following bargraph:] 
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Mrs. HA WEINS. In an effort to more effectively fight trafficers, I 
am proposing that we wed human aviation's oldest technology to 
the latest in sophisticated surveillance by using a helium-fIlled bal
loon equipped with a state-of-the-art surveillance radar. The entire 
system would be tethered to an oil platform supply ship, the kind 
now used by off-shore oil industry for supplying drillL'1g and pro
duction riggs. This aerostat, as it is .called, flies at an altitude of 
approximately 2,500 feet, and from there has a target acquisition 
range of 70 miles. This range effectively covers the two channels 
previously mentioned. The ship steams in the area of concern and 
the airborne radar sees the targets, in this case smuggling ships, as 
they enter the detection range. The radar data are transmitted to 
the ship and from there may be sent to other units operating in the 
same area. 

The advantage of this arrangement is that the Coast Guard 
intercept vessels and Customs intercept aircraft would now be able 
to lock in on suspicious targets until they can be visually identi
fied. This removes that aimless patrolling and the element of 
chance from the hunt. 

The balloons remain airborne for from 10 days to 2 weeks and 
can be winched down to the· ships for inspection, repair, and main
tenance. 

The main attraction of the aerostat system is its economy and its 
continuity. Operational costs for the aerostats are on the order of 
$300, maybe $400 per hour. The aerostat also has a larger coverage 
area; it can see farther than much more expensive airborne plat
forms. 

The balloon technology is well developed. It has been proven in 
many U.S. Government and commercial applications. There is also 
a research and development aspect to these systems. They are 
readily available off the shelf at reasonable prices. They can be 
manned and maintained by technicians and mechanics. 

One of these systems is now in operation. But others should be 
acquired in order to enhance the effectiveness of our Coast Guard 
and Customs units on patrol in the war on drugs in the Caribbean. 

Mr. Chairman, these 3 days of hearings provide an extremely 
valuable opportunity for the Congress to have a firsthand look at 
our drug interdiction capabilities. I believe that radar-balloon tech
nology can make a valuable contribution to our national effort to 
stop the flow of illegal drugs into our country. . 

Yesterday, I held hearings as the newest nember of the Foreign 
Relations Committee on the Hawkins' diplomacy-against-drugs 
amendment, which was passed last year unanimously and signed 
by the President on November 22. This new law links foreign aid to 
illegal drug eradication in foreign countries. At the hearing we 
learned, again, how great the threat is because we have more co
caine, more marijuana, more hashish, more heroin than ever 
before coming into our country. 

You have been a pioneer in pointing out why we should be vigi
lant. My State suffers tremendously, as you know-we have talked 
about it several times-because it is the entry point for 80 percent 
of this huge crop that comes into the United States. I must thank 
you for constantly being vigilant on this because no threat strikes 
America more frequently and more savagely than that of illegal 
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drugs. It is breaking up the home. It brings about domestic vio
lence. It brings about violent crime. It is destroying our neighbor
hoods and our domestic tranquility. We must be vigilant and we 
must not argue about where the money is coming from. We must 
know that this is the No. 1 threat to the United States family, as 
we have always known it. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Senator. 
As you know, I've been one who has been an admirer of your 

proposal. One that, I might say, has also received the admiration 
and has been adopted by the Vice President. I think that it makes 
a good deal of sense and certainly needs to be implemented. 

Yesterday we heard from Mr. McNamar who said that the aero
stats aren't any good. He didn't think much of the aerostats and in 
fact the one that was supposed to be built in the Bahamas, he has 
ordered to be canceled. He said that we don't need those aerostats. 

Of course, we also found out that Mr. McNamar yesterday didn't 
have a great deal of knowledge about whether they were any good 
or not. He doesn't have a whole lot of knowledge about the pro
gram-the equipment and the hardware that many of us have been 
involved in such as the fine proposal that you put forth. 

We all recognize that there are limitations to any of these pro
posals, but that is how you put together gap fillers. You've got to 
recognize and understand where the weaknesses are, and strength
en those weaknesses. But we have also got to keep in mind the cost 
to the taxpayer. We don't have an unlimited budget and we have 
been operating on a limited budget for some time. We are trying to 
fit this within what the President proposes so that we don't do any
thing to worsen the defecit situation. 

I think that your proposal certainly fits right in with the require
ments and the realities of the time that we are facing. 

I wonder if we could see the chart again that we had earlier, the 
map. I think it makes a very good point and I don't know if-is Mr. 
McNamar here yet? Is Mr. McNamar around? 

[No response.] 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I am sorry he is not here because-
Mrs. HAWKINS. I will leave the charts for him to see. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I think that would be helpful, Senator. We are 

trying to provide a little on-the-job-training for Mr. McNamar, and 
we are trying to educate him a little bit about what is going on in 
this thing. Perhaps that will be of benefit, but I think that the key 
point that Mr. McNamar needs to understand is the importance to 
the war on drugs of those choke points. It does give us an advan
tage when we can focus our attention on those choke points, as you 
have so aptly demonstrated. Your proposal certainly addresses that 
point. 

I appreciate your bringing that to our attention, and, as I said, I 
am sorry he is not here yet. 

Mrs. HAWKINS. I'll leave it here for educational purposes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Senator. I think that is very 

helpful. . 
Mrs. HAWKINS. Again, about the testimony we had yesterday, I 

might point out, that all the witnesses testified that we get ·very 
little cooperation if our ships go into the Mexican waters. So, smug-
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glers obviously are going through that passage and going up into 
Mexico where they have safe harbor. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much. Mr. Kindness. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you. I have no questions, and appreciate 

your testimony this morning, Senator Hawkins. 
Mr; ENGLISH. Senator Hawkins, I might say that should you have 

time either today or tomorrow, we would be delighted if you could 
join us. We would be happy to have you. 

Mrs. HAWKINS. I will be back. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. Thank you very much, Senator. 
Our next witness is Lt. Gen. Dean Tice, who is the Director of 

the Task Force on Drug Enforcement within the Department of De
fense. 

General Tice, we want to welcome you here this morning. We ap
preciate you coming. If you would like to submit written testimony 
for the record, without objection that will be made a part of the 
record so you should feel free to summarize. 

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. R. DEAN TICE, DIRECTOR, TASK FORCE 
ON DRUG ENFORCEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

General TICE. Yes, sir. 
With your permission, sir, it is a great pleasure to appear before 

you. This is my first appearance. I will ask that my prepared state
ment be submitted for the record, and I would like to make a short 
oral statement in order to save more time for questions you may 
have. 

Even though the Department of Defense has been engaged in 
military assistance to the drug enforcement community for many 
years, my involvement started on January 1, 1984, when I was re
called from retirement to head up the Department of Defense Task 
Force on Drug Enforcement. 

My office was established to improve the coordination of the De
partment of Defense's support of the Federal strategy on drug 
interdiction and drug enforcement. I report directly to the Assist
ant Secretary of Defense for Manpower, Installations and Logistics 
and serve as the principal point of contact between the Department 
of Defense, other Federal agencies, State and local governments, 
and the Office of the Vice President, NNBIS, and the Congress on 
all matters relating to military assistance to drug enforcement. 

I am responsible for ensuring that the DOD policy :in this area is 
adequate to address the needs of the civilian law enforcement, that 
is, within the constraints of section 908 of Public Law 97-86; also 
ensuring that our policy complies with the intent of the Congress 
and satisfies the concerns of the administration. 

In this capacity, I monitor all requests received from NNBIS for 
the services to ensure that readiness of the Armed Forces is not 
impaired through provision of support to law enforcement agencies, 
and where applicable, that reimbursement policies are carried out 
under provisions of the Economy Act. 

In our view, the passage of Public Law 97-86, the DOD Authori
zation Act 1982, did much to clarify the role of DOD in support of 
civilian law enforcement activities. However, there are still some 
areas where the intent of the Congress is implicit rather than ex-
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plicit. Therefore, the importance of consultation in the area of 
DOD's participation in drug interdiction and the oversight process 
mutually serves the interest of the Department of Defense and the 
Congress. 

We believe that the Department of Defense has made a signifi
cant contribution in the fight against illicit drugs. Because each of 
the military departments will be testifying tomorrow, I will not 
cover the specifics of this assistance. I will say, however, that De
fense systems engaged in drug enforcement activities in connection 
with our normal training missions have been substantial. Further, 
as NNBIS matures, I am confident that our support will continue 
to improve. The relationship with NNBIS is working for the De
partment of Defense. 

We are now getting requests for assistance programmed 3 to 6 
months in advance. 

The bulk of our support is now being coordinated by the NNBIS 
staff. 

NNBIS has made requests with technical precision as to the Il1is
sion suitability of a resource. 

And the strategy provided to DOD is both comprehensive and 
comprehensible, and written professionally, taking into consider
ation the location of our resources, thus minimizing time losses due 
to travel to the areas of operation. 

With this type of close coordination and advanced planning, we 
have been able to improve both the quality and the amount of as
sistance given to the NNBIS operations. I should also mention that 
we have 31 personnel assigned full time in support of the NNBIS 
regional offices, and two are v.rith the Washington NNBIS staff. 

Finally, Mr. Chairmun, I wish to make the point that DOD plans 
to continue our close cooperation with the NNBIS, other Federal 
agencies, local and State law enforcement agencies. Over the next 
year, the Department of Defense Task Force will review on a con
tinuing basis the entire scope of involvement in drug enforcement 
assistance. 

I would be pleased to take your questions, sir. 
[The prepared statement of General Tice follows:] 
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INTRODUCTION 

Mr. Chairman, it is a great pleasure to make ~y first appearance 

before your Subcommittee. Even though DoD has been engaged in military 

assistance to the drug enforcement community for many years, my involve-

ment started on 1 January 1984, when I was recalled from retirement to 

head up the Department of Defense Task Force on Drug Enforcement. 

My statement today will focus on four characteristics which underscore 

DoD's participation in drug interdiction since the 1981 law was enacted: 

CONSULTATION, COORDINATION, COOPERATION, AND CONTINUATION 

CONSULTATION 

In our view the passage of public 97-86 (DoD Authorization Act, 

1982) in December 1981 did much to clarify the role of DoD in support of 

civilian law enforcement activities. The contents of Section 908 to PL 

97-86, which added Chapter 18, "Military Cooperation with Law Enforcement 

Officials," to Title 10 of the US Code, is so well known by the members 

of your panel, Mr. Chairman, that it serves no purpose to repeat it 

here. However, there are still some areas where the intent of the 

Congress is implicit rather than explicit. Therefore, the importance of 

consultation in the area of DoD's participation in drug interdiction and 

the oversight process mutually serves the interests of the Department of 

Defense and the Government Operations Committee; allow me to quote the 

oversight mission of the Committee from the Rules of the House of 

Representatives: 

The committee on Government Operations shall review and study, 
on a continuing basis, the operation of government activities 
at all levels with a view to determining their economy and 
efficiency. (Rule X, cl. 2, Rules of the House, emphasis sdded). 

Although your review authority Was conferred in the 1946 Legislative 



182 

Reorganization Act, and reiterated in the 1970 update to the ststute, I 

recognize that oversight is a much more serious business in Congress 

today than-it was a generatior ago. 

the consonance of our objectives leads us to emphasize three words 

in your cited Rule authority: "continuing," "economy," and "efficiency." 

First, I want to demonstrate that our formal and informal relations hava 

been indeed continuous, especially over the past year. And. seccnd, 

consultation with your committee, its staff, as well as with other 

members, commlttees and staffs reflects DoD's determination to provide 

military assistance in the most &conomical and efficient manner possible. 

The scope of our consultation and oversight activity deserves 

cataloging since it,evidences the point that I have been making: that 

we take our drug assistance role very seriously. 

We have actively participated in formal hearings before a diverse 

number of panels and in several locations: 

o On the Senate side: 

00 Dr. Korb appeared before joint Appropriations Committee and 

Drug Enforcement Caucus meetings in both Biloxi, MiSSissippi, in July, 

and Phoenix, Arizona in September. 

00 He also testified before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 

earlier this month. 

o On the House side; our participation in policy review activities 

has been equally extensive: 

00 Since May 1982, Defense witn~sses have been before your 

Subcommittee four times - May and August 1982, February 1983 - in Miami, 

and today. The Services also appeared before your panels in field 

hearings in July in New Orleans, EI Paso and San Diego, 

00 In February 1984, Dr. Korb testified before the House Foreign 

Affairs Committee Task Force on International Narcotics Controls. 
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Perhaps of equal significance has been the informal consultation -

this has been extensive, intensive and continuous with both the Senate 

and House. 

o My office as well as the Services have met for discussions, as 

well as specialized briefings on such assistance arrangements as attempts 

to transfer C-12 aircraft; the Navy P-3 and Air Force radar configuration: 

aerostat radar assistance in Florida all for Customs; and Navy hydrofoil 

support of the Coast Guard in the Gulf. These meetings. on equipment and 

personnel support occurred with the Senate and House Armed Services 

Committee staffs and with your Subcommittee minority and majority staff, 

Mr. Chairman. 

o But, in addition, my staff has met with the Select Committee on 

Narcotics as well as the Subcommittee on Crime of the House Judiciary 

Committee to discuss other problems and issues in military assistance. 

Although infoxma1, these meetings have involved, in some cases, both 

members as well as staff. 

To close the subject of consultation, ~rr. Chairman, let me reiterate 

that DoD's interest is synonymous with that of your panel.: we both seek 

an optimal drug assistance PQlicy. We try to involve Congress before we 

finalize m~ny of our assistance arrangements, and informing Congress 

broadly and continously on virtually all types of support arrangements, 

including those with the National Narcotics Border Interdiction System. 

COOFDINATION 

For DoD, coordination means assuring managerial economy and efficiency 

in the development, execution, and follow-through of our support programs. 

There are four sets of management functions that we perform to assure 

coordination: 
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First, to the maximum extent possible, we encourage close coordination 

of training and operations schedules of certain types of military activities 

" with the appropriate component of the drug enforcement community. 

o In January 1983, a planning group was organized at Norfolk to 

coordinate Coast Guard and Customs Service requests for Navy fleet and 

Reserve Support. 

o The Air Force's Tactical Air Command has hosted meetings at 

Langley AFB, VA between NNBIS and officials responsible for AWACS and 

aerostat operations. 

o On a continuing basis, my staff and Service representatives meet 

with NNBIS planners on a wide variety of operations, often projected 

four to six months into the furture. 

Second, I organized the DoD Task Force on Drug Enforcement to 

monitor policy coordination in and out of DoD. 

Third, DoD and Service representatives (to includ~ our respective 

staffs have made numerous field visits: 

o To all NNBIS regional sites. 

o To OPBAT operations 

o And, in particular, to the South Florida Task Force - in fact, 

in May 1983, Dr. Korb decorated the Coast Guard leadership in the Miami 

district in recognition of their support and leadership in anti-drug 

efforts. This was in consideration of the training provided to Navy 

crews by the Coast Guard. 

Fourth, DoD participates in numerous interagency groups at the 

Federal level. 

o We have two military representatives on the Washington NNBIS 

staff and thirty-one military personnel assigned full time in the NNBIS 

regional offices. 
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Fifth, we are making the greatest possible effort to inform state 

and local governments of the availability of our assistsnce. This 

represents our greatest challenge, Mr. Chairman, and one which requires 

stillmore work - principally because of the size of our nation and the 

widespread practice of illicit drug trafficking. 

o In this regard, NNBIS has been of value to us in the border 

areas. We are encouraging state and local law enforcement agencies to 

coordinate their requests for assistance through the regional centers. 

o Our provost marshal, security police and staff judge advocates 

in the field have always maintained close cooperation with their locaL 

community counterparts. 

o And, we are making everY attempt to use the relatively new Law 

Enforcement Coordinating Committee (LECG) as still another vehicle to 

reach state and local officials. As the LECC program develops, we hope 

that it will become a permanent link between the militarY and the verY 

broad Civilian law enforcement community. 

o Finally, we have met with numerous state and local enforcement 

officials as well as Some state National Guard Adjutants General under 

the aegis of the National Governors' Association winter meeting in 

Washington. 

COOPERATION 

Cooperation involves the direct provision of militarY assistance to 

the law enforcement community. Let me say a word at the outset Cd how 

DoD manages drug assistance between the Office of the SecretarY of 

Defense (OSD) and the Services. 

The relationship of asp to the Services and JGS on militarY assistance 

policy is similiar to that which applies to mejor mission organization 

and management in DoD. 
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o aSD provides drug policy development, resource managem~t and 

drug program evaluation functions - principally through DoD Directive 

5525.5. 

o The Service secretariats, which are organized identically to 

aSD, integrate and coordinate policy. 

o The Service or military staffs are functionally structured to 

organize, equip, and execute drug interdiction assistance to the J.>TJ 

enforcement community. 

My boss, the Assistant Secretary for lmnpower, Installations and 

Logistics, is responsible for monitoring drug assistance policy. As head 

of the DoD Task Force on Drug Fnforcement, I have a mandate to report to 

the Assistant Secretary of Defense (MI&L) on the progreas of DoD coopera-

tion as well as DoD compliance with law and policy. 

We in DoD have effected a broad cooperation network outside of DoD 

to facilitate progrsm planning and execution at all levels, and I have 

attached a management model which reflects these arrangements. 

Since the purpose of this hearing ia to present the ways that we, 

and other agencies, cooperate with NNBIS, let me preface my comments on 

that topic with a delineation of what we at Defense consider to be the 

required crtteria for a good military asaistance program; 

o A good plan, involving the best possible analysia of the drug 

trafficking threat. 

o A central planning and control mechanism for the coordination 

and confirmation of requests for DoD assistance, projected as far in 

advance as possible. 

o Sufficient technical as well as planning expertise to assure 

basic economies and efficiencies of force, such as the assurance that 

the best available piece of equipment is used for the mission. 
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The relationship with NNBIS seems to work well for DoD: 

o We are noW getting requests for assistance programmed three to 

six months in advance. 

o The b~uk of our support is now being coordinated by NNBIS. 

o NNBIS has made requests with technical precision as to the 

mission suitability o~ a resource. 

o The strategy provided to DoD is both comprehensive and compre

hensible, and written professionally, taking into consideration the 

location of our resources - thus minimizing time losses due to travel to 

the area of operations. 

While I am unable to disclose the precise types of support that we 

are providing, and the time and place of their use - something which the 

Services and I would be pleased to do in executive seSSion, Mr. Chairman, 

I will mention some of the types of assistance that are being provided. 

THE ARMY is providing occasional radar support in the Southwest, 

and has further requested the National Guard and the Army Reserve to 

make contact and to continue close coordination with the NNBIS regional 

centers. 

THE NAVY is providing fleet and Reserve E-2C aviation support in 

the Southeast, Southwest, Gulf and the PaCific. Other support includes: 

a Hydrofoils in the Southeast and Gulf regions. 

a P-3 fleet and Reserve aircraft off the East Coast, in the Gulf, 

Caribbean and, with S-3, in the Pacific region. 

a PBR's will be used for river surveillance in certain regions. 

o Navy and Marine radar support is found in the Caribbean, East 

Coast and Southwest. 

a Marine Corps' OV-IO's are used in the Southeast and Southwest. 

43-045 0-85--7 
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THE AIR FORCE will continue to provide AWACS support as well as 

C-130, aerostats and A-IO aerial surveillance. Other radars will be 

used as well. The Air Force has also agreed to keep its OPRAT helicopter 

force in the Bahamas for the foreseeable future. Finally, you will be 

pleased to know, Mr. Chairman, that the plan is progressing to colocate 

Customs radars ~~th the NORAD Regional Operations Control Centers at 

March and Tyndall AFB. 

CONTINUITY 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I wish to make the point that DoD plans to 

continue its support indefinitely in every manner and method envisioned 

by administation policy and the law. More specifically: 

o We are in the so-called "drug war" for the duration. 

o In the case of the Air Force, not even the sacrifice of life has 

deterred that service from reaffirming its commitment to this effort. 

o Over the next year, the DoD Task Force on Drug Enforcement will 

review on a continuing basis the entire scope of our involvement in drug 

enforcement assistance. 

Thank you for the privilege of appearing before the Subcomm~ttee on 

Government Information Justice and Agriculture, Mr. Chairman; I would be 

pleased to take your questions. 
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:Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, General Tice. 
As ~ understand it, you do have the authority to speak for the 

Department of Defense in this matter, is that correct? 
General TICE. Yes. I am representing the Assistant Secretary of 

Defense for Manpower, Installation and Logistics today. 
Mr. ENGLISH. General, are you aware of the statements made to 

the subcommittee by Deputy Treasury Secretary McNamar yester
day concerning the new expectations of the Department of De
fense? 

General TICE. Yes, sir, I am. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And, of course, I mean specifically that he has de

veloped as a part of the Treasury Department's strategy on the war 
on drugs that DOD will assume the entire detection role on a per
manent basis. When were you first told of Mr. McNamar's scheme? 

General TICE. We discussed this with representatives of the 
Treasury Department on Monday of this week. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Did you or anyone else in the Department of De
fense consent to, or approve, this rearrangement of DOD's interdic
tion role? 

General TICE. I don't think we were asked to approve it at the 
time that this was presented. It was open for discussion and we 
were asked to take a look at this request. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Then, I assume that you did not get consent to it, is 
that correct? 

General TICE. Yes. Not at that time, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. McNamar's plan assumes that the Department 

of Defense can dedicate on a permanent basis hundreds of addition
al AWACS and E-2C hours per month over and above what the Air 
Force and the Navy are currently flying in support of Customs. 

What is the position of the Department of Defense on the impact 
on combat readiness that such a dramatic increase in A WACS and 
E-2C flights would cause? 

General TICE. The information that I have received from both 
the Department of the Navy and the Department of Air Force indi
cates that the flying hours that we have allocated to the NNBIS 
operation are close to the maximum amount that is going to be 
available. Part of the problem, of course, is whether those flights 
are involved in an area which would assist in the detection process. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We in Congress, of course, drafted and passed the 
Posse Comitatus law to ensure that the law would prohibit the use 
of Department of Defense assets in support of civilian law enforce
ment if that use would degrade the combat readiness of the Armed 
Forces. 

Secretary Weinberger referred to that provision in refusing Mr. 
McNamar's first move on the Department of Defense last week and 
did so, I suppose, in response to Secretary Regan's letter as well. 
Now, he is back, again, this time asking the Department of Defense 
to assume the entire burden of detection of drug smugglers. Will 
the same provision of the law continue to apply? 

General TICE. Of course, it would. But I think that the proposal 
made by Treasury at this time was one for discussion and was not 
submitted as a formal proposal to the Secretary of Defense. That is 
my understanding of it, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I would have to say that it was presented to 
this committee and presented in public yesterday as a proposal. We 
were told that it was a proposal. And as a proposal then, are you 
telling me that the law then would apply on these counts? 

General TIeE. It certainly would, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. At the present time as far as the E-2C is concerned 

and AWACS, are those presently flying, say, for instance, where 
Senator Hawkins pointed out the choke points are concerned? 
Those points that you would need to identify drug smugglers 
coming through? Do we have AWACS and E-2Cs flying in the Yu
catan Channel and the Windward Passage? 

General TleE. On the normal AWACS runs there would be some 
coverage on the northern tip of the Yucatan. Off of the east coast
off of the Caribbean there, there would be some E-2C coverage, but 
most of the E-2C coverage is in the southwest, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, with regard to the Yucatan and the Wind
ward Passage, they are certainly the main points of passage that 
aircraft must take in coming not only into Florida, but also into 
the gulf coast States, the entire Texas area as well into my home 
State of Oklahoma. All those flights must come through those two 
points because of navigational requirements. 

Are you telling me then that the majority of AWACS and E-2C 
time that the Department is now providing is covering that area 
the majority of the time? 

General TIeE. I would say that we are not covering that the ma
jority of the time because the use of the A WACS and E-2C is pro
vided to the NNBIS organization for further allocation to other 
agencies such as Customs or the DEA, and I guess the time on sta
tion there would probably be 20 or 30 percent of the total time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. One final question. If we are to be effective, and 
certainly if we are to have detection capability that would enable 
timely response, obviously the farther away that you get from the 
mainland, namely those choke points, that is what you need. You 
need time in order to scramble those interceptors; get them up in 
the air to meet those people as they are coming in and to plan for 
the arrest. 

What would it take to put AWACS and E-2C's in those points? 
Could they go down there unescorted? 

General TICE. There are certain restrictions on the use of the 
AWACS. There would have to be fighter escort provided. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Placing them in those positions, would they require 
fighter escort under those requirements? 

General TIeE. The difficulty in supporting that mission would be 
the logistical tail, the fighters and all the other support that would 
have to accompany those flights. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is the answer, yes, then? 
General TIeE. I would say so. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So, in order to cover what everyone who is involved 

in this problem agrees are the major choke points that have to be 
addressed if we are to substantially increase our effectiveness as 
far as drug interdiction is concerned, not only would we have to 
put AWACS and E-2C's over those positions, but we would have to 
have fighter escorts. Could those fighters--would they have the 
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fuel consumption to be out there on their own, or would they re
quire tanker service? 

General TreE. No, sir. All the flights that we conduct with the 
A WACS have to have fighter training wings to accompany them 
because that is how they get the training. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What we are talking about now though is com
pletely new tracks. What we are talking about here obviously, Gen
eral, is the dedicated service that is envisioned by Mr. McNamar. 
We are not talking about the training flights which you can do. 
And is it not true that for the training flights that you now have, 
none of the tracks are down in that area? What you are talking 
about is you would have to have fighter escort to put that AWACS 
and E-2C in those positions, is that not correct? 

General TICE. That is correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Would you also not have to have tanker service 

then to keep those fighters in the air? 
General TICE. It depends on the time on station. If they are oper

ating too far offshore; then, there would be a requirement to have 
tanker resupply, and that's the part of the logistical tail that I was 
mentioning. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is it not also true that the Navy, when requested 
by the Customs Service to put E-2C's, particularly in the Wind
ward Passage, refused to do so because of that very fact? 

General TICE. That is correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kindness. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Gener

al Tice, for your testimony here this morning. I would like to clari
fy a little bit exactly what was discussed on Monday evening with 
the Customs Service. What was contained in the proposal, as you 
recall those discussions? 

General TICE. We were asked to look at five options that we 
might undertake in discussions with Treasury and the Customs 
Service. And what areas-what further areas that we are doing 
now that the Department of Defense might do to assist them in 
their detection role. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Could you enumerate those five areas? 
General TICE. I'm not sure-I don't have the specific items, but 

they dealt with taking a look at the networking requirements in 
the ROCC. They dealt with taking another look at the rules of en
gagement that we have in the air sovereignty role for the North 
American Defense Command. They dealt with reopening again, 
trying to get assistance in adding C-12's. As you know, they fell out 
in the last session. And also asked us to take a look whather we 
could support the third balloon. 

I may have left something out, but that was the framework for 
the discussion. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Was there an ability to respond defmitively to 
any of those points, or did they all remain open for discussion? 

General TrcE. We responded in a fairly frank way on some of 
them, but I think in receiving those on Monday, in fairness to both 
parties-the Treasury Department and alISO the Department of De
fense-that we would expect to have more time to make a thor
ough evaluation of some of those recommendations. 
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Mr. KINDNESS. Was there anv discussion in that connection with 
the need for legislation, actual-change in the law in order to allow 
the Department of Defense to carry out what was being suggested? 

General TICE. I don't recall that we discussed that. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Although that would be something to be consid

ered down the line presumably if consideration went further, I take 
it? That there would have to be legislative--

General TICE. If it involved complete dedicated missions to sup
port only the Customs' detection role, I am sur.e we would have to 
reevaluate our authorization that we have now. 

Mr. KINDNESS. With regard to the air sovereignty proposal, are 
you able, at this time, to state in more detail what was proposed? 

General TICE. Yes, we-I personally discussed this with Customs 
representatives before and the Air Force has discussed it. I think it 
is a point for open discussion as to what our capability is to assist 
that agency with reference to detection. But, as you recall, on the 
air sovereignty, when we gave up the SAGE system, it was decided 
that the rules of engagement were changed and that the survivabil
ity of permanent installations on the ground could be in jeopardy; 
therefore, they made a choice to go to more or less the air mobile 
concept of using the AWACS for the control in the air defense 
system. And, therefore, they no longer track specifically penetra
tions below 10,000 feet or those aircraft that fly under 180 knots. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Was there any discussion about what action or at 
what level might be required in the executive branch in order to 
effect such a proposal, such as a Presidential directive? 

General TICE. I am not sure on that, sir. I was in the room, but I 
am not sure what all was discussed there; maybe privately between 
the Secretary. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you, sir. I yield back to the chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Coleman 
Mr. COLEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me welcome you, 

General Tice, to this committee today. I notice from yesterday-let 
me just say to you that Mr. McNamar told the subcommittee that 
the aerostat program was not cost effective. I notice on page 8 of 
your testimony today that you said, tiThe Air Force will continue 
to provide AWACS support as well as C-130, aerostats and A-10 
aerial surveillance." Could you explain the DOD position with re
spect to the aerostats and whether or not you feel they are cost ef
fective? 

General TICE. Sir, I think the challenge for all of us is to deter
mine under the detection process how many actual hits or arrests 
that have derived from that kind of detection. And I believe out of 
the one balloon in southern Florida, since it has been there, we 
have had eight hits or eight arrests. I think it is an area in which 
it is tough to determine the cost-effectiveness of employing one 
system versus another one. We do have a commitment through 
1985 to go ahead and continue to operate those two aerostats. 

Mr. COLEMAN. And so the Department of Defense's position is 
that, at least, they are worth trying? 

General TICE. Yes, sir. I think the difficulty, of 'course, is the 
number of hours that the radar systems remain operational on the 
balloon. You have more success with keeping the balloon up there 
than you do of keeping the radar systems up. And u .. ntil you can 
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get the total integration of a digitizing capability; then, the ree.c
tive mode is slowed when you can't get that information from ihe 
radar system. 

Mr. COLEMAN. I understand from staff that that balloon. IS aver
aging about 19 hours per day of operational time, is that a fair 
statement or do you have figures like that? 

General TICE. I don't. I can provide that flpecifically for the 
record. I think the aerostat ballov!l has more direct relationship in 
the role or the mission that we have given thE! U.S. Coast Guard in 
those waters with reference to detection and interception than it 
does with the interest of the Department of Defense. 

[The information follows:] 
Since 1 January 1984, the Cape Canaveral aerostat has been operating twenty

four hours a day, five days a week. Operational ready rate for January was 62.9%. 
The aerostat was down 17.2% for mai.'ltenance and 18.9% for weather. During Feb
ruary the Cape Canaveral aerostat operational ready rate was 53%. The aerostat 
was down 10.1% for maintenance and 33.5% for weather. Difference in operational 
rate was largely due to weather. The Cudjoe Key aerostat is operational twenty-four 
hours a day, seven days a week. Average operational rate for this system for FY83 
was 61 %. During FY83 the aerostat was down an average of 9.4% for maintenance 
and 25.6% for weather. 

Mr. COLEMAN. On page 7 of your testimony you said that the 
Navy is providing P-3 fleet and Reserve aircraft. Are you aware 
that the P-3 program is being scuttled today because of the Cus
toms Service is cutting off payments for the modification of the air
craft? 

General TrCE. I am not aware that the Customs or the Treasury 
has cut off payments for the conversion of the P-3 test. 

Mr. COLEMAN. On the final page of your testimony, you have a 
figure entitled, "Major Players in Posse Comitatus Policy." For the 
record, and for members of this subcommittee, could you explain 
your figure? And, after that, give us your perception of posse com
itatus and what limitations you in DOD believe it places on further 
involvement by the military from this point? By that I mean from 
this point forward with respect to additional capability? 

General TICE. I think those of us who are in uniform have 
thought, for almost 200 years, that the posse comitatus made sense 
with reference to keeping us from any direct confrontations in the 
arrest and seizure of civilians within this country. And I think-we 
don't need to explain why we feel tbat way. On the other hand, I 
think the passage of the law for the 1982 budget authorization 
opf'ned up an area in which we felt that we could provide assist
ance and still not create perhaps an adverse image of the Armed 
Forces. This position is one which was agreed upon in concert with 
the House Armed Services Committee and the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee that as long as we could provide this assistance 
under a training mission then we would be willing to undertake it. 
And I think that is the way we would hope to continue to operate. 
The bottom line, of course, is readiness. 

And, as you know, you read where there was a recent deploy
ment of the AWACS to Egypt, and things like that. The permanen
cy of some of the support that we have there would not be avail
able based on contingency actions that we may have to take. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Just one other question, if I might, Mr. Chairman. 
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At one point in your answer to a previous question you had said 
that you would have to look at a different authorization in the De
fense Department request as I understood it, if indeed you were to 
take on the additional responsibility of operation and maintenance, 
particularly maintenance costs alone. Do you know whether or not, 
or do you know of any move on the part of the Department of De
fense to make such a request tf' the Armed Services Committee in 
their authorization process? 

General TICE. Not that I am aware of, sir. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
General, if we are talking about new tracks for thl~ AWACS, 

what is the time and cost involved in preparation and actual 
flying? 

General TICE. We use a figure of about $4,917 an hour for flying 
the AWACS, not including overhead. 

Mr. LEWIS. Does that include manpower? 
General TIeE. No, sir. It does not include the crew. That's oper

ational-the O&M cost associated Vvith that flying time. 
Mr. LEWIS. You had stated, I believe, that the AWACS hours al

ready given to NNBIS are close to the maximum? 
General TICE. Yes, sir. We have provided to them the maximum 

that the Air Force feels that they can provide as a part of their 
training mission. The hours that we provide to NNBIS are associat
ed with the number of flying hours that we have associated with 
the training mission or the operational mission of those aircraft. 

Mr. LEWIS. I wonder and I would like for you to explain to the 
committee why the Department of Defense doesn't feel that it can 
take up the slack by the Treasury in reducing their operation. How 
do you feel that you can do that? Did you get into any detailed con
versation on the Treasury's proposal? 

General TIeE. Not at this time, sir. 
Mr. LEWIS. It would seen! to me that if one department is going 

to iell the other department that you are going to take up the 
slack and do the job that we can't do anymore, that they would dis
cuss that with you before they would make the conclusion that you 
are going to do it? 

General TICE. I can't judge whether they have made that conclu
sion or not, sir. It was discussed with us on Monday evening as an 
alternative to some of the problems that that agency was faced 
with. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Would the gentleman yield very briefly? 
Mr. LEWIS. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. McNamar said yesterday that they had. This 

was their decision. They were acting on it. They were reprogram
ming the money-that was the decision. 

General TreE. I am not privy to that inside decision. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, it wasn't inside, it is on public record, Gener

al. 
Thank you. 
Mr. LEWIS. Well, General, in your responsibility, and I certainly 

am an admirer of yours, how do you feel that the Department of 
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Defense can step in and pick up the slack that we are concerned 
about? 

General TICE. I think at this time that we don't feel that we have 
the ability to move into this area. The tough challenge is how do 
you provide enough radar coverage with followon support to detect 
aircraft penetrating the borders within the limits of the air sover
eignty understanding that we have today, and that is below 10,000 
feet and less than 180 knots. 

We think that we are meeting the major threat to this Nation as 
determined by national security. 

Mr. LEWIS. Do you feel that the radar coverage in the two areas 
that we have been discussing this morning is sufficient at this 
point in time, and do you support the aerostat philosophy? 

General TICE. I don't think we have enough evidence to date to 
determine the true cost effectiveness of the aerostat. But up to this 
point, I think that we were willing to support it until we have a 
good test of it. The difficulty is, of course, the slant range for the 
radar systems mounted on the balloon, as I understand, about 150 
miles. And they have to be pretty low on the deck for you to identi
fy them at that level. 

Mr. LEWIS. Well, as we are set up now in the Caribbean are you 
satisfied that we have sufficient coverage? Radar coverage? 

General TICE. I don't think I am in a position to comment on 
that with reference to the drug detection. We feel we have com
plete coverage with regard to our national security role. 

Mr. LEWIS. Yes. I am speaking of specifically the Drug Interdic
tion Program? 

General TICE. I don't think I am in a position to comment on 
that, sir. I think the NNBIS representatives or others who work 
with it on a day-to-day operational basis would be in a better posi
tion to respond to that question, sir. 

Mr. LEWIS. Well, I guess what I would be concerned about is that 
if we are going to have a reduction in the operation by the Customs 
Service, you or your staff, or somebody on your staff should be 
able to plug in whether or not today we have sufficient drug inter
diction operations and equipment fOor surveillance and if it is re
duced by the Treasury Department, what is going to happen? What 
is going to be the result? 

General TICE. And I think that is something for the Cabinet-level 
people to sort out. 

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, General. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. MacKay 
Mr. MACKAY. General Tice, I want to say at the outset that I 

think your written and verbal presentation is excellent. It seems to 
me that you have outlined the information that you anticipated we 
wanted in a way that is really useful to us. And I appreciate that. 

General TICE. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. MACKAY. I want to try to summarize for my own purposes. 

You are the person within the Department of Defense who has the 
responsibility of trying to make the Posse Comitatus Act mean 
something? 

General TICE. As it pertains specifically to the drug enforcement 
role, sir. 

Mr. MACKAy. That is correct. 
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General TICE. We give a lot of assistance to local and State law 
enforcement agencies, and most of that is handled in another office 
althr)Ugh I do get involved. 

Mr. MACKAY. It seems to me that you are saying that the NNBIS 
effort and the coordination with NNBIS seems to be working well, 
and you have detailed the ways that you would evaluate whether it 
is working; whether they are asking for the help in advance to give 
you time; whether they are taking into account your constraints on 
whether it is written technically so that it can fit into your oper
ational needs? 

General TICE. Yes, sir. As I mentioned, I think, that for our role 
as mainly a resource agency in providing either equipment and 
some personnel, and training missions to support the drug interdic
tion and the drug enforcement role that we are beginning to feel 
more comfortable with having a central office process those re
quests. When you consider what short timeframe that they have 
been operating on a national basis. I read with interest the GAO 
report and they guarded their response, as I suspected they would 
do, but they did say that they thought that we were making some 
headway in having a coordinating agency to bring these agencies, 
the Federal agencies together as well as the local law enforcement 
agencies to put more pressure and more concerted effort in trying 
to limit the illicit drug traffic. 

Mr. MACKAy. And you mentioned that you are attempting now 
to work through the Law Enforcement Coordinating Committees 
which are, with some lack of uniformity, beginning to get under
way? 

General TICE. Yes, sir. We have-as they hold their conferences 
around the country now-attended and made presentations at 12 
LECC meetings. We work with the U.S. attorneys mainly as an 
educational process as to what assistance we can give. And we have 
some very good success stories to tell about the immediate kind of 
responses that we have been able to bring about in loaning equip
ment to help local law enforcement agencies meet a specific kind of 
request. 

Recently in Miami, we helped fly some materials there, and it 
was on a reimbursable basis in compliance with the Economy Act, 
but the main thing we are trying to do through the LECC is educa
tional. There is a lot of misinformation about what the amendment 
or the changes to the posse comitatus allows the State and local 
agencies. Any changes that we might have toward those State and 
local law enforcement agencies. 

Mr. MACKAy. I would like to characterize the problem that we 
seem to be confronting now and see if you would agree with this 
characterization. It seems to me that over the whole spectrum, 
which would include the Coast Guard and the surveillance that 
goes into their efforts and their interdiction, the airborne interdic
tion, the actual coordination with State and local governments, 
that the one problem we have run into is airborne detection. And it 
seems to me we've got to make a decision, or this committee's re
sponsibility requires it to mal(e a recommendation as to whether 
airborne detection responsibility should be placed with the DOD, 
and in the event we made that recommendation, we would then 
have to make further decisions about where you needed additional 
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equipment or whether the Posse Comitatus Act had to be changed, 
or we need to make a decision as to whether that responsibility 
should be lodged in some other agency which would have that re
sponsibility and would then rely on you within the limits that are 
inherent in your existing definition of your responsibility and the 
Posse Comitatus Act? 

General TICE. Well, we think within the role of the definition we 
have today that our primary emphasis just has to be on national 
security matters, sir. 

Mr. MACKAy. Absolutely. So, then basically seems to be the deci
sion we have to make with the subordinate decision being which 
agency should have that primary detection role? 

General TICE. Yes, sir, and I think there has to be some under
standing as to what the real threat is from air smuggling and air 
trafficking before a decision is made on the total outlay., For exam
ple, insuring that no one penetrates by air our borders, bringing 
drugs into the country. And that's a tough one to get a handle on, 
and I am not sure Mr. Mullin or somebody from the Drug Enforce
ment Agency can-I think they have a pretty good idea of the 
amount of traffic that comes in by air, but I think such informa
tion enters into the decision as to how comprehensive your effort is 
going to be to stop this. Or to detect it, not stopping it, sir, but 
detect it. 

Mr. MAcKAY. With the long-range planning that obviously is 
taking place and the possibility of cruise missiles and low level air
borne intrusion into our air space, I would gather that the military 
would have an interest in trying to develop better capabilities 
whether it be aerostat or otherwise? 

General TICE. Yes, sir. But, see, the key point there is the deci
sion that waG made for the air sovereignty is mission based on in
telligence. 

Mr. MAcKAy. I am not sure I fully understand that. 
General TICE. Well, our ability to integrate total intelligence in

formation with reference to potential strikes against this country 
certainly would negate the requirement perhaps for having people 
out there, or some kind of system to detect that low level entry. 

Mr. MACKAy. In other words, there is a better way to do it? 
General TICE. That is what I am saying, sir. Or at least the deci

sion was made that the risk was minimal in arriving at the kind of 
system that we have today. 

Mr. MACKAy. So, you are saying that a decision was made that 
surveillance of this type at low level was not the most effective way 
to guard against something coming faster than 180 miles an hour. 
Would that not carry with it some indication that intelligence 
might be the best way to approach it for something coming slower? 

General TICE. Sir, I think you have already exceeded my level of 
expertise on that kind of threat against our country, but the Na
tional Security Council, I think, is the agency or the office that 
must really determine the threat which we prepare to meet. 

Mr. MACKAy. Thank you, General. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you, Mr. MacKay. 



199 

Very quickly, General Tice, did Mr. McNamar ask DOD if they 
could fund the Bahamas Radar balloon before he cut it out of the 
Customs' budget? 

General TlCE. I beg your pardon, sir? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Did Mr. McNamar ask the Department of Defense 

if they could fund the balloon that is planned for the Bahamas 
before he cut it out of the Customs' budget? 

General TrCE. That was one of the subjects discussed, but I don't 
think that we made a decision at that time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Did you make him aware that it would be illegal 
for the Department of Defense to put such a facility on foreign 
soil? 

General TICE. I don't think that the discussion progressed that 
far, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is it? 
General TreE. There would have to be some kind of bilateral 

agreement. 
Mr. ENGLISH. As it stands now, is it illegal? 
General TreE. It would be, yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It is illegal. Mr. McNamar stated with great assur

ance that he canceled the P-3/F-15 project because drug smuggler 
detection is the responsibility of the Department of Defense and 
not the Customs Service. What is your understanding of the con
gressional enabling legislation which assigns that responsibility? 

General TreE. Well, I think that is the point that I have been 
trying to make here this morning, Mr. Chairman. The enabling leg
islation both for the Department of Defense and for the U.S. Cus
toms Service spells out the specific roles that they expect of those 
agencies. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Will you tell us what those roles are? 
Gel1eral TreE. You mean for the Customs or the Treasury? As I 

recall reading, it is for the detection and interception of people who 
smuggle things into this country. 

Mr. ENGLISH. General, Mr. McNamar also assumed that the De
partment of Defense would redefine its air sovereignty priorities to 
suit the Customs Service. This assumes the integration of land 
based radars not presently integrated into the ROCC sites. The best 
estimate available to us at this time is that it will cost between $47 
and $83 million. Additionally, that it still will not provide the low 
level early detection covering the air defense identification zone. 

Assuming that the Air Force did do this, isn't it true that they 
would be required to reposition fighter aircraft to support the early 
warning system that is unnecessary from the standpoint of the De
partment of Defense's mission? Wouldn't this further require modi
fication of existing international defense agreements? 

General TIeE. I would have to answer that: "yes" and "maybe." 
What we have-since we do have such a variance in costs, we have 
asked that in cooperation with the U.s. Customs Service they fund 
a study that would once and for all try to identify both the cost 
resource requirements for this increased coverage of radar and the 
ancillary logistical support, that would be necessary to go in the 
ROCC's should Customs undertake this operation. And I think that 
we were very specific about the kind of things that the contract 
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ought to cover. Since that is a contract under consideratiqn at this 
time, and it will probably go out--

Mr. ENGLISH. And so the plan, General, would be for the Depart
ment of Defense to pay for it? 

General TICE. Sir? 
Mr. ENGLISH. I am asking: Under the agreements that you 

have-with the international agreements that you have, and as
suming that Mr. McNamar's scenario is followed through and the 
Department of Defense would be paying for it, would this not re
quire a change, a modification in those agreements? 

General TICE. Yes, sir, it would if we were required to undertake 
the--

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, that is Mr. McNamar's plan. He is not plan
ning on picking it up for Customs, I guarantee you that. 

Wouldn't this also be a direct contradiction to the present Air 
Force plans to provide a real low level early warning detection 
system in the 1990's if he went this direction? 

General TICE. That is affirmative. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Also, General, there is the question of interceptors. 

There was a plan that the Department of Defense would agree to 
provide 8 to 13 C-12's, older C-12's from the Army once an agree
ment has been worked out within the Congress, which still requires 
a couple acts to be done by the Congress. 

Is the Department of Defense still standulg behind that agree
ment? 

General TICE. That is correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I have one fmal point 1 would like to make, and 

that has to do with the statement from the Chief of Naval Oper
ations. He is referring to the E-2C's flight time and that roughly 
50 hours per month of E-2C time had been taking place since Octo
ber of 1981. I would like, without objection, to make the complete 
statement a part of the record. 

It states: 
However, E-2C operational capabilities should not be degraded, providing the 

maximum of 10 missions and 50 hour limits are not exceeded for these units. The 
most important consideration with regard to E-2C utilization in the national drug 
interdiction effort is the number of missions which require out-of-area or away-from
home-field stationing and employment. The E-2C transit time is high, four hours 
from Norfolk to Miami. These transit times are absorbed over and above the dedi
cated mission requirements. E-2C logistic support is the major problem which in
creases dramatically with the distance from the supporting agency. To soften the 
logistics problems when out-of-area, two aircraft are routinely provide<:i. The most 
effective way to use the Navy airborne early warning is obtained only through the 
employment of E-2Cs close to, or directly from, the normal operating bases, which 
are San Diego and Norfolk. 

As the national drug interdiction program matures, every effort must be made to 
ensure that dedicated E-2C support does not exceed the present levels. 

Are you in agreement with that statement from the Chief of 
Naval Operations, General? 

General TICE. I would not be in a position to disagree with the 
CNO on that. 

Sir, I would like to just correct one thing where we were talking 
about the AWACS, and I hope I didn't mislead the committee. The 
fact that we have fighters with the A WACS is to provide the train
ing for those aircraft. It's the fact that the fighters are moving 
around the area and they are observing and trying to detect them. 
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When you start operating too far offshore, you have to have a logis
tical base or a training-air training wing, or something out there 
to support the fighters who would be there to help with the train
ing of the AW ACS--

Mr. ENGLISH. Is that AWACS or E-2's? 
General TICE. Sir? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Are you talking E-2's or AWACS? 
General TICE. AWACS. 
Mr. ENGLISH. With regard to the choke points that we mentioned 

to you, did you not state that it would be required to have a fighter 
escort if we were going to provide that coverage down in that area? 
And I am talking about a dedicated mission down there now, Gen
eral. 

General T!CE. Yes. When I talk about the fighter escort, it is 
where the training mission is down there. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You are talking about training mission. I am talk
ing about a dedicated mission. 

General TICE. A dedicated mission. 
Mr. ENGLISH. If we are picking up Mr. McNa..'1lar's plan, we are 

talking about a dedicated mission in which we're going to send an 
AWACS down either in the Windward Passage or the Yucatan Pe
ninsula, off the Yucatan Peninsula. 

Will a figher escort be required for security according to DOD re
quirements? 

General TICE. I would like to take that one for the record, sir. I 
don't think you have to have fighter escort in those waters. 

I would like to take that one for the record, if I might, sir? 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. I believe the Navy has already state!d for 

the record as far as they are concerned in the E-2C's, it would re
quire fighter escort. And that is exactly the reason they refused to 
operate off that. 

Would you disagree with that? That's what the Navy said for the 
record. 

General TICE. I wouldn't-no, I would not disagree with the 
Navy on that one, but it is--

Mr. ENGLISH. And are--
General TICE. I will provide you a clarifying response for the 

record. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So, you simply do not know as far as AWACS is 

concerned if a fighter-what would be the difference between the 
Navy's requirement for a fighter escort for its early warning air
craft and the Air Force AWACS? 

General TICE. But, Mr. Chairman, this would be a new mission 
for the AWACS, as we understand it, in support of the Drug Detec
tion Program. Right now we have no dedicated mission specifically, 
only for the Drug Detection Program. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, let's quit tippytoeing around. You are going 
to be patrolling off the Coast of Cuba. Would you need a fighter 
escort to put AWACS and E-2C's off the coast of Cuba? 

General TICE. I cannot respond to that to you today, sir. I would 
have to provide that for the record. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You've got the Air Force seated behind you and 
they are nodding their head. 
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Colonel VERNAMONTI. If you make the assumption, sir, that if 
you were patrolling off the coast of Cuba, you most likely would 
need a fighter escort. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You most likely 'would need a fighter--
Colonel VERNAMONTI. It is correct sense that you would always 

need one whenever A WACS goes--
General TICE. That is Colonel Len Vernamonti, and he used some 

adjectives and adverbs to describe "most likely," and that is why I 
would like to provide you for the record an official position on that, 
sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. Thank you, General. 
[The information follows:] 
The large E-3 surveillance volume enables positioning of the airborne platform 

sufficient distance away from the Yucatan or the passages so that fighter escort is 
not required while providing low-to-medium altitude coverage. AWACS currently 
has two established orbits in the Gulf of Mexico for weapons training activity which 
provide partial coverage of low/medium altitudes over the passages. These orbits 
are flown on a recurring basis without fighter escort. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kindness. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This might be consid

ered to be nit-picking, but although the answers have been dis
played in the press, I don't believe our record contains them. So I 
would like to ask you, General Tice, the Department of the Treas
ury's budget submission for fiscal year 1985 contains an assump
tion that the Department of Defense would provide $11 million for 
operation and maintenance of Customs' Air Interdiction Program. 
Is there $11 million contained in the Defense Department budget 
submission for fiscal year 1985 for that purpose? 

General TICE. No, sir. And the Secretary of Defense so informed 
Mr. Regan on that. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you. I think that it is good to have that 
clear on our record. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Coleman. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Nothing further. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. LEWIS. No questions. 
Mr. ENGLISH. General Tice, we appreciate you coming forth 

today and we appreciate your testimony. It has been very helpful 
to us. Thank you, again. 

General TICE. Thank you. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And we would like you to supply that information 

as far as what the Air Force policy is, and we will let the "most 
likely" stand until you give us something firmer. We assume that 
that will either be "yes" or "no" rather than "most likely." We ap
preciate that. Thank you very much. 

[The information follows:] 
Would have to look at capability. The peacetime capability for air sovereignty is 

very austere. DoD has chosen to minimize the cost of the peacetime mission so that 
more resources can be directed to tactical warning and more survivable C2 for limit
ed air defense. Emphasis has been placed on joint use of ground-based radars with 
the FAA. Military radars are only used where necessary to make the peripheral 
coverage contiguous at 10,000 feet and above or to cover training areas. Only 11 
military radars remain from a system which at one time contained over 60. Com
mand and control for peacetime air sovereignty is provided by four ROCCs in the 
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CONUS, two in Canada, one in Alaska, and one in Hawaii. The ROCCs replace a 
system which once consisted of only 22 SAGE control centers. The difference is that 
SAGE had a wartime air defense mission; however, its survivability was question
able. Now, the E-3A provides the more survivable war fighting capability. To link 
ground radars, as suggested by Treasury, would represent a costly expenditure and 
reverse a philosophy endorsed by three administrations. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Our next witness returns from yesterday. We will 
have the Honorable R.T. McNamar, who is the Deputy Secretary of 
the Treasury. 

Mr. McNamar, do you have any comments you would care to 
make before we return to discussion of yesterday with additional 
questions. 

STATEMENT OF RT. McNAMAR, DEPUTY SECRETARY OF THE 
TREASURY, DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

Mr. McNAMAR. One question I might make, Mr. Chairman, when 
I listened to the exchange between Mr. MacKay and General Tice, 
I hope I did not mislead the committee yesterday into thinking 
that I was suggesting that the Defense Department or the Air 
Force or the Navy was not performing their national security mis
sion. I did not mean to suggest that they were not complying with 
the National Security Council directives that have come down over 
the years in terms of the altitude or the speed limits with which 
they do patrol, process signals, and evaluate them. 

If I gave that impression either through carelessness or some
thing else, I o·.7e the committee and the Defense Department an 
apology. That certainly was not my intent. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. We will pass on your apologies to the Depart
ment of Defense then, if any was needed. 

Mr. McNamar, in the discussion of-I should say in your actions 
towards the Customs' air support budget request for 1985, for fiscal 
year 1985, you seem to assume many things that I think any in
formed person who is familiar with this subject knew pretty much 
could not happen. You cut the budget, and you told the Congress 
DOD was going to make up the difference. Of course, we all know 
now that after listening to General Tice that that's not so, and he 
was empowered to speak for the Department of Defense. There is 
no way that they can do that. And I think that if you would have 
looked into this entire matter a little more carefully, you would 
have known this, and you would have found it out in very short 
order. 

As I understand what took place on Monday, you informed them 
of what you had in mind, you didn't really discuss it with them. 
And it didn't sound like you asked very many questions. He could 
have told you very quickly such things as under the present agree
ments that we have, it would be illegal, for instance, for them to 
install a balloon in the Bahamas. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I believe it would be illegal for the Customs Serv
ice to do the same. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I don't think it would because we already have a 
request from the Vice President's office and discussions have been 
underway. 

Mr. McNAMAR. There would have to be an agreement as there 
would with the Defense Department. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. If you would hold there just a minute, the site is 
privately owned property. It is leased by a U.S. corporation and is 
presently being used for those purposes, for demonstration pur
poses. The agreements-the discussions that are taking place with 
the Bahamian Government are a matter of courtesy, not a matter 
oflaw. And I have talked to Mr. Pindling myself about that. 

So, that's the fact. 
Mr. McNAMAR. That may be the fact, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, it is the fact. I am telling you it is the fact 

because I had the discussion with Mr. Pindling about it. He is the 
Prime Minister. So, as I said, little things like that if you had both
ered to take the time to look into this matter, you would have 
known. 

The whole discussion that took place yesterday and the proposal 
that you put forth, you know, really reeks of a lack of homework. 
You simply did not do your homework. You evidently didn't discuss 
this proposal with people. You told them what your proposal was. 
What your idea was. You didn't ask anybody anything. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I think that is really not an accurate character
ization. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, certainly, from what we are hearing from 
General Tice this morning, it was certainly true with the Depart
ment of Defense and it certainly has earmarks as far as others. 
And what I would like to ask you--

Mr. McNAMAR. Let me address that, if I may? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Sure. Go ahead. 
Mr. McNAMAR. As I said yesterday, I think that one of the bene

ficial outcomes of your deciding to hold these hearings, and the 
committee deciding to hold these hearings is that we did go back 
and take a look at the Customs' Air Interdiction Program. And I 
made it very clear that it was as a result of tbat preparation that 
we undertook to get ready for these hearings, and as a result of 
your personal initiatives that we concluded that the previous 
budget which had been prepared; gone through OMB; we had taken 
to our appropriations committees, and indeed, we had testified in 
front of our appropriations committees as recently as last week. 
We decided that we needed to take another look at it. This came in 
part because we fmally received the Defense Department turn 
down on the $11 million. We understand why. We don't disagree 
with that decision, and we understand it better. 

And if you want to criticize us for not having anticipated the le
galities on that, I accept that criticism, but--

Mr. ENGLISH. Well--
Mr. McNAMAR [continuing]. But it was as a result of preparing 

for this hearing that we decided that in our judgment we need to 
go back and take another look at this. 

Now, we still support the budget as it is on the Hill today. That 
is what is in our appropriations committee. We have informed 
them that we want to revisit this question. I told you yesterday 
that we had a very short verbal discussion with OMB. We have not 
gone back through the OMB budget amendment process. We have 
not submitted a budget amendment to the appropriation commit
tees. I wish Senator DeConcini were here to understand that and . 
make that very clear. 
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So, that is where the matter stands today. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, first of all, let me say that I wish you had 

gotten interested in hearing No.1 instead of hearing No. 10. Maybe 
you would have learned a lot and we could have cut through a 
number of these problems and you wouldn't be having this difficul
ty that you are having. 

Second, the letter to request those funds went to the Department 
of Defense after the President's budget had been submitted to Con
gress. After it had already been provided to Congress. Even as late 
as last Thursday, the Secretary of the Treasury was making state
ments before the Senate Appropriations Committee committing 
that we will find the money to fund the aircraft; so--

Mr. McNAMAR. I think that statement was made in response to 
the question of what happens if the Defense Department turns 
down--

Mr. ENGLISH That's exactly right. 
Mr. McNAMAR [continuing]. And we will try to find that money. 

I am confident that we can find that money. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I am hopeful that you will and I wish we-
Mr. McNAMAR. So, I--
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, just let me finish here, Mr. McNamar. 
Mr. McNAMAR. Excuse me. 
Mr. ENGLISH. We would all feel a whole lot better if you would 

have had this thought out and had the money in hand before you 
tried to make this kind of a move. You are scrambling around now 
trying to come up with it. But I have a number of questions here 
and we will discuss all of this a little later, if you don't mind. 

The question I have right now concerns the approach that you've 
used here with regard to this budget. Is that typical for the Treas
ury Department as far as their effort on the role on the war on 
drugs is concerned? Is this typically the way that you approach the 
budget of the Treasury Department? 

Mr. McNAMAR. I am sorry. You will have to be more specific. I 
don't understand the question. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, the manner in which you formally submit a 
budget, then you write another agency and say, will you cover us 
here? Then you have the Secretary of the Treasury coming up and 
saying we are going to find the money somewhere. Then you come 
up to a hearing and you can't even get the testimony together in 
time to get it before the members so that they have an opportunity 
to read it the night before? And you are making decisions. And you 
come before us and layout a whole new plan after your budget had 
been before the Congress for over a month? Is that typically the 
way that you do business? 

Mr. McNAMAR. Well, it is not a whole new plan. We typically 
submit a number of budget amendments during the year as we 
learn from experience, some favorable, some unfavorable, so it is 
not at all atypical, particularly if you recall that we are only a 
quarter into fiscal year 1984, and we are talking about the fiscal 
year 1985 budget amendments. 

We have a very good relationship with our Appropriations Com
mittees. They have been quite helpful to us--

Mr. ENGLISH. I've been hearing about it. 
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Mr. McNAMAR [continuing]. On the law enforcement-on the law 
side. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We heard from Senator DeConcini yesterday of 
what a great relationship you've got with th~ Senate Appropria
tions Committee. 

Mr. McNAMAR. It was unfortunate that Senator DeConcini had 
to leave, and it is unfortunate that he was called out of town and 
couldn't be here today because I'd like to have an opportunity to 
discuss it with him, and I will. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, you are going to ha7e an opportunity to dis
cuss it with him, I understand, over in the Senate AppropriaUons 
Committee. 

Mr. McNAMAR. We will be going to the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, that's correct. 

Mr. ENGLISH. And you can take the matter up with him. 
All right. Did you get OMB approval of thi;; plan that you pro

posed here yesterday? 
Mr. McNAMAR. As I said yesterday, I had a verbal discussion 

withOMB--
Mr. ENGLISH. I asked, did you have an OMB approval? I didn't 

ask you if you had a discussion. 
Mr. McNAMAR By OMB approval, I would mean a budget amend

ment, and we do not have a budget amendment, no. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Did you have OMB approval of your testimony? 
Mr. McNAMAR. No, I did not have OMB approval of my testimo

ny because I was unable to get it prepared in time, as you know. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Did you have approval of the Secretary of the 

Treasury, Secretary Regan, for your testimony yesterday? 
Mr. McNAMAR. Secretary Regan was in China at the time. He 

did not get the exact text of my testimony. He was aware that we 
were undergoing this reevaluation. He was aware of the conclu
sions we had come to. And he--

Mr. ENGLISH. Did he approve your plan? 
Mr. McNAMAR. I'm sorry? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Did he approve your plan? 
Mr. McNAMAR. He approved our going back to the Defense De

partment with modifications. He did not know the details of those. 
He approved the shift and he thought it was appropriate-between 
a P-3A and acquiring four additional interceptors. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So you are saying--
Mr. McNAMAR. That is the level of his involvement. 
Mr. ENGLISH [continuing]. The Secretary of Defense approved 

the cancellation of the P-3's, and he approved the cancellation of 
the--

Mr. McNAMAR. The Secretary of the Treasury. 
Mr. ENGLISH [continuing]. Approved the cancellation of the P-3's, 

approved the cancellation of the aerostat, is that what you are tell
ing me? 

Mr. McNAMAR. He approved-this is a verbal conversation in 
China. He approved our going back to get a formal budget amend
ment and to take it to the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. ENGLISH. He approved it? 
Mr. McNAMAR. He approved going ba:::k through the OMB proc

ess, and back through the formal congressional process. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Did he approve the cancellation of those P-3's, that 
is what I am asking you? Did he or did he not? 

Mr. McNAMAR. We have not canceled the P-3's. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You canceled the P-3's in a schedule that is being 

modified. According to the Navy, that was to be canceled today. 
Now, it was not until--

Mr. McNAMAR. I have not given any order to cancel, proceed, or 
modify that in any way. That is incorrect, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ENGLISH. All right. Did you not cancel the aerostat? 
Mr. McNAMAR. The aerostat, I believe, is for fiscal year 1985, 

which will begin on October 1, 1984. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Have you canceled it? 
Mr. McNAMAR. I have not canceled it, no. We have not done any

thing yet. Whether--
Mr. ENGLISH. There is 1984 money starting that aerostat. Have 

you cancelled that? 
Mr. McNAMAR. I don't know about the 1984 moneys, I'm sorry. 
Mr. ENGLISH. There is $3 million for that purpose. 
Mr. McNAMAR. I can't answer that. I believe that money has not 

been spent to date and was not scheduled to be spent to date. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It is supposed to be spent tomorrow. Have you can-

celed it or not? 
Mr. McNAMAR. I have not canceled it, no. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. 
Mr. McNAMAR. And it is not scheduled to be spent yet; that is 

my understanding. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You said yesterday that you were going to cancel 

it. 
Did the Vice President know about your plan? 
Mr. McNAMAR. We informed the Vice President's staff of what 

we were intending to say. And I understand that the Vice Presi
dent was told what we intended to say. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Did he approve it? 
Mr. McNAMAR. He was not asked for a decision to approve or 

disapprove, and that is not the level of detail that one would expect 
the Vice President to be involved in. It is not a Presidential-level 
decision. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, that's the centerpiece of the NNBIS Program. 
Mr. McNAMAR. The NNBIS Program is for coordination of intel

ligence, I believe. And to--
Mr. ENGLISH. I believe you are in error. 
Mr. McNAMAR [continuing]. And to make an effort to coordinate 

the departmental efforts between Customs, DEA, FBI, DOD, Coast 
Guard, and DOT. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Did you check it out with the State Department? 
Did you check this plan with the State Department at all? 

Mr. McNAMAR. No, I did not. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Did you check the plan at all with the National Se

curity Council? 
Mr. McNAMAR. No, I did not. 
As I say, we have not gone back through the formal budget 

amendment process and gone to our appropriations committees to 
secure their approval. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. My time is up here, and I am going to let Mr. 
Kindness visit with you. We will come back and visit on this some 
more. Mr. Kindness. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. McNamar, I'm sorry I wasn't able to be here yesterday. I 

was opposing the administration's position on something else: 
bankruptcy. But I would like to clarify for our record a particular 
point on the P-3A matter. 

As I understand it, a payment is due to Lockheed today or tomor
row, sometime very contemporaneously with this hearing, for the 
ongoing conversion of the Navy P-3A to accept the F-15 radar. 
Funds to cover that payment were appropriated through the Oper
ations and Maintenance Air Interdiction Program account of the 
Customs Service. 

Will the Customs Service be making that payment whenever it is 
due, today or tomorrow? 

Mr. McNAMAR. I'm not sure whether that payment is in fact 
being made by the Navy or the Customs Service, but let me ask the 
Commissioner to respond to that. That's not the kind of detail I 
usually carry around. 

Mr. KINDNESS. It is very much in question here. 

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM VON RAAB, COMMISSIONER, U.S. 
CUSTOMS SERVICE 

Mr. VON RAAB. There is a contract between the Navy and Lock
heed for the modification of the P-3A. The Customs Service is 
funding that contract through its 1984 appropriations. 

The Customs Service actually ran through its 1984 appropria
tions for that project sometime ago and came back to the Senate 
Appropriations Committee for more money in order to continue to 
operate that contract. As a matter of fact, the estimate of the con
tract which, interestingly enough, has gone from February 4 in the 
amount of $3 million, it is now up to amount through successive 
increases because it is a cost plus contract to $5.8 million, which is 
one of the things that makes us very nervous and hesitant to con
tinue to pay this money without questioning it quite carefully. The 
money that we have paid to date on the cost plus contract will 
carry the work through the 23d. In order to enable for Lockheed to 
continue to do the work past the 23d, the Customs Service will nec
essarily be required to contribute more money to the Navy which it 
in turn will tUrn over to Lockheed. 

We have made our concerns known to the Navy who, I assume, 
have made them known to Lockheed that this contract appears to 
be endless in terms of the funding requirements. We have also 
made it known to Lockheed, and also the Navy is aware that we 
will continue to fund this contract. However, in the light of the 
continually escalating costs, we are shipping our funds out of Cus
toms as slowly as possible. We will be passing about another 
$400,000 to the Navy in order to allow this contract to continue 4 
more weeks. So, we have not cancelled the contract and plan to 
continue to fund it. 

Unfortunately, the bad news is we are going to be back up again 
before the Senate Appropriations Committee asking them for yet 
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more money in order to pay for a continuation of this contract be
cause we have run through the moneys in the line item. This is not 
more money overall to Customs, but it is money that would have 
been used for other purposes, probably the C-12s that we are not 
getting. But the contract will continue to be funded, but we are 
trying to go as carefully as possible given the fact that the dollars 
keep going up. 

Does that-I can give you the names of the people at Navy and 
Lockheed that we've talked to. I have to ask someone for them. 

Mr. KINDNESS. A couple of things I would like to clarify further. 
One of them is: is there any dispute that has been made a matter 
of any sort of record between the United States of America or 
whatever department it might be and Lockheed with respect to the 
amount of cost accumulating under the contract? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I am not an expert in Defense contracting. This is 
a cost plus contract. The Navy is managing the cost plus contract 
and the amount of money that has to be paid, the way I under
stand those things work, they do the work and they bill you for it. 
And if they don't have money on account, they will stop doing the 
work. Weare certainly very concerned with the fact that this is 
going up. For example, although the 5.82, which is the latest quote, 
the Navy has actually agreed to provide about $250,000 so that the 
actual cost to Customs at this point in time are $563,200. But, yes, 
we are worried about these costs. As to whether we have made a 
formal complaint, no, we haven't because we are working through 
people that we trust at the Navy, but it is a problem and we are 
worried about the continuing escalating costs. 

Mr. KINDNESS. I guess really in everyday life, the contracting of
ficer of the Navy isn't quite that docile with respect to the cost and 
the administration of the contract. But I just wanted to know 
whether there is any dispute there, and perhaps we ought to 
be--

Mr. VON RAAB. I wouldn't call it a dispute, but I will say that we 
have made our concerns known to the Navy, and they are operat
ing on that basis. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Well, at this point are you able to say that the 
payment that would.continue the contract, if it were to be paid in a 
timely manner, will be made late? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Now, we are not late at this point. We would be 
late if we didn't make a payment. I can't talk for the bureaucratic 
paperwork that is involved. I personally had to take my retirement 
fund out of the Government, and I haven't gotten it yet, and I did 
that four months ago. So, I don't know how long the paperwork 
will take to get to the Navy--

Mr. KINDNESS. It is really sticky about the decision--
Mr. VON RAAB [continuing.] But as far as Customs is con

cerned--
Mr. KINDNESS. Let's get down to the policy. 
Mr. VON RAAB [continuing.] The decision is done. It is just a ques

tion of getting the paperwork done, but there is no one in the Navy 
at this point and, I understand, no one at Lockheed that is con
cerned that the work that will be done after the 23d will not be 
covered at least for 3 weeks, at which point we will continue to 
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fund it, but continue to keep very close tabs on the amount of 
money that is being put into it and what it is being spent for. 

Mr. KINDNESS. I guess I don't understand your answer then. 
What is the decision? 

Mr. VON RAAB. The decision is to continue to fund the Lockheed 
contract with a very close eye on how much it is costing. 

Mr. KINDNESS. And that is the decision of the Customs Service as 
to--

Mr. VON RAAB. That is my decision, but obviously it is one which 
I wouldn't take without the full support of my bosses. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Well, I mean-OK, my next question is: is there 
any contrary decision on the part of the Navy, or are you in agree
ment? 

Mr. VON RAAB. They are basically a conduit for this, although 
they are technically-and they are the contact with Lockheed. Yes, 
there were a lot of people at Navy nervous because I was asked to 
come up with $1 % million about 2 weeks ago, and I said no. And 
there's a memorandum in the files saying no. But we have made it 
clear to the Navy, since I signed that memorandum which I did in 
order to make a point, that we are worried about the expenses of 
this contract. We have since th::i.t time told the Navy that we will 
fund the contract. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KINDNESS. I yield to the chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. There are points I think need to be brought out 

very quickly, and one is that much of this additional cost the Com
missioner is talking about is the result of Customs add-ons? 

Mr. VON RAAB. That is true. Some of it is, that's true. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Right. So, I don't see that the Customs Service 

really, has a whole lot of room to do a whole lot of complaining 
whenever they are adc1ing on equipment and then complaining 
about the cost. 

The second is that we have been informed defmitely by the Navy 
who, as you say, is your conduit to Lockheed that the work stops 
tomorrow. That's it. 

Mr. VON RAAB. If we don't pay. And I believe that Captain Van
atta is in this room, and we can ask him to speak to this issue as to 
whether Customs has informed him that we will continue to pay 
this money. 

Mr. ENGLISH .. But Mr. McNamar has already canceled it. Why 
would you pay if you have already canceled? That is what he said 
yesterday. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I have to go back to that, Mr. Chairman. You 
said I had canceled the areostat. You said I had canceled the P-3A. 
I don't believe I have done that, and I thought I made it very clear 
yesterday. These are Appropriations Committee matters. I made it 
very clear, I did not have a budget amendment with which to go 
back to the Appropriations Committees, but I said that I would be 
doing that. And I told you the timeframe within which our reevalu
ation took place. I was unaware of this specific payment situation 
with Lockheed. 

As to the aerostat money, you know, there is no contract let on it 
or anything, so, I don't see how I couId have canceled it. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Well, if the gentleman will yield, I would simply 
point out to you, you do have a contract that is underway. You 
have a P-3 that is presently being reconfigured that--

Mr. McNAMAR. I'm sorry, speaking of the aero stat, there is a 
contract on the P-3A, that is correct. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is exactly right. And you are scheduled to re
lease the contract on the aerostat tomorrow. And I would assume 
then that if you are not going to have that in your 1985 budget 
that you would not payout the rest of 1984 money for that aero
stat. 

The Commissioner is concerned about the cost of P-3, and I 
would agree that I am equally concerned. But that's going to, as I 
said, get into the question of how much we should have been 
paying for Customs' add-ons, of how many gadgets we should have 
been putting on, and we can get into that later. You were certainly 
stating that you were cancelling the P-3. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Well, I would be delighted to go back to the tran
script and if I misspoke in a contracting sense, I would stand to be 
corrected. I'm quick to admit my mistakes, Mr. Chairman, but--

Mr. ENGLISH. If the gentleman will yield again. I'm sorry to keep 
imposing on his time, but the simple question then comes down to 
where in the world are we? Do we have a plan or not? And where 
is the plan? 

Mr. McNAMAR. Where we are, Mr. Chairman, is that because of 
your hearings and the salutory benefit they have had, which oc
curred at the same time that we received the declinations from the 
Defense Department on the $11 million, we went back, relooked at 
the Customs' air program and how it might be funded, and ap
proached the Defense Department with a proposal on Monday. We 
have reached the conclusion in looking at the air support and all, 
that we would like to have more interdiction and arrest capability, 
and that we do not need the P-3A or the aerostat. That a higher 
priority and a better use of the taxpayers' mon.3y would be to have 
more interdiction and arrests. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Do you recognize this? 
Mr. McNAMAR. Sure, I recognize that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What is that? 
Mr. McNAMAR. That is a chart that I gave your committee yes-

terday and talked from. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It is part of your testimony, isn't it? 
Mr. McNAMAR. It is part of my testimony. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It states right here for fiscal year 1984 for aerostat, 

$3 million. For 1985, you have nothing. 
Mr. McNAMAR. No money has been appropriated yet. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, this is your plan. This is what you requested. 

This is the way you are laying out your chart. This was what you 
were proposing yesterday. 

Mr. McNAMAR. That is what I am proposing. That is correct. 
And that is what I will go back with and seek a budget amendment 
from the Office of Management and Budget, and I will seek the 
concurrence of the House and Senate Appropriations Committees 
to make that modification. That is correct. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I am going to yield the gentleman additional time. 
I've certainly used far too much of his. Mr. Kindness. 
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Mr. VON RAAB. If I might just--
Mr. ENGLISH. I will pick tllis up when it gets back to me. 
Mr. VON RAAB. May I just respond to one issue, and that has to 

do with the escalation of the P-3 contract. I am always reluctant to 
throw stones in this glass house we're operating, but the approxi
mate $3 million escalation that has taken place, about $1 million of 
it has been due to Customs' add-on, I'm informed. The other $2 mil
lion has been a general sort of growing, apparently typical Defense 
contracting growth that takes place in one of these situations. I 
just wanted to clarify that. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Well, I appreciate that because I wanted to return 
to that subject for a moment, and ask whether either now or for 
the record we could have an indication of what the add-ons request
ed by Customs have been? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I would like to give this for the record so we can 
be absolutely accurate. As a matter of fact, why don't I provide for 
the record the P-3A cost history as it has grown to describe, as we 
see it, why the estimates have changed over time. 

Mr. KINDNESS. I think it would be very important to this subcom
mittee to learn of that in detail because, as we started out in this 
matter, it was contemplated that possibly the cost might be under
estimated a little bit and it is somewhat developmental in nature, 
although it is not possible to foresee these things with 100 percent 
accuracy. Naturally it is good to evaluate what is happening in 
such a program, and I think it would be helpful to the subcommit
tee because if there are to be other P-3A conversions to accept the 
F-15 radar, we need to know what kind of history we're going to 
have after it is done. It might be better to know it before it is done, 
in other words. 

[Mr. Kindness submitted the following correspondence for the 
record.] 
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NINETY.£IGHTK CONGRESS 

Q:on,grtss of the ~nitro :etQte.s 
~£ of 'ReprumtQtitlts 

COMMITIeE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 

2157 /!I.YOURN Hau •• OffiCI! BUILDING 

Honorable William von Raab 
Commissioner 
U.S. Customs Service 
1301 Constitution Avenue 
Washington, DC 20229 

Dear Commissioner von Raab: 

W .... HINGTO ... D.C. 20616 

April 2, 1984 

This is to follow up on the request I made of you during the 
course of the Government Information Subcommittee's hearings 
last week. 

What I would like for the Subcommittee's record is an itemization 
of the costs to date (and estimated completion costs) of the 
conversion by Lockheed of the first P-3A to accept the Air Force 
F-15 radar package. In that itemization, I would like to have 
those items which are Customs Service "add ons" clearly identified. 

Hith respect to those "add ons", I would appreciate it if you could 
provide the justification for those "add ons" and whether, in each 
case, they were initially suggested by Customs or by Lockheed. 

I would certainly welcome any other information that you believe 
would be helpful in understanding the escalation of cost in the 
conversion of that first P-3A. If you have any questions, please 
call John Parisi at 225-2738. • 

Thank you in advance for your assistance. 

TNK:jp:sc 

Sincerely yours, 

r1 ~L/.1 .,/7/. / j J v..::ZrYLlctJi !tlJnl!~<v . 
THOMAS N. KINDNESS 
Ranking Minority Member 
Government Information, Justice, 
and Argiculture Subcommittee 
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BUD-l-CM:F:B DC 

APR 2:1 1984 APR 30 1984 

Dear Mr. Kindness: 

In response to your letter of April 2, 1984, I am 
providing the Subcommittee with information for the 
record on the conversion of the first P-3A. Included you 
will find a summary and a detailed chronclogy of P-3A 
cost gro\'ith, along with a listing of items added by the 
Customs Service lnainly consisting of equipment to improve 
operational performance. To date the Customs Service has 
obligated $5.4 million, of which $5.1 million has been 
transferred to the contractor to cover the estimated 
$5.6 mill ion required to co,nplete the conversion. I 
appreciate this opportunity to provide the Subcommittee 
with additional information on the Customs Service Air 
Program. 

If I can be of any further assistance, please let me 
know. 

The Honorable 
Thomas N. Kindness 
Subcommittee on Government Information, 

Justice and Agriculture 
Committee on Government Operations 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Enclosures 
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CUSTOMS ITEMS ADDED TO THE P-3A 

The following items were added by Customs to the 
radar-equipped P-3A. 

ITEM 

Infrared Detecting 
Set (IRDS) 

Radar repeater and 
IRDS display in 
cockpit 

Identification 
Friend or Foe (IFF) 

Inertial Navigation 
Set (INS) 

VOR/ILS System 

WUlfsberg Radio 

Radome 

Sensor Manual 
Publication 

Painting 

FUNCTION 

To permit visual identification 
of radar targets as an aid to sorting 
suspect vs. non-suspect targets and to 
improve description of suspect 
aircraft. 

Assists pilot in maneuvering air
craft to acquire and hold target. 

Added to F-15 radar as an aid to 
sorting targets. Similar system 
included on aft marine radar. 

An aid to navigation over long 
distances. INS included in F-15 radar 
system is dedicated to the operation of 
the radar. 

Updated navigation system similar to 
P-3C system. 

For access to Customs law enforcement 
communications systems. 

New radome needed for IRDS 
installation. 

New equipment installations require 
manuals for users. 

Involves replacing Navy insignia with 
the U.S. Customs Service seal. 
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SUMMARY OF p-3A COST GROWTH 
(Detailed Chronology Attached) 

CURRENT COST PLUS FIXED F8E PROPOSAL BY LCCKHEED ( 3/6/84 ) 

INITIAL COST ESTIMATE BY NAVY FOR CONGRESSIONAL STAFF ( 2/4/83 ) 

DIFF8REOCE 

REASo.'<S FOR CHANGE 

First prcposal by lockheed to Navy; based on 
Customs requirements for aircraft including 
IRDS and other avionics not considered in 
initial Navy estimate. 

Equipmant initially expected to be provided by 
Government and subsequently to be provided 
by lockheed because neither Navy nor Customs 
could obtain. 

Items subsequently added ~ Customs 

Navy decision to bail aircraft 

Technical support for installation of 
radar, not included in initial proposal 

Increase in estimated cost of modification 

Allowable spares to support test program 

OTHER cnSTS PAID BY CUSmIS 

Purchase of IRDS (FY-83 funds, diversion 
to P-3A program of system purchased as spare) 

Reserve for unscheduled maintenance by 
Lockheed during flight test 

Navy travel 

Contract support for flight test and travel 

S 846,581. 

$ 450,000. 

$ 227,000. 

$ 212,000. 

$ 404,000. 

$ 378,000. 

$ 40,000. 

$ 428,000. 

$ "::50,000. 

$ 25,000. 

$ 159,000. 

S 5,632,024. 

$ 3,075,000. 

$ 2,557,024. 

$ 862,000. 
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.. CHRONOW::;Y OF P-3A (x)ST GRCWl'H 

Feb. 4, 1983 Initial Navy estimate for installation of 
F-15 radar in first P-3A $ 3,075,000. 

July 5, 1983 Lockheed unsolicited proposal to install 
F-15 radar, IRDS, and other required avionics $ 3,921,581. 

INCREASE: $ 846,581. 

Navy estimate without Customs input on operational 
requirements, necessary equipment beyond F-15 radar, 
etc. Lockheed prcposal based on CUstoms specifications 
and more time to analyze the work required. 

Sept. 2, 1983 Lockheed Rough-Qrder-of-Magnitude (ROM) 
estimate submitted to Navy. (ROO = .± 15 %) S 4,800,000. 

$ 878,419 

Navy decision to bail aircraft to Lockheed ($ 212 k) 

Equipment required by Customs and included in Lock
heed prcposal as Government Furnished Equipment (GFE) 
but now to be provided by Lockheed because Navy or 
Customs were unable to provide. Total = $ 440 k. 

IRDS installation kit ($ 170 k) 
Inertial navigation set ($ 85 k) 
VORjIIS/Marker Beacon ($ 125 k) 
IFF Interrcgator ($ 23 k) 
Radome ($ 37 k) 

Items not previously identified by Customs 
and now to be provided by Lockheed. Total = S 227 k. 

Sensor manual publication ($ 27 k) 
Painting ($ 15 k) 
Install Wulfsberg radio ($ 85 k) 
Radar repeater and IRDS 

display in cockpit ($ 100 k) 

Jan. 31, 1984 Lockheed Cost Plus Fixed Fee (CPFF) Proposal $ 5,882,024. 

Mar. 6, 1984 

INCREASE: $ 1,082,024. 

Contractor support for F-15 radar. ($ 404 k) 

Increase in IFF interrogator cost. ($ 10 k) 

Increase in modification cost. ($ 378 k) 

Spares for test prcgram. ($ 290 k) 

Revised Lockheed CPFF Proposal to Navy 

reCREASE: $ 250,000. 

Reduction in allowable cost for spares. ($ 250 k) 

$ 5,632,024. 
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Mr. VON RAAB. I might point out in that respect that there are 
additional P-3s that are anticipated and I, too, am mystified by the 
degree to which the Defense Department is able to assist and not 
assist, but I would point out that at least the appropriations lan
guage, as I understand it, of the Defense Department is that the 
Department is expected to provide some assistance in the addition
al P-3A's, and there was money appropriated for that purpose. So, 
the modifications to any subsequent P-3A's would be done by the 
Defense Department. To me that indicates maybe there's a possibil
ity that they can do a fair amount with the assistance of Congress 
in terms of additional help to the Customs Service. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Well, it is well to consider just where these things 
will fall, but, hopefully, we can learn from our experience with this 
P-3A and with the current controversy here and go on from there 
in a constructive manner. That is what I would hope. And I would 
yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Coleman. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Commissioner, I was concerned in your testimony 

when you suggested that these costs were a problem for you, and I 
would like to have your response to the statement about all of 
these costs. I understand the Air Force though is picking up the 
cost for the other five aircraft, is that right? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Part of the cost. I believe that the plan is--
Mr. COLEMAN. Any additional add-ons that you might make 

yours? 
Mr. VON RAAB. This is the capital cost, right. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Such as that $1 million that you just suggested on 

this one? 
Mr. VON RAAB. No, no, no. That is coming out of the Customs' 

budget. 
Mr. COLEMAN. That's right. That is an add-on. And if you contin

ue to do that with the other five aircraft that would also be your 
responsibility? 

Mr. VON RAAB. No, no. 
Mr. COLEMAN. But they're providing a total of six aircraft for the 

cost of one plus your add-ons? It seems to me that's not a bad bar
gain for Customs. 

Mr. VON RAAB. No one has suggested that the capital moneys in
volved are not a good deal for the Customs Service. I think the 
issue is the cost of the operation and maintenance, and the mission 
that these machines can perform. I think that is the issue. 

Mr. COLEMAN. As I understand it, just on March 13, you sent a 
letter to Chairman Abdnor of the other body, the Senate, the Ap
propriations Subcommittee on Treasury, Postal Service and Gener
al Goverment, and in that letter you enclosed a chart wherein you 
had asked for a remix of the funds and requested, or had suggested 
that you wanted the money to be utilized, :ji1.87 million, for P-3 air
craft modification; $3 million for the aerostat. 

Have you changed your mind in the last 9 days? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We have looked at this again. Those are the num

bers that are in the Senate bill, and as we progress, we must be 
prepared to make the decisions that are in the Senate bill. So, 
those numbers are there should we contract to have the aerostat, 
and also to continue to outfit the P-3A's. 

-I 
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Mr. McNAMAR. Let me reinforce that point, if I may, because I 
think it /Zne9to Chairman English's point. The President's 1985 
budget contains no money for the aerostat and this would be a 
modifica~iion that would respond to a Senate initiative, or who
ever's initiative it is to put in the aerostat if it went in in 1984. 

Mr. COLEMAN. That is correct. My only problem is that we show 
a chart that has zero in place of these numbers and I-

Mr. VON RAAB. Those are 1984 numhers. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Will the gentleman yield very quickly? 
Mr. COLEMAN. These will show 1985 numbers? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Will the gentleman yield very quickly? 
Mr. COLEMAN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I think one point we better make very quick. 

Would you like to compare that number with what you submitted 
to the Office of Management and Budget? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I believe my number is 1984. I haven't sent any 
numbers on 1985. . 

Mr. ENGLISH. Would you care to compare that number with what 
was approved by the Office of Management and Budget initially? ! I 
Would you care to do that, Mr. McNamar, with regard to the aero-
stat that you just commented on? 

Mr. McNAMAR. Of course, that is fair to do that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. 
It is unfair to do that? 
Mr. McNAMAR. No, I said, of course, that's fair to do that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. Then it did contain the money for that 

when it came out of OMB, did it not? 
Mr. McNAMAR. For 1985? 
Mr. ENGLISH. For 1985, that's correct. 
Mr. McNAMAR. Now, are you talking about the President's 

budget? 
Mr. ENGLISH. No, I'm talking--
Mr. McNAMAR. The President's budget as submitted to the Con-

gress? 
Mr. ENGLISH. I'm talking about the President's budget-
Mr. McNAMAR. As submitted to the Congress? 
Mr. ENGLISH [continuing]. That was submitted to Congress com

pared to what the Office of Management and Budget approved at 
the request of the Treasury Department before the Secretary of the 
Treasury took out $18 million for his office? 

Mr. VON RAAB. He did not-the aerostat was never in any sub
missions that went to OMB. The reason is that the aerostat was a 
development subsequent to the submissions as they went to OMB. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Then the question arises, I suppose, then why is it 
being funded for 1984? 

Mr. VON RAAB. The reason it is being funded for 1984 is that 
there were moneys put in the continuing resolution, which was 
passed after the budget documents had been submitted to OMB. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Then it is the plan of the Treasury then to install 
that aerostat. Then in 1985, you are going to take it out, is that 
what you had in mind, Commissioner? 

Mr. VON RAAB. No; we are taking this as a developmental pro
gram and we are trying to make these decisions as we move for
ward. 

43-045 0-85--8 
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lvir. ENGLISH. Very simply, Commissioner, you had the money. 
You stated it was put in. The contract for the balloon is set to be 
let tomorrow. The balloon was going to be installed and you are 
telling me that it was never in the plans of Customs, in the budget 
that was approved by the Office of Management and Budget to 
remain up after October 1, 19847 

Mr. McNAMAR. No; it developed subsequently. The President's 
budget came down. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Just a second, Mr. McNamar, we're trying to get to 
the bottom of this as to exactly what the Customs' plans were with 
regard to aerostat. 

Mr. VON RAAB. If we let a contract for the aerostat~ on which, 
you are right, the decision is ripe to be made within the week. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It was planned to be let tomorrow; is that not cor
rect? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I did inform Senator DeConcini that we would try 
to let the--

Mr. ENGLISH. You said you would let it. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Would, fme. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And you have also notified the contractors that it 

would be let tomorrow? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I haven't dealt with the contractors. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, they have been notified by the Customs Serv

ice. 
Mr. VON RUB. It is quite possible. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So, here you have notified the Congress and you 

have notified the contractors it is going to be let tomorrow. You are 
going to let the contract. You're going to use the money and then, 
according to your plans, if we follow the scenario that is being laid 
out here for us, that the Customs Service then plans to--

Mr. VON RAAB. I agree. 
Mr. ENGLISH [continuing]. End that in October 1, 1984? 
Mr. VON RAAB. If a decision is made that-a decision through all 

of the processes, including NNBIS and OMB, and what have you, 
not to go through with the aerostat, it wouldn't make much sense 
to let the contract. So, I will certainly be advising the people work
ingforme--

Mr. ENGLISH. You have been told by the Congress to fund it. 
That is what you stated earlier. You said that was the reason it 
was going up. It was included in that appropriations bill. You were 
told by Congress to fund it. And now what you are telling me evi
dentally is that you are deciding on your own, or you think Mr. 
McNamar has the authority, to impound funds. Is that what you're 
stating? 

Mr. VON RAAB. No, sir. 
Mr. McNAMAR. That is wrong, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VON RAAB. No, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, that is exactly what you are saying. 
Mr. McNAMAR. No; it is not what we are saying and that is a 

mischaracterization, and I don't think the Commissioner should be 
subject to this abuse, quite frankly. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I'm sorry, but-
Mr. McNAMAR. We have--
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Mr. ENGLISH. That is what it comes down to. This committee, 
feels like we've been subject to abuse for the last couple of days. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Well--
Mr. ENGLISH. The point that we are trying to get down to, Com

missioner--
Mr. McNAMAR. What we are trying to get is the most effective 

Drug Enforcement Program that we can. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, can you lay that program out for us here 

today? What is the most effective program? What is the decision of 
the Secretary of Treasury? Tell us what that program is, Mr. 
McNamar? 

Mr. McNAMAR. The most effective 'Jrogram, in our judgment, 
would be to (a) defer letting this contr~ :t for the aerostat until we 
are sure that the budget amendment and the Appropriation Com
mittee process agrees with the decision that we have made to 
change funds from the P-3A and the aerostat and (b) to put it into 
more interdiction and arrest capability supported by the maximum 
amount of Defense Department training effort that is congruent 
with supporting air interdiction by the Customs. We believe that 
we have learned. We believe that it is time to try to improve the 
program, and we are looking foyward ~,o working with our Appro
priations Committees to do that. They may make a contrary judg
ment, in which case we will fund the aerostat for 1984, and if they 
put in the money for 1985, we will fund it for 1985. 

Mr.' ENGLISH. OK. Very quickly, I want to ask you this, Mr. 
McNamar. Where in the law do you get the authority to tell Con
gress that you will not-that you will not construct the aerostat 
when it was directed to you in the supplemental on the appropria
tions bill for 1984 that you would? You were directed by Congress 
to do that. Now, tell me-show me where it says in that law that 
you can make that kind of a decision? 

Mr. McNAMAR. It says that I can go back for a budget amend
ment and go back to my Appropriations Committees if that--

Mr. ENGLISH. Not for fiscal year 1984 you can't. 
Mr. McNAMAR.Yes, sir, I can. That's incorrect. I am going back 

to those committees, and if those committees approve the proposed 
change, we will change the action. If they do not approve, we will 
let the contract for the aerostat; we will fund it. 

Mr. VON RAAB. May I--
Mr. McNAMAR. This is an effort to work with the Congress to 

provide the best possible drug interdiction program that we can 
put together. 

Mr. ENGLISH. And you have just been told by the Department of 
Defense this morning that they cannot take care of your plan with 
regard to Drug Enforcement Program. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Well, I wasn't sure that that was what I heard 
this morning. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, that's what you heard. 
General Tice, do we Ileed to have you go through this again and 

inform me exactly where combat readiness is and what the situa
tion is as far as the law is concerned? 

Mr. McNAMAR. Well, let me raise a question as to the law, be
cause you asked me about that yesterday, Mr. Chairman, and I was 
inadequately prepared. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Now, look, I am not going to get into this again 
with you, Mr. McNamar. General Tice has testified that under the 
circumstances you are requesting that as the law stands today that 
the Department of Defense cannot carry that out. Now, I am not 
going through--

Mr. McNAMAR. Well, I think that is a key question. 
Mr. ENGLISH [continuing]. A word game with you, and I think 

you know that as well as I do. 
Mr. McNAMAR. And I did not hear all of General Tice's testimo

ny unfortunately, but it is not at all clear to me that the requests 
that we have made to the Defense Department subsequent to their 
rejection of the $11 million, which we agree was proper on their 
part. It is aot at all clear to me that they cannot provide additional 
support to air interdiction efforts consistent with readiness, consist
ent with their training mission. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I just read from the Chief of Naval Operations his 
statement with regard to the number of hours that he is covering 
and what he says with regard to the matter. I have had the Chief 
of Tactical Air Operations tell us the same thing with regard to the 
Air Force. 

We have had General Tice testify and lay this out again this 
mornh'.,,' 

Nm,', -~v.1r. McNamar, you seem to have a difficult time under
standing when you are told no. You had a difficult time with 
regard to the $11 million. You didn't know it when you were told 
then, and evidentally you are having the same kind of a problem 
here. 

Now, I am not going to spend the rest of this day going through 
and debating with you with regard to whether you do or do not be
lieve it. That's the fact. And that's the way it is. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Well, reasonable men can differ on these mat
ters, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ENGLISH. No. This is not a case of reasonable men, Mr. 
McNamar, and you know that. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Well, I think that it is. I don't happen to think 
that regarding the existing E-2N coverage, for example, the E-2C 
coverage, which you cited yesterday. As a matter of fact, you put it 
OUlt in this report. I do not think that the proportion of time that is 
devoted to onsite, onsite drug enforcement efforts indicates that 
one--

Mr. ENGLISH. That's your--
:M:r. McNAMAR. That 1.8 percent-
Mr. ENGLISH. Is that your judgment? 
Mr. McNAMAR. Of that effort, it is a judgment of mine that it is 

a prima facie indication--
Mr. ENGLISH. You have already ,Slhown, Mr. McNamar, that your 

judgment is not based on knowledge. Mr. Coleman? 
Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. McNamar, I guess one of the problems that I 

have had in these hearings is trying to understand the $11 million 
that you're saying you are going to find somewhere. What does 
Customs at this stage do, and I guess I should ask you, from your 
standpoint, what does Customs at this stage do with respect to 
planning for fiscal year 1985 in terms of their budget? They are left 
right now with a problem, but we don't know exactly at what time 
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the President will come back with a budget amendment, if that is 
what it is, and we're talking about the President, whether OMB 
does it, or whoever--

Mr. McNAMAR. Yes, right. 
Mr. COLEMAN [continuing]. We are assuming that will be an add 

on to the President's budget sent to us, and that may be a bad pre
sumption. It didn't happen last year, that I recall, with respect to 
the cut. that you all recommended in Customs' agents, but maybe 
you can tell us what does Customs do for next year? 

Mr. McNAMAR. As we have indicated, the Secretary has testified 
in both the House and the Senate, before the Appropriation Com
mittees, that we we will endeavor to find the $11 million necessary 
to support this effort within the Treasury Department. We have 
made that very clear that this request to DOD, which was made in 
good faith which was made on a verbal conversation that I had 
with someone who is no longer there, perhaps, as the Chairman 
suggests, was ill advised. Perhaps it was illegal and I should have 
known and was careless, but I relied on that conversation. 

Now that it has developed that DOD cannot do that, we are 
going to find the money necessary to support that-$l1 million in 
the Treasury's budget. That is what we are trying to do. That is 
what we will do for 1985. That is a commitment. That is a commit
ment that the Secretary has made; it is a commitment that I have 
made. It has always been the case. 1t does not impinge, reduce, 
impede, or ameliorate an iota of effort in the Customs' air pro
gram. We have two particular priorities in the Treasury Depart
ment that I suggest are the two highest priorities that we have 
overall in the law enforcement area. One is the export of critical 
technology a..'ld the other is the drug program. Now,we are commit
ted: to those. Weare going to fund those, and I think the Congress 
should not worry about that. 

Now, we will have to go back to our Appropriations Committees 
fu'ld we will have to say, we want to cut X out of something else 
and Y out of something else to put that money in there. And if 
those Appropriations Committees approve it, and I think they will, 
we will get it done. 

Mr. COLEMAN. But for purposes of this committee, I would 
hope-well, I am going to make a request of the Commissioner of 
Customs because now we are talking about $28 million, as I under
stand it, for this air interdiction issue and this particular area. I 
would like to have Commissioner von Raab, if he would, submit to 
us what he intends to do with the $28 million so that-you can do 
it in a letter form like you did for the Senate with respect to your 
rerequest, or new mix of dollars. I would like to see how you would 
do that, for the record, for this committee. 

Do you understand, Commissioner von Raab, that this is $3 mil
lion less than last year in terms of the $31 million, as I understand, 
that was last year? 

Mr. VON RAAB. The total amount in that category called air-al-
though, I would point back to the charts, which are not here-

Mr. COLEMAN. That was a terrible chart, Commissionf;:!r. 
Mr. VON RAAB [continuing]. That the $3 million less--
Mr. COLEMAN. I didn't-I noticed--
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Mr. VON RAAB [continuing]. Overall, but it is a higher operation-
allevel and less capital investment. 

Mr. COLEMAN. That's what it amounts to? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Yes. 
Mr. COLEMAN. I say it was terrible advisedly, but I have to say 

that I didn't, you know, I just didn't accept the issue of how we got 
the $28 million out of Treasury and we didn't. And if we do it now, 
I would like to see a letter from you with respect to that. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Yes, sir. We will provide you with that letter. 
[The material follows:] 
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Customs has prepared a projected spending plan at the 
$28.1 million operational level for FY 1985 for the air 
program. The estimated expenditures are detailed below. 
In addition, the Customs Service will be requesting an 
amendment to its FY 1985 budget request of $17,070,000 
which not only includes the $11.0 additional to bring the 
total to $28,070,000, but also $4.0 million to lease and 
operate an aerostat balloon in the Bahamas. The 
amendment will bring the air program operating level to 
$32,000,000. 

The projected costs for FY 1985 are as follows: 

PROJECTED FY 1985 AIR PROGRAM COSTS 

A. OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE REGULAR AIR PROGRAM 

Contracts and Services for Repairs and Support $10,387,000 

Transportation of Engines and other equipment 185,000 

Utilities, Communications and rents 892,000 

Equipment purchase (aircraft engines, parts, etc.) 1,980,000 

Training, Special Enforcement Operations, etc. 1,628,000 

Fuel, Supplies, etc. 4,198,000 

Subtotal $19,270,000 

B. LEASE AND OPERATIONS OF CESSNA CITATIONS (4) 

O&M $ 1,800,000 

Lease 2,200,000 

Subtotal $ 4,000,000 

C. -P-3A OPERATIONS 

Operation, Maintenance, and Equipment $ 4,600,000 

D. REGIONAL OPERATIONS CONTROL CENTER (ROCC) $ 200,000 

TOTAL $28,070,000 
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Mr. COLEMAN. We had some testimony also this morning, Mr. 
McNamar, with respect to the effectiveness of aerostat, because I 
think that was a question you talked about in terms of cost-effec
tiveness yesterday. Is your recollection of that the same? Did you 
suggest that aerostat, as wen as P-3 were not cost effective, or am 
I incorrect? 

Mr. McNAMAR. We are talking about the overall efforts of the 
United States Government, and what I suggested was that what we 
need in t.he Customs Service to do our part to minimize the 
amount, particularly of cocaine that comes in, since that is particu
larly what we are talking about in the Air Program, was to have 
more interceptors and tracking planes and arrest planes. And to 
rely more on the Defense Department. 

The chairman introduced testimony yesterday saying that we 
could only respond with intercepts to 50 percent of the AWACS or 
radar signals, intercepts that the Defense Department provided us 
with now. So, they are consistent with--

Mr. COLEMAN. Well, let me advise you, General Tice this morn
ing suggested that it is tough. You know, they talked about eight 
hits with the aerostat that's up, and it is hard to say whether that 
is truly cost-effective in terms of its down time as well as-I've sug
gested, and the general agreed to get me the information that I 
had read, that it was available for 19 hours ·out of the day, we are 
going to get that information, but the point is-it was in use 19 
hours per day. If I could just for a second, his testimony was also 
that, in his view, it might still be worth utilizing. And that because 
it has not been up very long that maybe we'd have a real overall 
test of its effectiveness in terms of putting your cost-effective num
bers to it. It might be worth continuing. 

I just wonder whether or not you might not take that testimony 
and perhaps reevaluate your position with respect to aerostat. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Quite the contrary. If there are additional data 
relating to the effectiveness of the aerostat either as an interdic
tion tool, or on a cost-effective basis, we obviously want to take 
that in. It is precisely because of new information that came up 
that we propose this modification in our program. 

Let me say that the two existing aerostats that are up, it is my 
understanding, are in the Defense Department budget, not in the 
Treasury Department budget. 

Mr. COLEMAN. That's right. 
Mr. McNAMAR. And if the Appropriations Committees think it is 

appropriate to put one in the Defense Department budget, and the 
Defense Department thinks that is cost-effective, I am sure that 
would be helpful to the Customs Service. But I raise the question 
as to whether the Customs Service should be in that particular 
role. That's the point that I raised yesterday. 

Mr. COLEMAN. We have other members here. Just one last thing. 
Captain Schowengerdt yesterday testified that he didn't know 
about the cut in budget authority for the operation and mainte
nance of the air interdiction program until two days ago. Neither 
was he aware that the P-3 program funding was to be discontin
ued. 

I would submit that at least from the Treasury Department's 
standpoint, even laying aside the whole issue of the Commissioner 
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of Customs and the Customs folks, it seems to me that the kind of 
coordination that we ask NNBIS to do, we ought to ask the Treas
ury Department to do, and I would just, as one member, hope that 
there are more meetings, more discussions; among those, NNBIS. 
Weare all working toward the same goal. I guess that is the hard
est thing for me to understand. We get tense and we have prob
lems, but we are all working for the same goal, and to me it just 
seems extremely important that we all get together more often. 
Certainly, I have had this feeling in these hearings that there has 
not been enough communication, and I think it was evidenced from 
the different members who have testified, the different witnesses 
who have testified here yesterday and today that we need more of 
that. And I just hope that you would make a concerted effort to do 
just that. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I couldn't agree more with that, Mr. Coleman. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. McNamar, when you drafted your proposal for submission to 

this hearing, in how much detail did you evaluate it; that is, the 
studying of maps such as the one we have over here that Senator 
Hawkins left? Do you show the choke points and are you aware of 
the extensive area that has to be provided with surveillance? And 
what additional areas will require this coverage as we go along? 
Were you aware of this before you decided not to go along with the 
Bahamas balloon and give full responsibility to the Air Force for 
surveillance for interdiction? 

Mr. McNAMAR. I think that I was unaware before this committee 
hearing was scheduled, as we have gone through the evaluation be
cause of this committee hearing, I have been continually educated. 
These are not details that I would normally be involved in; that is, 
the range of an aerostat balloon, and so on. I think that I relied 
upon the conversations that I had with the head of the air program 
for Customs, with Commissioner von Raab, a number of other 
people. It was when the Defense Department turned down our $11 
million request-and, again, if you weren't here when I said this 
yesterday, I have no quarrel with that now that I understand why 
they did it-that we decided that if what we were learning was cor
rect, that rather than the Customs Service trying to, in many ways, 
replicate the role of the Coast Guard or the Defense Department, 
that the better strategy overall for the Government would be to try 
to maximize the Defense Department involvement to the extent 
possible. And as I said yesterday, they have been responsive. They 
have tried to work in good faith. They have made progress. Wheth
er the statement of the Chief of Naval Operations is ironclad and 
correct, or not, I don't know. We have not been provided with their 
numbers. 

The chairman had a number of analyses and numbers yesterday 
that we had not been provided with and privy to. So, we did not 
have all of the data that various people have had, particularly in 
the Defense Department. But it was our judgment that one of the 
things that we needed to do was to provide more interdiction capa
bility on the west coast, Arizona, Texas, Florida, the whole gulf, 
and that that is a higher priority than an experimental program 
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with the P-3A. There's a question about the radar. As you've 
heard, there are questions about the cost. Minimal additional sup
port from the Air Force and the Navy would provide us with much 
better coverage when they are going to be flying the training 
flights anyway. 

The chairman raised some questions about that, but I think 
there are additional things that they can do, and we have asked 
them to go back and look at that, and I think they will. I have no 
question about that. We can improve their capture of radar signals 
that we process and that we have to go up and track and bring in. 
We are trying to increase our arrest rate, and we had a lengthy 
discussion yesterday. Why are we trying to increase the Customs' 
detection and surveillance capabilities when apparently the justifi
able criticism is that we don't interdict enough. And that's what 
we want to improve. 

And it is as a result of this committee scheduling these hearings 
that we have, in effect, suggested that the P-3A and the aerostat 
were not as high a priority as gaining four additional tracker inter
ceptor planes. And that is this shift that we are talking about. 
That's all. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Will the gentleman yield very quickly on that 
point? 

Mr. LEWIS. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I'd like to-you've been wanting to get to that in

terceptor thing for the last 2 days, and I am going to let you do it 
here very quickly. 

Mr. McNamar, how may interceptor aircraft that are properly 
equipped does the Customs Service have? 

Mr. McNAMAR. What is your defmition of properly equipped, sir? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Contain radar, FLIRS, that can be proper intercep

tors, Mr. McNamar? 
Mr. McNAMAR. It would be the Citations that we have. 'fhere's 

one Citation I that does not have the best possible radar. Two Cita
tion lIs. We also, as you know, use the five King Airs that we have, 
and we have two Mohawks, which are not as good and that is why 
we are interested in adding the additional--

Mr. ENGLISH. Do the Mohawks contain radar? 
Mr. McNAMAR. I don't know the answer to that, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. They don't contain anything other than FLIRS? 
Mr. McNAMAR. Sony? 
Mr. ENGLISH. They don't contain anything other than FLIRS? 
Mr. McNAMAR. I--
Mr. ENGLISH. You know what a FLIR is, don't you? 
Mr. McNAMAR. Yes. I know what a FLIR is, yes. I don't know the 

answer to that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I'll tell you. You've got eight aircraft. 

Five C-12's, three Citations. What you want to do is add four more. 
So, that would bring you up to, what, 12? 

Mr. McNAMAR. Well, if you had 8 and you added 4 more that 
would be 12. It would be a 50 percent increase. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You have 12 aircraft. You are going to stretch 
them across the entire southern border of the United States. You 
have no detection capability. What do you figure the chances are of 
those interceptors going out and actually making interceptions? 
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Mr. McNAMAR. If we continue to work with the Defense Depart-
ment as we have--

Mr. ENGLISH. No, that's been ruled out, Mr. McNamar. 
Mr. McNAMAR. No, it hasn't been ruled out, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. As far as detection is concerned, the look down ca

pability-and that's what you are going to have to have. You are 
going to have to have either AWACS or E-2C's. You've got to have 
look down capabilities to have a detection capability. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I believe we agree on that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. Now, what we have just been told this 

morning is that you're not going to get additional hours unless 
there is a major change in the law and unless there is a major 
change in the job of the Department of Defense, you are not going 
to have additional capability over and above what you presently 
have. And as was pointed out also this morning, you are not going 
to have aircraft that are going to be down there in those choke 
points that are identified on that map over there, and it is those 
choke points that you have to have detection aircraft to be able to 
route interceptors in to make their interceptions. And it is that 
fact. 

So, without detection, four more aircraft scattered somewhere 
along the southern border simply doesn't cut the mustard, Mr. 
McNamar. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Our analysis that led us to the conclusion to 
modify our position, Mr. Chairman, I am sure you would be inter
ested in this, assumed that we took all six P-3As and assuming 
they worked 80 hours a month of flight time, which was the opera
tive assumption. The P-3 radar covers about 5,000 square miles in 
an 120-degree arc. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LEWIS. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. Let's take a look at that. What you are 

looking at is a radar--
Mr. McNAMAR. No; I want to go-excuse me, Mr. Chairman. I 

want to go ahead with this analysis to show you our concerns about 
the P-3A. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Go ahead and complete your analysis. 
Mr. McNAMAR. The P-3 radar covers about 5,000 square miles in 

a 120-degree arc that is about 100 miles wide. That is a 70 degree 
radius, and that gives you about 100 miles. 

Assume that the southern coast of the United States for round 
number purposes is 3,000 miles along, and I think we need to be 
concerned about all of it. If we had the six P-3s at 80 hours a 
month, this would be equivalent to one airplane for 16 hours a day, 
or six planes times 80 hours divided by 30 days times 24 hours. 

Five thousand square miles is 1.6 percent of the 300,000 square 
mile territory associated with 100 mile wide bank along a 3,000 
mile border. So, if we had all the P-3s, I have a concern about our 
coverage. And I have a real concern as to whether that would be
whether we should spend the $27 million or so to--

Mr. ENGLISH. What do you have now? 
Mr. McNAMAR [continuing]. Do that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What do you have right now? 
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Mr. McNAMAR. We have less than that. No, I'm sorry, that's not 
true. Yes, we do have less than that in terms of Defense Depart
ment support. 

Mr. ENGLISH. All right. Let's go through this very quickly. We 
have a vote and I'll recess. Mr. Lewis is going to have some addi
tional time when we get back and we will pick this up. 

The point I want to make is this. There is no question if you 
want to put APS-125 radar on a P-3 or any other platform, you 
know, there's no question. The problem is the cost. The cost is $40 
million for an APS-125, and the cost is the difficulty that you run 
into. What we are attempting to do is to get something the Cus
toms Service can handle, something that they can afford. 

Now, with rep'ard to this particular radar, which is an F-15 
radar, it comes out of an F-15 fighter, pretty good radar. And 
granted, it looks forward. But we checked this out with the Cus
toms people, the people that are going to be working with it. We 
said, OK, what if we gave you that radar and you put it down on 
the Yucatan, for instance, for New Orleans? Do you know what 
they said? I guarantee you we will catch every guy coming through 
there. That is what they said. 

With that, we will recess for the vote and let you think about 
that, Mr. McNamar. 

[Recess taken.] 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. McNamar, what is the surface detection capa-

bility of an AWACS? 
Mr. McNAMAR. Sorry? 
Mr. ENGLISH. The surface detection capability of an A WACS? 
Mr. McNAMAR. I don't know the answer to that question. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What is the surface detection capability of a P-3? 
Mr. McNAMAR. I don't know the answer to that question. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Do you want to ask around to see if you can get 

any help on that issue? 
Mr. McNAMAR. I'm sorry, sir, I'm having trouble hearing you. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Would you like to ask somebody behind you and 

get a little help on that issue? 
Mr. McNA.MAR. We can supply it for the record, or whatever you 

would prefer. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I'll tell you what, I'll supply it for you. The 

surface detection capability of an A WACS is limited to those 
models that are specially outfitted, most of which are for overseas 
use. 

As far as the P-3 is concerned--
Mr. McNAMAR. Excllse me, Mr. Chairman, the Defense-I was 

told the Defense Department says this information is classified in
formation. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Oh, really. 
Mr. McNAMAR. The precise ranges, and such as that, they said, 

is classified. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I am not getting into range. All I am talking 

about is that some are specially outfitted, others are not. And that 
is not classified information, as I understand it, is that correct? 

Mr. McNAMAR. No, sir. 
, Mr. ENGLISH. I've been assured that it is not. 
f 
~ , 
{1 

~ 
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For those that would be available for use, those that we present
ly have that would be available for use, and unless you are assum
ing that they are going to go out and purchase additional aircraft 
specifically for this purpose, there are seven AWACS, as I under
stand, that would be available in the United States. Only seven. 
That not one of those would have this capability, but a P-3 does. 

It has a surface detection capability which means that it can also 
do work with regard to boats and assist the Coast Guard as well as 
assisting in the air interdiction program. 

The point that we come down to, of course, is that we have a 
dual mission for the P-3 and particularly any that would be sta
tioned off the U.S. coast down in those slots. But you weren't aware 
of that, were you? 

Mr. McNAMAR. No, sir, I wasn't aware of that. That's not the 
kind of detailed information I would ordinarily have. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, that's the point though, again, Mr. McNa
mar. You need that kind of detailed information before you go re
vising plans. Before you go throwing things in the trash. Junking 
programs. Eliminating concepts that have been devised between 
not only the Congress, but also the Customs Service, the Vice Presi
dent's Office, the Department of Defense. That is the sort of infor
mation you need to know. 

Have you had any different thoughts with regard to how well 
you could perform interdiction without detection? 

Mr. McNAMAR. We obviously need detection. As you said yester
day, it is the backbone of a program. The Defense Department can 
do that. They cannot and should not interdict under the posse com
itatus law, and I think we need to continue with the efforts that 
have been made to date. We need to add more interdiction and 
tracking capability. And I think that that is a higher priority. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Are you convinced, or do you believe, or is there 
any question in your mind whether or not the Department of De
fense can provide that? 

Mr. McNAMAR. Any question in my mind that they can 
supply--

Mr. ENGLISH. Do you believe that the Department of Defense
let me ask you just flat out. Do you believe the Department of De
fense is going to provide the detection capability for the Customs 
Service? 

Mr. McNAMAR. I think the Department of Defense is going to 
continue to make the kind of effort that they have to provide the 
maximum that they can. I think it will continue to increase in ab
solute terms. I don't know what the upper limit will be. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, General Tice has testified that they are at 
that limit. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Well, I am not sure that General Tice testified to 
that. I think you introduced some evidence from the CNO that in
dicated they are, and that may be-that may be correct. I am not 
in a position to judge that. I simply suggested there is, in effect, 
a--

Mr. ENGLISH. General Tice--
Mr. McNAMAR [continuing]. Prima facie case that when you are 

talking, 1, 1 %, 2 percent of available hours, I question whether 
that is a decrement to readiness. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. General Tice, would you please come forward? 
Am I correct in making the statement that as the law stands at 

the present time, and given the efforts the Department of Defense 
is making in behalf of detection for the Customs Service through 
AWACS and E-2C's, that both the Navy and the Air Force are at 
the limit that they can operate under the law? In other words, 
could they substantially increase the number of hours that they 
could provide in detection coverage for the Customs Service with
out violating the law? 

General TrcE. They have informed me that they are performing 
now at the maximum number of sorties that they can perform 
without degrading readiness, ergo, if readiness is violated then 
there has to be some kind of interpretation made with respect to 
the law. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, General Tice, I appreciate 
that. 

Mr. McNAMAR. And I think the next question is: Are we making 
the maximum use of that detection capability? And you entered 
evidence yesterday from the same source-from the Air Force
that indicates that we are only answering 50 percent of the radar 
intercepts. We would like to have more interdiction capability, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. McNamar, you must have four months ad
vance notice to position airplanes to use the AWACS service. And 
I'm going to get into that with Mr. von Raab when we get to the 
Customs Service. They t'ren't doing it. And the reason-we are 
going to try and find out why they are not doing it. 

You've got to plan four months in advance to position those air
craft. As I mentioned, you only have seven A WACS in this country 
that are available for those kinds of flights. You only have 28 
E-2C's that are available for the whole Navy. So, you've got a very 
limited number of resources. Part of the idea and the concept of 
NNBIS, of course, is to bring those resources together to do that 
planning ahead of time. And that is what they are presently doing, 
and that is one of the things that we find encouraging about 
NNBIS. But the fact is that the schedules are out and evidently we 
are not taking advantage of it. As you pointed out, you've got five 
C-12's and three Citations that should be available and being used 
for that purpose. 

As General Tice testified, unless you would like to contest that as 
well, we also have the General's testimony that they would in fact 
honor the commitment that they have made to the Congress and to 
the Customs Service to provide anywhere from 8 to 13 additional 
C-12's as soon as the Congress fulfills its portion of the agreement. 
We intend to do that. We certainly see no reason why that should 
not be done this year. Those are the facts. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I didn't suggest it shouldn't be done this year. 
We would welcome that. We are supportive of that. We agree with 
the Congress. We appreciate your committee's efforts to make that 
happen. We think that some additional-- . 

Mr. ENGLISH. You said yesterday that DOD has refused it. 
Mr. McNAMAR. DOD informed us on Monday that those would 

not be forthcoming because the Congress had not acted and I be
lieve they said they did not know when the Congress might act. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. General Tice just said that that agreement still 
goes. We fully expect that it will be done. 

Mr. McNAMAR. They fully expect that it will be done. I am ques
tioning the timing as to when it will be done, Mr. Chairman, not 
the DOD commitment. The DOD commitment is solid and they will 
honor it. I have no doubt about that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, we can-the point that I'm making is this. 
The chances of gaining a great increase in interceptors lies with 
those C-12's, not with four Citations. I would be delighted to have 
the additional four Citations, but that is going to be a costly road 
to go. And if we are trying to maximize the use of the resOUrces 
that Customs has, certainly, it is far, far cheaper to loan 8 to 
12 C-12's as opposed to leasing, as I understand the cost would be 
between $5 and $6 million a year for Citations. 

Mr. McNAMAR. I think it was a little less than that, but in the $4 
to $6 million range, yes, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is counting the operation and maintenance? 
Mr. McNAMAR. Yes, sir, in the four to six range. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Between $5 and $6 million. 
Mr. Kindness. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions at this 

point. I admit being a little confused, if not befuddled by some of 
what we have heard today. And I am sure that in the followup in 
further hearings we will come to the bottom of this, but I appreci
ate the testimony of our witnesses this morning, I think. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Kindness. 
I think the point that we have reached-it should be clear to 

you, Mr. McNamar-without a shadow of doubt, right now we are 
at the limits as far as E-2C and AWACS protection, the coverage 
that they can provide for the Customs Service. That is a fact. 

It also should be very clear to you that the addition of those four 
interceptors without increased detection capability isn't going to do 
much to affect the war on drugs. And as I said earlier, the Customs 
Service and its air interdiction effort has been the centerpiece of 
the administration's program. 

I understand that Captain Schowengerdt may have a little infor
mation to give us, additional information to give us about that ex
ecutive meeting. I am hopeful at that meeting that perhaps we will 
see that commitment reaffirmed by the President. 

Mr. McNAMAR. Mr. Chairman, let me make something clear. The 
administration is committed to the most cost effective and vigorous 
air interdiction program possible, and we think that additional 
interceptions and arrests are what the American people would 
want. And we think the committee's hearing record indicates that 
we need more drug enforcement moneys put into interception and 
arrest, not into additional detection capabilities that we can't fully 
utilize, by the chairman's own testimony. And we would like the 
committee's support. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, Mr. McNamar, what you said is absolutely 
untrue. Absolutely untrue. The point of the matter is that you left 
out the word "doable" and that has been the theme that has been 
running through these last 2 days of testimony. It has been laid on 
the record--

Mr. McNAMAR. I think--
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Mr. ENGLISH [continuing], Very clearly by General Tice who is 
sitting right next to you as to what the facts are with regard to 
that matter. 

Now, we are not going to have you come up here and lecture this 
committee--

Mr. McNAMAR. I'm not lecturing--
Mr. ENGLISH [continuing). About trying to implement--
Mr. McNAMAR [continuing.] I'm not lecturing the committee. I 

have the same objectives that the chairman does. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You are-you were lecturing this committee, Mr. 

McNamar, and I am not going to tolerate it. This committee has 
been aggressive. It has put forth a maximum effort in trying to co
operate with the various agencies and committees of Congress, and 
put together--

Mr. McNAMAR. And I commended thi:·, committee yesterday for 
your efforts. 

Mr. ENGLISH [continuing). And putting together the most effec
tive and doable program and one that fits within the President's 
budget. And, quite frankly, to have one who can only be character
ized as a Johnny-corne-lately as far as this issue is concerned, to 
come up here and lecture us about that, I simply do not-I refuse 
to accept it. 

Now, I am hopeful that you will take an intel'est in this matter. I 
am hopeful that you will learn about this me.tter. I am hopeful 
that you will go down on the level of customs agents themselves 
and spend some time with them and talk to them about what their 
needs are. As it has been said time and time again up h~re, they 
are a commendable group. They are doing an outstanding job with 
the very limited resources available. 

Mr. McNAMAR. And I made that point yesterday. That is exactly 
right. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kindness? 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would just observr, 

that surely we're all hopefully aiming in the same direction in 
terms of achieving the results of the best law enforcement capablli
ties that can be employed in order to reduce the amount of illicit 
drugs coming into the United States. And there is room for people 
to differ and argue about strategies and tactics. The one thing that 
keeps coming to my mind though is that the limited resources that 
we have available, it seems to me causes us to have to look at those 
choke points and determine how best we deal with what passes 
through or near to those choke points which are there because 
navigational aids are available that cause that to be a kind of a 
highway situation. And it does seem to many of us who have been 
studying the situation for a time that that's a point of the greatest 
capability in terms of beginning to track aircraft. To obtain infor
mation that could lead to the employment of assets that could 
result in interception following those aircraft and then making the 
final step workable and possible, and that is employing the law en
forcement assets at the closest level to where the aircraft might 
land or dump its load, or what have you. 

So, I think a good bit of thought is due before a precipitous 
change in policy is brought about. And I think we would all like to 

F see the results of a careful look at where we go from here, from the 
~ .::, 
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executive branch viewpoint following the meeting of the Executive 
Board of NNBIS early next week. I think that can be very COll
structive. But we certainly will be following closely on that to 
make sure that the continuity is not lost. And I would certainly en
courage for the future the consideration of as close a communica
tion as possible between the legislative branch and the executive 
branch on changes in direction and policy and budget that might 
have the sort of effects that have been produced here in the last 
couple of days. We might spend OUr time more constructively arriv
ing at the same point in a shorter period of time possibly with 
some discussions that could cut out some of the controversy. So, I 
would encourage that-that is really consistent with the whole 
NNBIS concept, but it is difficult to keep the communications 100 
percent clear all the time. I think maybe we've clouded them up a 
little bit in the last few days, and I hope we can get them cleared 
up. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Kindness. 
OK, Mr. McNamar, I think that that will take care of the ques

tioning that we have for you today. 
Mr. McNAMAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your in

terest in this matter. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Captain Schowengerdt, we will let you, if you 

would, give us any information that you have with regard to the 
anticipated meeting. We appreciate you volunteering to keep the 
committee informed on this matter. We appreciate the cooperation 
of the Vice President's Office. 

STATEMENT OF CAPT. L.N. SCHOWENGERDT, JR., STAFF DIREC
TOR, NATIONAL NARCOTICS BORDER iNTERDICTION SYSTEM 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
As the ranking minoritl member, Mr. Kindness, noted earlier 

today, since the issues we ve been discussing today and yesterday 
cross substantially over agency and department lines, some interde
partmental coordination is appropriate to resolve the issues on the 
executive branch side. 

Accordingly, the Vice President has called for a meeting early 
next week of the NNBIS Executive Board to provide that coordina
tion. You will recall that the Vice President chairs that Board and 
that it is composed of the Secretaries of Treasury, Transportation, 
State, Defense, the Attorney General, the Director of Cenkal Intel
ligence, the counselor to the President and the director of the 
White House Drug Abuse Policy Office. 

I think the Board will be able to resolve the issues in a proper 
fashion and therefore arrive at a formal and appropriate adminis
tration position. 

Thank you, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much. Mr. Kindness requested ear

lier that we, after hearing our witnesses tomorrow, recess this com
mittee until shortly after the first part of April when we will meet 
again, and, of course, continue our discussion with regard to con
clusion three. I think the administration at this point is going to 
have an ample opportunity to prove that there really is "sume beef 
in the bun" as far as the war on drugs is concerned. That the ad-
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ministration is deeply committed to the war on drugs; so, actions 
speak louder than words, and we're looking forward to action by 
the executive committee. 

Thank you very much. 
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Do you have anything, Mr. Kindness, you would 

care to say? 
Mr. KINDNESS. I appreciate the information that has been con

veyed, and thank you very much, Captain. 
Mr. ENGLISH. We will recess then until 2 o'clock when we will 

continue with our other witnesses. 
[Whereupon, at 12:58 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon

vene at 2 p.m., the same day.] 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

Mr. ENGLISH. This afternoon we will have a panel of three wit
nesses, made up of Mr. James Wait, who is the Coordinator of the 
Southwest Region of NNBIS, El Paso; Rear Adm. Frederick P. 
Schubert, who is the Coordinator of the Pacific Region of NNBIS, 
Long Beach, CA; Rear Adm. William H. Stewart, who is the Coordi
nator of the Gulf Region of NNBIS in New Orleans, LA. 

I want to welcome you all here this afternoon. Please have a 
seat. If you would, have a seat in front of the microphones, so ev
erybody will have a microphone, 

Again, I want to tell you how much I appreciate your rearrang
ing your schedules so you could stay over today and testify. I know 
that's a great inconvenience to you, and we really do appreciate it. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. Wait, why don't we start with you. You can go ahead and 
give us your testimony, and I will say, as I said earlier that if you 
would like to submit your written testimony for the record and 
simply summarize, please feel free to do so, Without objection, that 
will be made part of the record. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES WAIT, COORDINATOR, SOUTHWEST 
REGION, NNBIS, EL PASO, TX 

Mr. WAIT. OK, fme, thank you. 
Mr. Chairman, members of the committee. As you know, I am 

the Coordinator of the Southwest NNBIS Region, and my territory 
is-my area of responsibility is from Brownsville, TX, Gulf of 
Mexico to the Arizona, western Arizona border, Yuma, AZ, on the 
Colorado River. 

For the most part, we are-when we are in operation, it is over 
U.S. soil, and not like these gentlemen, over the ocean. 

We began our activities in June 1983, coordinating-mostly co
ordinating and observing air operations. Some were coordinations 
with the Pacific region, and some were on our own. 

Between June and November, we coordinated five special oper
ations, which is usually a duration of 1 to 5 days, and during that 
time, we only made two seizures and four arrests. 

And we were experimenting at that time with different types of 
DOD resources, mostly portable ground radar. In December and 
January, we began using the lookdown radar, and met with some-
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what more success. We had sudden legitimate targets during those 
operations, and made two narcotic seizures, two vehicle seizures, 
one aircraft, and eight arrests. 

We utilized the E-2C's from the Navy, OV-IO's from the Marine 
Corps, and FAA radar and Customs aircraft on those operations, 
and some local and State law enforcement officers. 

From those, we had post-op and pre-op meetings, tried to clean 
up our mistakes, and let the other NNBIS regions know what 
worked and what didn't work. We have gone to the Air Force and 
the Army to see what types of assets they had that could be used 
in law enforcement. We tested several mobile ground radars, and 
selected some that could be useful in law enforcement, and others 
that were not suitable. And we have met with the Air Force at 
Bergstrom Air Force Base, and have found some of their training 
operations that we can utilize to get up-to-date intelligence, to be 
utilized by our air support branches. And we will analyze that and 
give it to the air support branches where it will be needed. 

And we are continuing to look for and identify other military 
assets that would be useful in the law enforcement areas. 

The intelligence side has been gathering intelligence for specific 
operations from the air support branches, from San Bernadino 
County sheriffs office, from State and local law enforcement offi
cers, and using that to target and determine the type of operation 
that we will do in these small, special operations. And this is being 
passed on to the other air support branches after the intelligence 
has been analyzed. 

We are becoming a little more successful with our operations, 
and expect after-at the current time and up to date, we have not 
been able to get any assistance from the intelligence community, 
because of the fact that we are in a building that is not secure, and 
they do not want to put anybody in with us in order to give us any 
assistance. We are, however, expected to be in a new facility by the 
end of June, it's supposed to be ready by the end of June, and we 
hope at that time we'll be able to get national intelligence assist
ance. That's about'it from mine, 

Mr. ENGLISH, Thank you very much. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Wait follows:] 
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CONGRESSIONAL COMMENTS 

MR· CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, I AM JAMES WAIT, 

COORDINATOR ~F THE SOUTHWEST REGION OF THE VICE PRESIDENT'S 

NATIONAL NARCOTICS BORDER INTERDICTION SYSTEM, LOCATED IN EL 

PASO; TEXA~, AND THE AREA SPECIAL AGENT IN CHARGE FOR THE U.S. 

CUSTOMS SERVICE. I AM PLEASED TO HAVE THIS OPPORTUNITY ~O APPEAR 

BEFORE YOU TO DISCUSS THE SW REGION OF NNBIS. My NNBIS AREA OF 

RESPONSlBILITY IS THE LAND BORDER WITH THE REPUBLIC OF MEXICO 

FROM THE SOUTHERN TIP OF TEXAS NEAR BROWNSVIllE WESTWARD TO 1HE 

COLORADO RIVER AT YUMA, ARIZONA. THIS INTERNATIONAL BORDER IS 

APPROXIMATELY 1,810 MILES LONG. THE TERRAIN IS BASICALLY ROUGH, 

ARID, IN MOST CASES· MOUNTAINOUS". AND EXCEPT FOR A FEW CITIES AND 

TOWNS, THE AREA IS TYPICALLY REMOTE AND UNPOPULATED. UNLIKE 

REGIONS WITH MARITIME BORDERS OUR EFFORTS ARE, FOR THE MOST PART, 

LIMITED TO ACTIVITIES ON OR OVER UNITED STATES SOIL. 

SINCE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF SW NNBIS IN JUNE 1983, WE HAVE 

WORKED T~ COORDINATE NARCOTIC INTERDICTION EFFORTS IN OUR REGION. 

WE HAVE APPROACHED THIS MISSION IN BOTH THE AREAS OF INTELLIGENCE 

AND OPERATIONS· OUR MISSION IS TO ACT AS THE INTERFACE BETWEEN 

DOD ASSETS AND THE CIVILIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT COMMUNITY, AND TO 

COORDINATE ACTIVITIES AMONG THE VARIOUS LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES. 

WHILE WE HAVE ONLY BEEN IN OPERATION FOR EIGHT MONTHS, I WOULD 

LIKE TO GIVE SPECIFIC EXAMPLES OF OUR ACTIVITIES- To DATE I FEEL 

WE ARE MAKING PROGRESS, FILLING A NEEDED ROLE IN NARCOTICS 

INTERDICTION AND DEVELOPING EFFECTIVE MEANS OF ADDRESSING THIS 

PROBLEM. 



239 

OUR INITIAL APPROACH TO THE PROBLEM HAS BEEN TO COORDINATE 

CONCENTRATED LAW ENFORCEMENT EFFORTS BASED ON DOD SUPPORT ASSETS· 

THESE EFFORTS ARE CALLED SPECIAL OPERATIONS. THESE OPERATIONS 

ATTEMPT TO UTILIZE DOD AND CIVILIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSETS IN A 

JOINT EFFORT TO DETECT AND INTERDICT NARCOTICS BEING SMUGGLED 

ACROSS THE SOUTHWEST BORDER· 

FROM JUNE 1983 WHEN SW NNBIS WAS FIRST ESTABLISHED THROUGH 

NOVEMBER 1983) FIVE Of THESE SPECIAL OPERATIONS WERE CONDUCTED IN 

AREAS ALONG THE BORDER WITH THE REPUBLIC OF MEXICO· THE 

OPERATIONS UTILIZED A· VARIETY of DOD RESOURCES [PRIMARILY GROUND 

MOBILE RADAR] AND WERE IN SOME CASES JOINTLY COORDINATED BY SW 
AND PACIFIC NNBIS. Two SEIZURES AND FOUR ARRESTS WERE MADE AS A 

DIRECT RESULT OF.DOD SUPPORT. VALUABLE EXPERIENCE AND" 

INFORMATION WAS ALSO GAINED THROUGH PLANNING AND EXECUTION OF 

THESE OPERATIONS· THE INFORMATION GAINED PERTAINS NOT ONLY. TO 

THE AIR SMUGGLER'S RESOURC;S AND METHODS BUT ALSO TO INTERDICTION 

RESOURCES AND METHODS. ApPLICATION OF THE LESSONS LEARNED BEGAN 

TO PAY OfF IN THE DECEMBER 1983 AND JANUARY 1984 OPERATIONS· 

PLANNING FOR OUR DECEMBER 1983 OPERATION BEGAN BACK IN 

OCTOBER AND BROUGHT TANGIBLE RESULTS. ON THE SECOND DAY OF THE 

OPERATION A SUSPECT TWIN ENGINE AIRCRAFT WAS DETECTED ENTERING 

THE UNITED STATES WEST·OF NOGALES, ARIZONA. WITH THE ASSISTANCE 

OF THE FAA FACILITIES AND THE USN E-2C, USMC OV~10 AND USCS 

AIRCRAFT WERE DIRECTED TO THE RADAR TARGET. THE USCS AIRCRAFT 

OBSERVED THE SUSPECT AIRCRAFT LAND ON A REMOTE STRIP IN ARIZONA. 

A USCS HELICOPTER ATTEMPTED TO BLOCK THE SUSPECT AIRCRAFT oN THE 

GROUND; HOWEVER, THE EFFORT WAS.NOT SUCCESSFUL AND THE AIRCRAFT 



240 

WHICH WAS APPARENTLY STILL LOADED WITH CONTRABAND TOOK OFF AND 

WAS FOLLOWED BACK TO MEXICO- THE THREE-MAN GROUND CREW WAS 

ARRESTED AND TURNED OVER TO THE LOCAL SHERIFF. THIS WAS THE 

FIRST OPERATION IN THE SW AREA WHERE THREE uses ASB's, T~O USMe 

UNITS. AND ONE USN E-2C SQUADRON AND LOCAL AUTHORITIES HAD BEEN 

COORDINATED INTO AN EFFECTIVE AIRBORNE STRIKE FORCE· THREE OTHER 

SUSPECT INTRUSION TARGETS WERE DETECTED, TWO OF WHICH PROVED TO 

BE LEGITIMATE· THE OTHER TARGET RETURNED TO MEX)CO. 

THE JANUARY OPERATION WAS SPECIFICALLY PLANNED WITH THE 

DECEMBER EXPERIENCES AS A GUIDE AND RESULTED IN THE FOLLOWING 

INCIDENTS· AN E-2C ACQUIRED A TARGET AND PROVIDED POSITIVE 

CONTROL TO THE OV-I0 AND USCS AIRCRAFT· THE SUSPECT AIRCRAFT WAS 

FOLLOWED TO A REMOTE STRIP IN ARIZONA WHERE IT LAND~D. DUE TO 

THE LACK OF SUFFICIENT LIGHTING ON THE REMOTE STRIP THE USCS 

AIRCRAFT ELECTED NOT TO LAND· ON THE GROUND THE LOCAL SHERlFF'S 

OFFICE ARRESTED THE GROUND CREW, SEIZED THREE VEHICLES AND 

APPROXIMATELY 2,300 POUNDS OF MARIJUANA. > 

THE NEXT DAY ANOTHER TARGET WAS DETECTED CROSSING THE 

BORDER AND AGAIN THE E-2C PROVIDED RADAR COVERAGE AAND POSITIVE 

CONTROL FOR THE uses INTERCEPT AIRCRAFT· THE AIR CHASE RESULTED 

IN CUSTOMS AIR OFFICERS SEIZING ONE AIRCRAFT AND APPROXIMATELY 

1,000 POUNDS OF MARIJUANA·· Two SUSPECTS WERE ALSO ARRESTED 

[SEVERAL DAYS LATER A THIRD MAN WAS ARRESTED IN A LAS VEGAS MOTEL 

ROOM AS A DIRECT RESULT OF INFORMATION AND EVIDENCE ACQUIRED IN 

THE AIRCRAFT SEIZURE]. WHILE THE ARRESTS WERE OCCURRING ON THE 

GROUND, YET ANOTHER SUSPECT AIRCRAFT FLEW OVER THE BORDER AT 

APPROXIMATELY THE SAME LOCATION· AGAIN THE.E-2C PROVIDED RADAR 
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COVERAGE AND POSITIVE CONTROL FOR TH~ uses INTERCEPT AIRCRAFT. 

THE TARGET WAS .TRACKED NORTH to LAS VEGAS, NEVADA THEN BACK 

SOUTH, ULTIMATELY RETURNING TO MEXICO WITHOUT ATTEMPTING TO LAND 

ANYWHERE WITHIN THE UNITED STATES. 

THE MENTIONED INCIDENTS ARE INDICATORS OF THE DRUG THREAT IN 

THE ~OUTHWEST REGION AS WELL AS THE RESULTS THAT CAN BE 

ACCOMPLISHED WITH PROPER PLANNING, FACE TO FACE DISCUSSIONS AND 

JOINT COOPERATION BETWEEN DOD, USCS, AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 

AGENCIES. DURING THE DECEMBER AND JANUARY AIR INTERDICTION 

OPERATIONS THE USN E~2e's AND THE USMC OV-IO's PLAYED A KEY ROLE 

IN THE LAW ENFORCEMENT EFFORT IN THE SW NNBIS REGION· IN EACH OF 

THESE OPERATIONS THE E-2C COVERAGE WAS LIMITED TO 20 HOURS IN 

DURATIGN. IT IS SIGNIFICANT THAT 40 HOURS OF COVERAGS OVER A 

TWO-MONTH PERIOi COVERING A 200-MILE SECTION OF THE 

ARIZONA/MEXICO BORDER RESULTED IN THE AFOREMENTIONED ARRESTS AND 

SEIZURES AND A TOTAL OF SEVEN AIRCRAFT INTRUSION SIGHTINGS.-

IN EARLY FERUARY 198~ AWACS AND E-2C ASSETS WERE EMPLOYED IN 
> 

AN OPERATION OFF THE TEXAS COAST AND OVER SOUTH TEXAS WITHIN THE 

GULF REGION. MEMBERS OF MY STAFF ASSISTED IN COORDINATION AND 

MONITORED THE OPERATION- THIS OPERATION RESULTED IN SEVERAL 

TARGETS BUT NO SEIZURES. LESSONS LEARNED BY MY REPRESENTATIVES 

IN THE GULF OPERATION ARE BEING INCORPORATED INTO OUR 

COORDINATION PROCEDURES· 

EARLIER THIS MONTH WE COORDINATED A SPECIAL OPERATION 

CENTERED OYER YUMA, ARIZONA. THE OBJECTIVES OF THE MARCH 

OPERATION WERE TO: 1) ESTABLISH DATA FOR AN ACCURATE ASSESSMENT 

OF THE AIR THREAT ALONG THE CALIFORNIA AND WESTERN ARIZONA 
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MTHERN BORDERS; .2) DETERMINE USEFULLNESS OF GROUND RADAR TO 

ESTABLIISH A LOW-ALTITUDE GAP FILLER NET TO MEET USCS'S NEEDS· 

[SEVERAL DOD RADAR ASSETS THAT HAVE NOT BEEN PREVIOUSLY EMPLOYED 

WERE USED.]; AND 3) THE INTERDICTION OF SUSPECT AIRCRAFT 

PENETRATING THE SOUTHERN BORDER· 

IN ADDITION TO DIRECT COORDINATION OF SPECIAL OPERATIONS SW 

NNBIS PERSONNEL HAVE INITIATED CONTACT WITH VAIROUS DOD COMMANDS 

FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT BRIEFINGS AND EQUIPMENT EVALUATIONS· IN 

OCTOBER OF 1983 SW NNBIS COORDINATED AN EVALUATION OF THE 

USEFULLNESS TO LAW ENFORCEMENT OF USA AIR CAVALRY TRAINING 

OPERATIONS IN WEST TEXAS. PLANS HAVE BEEN MADE TO INCORPORATE 

THESE HELICOPTER TRAINING EXERCISES INTO A LAW ENFORCEMENT 

OPERATION WHEN THE EXERCISES ARE" HELD NEAR THE BORDER· 

IN NOVEMBER 1983 SW NNBIS AND EL PASO ASB PERSONNEL WORKED 

WITH AN ARMY HAWK RADAR SYSTEM IN THE FIELD AT FT. BLISS, TEXAS. 

AFTER THE FIELD TEST THE LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL FELT THAT AN 

AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM SUCH AS THE HAWK WAS NOT WELL SUITED FOR 

BORDER LAW ENFORCEMENT OPERATIONS· IT WAS FELT THAT A MOBILE ~IR 

TRAFFIC CONTROL RADAR SYSTEM MIGHT PRODUCE BETTER RESULTS· 

IN JANUARY 1984 SW NNBIS SAN ANTONIO ASB PERSONNEL EVALUATED 

SUCH AN AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL RADAR UNIT AT FT. HOOD, TEXAS. THIS 

SYSTEM IS SMALL, MOBILE AND APPEARS MORE PROMISING FOR OUR NEEDS· 

ADDITIONALLY, A MARINE CORPS RADAR SYSTEM HAS PROVEN CAPABILITIES 

APPLICABLE TO LAW.ENFORCEMENT SUPPORT· SW NNBIS PERSONNEL HAVE 

ALSO EVALUATED THE RADAR SYSTEM WHICH SUPPORTS THE WHITE SANDS 

MISSILE RANGE AND HOLLOMAN AFB, NEW MEXICO. 
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IN DECEMBER OF 1983 A MEMBER OF MY STAFF VISITED BERGSTROM 

AFB, TEXAS TO PARTICIPATE IN LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE BRIEFINGS 

AND TO EXPLORE LAW ENFORCEMENT APPLICATIONS FOR RF-4 TRAINING 

FLIGHTS- As A DIRECT RESULT OF THIS VISIT A PROGRAM HAS BEEN 

INITIATED IN WHICH RF-4 DATA, ACQUIRED DURING ROUTINE TRAINING, 

IS PROVIDED TO MY INTELLIGENCE STAFF-

DURING JANUARY AND FEBRUARY 1984 REPRESENTAtIVES OF THE 

MAJOR USA INSTALLATIONS IN OUR REGION VISITED THE NNBIS OFFICE IN 

EL PASO, TEXAS- THE NNBIS MISISON AND THE USA ASSETS WERE 

DISCUSSED- POINTS OF CONTACT WERE ESTABLISHED AS WELL AS THE 

MAKING OF PLANS FOR AN EXTENSIVE BRIEFING PROGRAM FOR USA 

PERSONNEL-

CONTACT HAS ALSO BEE~ MADE BY SW NNBIS REPRESENTATIVES WITH 

THE TEXAS AND ARIZONA NATIONAL GUARD- A MEETING WITH THE NEW 

MEXICO NATIONAL GUARD IS PLANNED- THESE MEETINGS EXPLAIN OUR 

MISSION AND EXPLORE POSSIBLE ASETS THAT MAY BE AVAILABLE FOR LAW 

ENFORCEMENT SUPPORT-

NNBIS BRIEFINGS WERE GIVEN-IN JANUARY AND FEBRUARY TO THE 

TEXAS NARCOTICS OFFICERS ASSOCIATION AND THE WEST TEXAS 

INTELLlGE,NCE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION- BRIEFINGS SUCH AS THESE WILL 

BE GiVEN THRC·UGHOUT OUR REGION IN AN EFFORT TO BETTER COORDINATE 

CIVILIAN LAW ENFORCEMENT NEEDS WITH DOD ASSETS-

My STAFF IS CURRENTLY EXPLORING ADDITIONAL AREAS OF DOD 

SUPPORT FOR THE NARCOTICS INTERDICTION EFFORT- ' REQUESTS HAVE 

BEEN MADE OF FT- SAM HOUSTON, FT- BLISS AND FT. HUACHUCA TO LOAN 

NIGHT VISION GOGGLES TO THE USCS AIR UNITS IN OUR REGION-
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CONTACT HAS BEEN MADE WITH THE USAF AT TINKER AFg, OKLAHOM~. 

WE HAVE DEVELOPED BETTER WAYS TO COORDINATE AWACS AIRCRAFT 

TRAINING WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT NEEDS IN OUR REGION· 

As I HAVE SAID OUR OFFICE WAS ESTABLISHED APPROXIMATELY 

EIGHr MONTHS AGO· IN THAT TIME WE HAVE ESTABLISHED POINTS OF 

CONTACT WITHIN THE DOD CHAIN OF COMMAND AND HAVE MADE PROGRESS IN 

COORDINATING A MULTI-AGENCY EFFORT' AGAINST NARCOTICS S"MUGGLlNG 

ACROSS THE BORDER IN OUR REGION. GOOD LINES OF COMMUNICAITONS 

ARE NOW ESTABLISHED· I CAN SAY THAT MY REGION ENJOYS VERY GOOD 

RELATIONS WITH THE DOD UNITS INVOLVED .IN OUR ACTIVITIES· THIS IS 

MOST APPRECIATED. 

SW NNBIS IS DIVIDED INTO TWO SECTIONS - INTELLIGENCE AND 

OPERATIONS. SO FAR MY DISCUSSION HAS CENTERED ON THE OPERATIONS 

SIDE OF THE OFFICE· THE INTELLIGENCE FUNCTION IS EQUALLY 

IMPORTANT' ANY LONG-TERM LAW ENFORCEMENT ACTlVJ TY REQIJ 1 RES. SOL 1 D 

INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT. By ITS NATURE, INTELLIGENCE TAKES .TIME TO 

DEVELOP. AT THIS TIME THERE IS AN IMMENSE LACK OF INTELLIGENCE 

ABOUT THE NARCOTICS SMUGGLING THAT CROSSES THE BORDER IN THE 

SOUTHWEST REGION· 

WE AT SW NNBIS ARE FORTUNATE TO BE LOCATED IN THE SAME CITY 

AS EPIC. My INTELLIGENCE STAFF IS IN DIRECT CONTACT WITH EPIC 
THROUGH THE DEA ANALYST ASSIGNED TO SW NNBIS. THIS DIRECT 

CONTACT WILL HELP REDUCE ANY DUPLICAITON OF EFFORT AND ASSIST IN 

FORMING A COMPLE~ENTARY RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EPIC AND SW NNBIS. 

ALREADY, PRODUCTS FROM INTELLIGENCE SOURCES THAT HAVE BEEN 

LOCATED BY MY STAFF ARE BEING GIVEN TO THE EPIC DATA BASE- THE 

SW NNBIS STAFF IS A CENTER FOR LOCATING AND REQUESTING AND 
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ANALYZING INTELLIGENCE ASSISTANCE THAT IS SPECIFICALLY TARGETED 

AT THE SMUGGLING PROBLEMS OF OUR REGION· THIS INCLUDES 

INFORMATION GATHERED BY DOD SOURCES DURING THEIR ROUTINE 

OPERAITON· 

. My INTELLIGENCE STAFF IS NOW DIRECTLY EMPLOYED IN PROVIDING 

AN INTELLIGENCE PRODUCT FOR THE PLANNING AND EXECUTION OF SPECIAL 

OPERAITONS· THE ·MARCH 1984 SPECIAL OPERATION IS AN EXAMPLE OF 

THIS INTELLIGENC·E SUPPORT· My INTELLIGENCE STAFF GATHERED AIR 

SMUGGLI NG INTELLIGENCE FROM USCS HEADQUARTERS, EPIC, SAN 

BERNADINO COUNTY SHERiFF'S OFFICE, CALIFORNIA, AND USCS SAN DIEGO 

ASB. THEY THEN CORRELATED AND REFINED ALL OF THE ABOVE 

INTELLIGENCE DATA INTO A USEABLE INTELLIGENCE PRODUCT· THIS 

INTELLIGENCE WAS PRESENTED TO THE DOD CREWS FLYING MISSIONS FOR 

THE MARCH OPERATION IN PRE-FLIGHT BRIEFINGS· THE BRIEFINGS WERE 

UPDATED EACH DAY· 

THIS REPRESENTS AN EX~MPLE OF THE NNBIS INTELLIGENCE ROLE, 

BRINGING TOGETHER INTELLIGENCE FROM MANY AND VARIED SOURCES, 

COMBINING THEM INTO A USE~UL PRODUCT AND PRESENTING THIS PRODUCT 

IN A TIMELY FASHION· To THE BEST OF O~R KNOWLEDGE, THIS HAS 

NEVER BEE~ DONE ON SUCH A LARGE SCALE· 

IN CLOSING I WOULD LIKE TO SAY THAT CONSIDER THE PRIMARY 

PROBLEM IN THE AIR INTERDICTION EFFORT TO BE THE LACK OF 

RESOURCES AVAILABLE· THE REGION HAS FEW LAW ENFORCEMENT AIRCRAFT 

AND PEOPLE, LITTLE LOW LEVEL RADAR COVERAGE ON THE BORDER AND 

RELATIVELY LITTLE ROUTINE COVERAGE u· THE AREA BY DOD ASSETS IN A 

MODE THAT IS OF DIRECT LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE. SEE THE 

NNBIS ROLE AS ONE OF IDENTIFYING AND BRINGING THE AVAILABLE 
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ASSETS TO BEAR ON THE PROBLEM. THIS ROLE REQUIRES OPERATIONAL 

AND INTELLIGENCE COORDINATION THAT IS REGION SPECIFIC AND 

CONSTANTLY ON-GOING AND DEVELOPING. I FEEL WE HAVE MADE PROGRESS 

IN THAT DIRECTION, FILL A NEEDED ROLE AND WILL CONTINUE TO DO SO. 

THAT- ~ONCLUDES fW PREPARED TESTIMONY· I'D BE HAPPY TO ANSWER ANY 

QUESTIONS YOU MAY HAVE, MR- CHAIRMAN· 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Schubert. 

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. FREDERICK P. SCHUBERT, 
COORDINATOR, PACIFIC REGION, NNBIS, LONG BEACH, CA 

Admiral SCHUBERT. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman. I am Rear 
Adm. Frederick P. Schubert, Pacific Regional Coordinator for 
NNBIS. 

As you know, the Pacific region includes the United States-Mexi
can border area from the Colorado River to the Pacific Ocean, the 
entire west coast of the United States, the States of Alaska and 
Hawaii, and the rest of the Pacific basin. It encompasses a land 
and water area larger than all the other regions combined. Since I 
know that the concern of the subcommittee is primarily air threat, 
I will confine my testimony this afternoon specifically to that prob
lem. I think it's no secret that the geographical characteristics of 
our southern border seem to invite smuggling by air in both the 
Southwest and Pacific NNBIS regions. 

The ruggedness of the terrain impedes good radar surveillance 
and the general north-south orientation of mountain ranges and 
valleys combined with the availability of clandestine airstrips in 
both the United States and Mexico have made air smuggling one of 
the popular methods of trafficking in the Pacific region. 

The air shipments from Mexico often attempt to penetrate the 
border in a manner intended to end-run ground radars and confuse 
surveillance operations. Those who decide to break the border on a 
northwest track from Mexico to California can do so with very 
little concern about detection or apprehension. 

Even with prior intelligence and detection, the vast remote areas 
of our western deserts combined with the literally hundreds of 
clandestine landing sites make the interception and apprehension 
of these smugglers difficult at best. 

The air smuggling picture is not just limited to Mexico as a point 
of origin. Evidence has clearly shown that Columbia is a popular 
source country for air smuggling into California. In this type of 
venture, Mexico is used merely as a transshipment point, or for 
longer range aircraft, a convenient point of entry into the United 
States. Because aircraft from both Mexico and the Caribbean 
bound for Pacific region markets often penetrate the border in the 
southwest region, as Mr. Wait has indicated, our respective NNBIS 
centers maintain very close liaison. 

Whenever possible, we plan an operation to include State and 
local law enforcement agencies. They have excellent intelligence of 
the smuggling activity in their area, and with that intelligence, we 
feel that the military resources that we have access to can be used 
to maximum benefit. 

The most ambitious operation that we've put together so far in 
the Pacific region has been just such a case. At the request of the 
Riverside and San Bernardino County Sheriffs Departments, the 
Customs Service spent 3 months gathering intelligence in the Riv
erside-San Bernardino area. This effort clearly identified signifi· 
cant smuggling activity. A meeting was held at which representa
tives of Customs, DEA, FBI, INS, the Coast Guard, the Los Angeles 
Police Department, the Riverside, San Bernardino, and Los Ange-
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les Sheriffs Offices, and the Western States Information Network 
developed a plan to deal with the problem. 

A threat area was defined and resources were committed for a 
weeklong interdiction effort. NNBIS arranged to have Marine 
Corps aircraft and mobile radars available for a 5-day period, and 
the Air Force Regional Operations Control Center at March Air 
Force Base was brought in to assist in monitoring existing fixed 
radars. Arrest crews made up of Riverside and San Bernardino 
Cm:l'ty deputy sheriffs and Customs officers were pre-positioned in 
the desert, while WSIN provided equipment and funds for overtime 
that would be needed. The coordination achieved in this operation 
was unmatched in any previous cooperative effort. 

Between September 1st and December 31, 15 aircraft were seized 
in the Pacific region for trafficking violations, along with 4,535 
pounds of marijuana. These seizures also resulted in nine arrests. 
These seizures, along with sighting reports and crashes, represent a 
significant increase of activity in the Pacific Region as compared to 
the same period in 1982. 

Mr. Chairmall, it's been a pleasure to give you this synopsis of 
my very brief and very general overview of the air smuggling prob
lem and NNBIS activities in the Pacific region. 

I will be happy to answer any questions that you may have at 
this time. 

[The prepared statement of Admiral Schubert follows:] 
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GOOD MORtHHG, MR. CHAIRMAfi AND MB<lBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, I AM 

REAR AI1'1IRAL FREDERICK P. SCHUBERT, PACIFIC REGIONAL COORDINATOR 

FOR THE NATIONAL NARCOTICS BORDER INTERDICTION SYSTEM (NNBIS). 

I HAVE HELD THIS POSITION SHICE THE INCEPTION OF NNllIS ON JUNE 17TH 

OF LAST YEAR. 

AS YOU ARE AWARE. NNBIS WAS ESTABLISHED TO COORDINATE FEDERAL LAW 

ENFORCEMENT EFFORTS DIRECTED AT INTERDICTING THE FLOW OF ILLEGAL 

flARCOTICS INTO THE UNITED STATES BY LAND. SEA AND AIR. EACH OF THE SIX 

NNBIS REGIONS HAS ITS OWN UNIQUE SMUGGLING SWIARIO AND THE PACIFIC 

REGION IS NO EXCEPTION. 

THE PACIFIC REGION INCLUDES THE U.S./~EXICAN BORDER AREA FROM 

THE COLORADO RIVER TO THE PACIFIC OCEAN, THE WEST COAST OF THE 

UNITED STATES. AND THE STATES OF ALASKA AND HAWAII AS WELL AS THE 

REST OF THE PACIFIC BASIN. IT ENC~~PASSES A LAND AND WATER AREA 

LARGER THAN ALL OF THE OTHER REGIONS COMBHIED. THIS LARGE GEOGRAPHICAL 

EXPANSE POSES A SPECIAL SET OF PROBLEMS FOR BOTH LAW ENFORCEMENT AND THE 
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OPTIONS NOT AVAILABLE IN THE OTHER REGIONS. FOR EXAMPLE, SHIPI1ENTS OF 

HEROIN AND MORPHINE FROM THE GOLDEN TRIANGLE HAVE BEEN INTERDICTED ON 

BOTH COMMERCIAL SHIPS AND AIRCRAFT AS WELL AS IN THE MAILS. HAWAII AND 

THE ISLANDS OF MICRONESIA HAVE RECENTLY EMERGED AS SOURCES OF HIGH 

QUALITY MARIJUANA WHICH IS SHIPPED TO THE CONTINENTAL U.S· BY MAIL AND 

PRIVATE OCEAN GOING YACHTS· MARIJUANA, COCAINE, HEROIN AND ILLEGAL 

PHARMACEUTICALS REGULARLY CROSS THE U.S./MEXICAN BORDER BY LAND, 

SEA AND AIR TO SUPPLY THE MAJOR DRUG MARKETS IN LOS ANGELES AND 

SAN FRANCISCO. THERE IS ALSO SOME INDICATION THAT THESE MARKETS 

ARE IN PART BEING SUPPLIED THROUGH TRANSCONTINE!lTAL SHIPMENTS ·OF 

NARCOTICS THAT HAVE BEEN SMUGGLED INTO OTHER PARTS OF THE.COUNTRY. 

THE PACIFIC REGION NNSIS CENTER IS WORKING ON ALL OF THESE THREAT 

SCENARIOS TO DETERMINE SPECIFIC TRAFFICKING PATTERNS, TO DEVELOP 

SMUGGLING PROFILES AND TO DEVISE INTERDICTION STRATEGIES TO MAKE 

OUR OVERALL EFFORT MORE EFFECTIVE· 

'SINCE I KNOW THAT THE CONCERN OF THIS SUBCOMMITTEE IS PRIMARILY 

THE AIR THREAT, I WILL CONFINE THE REST OF MY TESTIMONY SPECIFICALLY 

TO THAT PROBLEM. IT IS NO SECRET THAT THE GEOGRAPHICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

OF OUR SOUTHERN BORDERS SEEM TO INVITE SMUGGLING BY AIR IN BOTH THE 

43-045 0-85--9 
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SOUTHWEST AIJD PACIFIC NNBIS REGIONS. THE RUGGEDNESS OF THE TERRAIN 

IMPEDES GOOD RADAR SURVEILLANCE AND THE GENERAL NORTH-SOUTH 

ORIENTATION OF NOUNTAIN RANGES AND VALLEYS COMBINED WITH THE . . 
AVAILABILITY OF CLAIIDESTINE AIRSTRIPS IN BOTH MEXICO AND THE UNITED 

STATES HAS NADE AIR SMUGGLING ONE OF THE POPULAR METHODS OF 

TRAFFICKING IN THE PACIFIC REGION. 

AiR SHIPMENTS FROM MEXICO OFTEN ATTEMPT TO PENETRATE THE 

BORDER IN A MANNER INTENDED TO -END RUN M GROUND RADARS AND CONFUSE 

SURVEILLANCE OPERATIONS. THOSE WHO DECIDE TO BREAK THE BORDER ON A 

NORTHWEST TRACK FROM MEXICO TO CALIFORNIA DO SO WITH VERY LITTLE 

CONCERN ABOUT DETECTION OR APPREHENSION. EVEN WITH PRIOR INTELLIGENCE 

AND DETECTION. THE VAST REMOTE AREAS OF OUR WESTERN DESERTS COMBINED 

WITH LITERALLY HUNDREDS OF CLANDESTINE LANDING SITES MAKE INTERCEPTIO~ 

AND APPREHENSION OF THESE SMUGGLERS DIFFICULT AT BEST. 

THE AIR SMUGGLING PICTURE IS NOT JUST LIMITED TO ~lEXICO AS A 

POINT OF ORIGIN. EVIDENCE HAS CLEARLY SHOWN THAT COLOMBIA IS ALSO 

A POPULAR SOURCE COUNTRY FOR AIR SMUGGLING INTO CALIFORNIA· IN THIS 

TYPE OF VENTU~E, MEXICO IS USED MERELY AS A TRANSSHIPMENT POINT. 
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OR FOR LONGER RANGE AIRCRAFT. A CONVENIENT POINT OF ENTRY INTO THE 

UNITED STATES. BECAUSE AIRCRAFT FROM BOTH MEXICO' AND THE CARIBBEAN 

BOUND FOR THE PACIFIC REGION MARKETS OFTEN PENETRATE THE BORDER IN 

THE SOUTHWEST REGION, OUR RESPECTIVE NNBIS CENTERS MAINTAIN VERY 

CLOSE LIAISON. 

PERHAPS THE MOST IMPORTANT CONTRIBUTION AGAINST THIS. THREAT THAT 

PACIFIC REGION NNBIS HAS MADE THUS FAR HAS BEEN AS AN INFORMATION 

AND INTELLIGENCE CLEARING HOUSE AND THE SINGLE POINT OF Co/HACT FOR 

MATCHING AVAILABLE MILITARY RESOURCES TO CIVIL INTERDICTION 

REQUIREMENTS. EACH MONTH A MAJOR LAW ENFORCEMENT EFFORT IS 

UNDERTAKEN SOMEWHERE IN THE REGION INVOLVING MILITARY RESOURCES. 

THESE OPERATIONS ARE TARGETED AGAINST EITHER THE MARITIME OR THE 

AIR THREAT. 

WHENEVER POSSIBLE WE PLAN AN OPERATION TO INCLUDE STATE AND 

LOCAL-LAW ENFORC81ENT AGENCIES. THEY HAVE EXCELLENT KNOWLEDGE OF 

SMUGGLING ACTIVITY IN THEIR AREA AND WITH THAT INTELLIGENCE WE FEEL 

TiiAT THE ~lILITARY RESOURCES CAN BE USED TO MAXIMUM BENEFIT· 
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THE MOST AMBITIOUS OPERATION WE HAVE PUT TOGETHER SO FAR HAS 

BEEN JUST SUCH A CASE. THE CUSTOMS SERVICE SPENT THREE ~IONTHS 

GATHERING INTELLIGENCE IN THE RIVERSIDE/SAN BERNARDINO AREA· THIS 

EFFORT CLEARLY IDENTIFIED SIGNiFICANT AIR SMUGGLItiG ACTIVITY. A 

MEETING WAS HELD AT WHICH REPRESENTATIVES OF CUST0I1S, DEA, FBI. INS, 

COAST GUARD, THE LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT, THE RIVERSIDE, SAN 

BERNARDINO AND LOS ANGELES SHERIFF'S OFFICES, AND THE WESTERN 

STATES INFORMATION NETWORK DEVELOPED A PLAN TO DEAL WITH THE 

PROBLEM. A THREAT AREA WAS DEFItiED AND RESOURCES WERE COMMITTED 

FOR A WEEK-LONG I~TERDICTION EFFORT. NNBIS ARRANGED TO HAVE -

MARINE CORPS AIRCRAFT AND MOBILE RADARS AVAILABLE FOR A FIVE DAY 

PERIOD AND THE AIR FORCE REGIONAL OPERATIOtiS CONTROL CENTER WAS 

BROUGHT IN TO ASSIST IN MONITORING EXISTING FIXED RADARS. ARREST 

CREWS MADE UP OF RIVERSIDE AND SAN BERNARDINO SHERIFFS AND CUSTOMS 

OFFICERS WERE PRE-POSITIONED IN THE DESERT WHILE WSIN PROVIDED 

EQUIPMENT AND FUNDS FOR THE OVERTIME THAT WOULD BE NEEDED· THE 

COORDINATION ACHIEVED IN THIS OPERATION WAS UNMATCHED IN ANY 
, 

PREVIOUS COOPERATIVE EFFORT. 
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ANOTHER OPERATION THAT WAS CONCEPTUALLY SIMILAR HAS JUST BEEN 

COMPLETED AND IS ~OW BEING EVALUATED BY NNBIS AND THE PARTICIPATING 

AGENCIES. 

I WOULD LIKE TO INTERJECT HERE. riR. CHAIRMAN, THAT IN THE 

PACIFIC REGION WE HAVE ~lADE LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT A FULL TIME 

PARTNER IN NNBIS· WE HAVE REPRESENTATIVES FROM THE LOS ANGELES 

POLICE DEPARTMENT AND SHERIFF'S OFFICE PERMANENTLY ASSiGNED TO THE 

NNBIS STAFF. WE ALSO MAINTAIN CLOSE WORKING RELATIONSHIPS WITH 

SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENTS IN OTHER COUNTIES WHERE AIR SMUGGLING IS 

PREVALENT· THESE HIGHLY PROFESSIONAL AGENCIES HAVE BEEN STRONG 

SUi'FiiRTERS OF NNBIS AND HAVE PROVIDED INVALUABLE ASSISTANCE TO OUR 

REGIONAL CENTER. 

BETWEEN SEPTEMBER 1 AND DECEMBER 31ST, 15 AIRCRAFT HAVE BEEN 

SEIZED IN THE PACIFIC REGION FOR TRAFFICKING VIOLATIONS ALONG WITH 

4535 POUNDS OF MARIJUANA· THESE SEIZURES ALSO RESULTED IN 9 ARRESTS. 

THESE SEIZURES ALONG WITH SIGHTING REPORTS AND CRASHES REPRESENT A 

SIGNIFICANT INCREASE IN ACTIVITY AS COMPARED TO THE SAME PERIOD 

IN 1982. 
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AS I INDICATED IN MY RECENT LETTER TO YOU, MR. CHAIRMAN, THE 

STRUCTURE OF NNBIS MAKES IT DIFFICULT TO CLEARLY CITE SPECIFIC CASES 

WHERE THE PARTICIPATION OF NNBIS WAS THE SOLE CONTRIBUTING FACTOR IN A 

GIVEN SEIZURE. CLEARLY, WE ARE STILL LEARNING HOW THE AIR SMUGGLER 

OPERATES IN THE PACIFIC REGION. SIMILARLY, WE ARE STILL LEARNING HOW 

NNBIS CAN MOST EFFECTIVELY HELP THE OPERATING AGENCIES COUNTER THE AIR 

SMUGGLING THREAT. 

AN INTERESTING SIDE BENEFIT OF NNBIS'THAT WE HAVE OBSERVED IS 

THE CATALYTIC EFFECT THAT THE EXISTENCE OF NNBIS HAS SEEMED TO 

GENERATE AMONG THE OPERATING AGENCIES IN TERMS OF COOPERATION 

AND INNOVATION. IN SUMMARY, I AM PROUD OF THE NNBIS CONTRIBUTIONS 

MADE THUS FAR IN ADDRESSING THE ENTIRE NARCOTICS TRAFFICKING PROBLEM 

ON THE WEST COAST AND I ASSURE YOU WE WILL GET MUCH BETTER AT OUR 

JOB AS WE GAIN EXPERIENCE. 

MR. CHAIRMAN, IT HAS BEEN A PLEASURE TO GIVE YOU THIS VERY 

BRIEF AND VERY GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE AIR SMUGGLING PROBLEM AND 

NNBIS ACTIVITIES IN THE PACIFIC REGION. I WILL BE HAPPY TO ANSWER 

ANY QUESTIONS YOU OR OTHER MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE MAY HAVE 

AT THIS TIME. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much. 
Admiral Stewart. 

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. WILLIAM H. STEWART, 
COORDINA1'OR, GULF REGION, NNBIS, NEW ORLEANS, LA 

Admiral STEWART. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman, members of 
the committee. I am Rear Adm. William H. Stewart, the Regional 
Coordinator for the National Narcotics Border Interdiction System 
in the gulf region. 

I assumed the duty of Regional Coordinator for the NNBIS 
System on June 17 of last year, and I welcome the opportunity 
again to discuss our interdiction effort with this committee as I did 
before you in New Orleans in July of last year. I'm also glad to see 
present today a Member of Congress from my home State, Mr. 
Coleman. 

The New Orleans center, completed on September 1, 1983, is now 
fully manned. We currently have 31 people on board fromfCoast 
Guard, Customs Service, Department of Defense, the Drug Enforce~ 
ment Administration, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the 
New Orleans Police Department, and the Louisiana State Police. 

People from each of the Federal agencies have a role in drug 
interdiction, as well as State and local representatives are actively 
engaged in a coordinated drug interdiction effort in the gulf region. 
To ensure coordination with the law enforcement agencies, NNBIS 
gulf region has established a board of directors much like the head~ 
quarters NNBIS executive board, comprised of participating law 
enforcement agency heads within the gulf region. In addition, I 
have added the U.s. attorney, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and 
Firearms, and the Internal Revenue Service to my board of direc~ 
tors, for I think some very obvious reasons. 

I have met with the Governor of the State of Texas, and I did so 
in conjunction with Mr. Jim Wait ofthe Southwest region; the past 
Governor of Louisiana; and will meet with the Gove"nors of Ala
bama and Mississippi; and the new Governor, Mr. Edwards of Lou
isiana in the very near future. I have asked each Governor to des
ignate a contact point in the State agency responsible for drug en
forcement. In Louisiana, that person works at the present time in 
the center. 

In other States, the person designated will remain in the home 
State, and the designated contact person will also provide us with 
the State and local intelligence needs to round out our intelligence 
picture. 

Information is exchanged on a continual basis, with both the 
other regional NNBIS centers, and the EI Paso Intelligence Center 
[EPIC]. EPIC's role in intelligence has not been decreased, but as I 
indicated to you in July, it is increasing as they coordinate the na~ 
tionwide assessment. They will provide the strategic information 
necessary to meet changes in the tactics by the opposition. 

Members of my staff have exchanged visits with EPIC to ensure 
close coordination of this very valuable asset. NNBIS has had and 
will continue to promote extraordinary cooperation, not only across 
all Federal~civillaw enforcement agencies, and the Defense Depart
ment's military services, but also across .• II State and local enforce-
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ment agencies, their National Guards, and their Air National 
Guards. 

Education of the different agencies and the general public about 
the NNBIS role is an additional task to which I and my staff will 
continue to devote a great deal of attention. 

As in 1982, and during 1983, the Yucatan Pass was a major 
choice of maritime smugglers, with about 35 percent of all mother 
ships seized during the period, seized in that area. Once in the gulf, 
the pattern remains the same. They fan out to almost any location, 
from Florida to the coast of Texas. 

Aircraft also use the gulf as a successful smuggling route, and 
once overland, they can proceed almost anywhere at will within 
the continental United States. 

We are looking forward to a very close working relationship with 
the newly formed Customs Regional Operational Control Center or 
ROCC site at Tyndall Air Force Base for air interdiction, and con
tinued cooperation from the U.s. Air Force. 

To give a brief overVIew of the variety of past NNBIS coordinat
ed operations, participating agencies have successfully interdicted 
aircraft with loads of cocaine and marijuana, a container from a 
commercial vessel also containing marijuana, a tug with a barge
load of marijuana, fishing vessels with marijuana, two coastal 
freighters also loaded with marijuana, sailboats also loaded with 
marijuana; cocaine concealed on people, a shipment of cocaine con
cealed in a water tank on a commercial vessel. 

Interdictions within the gulf region since June 15 include 40 sei
zures, over 240 tons of marijuana, and almost 1 ton of cocaine. A 
conservative estimate of the value of the contraband seized is in 
excess of $300 million. 

In a vessel interdiction case, air resources were required from 
DOD to accomplish the mission. The request was processed prompt
ly, and the Air Force aircraft successfully located the target for 
interdiction the same day by a Coast Guard cutter. A Coast Guard 
vessel, Customs aircraft, DEA and Customs personnel located and 
subsequently interdicted a mother ship in the gulf recently. 

In a recent air interdiction case, which has already been com
mented on before this committee, Air Force AWACS aircraft de
tected an aircraft over the gulf. They notified the Customs air 
branch in New Orleans, and they in turn intercepted the aircraft. 
When the aircraft crossed over the Texas border, the Customs air 
branch in New Orleans handed off successfully to the Customs air 
branch in Houston, who followed the aircraft until it landed at an 
airfield about 35 miles southwest of Houston. Resulting inspection 
revealed 600 pounds of marijuana, resulting in the seizure of the 
aircraft, and the arrest of two people. 

I could continue with illustrations of extensive cooperation be
tween various agencies and the military services. Let me simply 
emphasize, Mr. Chairman, how pleased I am with the continued 
commitment of all the participating agencies. 

And, sir, at this time, I would be happy to answer any questions 
you or the committee might have. 

[The prepared statement of Admiral Stewart follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF RADM WILLIAM H. STEWART, USCG 

REGIONAL COORDINATOR, GULF REGION 

NATIONAL NARCOTICS BORDER INTERDICTION SYSTEM 

MISTER CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, I AM REAR 

ADMIRAL WILLIAM H. STEWART, REGIONAL COORIDNATOR FOR THE NATIONAL 

NARCOTICS BORDER INTERDICTION SYSTEM, GULF REGION. I ASSUMED THE 

DUTY OF REGIONAL COORDINATOR FOR THE NNBIS SYSTEM AN 17 JUNE OF 

LAST YEAR. I WELCOME THE OPPORTUNITY AGAIN TO DISCUSS OUR 

INTERDICTION EFFORT WITH THIS COMMITTEE AS I DID BEFORE YOU IN 

NEW ORLEANS IN JULY OF LAST YEAR. 

AS YOU KNOW THE GULF REGION OF NNBIS ENCOMPASSES A LARGE 

AREA, 111,500 SQUARE MILES OF THE GULF OF MEXICO, YUCATAN PASS· 

AND CARIBEAN SEA. IT INCLUDES THE BORDER AREAS OF THE STATES OF 

ALABAMA, LOUISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, TEXAS AND PART OF THE STATE OF 

FLORIDA. 

THE NEW ORLEANS CENTER IS NOW FULLY MANNED. WE CURRENTLY 

HAVE 31 PEOPLE ON BOARD FROM COAST GUARD, CUSTOMS SERVICE, 

DEPARTHENT OF DEFENSE, THE DRUG ENFOnCEMENT ADMINISTRATION, THE 

BORDER PATROL, THE FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, NEW ORLEANS 

POLICE DEPARTMENT AND THE LOUISIANA STATE POLICE. PEOPLE FROM 

EACH OF THE FEDERAL AGENCIES WHO HAVE A ROLE IN DRUG 

INTERDICTION, AS WELL AS STATE AND LOCAL REPRESENTATIVES ARE 

ACTIVELY ENGAGED IN A COORDINATED DRUG INTERDICTION EFFORT IN THE 

GULF REGION. 
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THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE REGIONAL CENTER WAS ESSENTIALLY 

COMPLETED ON THE FIRST OF SEPTEMBER. AS YOU KNOW IT IS LOCATED 

ON THE 13TH FLOOR OF THE HALE BOGGS FEDERAL BUILDING IN NEW 

ORLEANS. 

THE CENTER IS DIVIDED ORGANIZATIONALLY INTO TWO PARTS: 

OPERATIONS INFORMATION CENTER (OIC) AND INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION 

CENTER (IIC). THE TWO SECTIONS REPORT TO A STAFF DIRECTOR WHO IN 

TURN REPORTS TO ME. THE IIC LOOKS AT THE TOTAL TACTICAL 

INTELLIGENCE PICTURE FOR THE GULF REGION WITH THE INFORMATION 

FROM ALL POSSIBLE SOURCES AND PRESENTS THE OIC A PICTURE OF THE 

CRIMINAL ACTI~ITY IN THE AREA. THE OPERATIONS INFORMATION CENTER 

RELAYS THE INTELLIGENCE TO THE APPROPRIATE AGENCY, COORDINATES 

THE RESOURCES AND RECOMMENDS ACTION TO THE COMMAND AND CONTROL 

ELEMENT OF THE RESOURCE. 

TO ENSURE COORDINATION WITH THE LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES, 

NNBIS GULF REGION HAS ESTABLISHED A BOARD OF DIRECTORS, MUCH LIKE 

THE HEADQUARTERS .NNBIS EXECUTIVE BOARD, COMPRISED OF KEY LAW 

ENFORCEMENT AGENCY HEADS WITHIN THE GULF REGION. 

I HAVE MET WITH THE GOVERNOR OF TEXAS, THE PAST GOVERNOR OF 

LOUISIANA AND WILL MEET WITH THE GOVERNORS OF ALABAMA AND 

MISSISSIPPI AND THE NEW GOVERNOR EDWIN EDWARDS OF LOUISIANA IN 

THE NEAR FUTURE. I HAVE ASKED EACH GOVERNOR TO DESIGNATE A 

CONTACT POINT IN THE STATE AGENCY RESPONSIBLE FOR DRUG 

ENFORCEMENT. IN LOUISIANA THAT PERSON WILL WORK IN THE CENTER. 

IN OTHER STATES, THE PERSON DESIGNATED WILL REMAIN IN THE HOME 

STATE. THE DESIGNATED CONTACT PERSON WILL ALSO PROVIDE US WITH 

THE STAT£ AND LOCAL INTELLIGENCE NEEDED TO ROUND OUT THE PICTURE. 
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IN~ORMATION IS EXCHANGED ON A CONTINUAL BASIS WITH BOTH THE OTHER 

REGIONAL NNBIS CENTERS AND THE EL PASO INTELLIGENCE CENTER. 

EPIC'S ROLE IN INTELLIGENCE HAS NOT BEEN DECREASED BUT AS I 

INDICATED TO YOU IN JULY IS INCREASING AS THEY COORDINATE THE . . 
NATIONWIDE ASSESSMENT. THEY WILL PROVIDE THE STRATEGlC 

INFORMATION NECESSARY TO MEET THE CHANGES IN TACTICS BY THE . 
OPPOSITION. MEMBERS OF MY STAFF HAVE EXCHANGED VISITS TO ENSURE 

CLOSE COORDINATION WITH THIS VALUABLE ASSET. 

THE OVERALL NNBIS MISSION IS TO COORDINATE THE EFFORTS OF 

LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES, THE MILITARY AND THE INTELLIGENCE 

COMMUNITY IN A COMBINED ATTACK AGAINST DRUG TRAFFICKING AT THE 

BORDERS OF THE UNITED STATES. THIS MISSION IS ACCOMPLISHED BY 

MAKING THE MAXIMUM EFFECTIVE USE OF ALL OUR NATIONAL ASSETS IN A 

FULLY COORDINATED, SYSTEMATIC APPROACH TO THIS PROBLEM. 

WE HAVE MADE AND WILL CONTINUE TO MAKE EXTENSIVE USE OF 

AVAILABLE INTELLIGENCE DATA AND OUR DEFENSE RESOURCES WITH THE 

ASSURANCE THAT WE WILL NOT ADVERSELY IMPACT ON DEFENSE 

PREPARDNESS. THE KEY IS COORDINATION -- TAKING ADVANTAGE OF 

AVAILABLE ASSETS WITHOUT DUPLICATING EFFORTS BETWEEN AGENCIES AND 

WITHOUT LEAVING AREAS OF INTEREST UNCOVERED. 

NNBIS HAS HAD AND WILL CONTINUE TO PROMOTE EXTRAORDINARY 

COOPERATION NOT ONLY ACROSS ALL FEDERAL CIVIL LAW ENFORCEMENT 

AGENCIES AND THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT'S MILITARY SERVICES, BUT ALSO 

ACROSS ALL STATE AND LOCAL ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES AND THIER 

NATIONAL .GUARDS AND AIR NATIONAL GUARDS. EDUCATION OF THE 

.DIFFERENT AGENCIES AND THE GENERAL PUBLIC ABOUT THE NNBIS ROLE IS 

AN ADDITIONAL TASK TO WHICH I AND MY STAFF WILL CONTINUE TO 

DEVOTE A GREAT DEAL OF ATTENTION. 
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DURING 1983 THE YUCATAN PASS WAS A MAJOR CHOICE OF THE 

MARITIME SMUGGLERS. 35~ OF ALL MOTHERSHIPS SEIZED DURING THE 

PERIOD WERE SEIZED IN THAT AREA. ON~E IN THE GULF, THE VESSELS 

MAY THEN PROCEED TO THE SOUTHWEST COAST OF FLORIDA, THE BAYOUS OF 

LOUISIANA, THE COASTS OF MISSISSIPPI, ALABAMA·OR TEXAS TO 

OFFLOAD. AIRCRAFT ALSO USE THE GULF AS A SUCCESFUL SMUGGLING 

ROUTE. mICE OVER LAND, THEY PROCEED TO REMOTE AIRSTRIPS IN OR 

NORTH OF THE GULF STATES TO REFUEL OR OFFLOAD. WE ARE LOOKING 

FORWARD TO A CLOSE WORKING RELATIONSHIP WITH THE NEWLY FORMED 

CUSTOMS REGIONAL OPERATIONAL CONTROL CENTER (ROCC) SITE AT 

TYNDALL AF~ FOR AIR· INTERDICTION AND CONTINUED COOrERATION FROM 

THE UNITED STATES AIR·FORCE. 

TO GIVE A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE V~RIETY OF PA~T NNBIS 

COORDINATED OPERATIONS, PARTICIPATING AGENCIES HAVE SUCCESFULLY 

INTERDICTED AIRCRAFT WITH LOADS OF COCAINE AND MARIJUANA, A 

CONTAINER FROM A COMMERCIAL VESSEL, A TUG WITH A BARGE LOAD OF 

MARIJUANA, TWO FISHING BOATS OF MARIJUANA, TWO COASTAL 

FRIEGHTERS, A SAIL BOAT WITH MARIJUANA, COCAINE CONCEALED ON A 

PERSON AND A SHIPMENT OF COCAINE CONCEALED IN A WATER TANK OF A 

COMMERCIAL VESSEL. BORDER INTERDICTIONS WITH THE GULF REGION 

SINCE 15 JUNE INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING: 40 SEIZURES, OVER 243 TONS 

OF MARIJUANA AND 1812 LBS OF COCAINE. A CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF 

THE VALUE OF tHE CONTRABAND SEIZED IS 327 MILLION DOLLARS. 

IN A VESSEL INTERDICTION CASE, AIR RESOURCES WERE REQUIRED 

FROH DOD TO ACCOMPLISH PROSECUTE THE MISSION. THE REQUEST WAS 

PROCESSED PROMPTLY AND THE AIR FORCE AIRCRAFT SUCCESFULLY LOCATED 

THE TARGET FOR INTERDICTION LATER THAT SAME DAY BY A COAST GUARD 
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CUTTER. A COAST GUARD VESSEL, CUSTOMS AIRCRAFT, DEA AND CUSTOMS 

PERSONNEL LOCATED AND SUBSEQUENTLY INTERDICTED A MOTHERSHIP IN 

THE GULF RECENTLY. IN A RECENT AIR I,NTERInCTION CASE AND AIR 

FORCE AWACS AIRCRAFT DETECED AN AIRCRAFT OVER THE GULF •. THE ... 

AWACS' NOTIFIED THE CUSTOMS AIR BRANCH AT NEW ORLEANS AND THEY IN 

TURN ~NTERCEPTED THE AIRCRAFT. WHEN THE AIRCRAFT CROSSED OVER 

THE TEXAS BORDER THE CUSTOMS AIR BRANCH AT HOUSTON WAS BROUGHT 

INTO THE CHASE. THE PLANE OUT OF HOUSTON FOLLOWED THE AIR 

SMUGGLER UNTIL IT LANDED AT AN AIRFIELD ABOUT 35 MILES SOUTHWEST 

OF HOUSTON. THE RESULTING INSPECTION REVEALED 600 POUNDS OF 

MARIJUANA. I COULD CONTINUE WITH THE ILLUSTRATIONS OF EXTENSIVE 

COOPERATION BETWEEN VARIOUS AGENCIES AND THE MILITARY SERVICES. 

EVEN BEFORE NNBIS, WE IN THE NEW ORLEANS AREA RECOGNIZED THE NEED 

FOR A COORDINATED EFFORT AND WERE CONSTRUCTING A JOINT CENTER ON 

A SMALLER SCALE. THE LARGER EFFORT NOW IN PROGRESS WILL 

SIGNIFICANTLY ENHANCE OUR ABILITY TO STEM THE TIDE. I BELIEVE WE 

ARE ABLE TO WORK ALOT "SMARTER" THEN WE HAVE IN THE PAST. 

THAT CONCLUDES MY PREPARED TESTIMONY, MISTER CHA·IRMAN. I 

WOULD LIKE TO COMMENT ON HOW PLEASED I AM WITH THE CONTINUED 

COMMITMENT OF THE: PARTICIPATING AGENCIES. WORKING TOGETHER THERE 

IS NO DOUBT IN MY MIND THAT WE CAN AND WILL CONTINUE TO MAKE THE 

SYSTEM WORKl I WIll, BE HAPPY TO ANSWER AllY QUESTIONS YOI1 OR THE 

OTHERS MAY HAVE. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Admiral, I appreciate your 
testimony. I will ask questions, and ,ask each of you to comment. 
We will just move along in the order of testimony, if you don't 
mind. I would encourage you, if you would, to keep your answers as 
brief as possible, so that we can move through the questions as 
quickly as possible, but at the same time, I ~~n't want to discour
age you from fully explaining the situation as you see it. 

The coordination of tactical intelligence is one of NNBIS's pri
mary responsibilities. Can you des.:ribe your source for such intelli
gence, and how it's done on a 'r-rJgional level, as it relates to an air 
threat? Mr. Wait, go ahead. 

Mr. WAIT. Well, we get information from each of the air support 
branches. We have an air officer in our intelligence unit. We have 
an FBI officer and an Immigration officer. We have each of them 
go to their respective units, and get whatever they can when we 
are preparing for an operation and in general, to have on hand to 
prepare for the next operation. They then bring it back, and we 
have an analyst from DEA that analyzes it, and collates it, and 
puts it out in an intel document to be used for our special oper
ations. If we get intelligence that would be useful to other areas 
like land border ports or even interior local and State law enforce
ment, we pass that on to them. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Would that not, Mr. Wait, be a description of stra-
tegic intelligence? I was asking about tactical intelligence. 

Mr. WAI'l'. We get very little tactical intelligence. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. 
Admiral SCHUBERT. Mr. Chairman, I would have to agree with 

Mr. Wait that, from the tactical standpoint, we get very little real
time intelligence. That is usually obtained by the operating agen
cies themselves. We try not to get involved in their operations. One 
of the things we found initially when we started to use the ROCC 
at March Air Force Base was that they had to pass information 
through NNBIS in order to work with the air support branch in 
San Diego. San Diego, at the same time, was receiving reports from 
their airborne aircraft as to the activities of the suspect target. At 
times we were anywhere from 2 to 5 minutes behind the action just 
because of delays in the phone lines. As a resort we try not to get 
involved in the gathering of tactical intelligence itself or the real
time activity of ongoing operations. We concentrate mainly on the 
strategic intelligence area. We receive our intelligence from Cus
toms, from the air support branch, from the Customs intelligence 
branch and from EPIC. A very important source of intelligence is 
the local law enforcement agencies. 

As I mentioned in my testimony, the San Bernardino County 
sheriff has vast areas of open desert where smuggling activities go 
on regularly. They have a very complete data bank of this activity. 
We rely on them very heavily. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That would be again, though, strategic intelligence 
as opposed to tactical, and I don't think that we could categorize 
radar hits as being intelligence, that would be detection. What 
we're looking for here is the type intelligence that would indicate, 
to you that such-and-such aircraft is going to be flying into such
and-such an airport tonight, or is going to be coming across the 
border at a certain point so that you could pre-position the re-
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sources in time to make an arrest. That's what I think would fit 
more into tactical intelligence. Is that not correct? 

Admiral SCHUBERT. We get very little of that type of intelligence. 
I won't say that we get no intelligence of that type, but we get very 
little of it. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Stewart? 
Admiral STEWART. Mr. Chairman, I have a number of sources of 

tactical intelligence, and I'm hearing you say this is real-time reac
tion type intelligence information. I get it from street through the 
New Orleans Police Department. I get it from Louisiana State 
Police on a real-time basis where they detect that there will be a 
rendezvous at such and such a time on such and such a date by 
such and such a people. I receive information fl"Om the Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms. I receive it from the other Federal 
law enforcement agencies. And I also receive it from, let's just say 
the intelligence community by means that I would prefer to discuss 
with this committee in closed session, if I may, sir. 

But it's real time, it's useful, an.d we do make interdictions on it. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I haven't heard any of the three of you mention 

foreign intelligence; namely, through DEA. What role has DEA 
played in providing tactical intelligence to your regional efforts? 
How many DEA agents are assigned full time to your operation, 
and are they there every day? Mr. Wait. 

Mr. WAIT. We don't have any agents assigned full time. We have 
one DEA intelligence analyst that is there part time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. And does the DEA provide you with tactical intelli-
gence on foreign operations? 

Mr. WAIT. They have not so far. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Schubert. 
Admiral SCHUBERT. We initially started with two full time DEA 

personnel, one an analyst, and one an agent. At the present time, 
the analyst position is vacant, and we have the agent on a part
time basis. That is being corrected, though. It's just a temporary 
situation. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Stewart. 
Admiral STEWART. When I mentioned that I received tactical in

telligence from the other Federal law enforcement agents, I includ
ed the Drug Enforcement Administration in that very general 
statement. Yes, I do receive tactical intelligence from DEA, and I 
receive it on a continuing basis. And in answer to your question 
concerning the presence of DEA people on my staff, I have two, 
both are part time. I have never had a dedicated DEA person on 
the staff, nor do I have any indication that that will occur, One is 
an analyst and one is a special agent. Both are part time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Would you come up here and describe to us very 
briefly exactly what it is, what tactical intelligence that you have, 
that you've received from DEA? 

Admiral STEWART. Yes, sir. 
Mr. WAlT. May I come forward, too? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Sure. 
[Off the record.] 
Mr. ENGLISH. I think that what we have established is that Ad

miral Stewart is receiving some tactical intelligence through DEA 
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sources that other regions are not. Would that be an accurate char
acterization? 

Admiral SCHUBERT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. W Mr. Correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. With regard to air, I should say. 
You told us that-you told us in the past that DEA still is not 

providing your (}ffice with NADDIS, the narcotics and dangerous 
drug information system terminal. Your characterization of this, I 
believe, is that it is inconvenient not to have a NADDIS terminal. 
The NNBIS staff in Miami has told us that this is critical. The situ
ation being that you have to phone the information in. much of the 
time, but that this would be a considerable volume of information 
that has to be checked out; that if DEA is busy with the equipment 
at the station, they won't take the NNBIS request. If it's a large 
volume of information, as it usually is, they will not take it in 
many cases. And I suppose-and of course, if they're busy some
place else, they're not going to do it either. 

I suppose what all this amounts to is that it's extremely incon
venient and extremely difficult for NNBIS to have access to that 
information. And of course, the question occurs why you can't have 
a NADDIS terminal, since Treasury provides you with TECS 
system in the NNBIS centers. Would you care to respond to that, 
Mr. Wait? 

Mr. WAIT. I don't know what the reason is. It is an inconvenience 
to us. It's not extremely critical. They allow our analysts to query 
their NADDIS system. But it is an in.::onvenience. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Would you characterize it as being anything more 
than being inconvenient, would you say it's critical? 

Mr. WAIT. No, I would not liJay it's critical. We can get the infor
mation, it just takes a little more time, that's all. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Schubert. 
Admiral SCHUBERT. I would have to agree with Mr. Wait. As I 

indicated in my recent letter to you, we do get the information by 
sending the DEA agent that is assigned to us at the present time, 
even though he's part time, to collect any information that would 
be pertinent to our interests. As long as that type of support con
tinues, I think we can survive. Obviously, we don't have the 
volume of information needs that they have in Miami. As far as 
the decision not to have NADDIS, we are not privy to that informa
tion. I did query NNBIS headquarters in Washington, and was in
formed that a DEA headquarters decision had been made on 
NADDIS, and that it would be honored. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Stewart. 
Admiral STEWART. Mr. Chairman, as long as I have the level of 

manning from DEA in my NNBIS Center, I can live without the 
NADDIS terminal. It's inconvenient, and yes, it's time-consuming 
to send someone over to get the information and bring it back from 
the local DEA office, but it has not proved to be an insurmountable 
or even a serious obstacle, so far. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Coleman. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Let me just get to a specific question. Mr. Wait, I understood that 

El Paso does not yet have a deputy coordinator. You might have 
referred to that in your testimony, if it was other than what you 
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turned in, but I was unaware that we were still lacking that. What 
is the status of that at the present time? 

Mr. WAIT. There is still no deputy coordinator. Immigration was 
asked to provide one. Coast Guard didn't feel because of the loca
tion that it would be appropriate. And all the other NNBIS Cen
ters, if you have a Customs man in charge, then Coast Guard pro
vides a deputy, and vice versa. If the Coast Guard is in charge, Cus
toms provides a deputy. We have three Coast Guard people there, 
and Coast Guard didn't feel it would be appropriate in that loca
tion to supply a deputy. We requested Immigration to fill in with a 
deputy, and they declined. And it has not been filled. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Who's in charge of making the selection? 
Mr. WAn'. For deputy? 
Mr. COLEMAN. Yes. 
Mr. WAIT. It would be someone above me. I would imagine that if 

Immigration fllied the position, that they would be in charge of 
making the selection. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Well, assuming that Immigration has turned it 
down, who's out seeking another deputy, I guess that's my ques
tion. 

Mr. WAIT. The Staff Director at NNBIS, Nick Schowengerdt. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Good. What about the secure operating facility? 

We heard testimony yesterday you were sWllacking that. What's 
the holdup? 

Mr. WAIT. Funding has been approved for that recently and the 
completion. date is supposed to be at the end of June. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Did that funding come through Customs? 
Mr. WAIT. That's from Customs, yes. It's going to house the 

Office of Investigations, the Office of Patrol, and NNBIS. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Your contact with EPIC from that standpoint, is 

that there is a secure communication or not? Or will you just have 
to do that by messenger. 

Mr. WAIT. With EPIC? 
Mr. COLEMAN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. WAlT. My understanding is that EPIC has not been-their 

facility has not been approved as far as security is concerned. 
Mr. COLEMAN. At the cryptic level. 
Mr. WAlT. Yes, right now we're going through Fort Bliss. Then 

this new location, in the meantime, if we have trouble getting secu
rity clearance, we'll be a lot closer to Fort Bliss then. 

Mr. COLEMAN. OK. 'l'he GAO testified yesterday also that you've 
done a commendable job bringing in other local law enforcement 
agencies as well as State law enforcement agencies in terms of in
volvement with NNBIS from our region. With particular respect to 
Mexico, have you had dealings there with law enforcement? 

Mr. WAlT. With Mexican law enforcement? 
Mr. COLEMAN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. WAIT. No, sir. 
Mr. COLEMAN. Is there a reason specifically for that or is that 

something for which you just rely on other agencies? 
Mr. WAI'!'. If we get any intelligence out of Mexico, we would rely 

on other agencies. As to our reasons for not contacting them our
selves, I would rather approach the bench. 
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Mr. COLEMAN. OK. Why don't you do that right at this time, I 
would like to get an answer to that question. 

[Off the record conference held with Mr. Coleman.] 
Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Wait, I ask in terms of cooperation with the 

State law enforcement agencies, has that been good? 
Mr. WAIT. Yes, that's been very good. 
Mr. COLEMAN. You deal with the director of the department of 

public safety in Texas? 
Mr. WAIT. They have an officer, a sargeant, in our Intel Unit. It's 

been working out very well. We have one member of the El Paso 
PD in cooperatjon with the Department of Defense. All of the DOD 
personnel have been really great. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Do you believe that you're able to achieve the mis
sion? I know you're fairly early in the process, that you've not been 
there that long. Are there things that we should know about how 
you get to the point where you are fully operational? What do you 
have to do to feel that you've got things clicking along at a fairly 
steady pace? 

Mr. WAIT. Well, I think that we are doing fairly well now. It's a 
lot slower process than I like to see. I think once we're able to get 
assistance from the national intelligence agencies, I think it will 
help a lot. I think we can get, probably, tactical intelligence from 
them, and that would be very helpful. I would feel then that we are 
in full operation. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield back to you. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Wait, how many air seizures has NNBIS co

ordinated in your region as a direct result of tactical intelligence 
that you received from DEA? 

Mr. WAIT. As a direct result of tactical intelligence? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Correct. 
Mr. WAIT. Actually, NNBIS itself never makes a seizure. We co

ordinate operations in which seizures are made. but I don't believe 
that any of the seizures that have been made in one of our coordi
nated operations had been due to tactical intelligence. We've used 
strategic intelligence that we have developed, and I think that has 
helped. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Schubert, have you had any occasions 
where tactical intelligence has resulted--

Admiral SCHUBERT. No, sir, we have not. We have the same situ-
ation that Mr. Wait described. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Stewart, have you? 
Admiral STEWART. This is aircraft seizures, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Yes. 
Admiral STEWART. I will verify this for the record, but I know of 

at least four seizures where we have used tactical intelligence. 
Mr. ENGLISH. From DEA? 
Admiral STEWART. No, sir, not from DEA. But from all sources. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Yes, this would be from DEA--
Admiral STEWART. I know of none from DEA, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. In June 1983, in a speech at the National Press 

Club, the Vice President stated, and I read this earlier, and I'll 
read it again. In fact, it was in my opening statement: 

With the help and support of CIA Director Bill Casey and the entire intelligence 
community we expect to be better informed and more knowledgeable regarding the 
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acts and activities of smugglers in order to position our resources in the right place 
at the right time. 

We recently held a number of closed hearings on this specific 
subject, and we found no evidence of any increased tactical intelli
gence support from DEA. To what degree has DEA contributed to 
the flow of air smuggling tactical intelligence in each of your re
gions? Mr. Wait. 

Mr. WAIT. To what degree-would you repeat the last part 
again? 

Mr. ENGLISH. Excuse me? 
Mr. WAIT. Would you repeat the last part again? 
Mr. ENGLISH. To what degree have you had any DEA-has DEA 

contributed to the air smuggling tactical intelligence in your 
region? I think you said earlier that you hadn't had any, so it's 
zero, isn't it? 

Mr. WAIT. None. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Schubert, the same? 
Admiral SCHUBERT. Zero. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Stewart, you're the only one that seems to 

have had some. Would you give us a percentage, roughly? Not 
exact--

Admiral STEWART. It's very hard, Mr. Chairman, to quantify. 
Let's just say that, I would say probably, this would be a very gross 
estimate, probably in 20, 25 percent of the seizures we've had some 
measure of tactical intelligence from DEA that has assisted in the 
case. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. 
Another stated mission of NNBIS is the coordination of special 

air operations. How many special air operations did you conduct in 
the regions which were designated to interdict aircraft, Mr. Wait? 

Mr. WAIT. Seven. 
Mr. ENGLlSH. Seven. 
Admiral SCHUBERT. We have had two specifically targeted 

against air smuggling. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Stewart. 
Admiral STEWART. Three, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What was the intelligence basis for those special 

operations? 
Ml'. WAIT. We used Headquarters Air Support Branch and the 

individual Air Support Branch, intelligence based on sightings that 
had been reported to them, and EPIC's information on air crashes, 
and past intelligence from years past as to areas that had the 
heaviest concentration during that period of time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK, that would be strategic again. 
Mr. WAIT. All strategic. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All strategic. What about tactical? 
Mr . WAlT. No tactical. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Schubert. 
Admiral SCHUBERT, Both of our operations were based on strate

gic information that was collected from a variety of sources; the 
sheriffs department, Customs, EPIC, and historical practices as 
Mr . Wait described. We picked the most likely area and planned 
the operation accordingly. No tactical intelligence was involved. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Stewart. 
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Admiral S'fEWART. None from the gulf region in terms of tactical 
intelligence, Mr. Chairman, if you're spealcing only of air interdic
tion now. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That's what I'm speaking of. 
Admiral STEWART. No tactical, all strategic intelligence. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So I don't suppose then that there would be any 

DEA input as far as tactical intelligence is concerned in any of the 
regions, then. Is that correct, no tactical intelligence? 

Admiral STEWART. Not for those air interdictions involved in spe
cial operations. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What about DEA strategic intelligence, more of a 
strategic nature? 

Mr. WAIT. If you consider what we get from EPIC as DEA strate
gic intelligence, we get the crash sites and reported seizures and 
sightings. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. 
Admiral SCHUBERT. Same here. We get most of our information 

through EPIC, and also through Customs intelligence. We find that 
the customs officers that have been in this business a long time 
have an awful lot of corporate knowledge on local smuggling pat
terns, which is very useful in planning these operations. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Stewart. 
Admiral STEWART. Primarily from EPIC, sir, in terms of strategic 

intelligence. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Have you developed an air smuggling threat assess

ment for your region, and have you received any strategic intelli
gence from DEA that dermes the most likely avenues of approach 
in your region? Mr. Wait. 

Mr. WAIT. No, sir, not from DEA. We are in the process of devel
oping and updating intelligence on air intrusions at the present 
time. It's continuing. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is that an air smuggling threat assessment that 
you're doing, is that correct? 

Mr. WAIT. Yes. . 
Admiral SCHUBERT. We are also putting together our own air as

sessment threat. We have found that previous attempts at this by 
any agency have been somewhat incomplete and inconclusive, and 
we are working on our own assessment at this time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is DEA providing the intelligence for that? 
Admiral SCHUBERT. Again, the information that we receive from 

EPIC is what we're getting. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So you're primarily relying on EPIC with regard to 

that? 
Admiral SCHUBERT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Stewart. 
Admiral STEWART. In the gulf region, the same, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. The same thing. What kind of resources are re

quired in your regions to establish an effective threat against the 
airborne air drug smuggler? Mr. Wait. 

Mr. WAIT. Resources to establish threat assessment? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Yes. What kind of resources are required in your 

region to establish an effective threat against the drug smugglers 
as it stands now, the airborne drug smuggler? 

Mr. WAIT. Oh, a threat to the smugglers. You mean in dollars? 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Well, whatever you feel you need. I suppose what-
ever it is you'd like to spend those dollars for. 

Mr. WAIT. Oh, the types of resources. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Yes, the types of resources, equipment--
Mr. WAIT. We have found through experience that the down

looking radar is the best way to detect the targets. We've had very 
minimal success with ground radar units. They are good for gap
filling when you are using the overhead. We use them in conjunc
tion sometimes, but without the down-looking radar, your chances 
of success are very slim. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So you're in desperate need of lookdown radars, is 
that it? 

Mr. WAIT. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. Admiral Schubert. 
Admiral SCHUBERT. We have the same basic situation, since our 

problems are almost identical. I think, though, that now we're just 
talking about the detection problem. I think it's important to poin.t 
out that the detection problem is only the beginning of the overall 
problem. We have literally thousands of flights a day of general 
aviation in the southern California area, and even though suspect
ed smugglers are detected, we frequently lose them, either getting 
them confused with a number of other targets, or the smuggler in 
some way masks his presence such as flying behind a hill. And 
then even if you can follow him to where he lands or gets rid of his 
contraband, frequently you are not capable of making an arrest or 
seizure of the aircraft. 

In those cases, we try to target the pickup crews, using local law 
enforcement. It's a very complex problem, and detection is just a 
part of it. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Stewart. 
Admiral STEWART. I primarily require better detection capability, 

Mr. Chairman. I don't believe I could give you an assessment of 
whether I needed additional resources until I learn just exactly 
what I have out there facing me, and I try to reposition the re
sources I now have. And until I do that, I really can't give this 
committee an answer. But I do need badly to be able to determine 
in time to react that there is a potential border penetration by air
craft. And that's what' I don't have, and the Vice President's staff 
is aware of that lack. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So do I understand you're in agreement, then, that 
basically what you need is a lookdown radar? 

Admiral STEWART. Some form of radar which will detect an air
craft of the profile of our typical light smuggler aircraft coming in 
from the south, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Are you talking about a low level, or are you talk
ing about high flying? 

Admiral STEWART. We don't normally see high flyers. We nor
mally see flyers below 10,000 feet. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So basically what you're looking for is low-level de
tection--

Admiral STEWART. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH [continuing]. So you've got to have a lookdown 

radar. Is that the No.1 priority as far as the need in each of the 
three regions? 
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Mr. WAIT. May I add to all of our statements? We also need 
chase planes or interceptors with better radar than we have now. 
The two Citations that are in Miami do have decent radar. They 
can pick up targets 20 to 40 miles away. The ones that are being 
used in the rest of the air support branches have an effective range 
of about 5 miles, and it's difficult. The overhead radar may get a 
target, but it may get away before the chase plan can get within 5 
miles of it. And we would need updated radar, to be effective. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What would you classify as your No.1 priority? 
Mr. WAIT. Well, if you can't detect them in the first place, the 

radar is not going to do you any good, the chase radar is not going 
to do you any good. I would say the number one priority is to get 
the ability to detect the targets as they're coming in. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Lookdown radar? 
Mr. WAIT. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Schubert. 
Admiral SCHUBERT. I would say that it's probably evenly divided 

between the chase capability, whether it be ground or air pouncer 
capability, and the capability to detect. In the Pacific region where 
we're responsible for the air smuggling activity, there is consider
able radar coverage, and as I indicated previously, part of the prob
lem is to try and separate the smuggler from the legitimate air 
traffic in the area. And once you do detect him, how do you make 
the seizure and the arrest. So I would have to divide it equally be
tween the two capabilities. 

Mr. ENGLISH. And if you had only one choice? 
Admiral SCHUBERT. I guess I would have to go with the detection 

capability. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Stewart. 
Admiral STEWART. As I mentioned, sir, I believe detection is my 

first priority. I can't speak to whether or not I have sufficient 
assets for interception until I know what's out there. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Have you requested that these resources be made 
available, and if so, how was the request transmitted and to whom? 
Mr. Wait. 

Mr. WAIT. Actually, we have requested-the only request that we 
have made is from military to provide the resources for the special 
operations. I have not gone forth and requested that Customs buy 
certain types of equipment. I don't think anyone else has either. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But have you advised, look, I've got to have some 
detection, you know, I need detection capabilities, I need intercep
tors or I need this--

Mr. WAIT. We have advised that is necessary to have any kind of 
a success rate. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. That has been transmitted to who? 
Mr. WAlT. To NNBIS Headquarters and to the Air Support 

Branch chiefs. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Schubert. 
Admiral SCHUBERT. Like the southwest region, we have up until 

now been confining our requests for military resources to special 
operations. I have an analytic effort going on right now to take a 
good hard look at this problem to see where the gaps are, and to 
see where the historical routes have been for the smugglers, and 
then examj·.l~ just exactly what is needed. When we complete that 
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analysis, we will submit it to NNBIS Washington to see if they can 
provide us with necessary resources. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So you're in the process of putting together a pack-
age of needs that you intend to transmit here to Washington? 

Admiral SCHUBERT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. Admiral Stewart. 
Admiral STEWAR'l'. In specific answer to your question, sir, I did 

it in one of my periodic re;t:>orts to NNBIS here in Washington, but 
I offer for the committee s consideration that, of course, NNBIS 
does not have a budget, as we've already discussed, and NNBIS is 
not in the business of procuring hardware or software, for that 
matter. So it's a question of trying find someone else that has 
something that would be able to assist us in this regard. And I'm 
sure Captain Schowengerdt's staff is working on that problem now. 

Mr. ENGLISH. And you're working then with-OK. 
Admiral STEWART. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Very good. Mr. Coleman. 
Mr. COLEMAN. I understand the problem. It makes me wonder 

whether we ought to have a reorganization effort, coming from the 
Vice President's office, first maybe, as a priority. I won't ask any of 
you to necessarily comment on that. I'm sure those of you that 
have dealt with the Federal Government a number of times prob
ably have a lot of suggestions about it. ! was looking at the testimo
ny we took last year. In the overall discussion, there's a chart con
cerning budgets that's fairly revealing when we discussed those at 
interdiction hearings at that time. And I think it would be appro
priate probably to recall them. 

When you look at the drug interdiction budget approval process, 
each of those blocks represents the process, which to me, is just ab
solutely phenomenal. We deal with DEA, Customs, Coast Guard, 
through the Justice, Treasury, and Transportation Departments; 
Personnel Management in OMB, their Treasury and General Gov
ernment and their Transportation. The House Authorization Com
mittees of course are Judiciary; Ways and Means; Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. Senate Authorization Committees are Judici
ary; Finance; and, Commerce, Science and Transportation. The 
House Appropriations Subcommittees are: Commerce, Justice, 
State, and Judiciary; Treasury, Postal Service, and General Gov
ernment; and Transportation. In the Senate, it's Commerce, Jus
tice, State and Judiciary; Treasury, Postal Service, and General 
Government, as well as Transportation. 

I think the process is part of our problem. And I would hope that 
none of you would feel any inhibitions in advising this committee 
of your views in that regard. I think in the interest of time, we 
wouldn't want to go through them all right now. But 1'd be more 
than happy, as one member of this committee, and I'm sure the 
staff would, to hear your suggestions about how the coordinating 
agency for drug interdiction could better coordinate the system by 
which the agency operates. I would hope that each of you would be 
willing to at least consider that, and submit it for the subcommit
tee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Coleman. 
I do have orie final question. Have any of the three of you re

ceived any tactical intelligence from EPIC? Mr. Wait. 
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Mr. WAIT. I am not aware of any. That we have received some 
tactical intelligence, that I don't know the source, that we put out 
in our 'fECH system, but I don't know if it came from EPIC or 
other sources. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Schubert. 
Admiral SCHUBERT. I am not aware of any in the air smuggling 

area. We do have considerable maritime tactical intelligence from 
DEA, but I couldn't say as far as the air tactical intelligence. I 
would have to provide that for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
Pacific Region NNBIS has no record of air smuggling tactical intelligence being 

received from EPIC. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Stewart. 
Admiral STEwAR'r. I will check and provide any for the record, 

Mr. Chairman, but I am not aware of any tactical intelligence from 
EPIC in the air interdiction. I, like Admiral Schubert, receive a 
fair amount in terms of maritime interdiction mode, but not air. 

[No tactical intelligence received in the gulf region from EPIC in 
air interdiction.] 

Mr. ENGLISH. Also one other point I wanted to raise, particularly 
with you, Admiral Stewart, down in the gulf. 

We do have a rather large E-2C training zone, which comes out 
from San Diego, about 500 miles west and about 500 miles south, in 
that zone, where we do have E-2C activity-we have some coverage 
as far as surface detection, but down in the New Orleans area, we 
don't have that. How valuable would it be for you, Admiral Stew
art, and the Coast Guard in particular, to have that P-3 surface 
detection capability out of New Orleans? 

Admiral STEWART. Mr. Chairman, I have P-3's that fly for me 
now from reserve squadrons in Memphis, and in New Orleans, and 
in Jacksonville. I will look and provide for the record if that par
ticular model aircraft has look-down capabilities, but we do have a 
considerable support on the part of the ~·Iavy and P-3's. As a 
matter of fact, my records show eight missions and 44 hours of P-3 
time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, of course, I would grant that what we're talk
ing about would be helpful. We're talking about one that would be 
responsive to the Customs Service and therefore to NNBIS, as far 
as providing that type of surface detection as well as lookdown ca
pability. And that's for air, of course, as well as surface. 

Admiral STEWART. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Would that be of benefit to you? 
Admiral STEWART. Mr. Chairman, I think that anything that 

would give me more eyes and more detection capability on the sur
face or on the water or above would be of help. But as I said to you 
in July when you asked me a similar question, I would like to defer 
to the Customs Service until they test the first aircraft, sir, because 
I really don't know what we have. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Coleman, any further questions? 
Mr. COLEMAN. Again I want to express my appreciation to each 

of the three of you for being very patient with us. We did have 
some developments over the past few hours that were unexpected, 
and that did throw us way off our schedule. And you're very kind 
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and considerate to adjust your schedules. But also I want to ex
press the appreciation we have for, and I might say the admiration 
we have for, each of you. You folks are in the trenches, and you're 
on the front line, and we're depending very heavily upon you. And 
we want to make sure that you have the resources that are neces
sary to give you a real fighting chance in this war. I think the 
American people support that. And I have every indication to be
lieve that most of the folks in the administration do, but I've got to 
admit that there are one or two that I've got some serious ques
tions about. As for most of them I talk to, I think that there's no 
question about their support and dedication. I think that's true of 
the Congress. 

Hopefully, we're going to see things develop over the coming 
days and coming months that will give you and all those who work 
with you the encouragement to put on a real war on drugs. And I 
think we've got a real fighting chance on this. 

And again, I want to thank you very much, and as I said, I want 
to commend you on the fine work that you're doing. 

Admiral SCHUBERT. Thank you. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, and we'll recess until 10 

a.m. tomorrow morning. 
[Whereupon, at 3:05 p.m., the subcommittee ad'ourned, to recon

vene at 10 a.m., Friday, March 23, 1984.] 
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TION'S DRUG INTERDICTION EFFORTS 

FRIDAY, MARCH 23, 1984 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, JUSTICE, 

AND AGRICULTURE SUBCOMMITTEE 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 

Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a.m., in room 

2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Glenn English (chair
man of tlie subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Glenn English, Thomas N. Kindness, 
and Tom Lewis. 

Also present: Theodore J. Mehl, professional staff member; Wil
liam G. Lawrence, counsel; Euphon Metzger, clerk; and John J. 
Parisi, minority professional staff, Committee on Government Op
erations. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The committee will come to order. 
We will continue today our series of hearings dealing with drug 

interdiction as it applies to the war on drugs. As I have stated ear
lier, I think that without question, the interdiction program has 
pretty much been the centerpiece, or at least the showpiece, of the 
war on drugs, and it has attracted a great deal of attention, not 
only here in Congres5, but from around the Nation. 

We are looking for methods to greatly strengthen the effort in 
the war on drugs. . 

First, we will hear from the Department of Defense. We will 
have Hon. E.C. Grayson, Acting Principal Deputy Assistant Secre
tary of the Navy for Manpower and Reserve Affairs; Hon. John W. 
Shannon, Deputy Under Secretary of the Army; and Hon. Karen R. 
Keesling, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
Manpower Reserve Affairs and Installations. 

We welcome all of you today. We deeply appreciate the support 
that the Department of Defense has provided as far as the war on 
drugs is concerned, and particularly that is true of air interdiction 
efforts. They have been most supportive and helpful and coopera
tive in trying to work, not only with law enforcement, but also 
with the Congress, and that has been recognized and appreciated. 
So we will begin with Secretary Keesling. You may begin the testi
mony this morning. 

If you would like to submit your written testimony for the record 
and to summarize that testimony, without objection, that complete 
written testimony will be made part of the record. 

(277) 
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STATEMENT OF KAREN R. KEESLING, PRINCIPAL DEPUTY AS
SISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE (MANPOWER, RE
SERVE AFFAIRS AND INSTALLATIONS) 

Ms. KEESLING. Yes, I would like to do that, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am pleased 

to appear before this subcommittee to discuss the contributions 
that the Air Force has made in support of the antidrug trafficking 
campaign. 

As evidence of its commitment to the antidrug trafficking efforts, 
the Air Force, in October 1982, loaned personnel on a rotational 
basis to provide expert advice to the South Florida Task Force, now 
a part of the National Narcotics Border Interdiction System. 

Effective December 1983, eight Air Force personnel were perma
nently assigned to the six different NNBIS centers for a 3-year tour 
of duty. The Air Force has also assigned an officer to the vice presi
dent's NNBIS staff. 

We have played a key role in monitoring sea and air traffic for 
suspected drug smugglers. Since September 30, 1983, both the 
Cudjoe Key and Cape Canaveral Seek Skyhook aerostat systems 
have been providing digitized radar data inputs to the U.S. Cus
toms Service Miami Command, control and communications facUi
ty and the Tyndall Air Force Base, FL, Region Operations Control 
Center. 

The installation at Cape Canaveral of the aerostat was a $15 mil
lion Air Force investment with a continuing $3 million a year 
outlay for operations and maintenance. 

Augmentation to maritime surveillance has been provided by 
Military Airlift Command and Air Force Reserves C-130 and Stra
tegic Air Command B-52 aircraft. 

Their efforts have led to the confiscation of 100 tons of marijua
na, estimated street value in excess of $1 billion, by law enforce
ment authorities. 

Additional surveillance support has been provided by the E-3 or 
A WACS aircraft. Since June 1983, thf! Air Force has scheduled 
with Customs Service an average of five specially designated flights 
per month. 

Through advanced Air Force-Customs Service coordination 
during quarterly scheduling conferences, we have been able to opti
mize the mix of training and collateral drug enforcement surveil
lance support to preclude any E-3 aircrew readiness impact. 

Significant contributions to the war on drugs have been provided 
by Operation BAT. This operation has supported seizures of over 
$350 million worth of illegal drugs, 10 vessels and 12 aircraft and 
led to the arrest of 77 suspects. 

These results have not occurred without significant losse~ to the 
Air Force. In January of this year, three Air Force crewmembers, a 
DEA agent, and a member of the Bahamian Police Force were 
killed in the crash of a UH-1N helicopter returning from a drug 
interdiction mission. 

However, due to the success of Operation BAT, and in spite of 
approximately $600,000 a year operations and maintenance cost to 
the Air Force, support of this operation is scheduled to continue 
through May 1985. 
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The Air Force has also provided two F-15 radars and associated 
equipment for outfitting a P-3 aircraft to test the concept of pro
viding the Customs Service with an organic air surveillance and 
tracking capability. 

The Air Force has also provided facilities to establish Customs' 
command, control, communications and intelligence centers. This 
centralized command and control concept will allow Customs to re
locate operations from six FAA centers to two region operations 
control centers situated at Tyndall Air Force Base, FL, and March 
Air Force Base, CA. Three Customs operators have been in place at 
each ROCC since January 23, 1983. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the Air Force has aggressively and 
unselfIshly attempted to support the campaign against illicit drug 
trafficking. 

In a relatively short time, the Air Force has provided approxi
mately 1,100 E-3, C-130, B-52, and UH-IN sorties, accounting for 
thousands of flight hours on a nonreimbursable basis which have 
contributed to halting the flow of more than $1.3 billion in illicit 
drugs into the country. 

Mr. Chairman, with these significant achievements in mind, and 
with assurances that the Air Force will continue to provide collat
eral support to the national campaign against illicit drug traffick
ing, I will be glad to answer any questions that you may have. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Keesling follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF KAREN R. KEESLING 

Mr Chairman and Members of the Committee: 

I am pleased to appear before this Subcommittee to discuss 

the contributions that the Air Force has made in support of the 

anti-drug trafficking campaign. 

Guidance provided in 1982 by the Department of Defense 

Authorization Act clarified DOD's authority to Assist various 

law enforcement agencies in their fight against illicit drug 

trafficking. Military personnel and assets are utilized 

in limited roles, consistent with availability of raquested 

resources, and without impact to national readiness and prepared-

ness. I believe that the support which has been provided 

by the Air Force to curb drug smuggling has been significant. 

As evidence of its commitment to the anti-drug trafficking 

efforts, the Air Force. in October 1982, loaned personnel on a 
~ 

rotational basis to provide expert advice to the South Florida 

Task Force now a part of the National Narcotics Border Inter-

diction System (NNBIS). Effective December 1983, eight Air Force 

personnel were permanently assigned to the six di£ferent NNBIS 

Centers for a three-year tour of duty. The Air Force has also 

assigned an officer to the Vice President'S NNBIS Staff. 

The Air Force has played a key role in monitoring sea and 

air traffic for suspected drug smugglers. Since September 30, 

1983, both the Cudjoe Key and Cape Canaveral SEEK SKYHOOK aero

Bta~ systems have been providing digitized radar data inputs 
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to the u.s. Customs service Miami Command, Control, and Communica

tions facility and the Tyndall AFB, Florida, Region Operations 

Control Center. The installation of the Cape Canaveral aerostat 

was a $lS million Air Force investment with a continuing $3 million 

a year outlay for operations and maintenance. 

Augmentation to maritime surveillance has been provided by 

Military Airlift Command and Air Force Reserves C-130 and Strategic 

Air Command B-S2 aircraft. Approximately oixty B-S2 and twenty

five C-130 sorties have supported monitoring of sea and air traffic. 

This support has been incidental to their normal operations and 

training mi.~aions. Their efforts have led to the confiscation of 

over one hundred tons of marijuana (estimated street value in 

excess of $1 billion) by law enforcement authorities. 

Additional surveillance support has been provided by the 

E-3 or AWACS aircraft. Since June 1983, the Air Force has 

scheduled with Customs Service an average of five specially 

designated flights per month. Through advanced Air Force/Customs 

Service coordination during quarterly scheduling conferences, 

we have been able to optimize the mix of training and collateral 

drug enforcement surveillance support to preclude any E-3 aircrew 

readiness impact. This coordination, and recently improved 

guidelines for providing real-time intelligence data for detec

tion by the AWACS while airborne, have resulted in nearly $1 

million in drugs and vehiCles being confiscated. 

2 
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Signific~nt contributions to the war on drugs have been 

provided by Operation BAT (Bahamas, Antilles, and Turks). 

Since May 3. 1983. the Air Force has furnished two UH-1N 

helicopters and approximately nineteen operations and 

maintenance personnel to support this effort. Transporting 

DEA and Bahamian Police into areas suspected of harboring or 

supporting drug operations. Operation BAT results have proven 

extremely impressive. This operation has aupported seizures 

of over $350 million worth of illegal drugs. ten vessels and 

twelve aircraft and ied to the arrest of 77 suspects. These 

results have not occurred without significant losses to the Air 

Force. In January of this year, three Air Force crew members. a 

DEA agent and a member of the Bahamian Police Force were killed 

in the crash of a UE-1N helicopter returning from a drug inter

diction mission. However. due to the success of Operation BAT. 

and in spite of approximately six hundred thousand dollars a year 

operations and maintenance costs to the Air Force. support of 

this operation is scheduled to continue through May 1985. 

The Air Force has also provided two F-l5 radars and associ

ated equipment for outfitting a P-3 aircraft to test the concept 

of providing the Customs Service with an organic air surveillance 

and tracking capability. With direction from Congress to modify 

five additional P-3s for Customs use, total Air Force contri

butions in this endeavor range from $32-40 million. 

3 
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The Air Force has aLso provided faciLities to estabLish 

Customs Command, ControL, Communications and InteLLigence (C3I) 

Centers. This centraLized command and controL concept wiLL 

aLLow Customs to reLocate operations from six FAA Centers to 

two Region Operations ControL Centers situated at TyndaLL Air 

Force Base, FLorida, and March Air Force Base, CaLifornia. Three 

Customs Operators have been in pLace at each ROC~ since January 23, 

L983. 

In summary, Mr Chairman, the Air Force has aggressiveLy and 

unseLfishLy attempted to support the campaign against iLLicit 

drug traf=ioking. In a reLativeLy short time the Air Force has 

provided approximateLy eLeven hundred E-3, C-L30, B-52 ~nd UH-LN 

sorties accounting for thousands of fLight hours on a non-reim

bursabLe basis which have contributed to haLting the fLow of more 

than $L.3 biLLion in iLLicit drugs into this country. 

Mr Chairman, with these significant achievements in mind 

and with assurances that the Air Force wiLL continue to provide 

coLLateraL support to the nationaL campaign against iLLicit drug 

trafficking, I wiLL be gLad to answer any questions that you may 

have. 

4 

43-045 0-85--LO 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much. We appreciate that testimo
ny, Madam Secretary. 

Secretary Grayson. 

STATEMENT OF E.C. GRAYSON, ACTING PRINCIPAL DEPUTY AS
SISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (MANPOWER AND RE
SERVE AFFAIRS), DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, ACCOMPANIED 
BY CAPT. J.L. VANATTA, OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OP
ERATIONS, LIAISON/ACTION OFFICER FOR DOD ASSISTANCE 
TO LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Mr. GRAYSON. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Kindness, members 

of the subcommittee, although I am appearing before this commit
tee for the first time, I have been involved with the Navy support 
in the war on drugs since 1982, and I am honored to be here today 
to update you on the Navy's participation and support of that 
effort. 

Since the days of the South Florida Task Force, the Navy and 
Marine Corps team has provided a significant increase in its level 
of support to the drug interdiction effort. We have increased our 
commitment in all areas and our forces at sea are aware of the 
need and importance of their assistance. 

There is not a surveillance aircraft flying nor a Navy ship sailing 
in the high interest areas that is not on the lookout for an airborne 
or surface ship drug smuggler. Our people are highly enthusiastic 
in their support of the program, and they receive great satisfaction 
when their efforts lead to the seizure of contraband. 

In addition, the missions provide realistic training for the crews 
while supporting this high priority and worthy effort. I will cover 
the current level of Navy and Marine Corps support shortly, how
ever, I would first like to address changes outside the Navy which 
enhanced our ability to increase our commitment. 

Last year, exactly a year ago today, the National Narcotics 
Border Interdiction System was created and that system provided a 
central contact point for requesting and coordinating operational 
assets on a national scale. 

The formation of this system has allowed our fleet commanders 
to be more responsive, since scheduling of desired Navy and 
Marine Corps assets could be coordinated in advance. 

Last year, we were providing assistance without the benefit of 
knowing future plans, and therefore, our overlap of providing drug 
interdiction support concurrent with fleet support requirements 
was less than optimal. 

Now, through the NNBIS, drug interdiction support require
ments are presented in advance to the fleet commanders on a quar
terly basis, which allows for a more methodical and responsive ap
proach in scheduling. 

In addition, the fleet commanders have been able to identify an 
average level of aircraft support that the NNBIS planners can 
expect in any quarter which facilitates the NNBIS planners. 

This coordination effort is not limited to air assets only. Navy 
and Marine Corps surface and ground units are also scheduled 
through this system. With the NNBIS, the Fleet and Reserve Force 
commanders can now better respond to the needs of other agencies 
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for the unique Navy and Marine assets in support of the interdic
tion effort. 

I will now address the current Department of the Navy commit
ment to the drug interdiction effort. 

Since the inception of the NNBIS, Navy and Marine Corps air
craft support is being provided in the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, 
Gulf of Mexico, and along the border and coastlines of the United 
States. 

Land-based P-3 aircraft provide over-water-surface surveillance 
along both coasts as well as in the Hawaiian area. When available, 
the carrier-based S-3 also assists in over-water search. The carrier
based E-2s provide both air and surface surveillance and are used 
mostly along the coastlines and border regions. 

The Marine Corps OV-10's are used to provide close-in identifica
tion and tracking of targets for final interdiction by a law enforce
ment agency. On an average, Navy and Marine Corps aircraft are 
capable of providing over 500 flight hours per month to the drug 
interdiction efforts while concurrently conducting fleet training. 

The airborne effort is predominately performed by these aircraft; 
however, occasionally other air assets may be used if training re
quirements can also be performed. 

For example, Naval Reserve A-7's and Marjne Reserve helicop
ters have been used in conjunction with routine Reserve training. 

At the request of the Congress, a Navy P-3 is currently being 
modified to accept an Air Force F-15 radar. This aircraft is the 
first of six P-3's to be transferred to Customs for their use in the 
Drug Interdiction Program. 

The modification of the lead aircraft is scheduled to be completed 
about May 24 with limited flight testing to be scheduled in June 
and July. Of the remaining five, three are to be modified in fiscal 
year 1985 and two in fiscal year 1986. 

Additionally, Navy is assisting Customs in establishing follow-on 
support and logistics for these aircraft. 

When available, and upon request, the Marine Corps has provid
ed mobile air surveillance radars for use along specific coast and 
border areas. 

In addition, Marine Corps antiintrusion sensors have been loaned 
to the Drug Enforcement Agency for use outside the U.S. borders. 

Navy surveillance radar at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, is used on a 
not-to-interfere basis to detect and track suspect aircraft operating 
in that area, and Navy is exploring ways to provide additional 
radar support. 

Naval vessels provide sighting information of special interest 
ships as listed in routine Ship Sighting Program summaries issued 
by the NNBIS. Coast Guard law enforcement boarding teams are 
embarked on Navy ships to make arrest of suspect vessels, and 
Navy ships will escort or tow seized vessels when requested by the 
Coast Guard. 

On a not-to-interfere basis, transiting CVBG's will provide air 
and surface search in high suspect areas and may have a law en
forcement team on board during the area transit. A Navy hydrofoil 
patrol ship at Key West is maintained on a "ready alert" status, 
and, when called, embarks a law enforcement team for drug inter-
diction. . 
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In addition, Navy and Coast Guard are conducting a joint test 
program, as directed by the Congress, to examine the utility of 
PHM's in drug interdiction. This test will be conducted in the 
northern gulf area during the next 3 months, and the report of the 
result will be forwarded by September. 

In June 1983, the Deputy Secretary of Ddense approved military 
staffing of the six NNBIS centers. The Navy has established 12 en
listed and 2 officer billets, and the Marine Corps has established 4 
enlisted billets, all to be spread among the 6 regional NNBIS cen
ters. 

In conclusion, I would like to say that our support today is more 
effective and enhanced over the levels provided a year ago. We will 
continue to provide support to the best of our ability and to the 
maximum extent possible. 

k3 in the past, our flt!et commanders closely monitor Navy and 
Marine Corps participation in this program and will restrict unit 
availability only when they feel that participation will adversely 
impact national security or operational preparedness. 

Thank you for your attention and the opportunity to present the 
Navy and Marine Corps Drug Interdiction Program effo!'ts. I will 
be pleased to answer any of your questions at this time. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Grayson follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF 

MR. E. C. GRAYSON 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee -- Although I am 

appearing before this committee for the first time, I have been 

involved with the Navy support in the war on drugs since 1982, 

and I am honor-eid to be here today to update you on the Navy's 

participation and support of that effor~. 

Since the days of the South Florida TaSK Force, the Navy and 

Marine Corps team has provided a significant increase in its 

level 02 support to the drug interdiction effort. We have 

increased our commitment in all areas and our forces at sea are 

aware of the need and importance of their assistance. There is 

not a surveillance aircraft flying nor a Navy ship sailing in the 

high interest areas that is not on the lOOKout for an airborne or 

surface ship drug smuggler. Our people arp. highly enthusiastic 

in their support of the prog~am and they receive great satis

faction when their efforts lead to the siezure of contraband. In 

addition, the missions provide realistic training for the crews 

while supporting this high priority and worthy effort. I will 

cover the current level of Navy and Marine Corps support shortly, 

however, I would first like to address changes outside the Navy 

which enhanced our ability to increase our commitment. 

Last yea=, the National Narcotics Border Interdiction sysytem 

(NNBIS) was created and that system provided a central contact 

point for requesting and coordinating operational assets on a 

national scale. The formation of this system has allowed our 

fleet commanders to be more responsive since scheduling of 

desired Navy and Marine Corps assets could be coordinated in 

1. 
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advance. Last year, we were providing assistance without the 

benefit of knowing future plans, and therefore, our overlap of 

providing drug interdiction support concurrent with fleet support 

requirements was less than optimal. Now, through the NNBIS, drug 

interdiction support requirements are presented in advance to the 

fleet commanders on a quarterly basis which allows for a more 

methodical and responsive approach in scheduling. In addition, 

the fleet commanders have been able to identify an average level 

of aircraft support that the NNBIS planners can expect in any 

quarter which facilitates the NNB!S planners. This coordination 

effort is not limited to air assets only. Navy and Marine Corps 

surface and ground units are also scheduled through this syst~m. 

with the NNB!S, the Fleet and Reserve Force Commanders can now 

better respond to the needs of other agencies for the unique Navy 

and Marine assets in support of the interdiction effort. 

! will now address the current Department of the Navy 

commitment to the drug interdiction effort. 

A.IRCRAFT 

Since the inception of the NNBIS, Navy and Marine Corps 

aircraft support is being provided in the Atla~tic and Pacific 

Oceans, Gul= of Mexico and along the border and coastlines of the 

United States. Land based P-3 aircraft provide over water 

surface surveillance along both coasts as well as in the aawaiian 

area. When available, the carrier based S-3 also assists in over 

water search. The carrier based E-2's provide both air and 

surface surveillance and are used mostly ~long the coastlines and 

2. 
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border regions. The Marine Corps OV-lO's are used to provide 

close-in identification and tracking of targets for final 

ir.t,erdiction. bX a, law enforcement agency. On an average, Navy 

and Marine Corps aircraft are capable of providing over 500 

flight hours p~~ month to the drug interdiction efforts while 

concurrently conducting fleet training. The airborne effo:t is 

predominately performed by these aircraft: however, occasionally 

other air assets may be used if training requirements can also be 

performed. F<?r' example, Naval Reserve A-7's and Marine Reserve 

helicopters have been used in conjunction with routine Reserve 

training. 

At the request of the Congress, a Navy P-3 is currently being 

modified to accept an Air Force F-15 radar. Th~s aircraft is the 

first of six P-3 to be transferred to Customs for their use in 

the drug interdiction program. The modification of the lead 

aircraft is scheduled to be completed about 24 May with limited 

flight testing to be scheduled in June and July. Of the remain

ing five, three are to be modified in FY 85 and two in FY 86. 

Additionally, Navy is assisting Customs in establi~hing follow-on 

support and logistics for these aircraft. 

GROUND SUPPORT 

When available, and upon r~quest, the Marine Corps has 

provided mobile air surveillance radars for use along specific 

coast and border areas. In addition, Marine Corps anti-intrusion 

sp.nsors have been:..loaned- to",the Drug Enforcement Agency for use 

outside the U.S. 'border's~ Navy surveillance radar at Guantanamo 

3. 
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Bay, cuba is used on a not-to-interfere basis to detect and track 

suspect aircraft operating in that area and Navy is exploring 

ways to provide additional radar support. 

FLEET SUPPORT 

Naval vessels provide sighting information of special interest 

ships as listed in routine Ship Sighting Program summaries issued 

by the NNBIS. Coast Guard Law Enforcement boarding teams are 

embarked on Navy ships to make arrest of suspect vessels, and 

Navy ships will escort or tow seized vessels when requested by 

the Coast Guard. On a not-to-interfere basis, transiting CVBG's 

will provide air and surface search in high suspect areas and may 

have a law enforcement team on board during the area transit. A 

Navy Hydrofoil patrol Ship at Key West is maintained on a "ready 

alert" status, and, when called, embarks a law enforcement team 

for drug interdiction. In addition, Navy and Coast Guard are 

conducting a joint test program, as directed by the Congress, to 

examine the ~tility of PHM's in drug interdiction. This test 

will be conducted in the Northern Gulf area during the next three 

months and the report of the result will be forwarded by 

September. 

PERSONNEL SUPPORT 

In June 1983, the Deputy Secretary of Defense approved 

military staffing of the six NNBIS centers. The Navy has 

established eleven enlisted and two officer billets, and the 

!-latine Corps has established four enlisted billets , all to be 

spread among the six regional NNBIS centers. 
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In conclusion I would like to say that our suppo,t today is 

more effective _nd enhanced over the levels provided a year ago. 

We will continue to provide support to the best of our ability 

and to the maximum extent possible. As in the past, our Fleet 

Commanders closely monitor Navy and Marine Corps participation in 

this program and will restrict unit availability only when they 

feel that participation will adversly impact national security or 

operational preparedness. 

Thank you for your attention and the opportllnity to present 

the Navy and Marine Corps drug interdiction program efforts. I 

will be pleased to answer any of your questions at this time. 

5. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Grayson. 
I wanted to make one point of correction in your testimony, if I 

could be so bold to do so. On page 3, in the middle of the page, you 
state, "At the request of Congress, a Navy P-3 is currently being 
modified." 

I believe that was at the request of the Treasury Department. I 
do not believe that the Congress made that request of you. 

r believe Secretary Walker is the one who wrote that letter to 
the Department of Defense making that request. 

Mr. GRAYSON. I stand corrected, then, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Shannon? 

STATEMENT OF JOHN W. SHANNON, DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY 
OF THE ARMY, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Mr. SHANNON. It is a pleasure as always for me to appear before 
the committee. The last time that I had the opportunity to appear 
before you was in Texas, and earlier in Florida. I was hoping you 
would move out of Washington, DC, for this hearing. 

In the past year, the Army has done some things that we said we 
would do, and we have accomplished a few other things that we did 
not know we would be able to do. 

If I may, Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to 
submit my statement for the record and just talk about a few 
things that I think are of importance to the subcommittee. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Without objection, so ordered. 
Mr. SHANNON. The first thing the Secretary of the Army consid

ered important in developing the NNBIS centers, was to make per
sonal contact with each center. The Army staff has visited each of 
the NNBIS centers and has had personal contact with the people 
who run the centers. My personal staff has visited most of the cen
ters, and I have personally visited all but two. I told the committee 
that I would visit the NNBIS centers when we were in Texas last 
year. 

As regards some equipment that we have loaned to the Federal 
law enforcement agencies over the year, the important thing to the 
committee is the Black Hawk. We were able to deliver that piece of 
equipment early because of multiyear contracting capability. As re
gards the maintenance of that particular aircraft, we have an 
interservice agreement with Customs to take care of that. I am 
sure that the committee staff would know better the terminology, 
but as an infantry soldier, I would say organizational, and unit 
maintenance is taken care of by Customs and intermediate mainte
nance is taken care of by the Army, via a contract agreement be
tween Customs and the Army. 

The Customs Service has been issued a code which allows them 
to enter into the military supply system and get necessary parts to 
make the necessary repairs on the Black Hawk. 

In addition to the Black Hawk, I thought you would like to know 
that some of our old aircraft that are no longer of use to us, and 
are excess to our needs, have been issued to the Border Patrol at 
no cost. 

Trainingwise, we continue to do what training we can for local 
law enforcement agencies, and we do that all the time. It is just 
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that we have been able to do a little more. We are also able to loan 
some equipment such as night vision devices and bulletproof vests. 

I talked to you last summer in Texas about some exercises we 
were going to try to accomplish. One would be the use of the air 
defense artillery radar. It didn't do too well, Mr. Chairman. 

We found that that was not the best use of that particular radar. 
We called that Operation Quick Look. It was conducted along the 
Mexican-United States border. The troops at Fort Bliss will contin
ue to work with the NNBIS El Paso Center, and we will see if we 
can be of some assistance in detecting aircraft coming across the 
border. 

Hawkeye was the other exercise. This is where we use our 
Mohawk aircraft at Fort Huachuca, AZ, to fly the border and use 
the imagery to help our intelligence troops, going through the in
telligence school, to improve their ability to read photo imagery. 

We have flown quite a number of missions along that particular 
border, and we will try to do about six of those a month. 

The Groundhog exercise took a little while to get started. It is 
costing us approximately $290,000, and I had to go find some civil
ian spaces. Three days ago we started that exercise, we will take 
our students in the intelligence school, go to the field, and train 
primarily during the hours of darkness for about a week. Using 
their radar, they detect individuals crossing the border. In our op
erations center is a Border Patrol individual who receives the in
formation and they disseminate that information as he sees fit. 

Those are the exercises that we have going. Customs thinks Ex
ercise Hawkeye is going quite well. 

An initiative that the Army has undertaken is the assignment of 
individuals to the NNBIS centers. They were on temporary duty 
when NNBIS was started. The first of the year, I asked the Army 
staff to handpick the best people qualified to permanently staff 
those centers. Of the newly assigned noncommissioned officers that 
we picked, five of those noncommissioned officers were selected for 
promotion aheaq of their contemporaries. This is another indica
tion that we are putting the best people possible in the NNBIS cen
ters. 

I met with those people the first of the year. We had an open 
discussion about what they could do for their country and for the 
Army. 

We-along with the Air Force-initiated a memorandum of un
derstanding with all the NNBIS Centers to better take care of the 
service people and to make sure they are administratively and lo
gistically suppOi'ted. 

We have done some things we wanted to do. There are other 
things we want to try, and the Secretary of the Army is committed 
to supporting this effort, and the Army of excellence will continue 
to do what it can. I appreciate the opportunity to continue to work 
with your subcommittee and your staff, and I stand ready to 
answer questions, Mr. Chairman. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Shannon follows:] 
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STATEMENT BY 

MR. JOHN W. SHANNON 

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the subcom

mittee, I am particularly pleased to present this report 

today because the Army's efforts in support of the National 

Narcotics Border Interdiction System (NNBIS) and its drug 

interdiction mission have been quite successful again this 

past year. The Army accomplished everything it said it 

would and more. Members of the Army Staff have personally 

visited each NNBIS center to receive a first-hand look at 

the center's operation, how Army personnel are employed 

and how Army resources can better support the center's 

mission. Additionally, members of my personal staff or I 

have visited each of the centers. These visits along with 

monthly reports from Army representatives assigned to the 

centers have made it possible for the Army to take a 

proactive support role. My statement will cover four 

major areas recapping these accomplishments: 

1. Army equipment leased or loaned. 

2. Army training provided to other federal/ 

state law enforcement agencies •. 

3. Army operational exercises in support of 

NNBIS. 

4. Initiatives designed to enhance Army support 

to the drug interdiction effort, particularly the flow of 

information to the NNBIS centeE·s. 
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ARMY EQUIPMENT LEASED OR LOANED 

The Army's greatest contribution to the drug inter

diction effort is in the loan of equipment. The Army has 

loaned several different types of aircraft to Federal law 

enforcement agencies for use in drug interdiction. 

Currently, the Army has on loan to the US Customs 

Service two OV-1C (Mohawk) fixed-wing aircraft, four Cobra 

helicopters and four Black Hawk helicopters. Loans of 

this type are normally for a two year period. Addition

ally, the Army has 11 OH-6's (LOH) on loan to the Border 

Patrol. Most of the LOH's have been on loan since 1977. 

We loaned the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) two 

Army UH-1H helicopters, which have since been returned. 

These are just a few of the items of Army equipment 

loaned for drug interdiction. On a daily basis, the Army 

loans installation and unit equipment such as, night 

vision goggles, protective vests and weapons to federal 

and state law enforcement agencies. The Army is also in 

the process of loaning ~round sensors to the Drug Enforce

ment Administration to facilitate drug interdictian. 

We will continue to loan equipment to the maximum 

extent possible consistent with maintenance of our readi

ness posture. In addition, the Army was able to transfer 

five UH-1M helicopter gunships to the US Customs Service. 

Since this particular model has become excess to the Army's 

2 
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needs, the transfer was accomplished on a permanent basis 

without reimbursement. 

TRAINING 

The Army has provided extensive training support to 

the US Customs Service. We have trained 18 pilots and 12 

mechanics to date and will train six more Customs pilots 

by the end of FY 84. The pilots and mechanics received 

training to fly and maintain the Black Hawk and Cobra 

helicopters. This training has been designed for them 

to receive only that instruction specifically applicable 

to their needs and requirements. 

Army aViation training resources are limited and a 

training allocation shortage is created when the Army 

trains Customs pilots. For each Customs pilot trained, 

one less training space is available for Army Aviation 

personnel. The Army will continue to work with the 

Customs Service to ensure its training needs are satis

fied while the Army readiness posture is maintained. 

In addition to training provided by the Army in 

special courses, we also provide training at installation 

level on a daily basis to other law enforcement agencies. 

OPERATIONAL EXERCISES 

I will now highlight a number of operational exer

cises conducted by the Army in support of NNBIS. 
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Operation QUICK LOOK I and II: 

Air Defense Artillery units from Fort Bliss, Texas 

employed Hawk ground mobile radar units along the US

Mexican border during two exercises in July and August 

1983. The mission was to track low flying, non squawking 

aircraft fitting the profile of suspected drug smugglers 

which would then be reported to the Customs Service. 

Customs officials would then be vectored in behind the 

suspect aircraft by the military radar operator and would 

take appropriate action to effect an apprehension. 

These exercises did not produce the desired results 

for this particular law enforcement mission and there 

are no scheduled plans for additional exercises involving 

Hawk radar units. 

Air Traffic Control Radar Operation: 

Since the Hawk ground mobile radar unit did not 

produce the desired results, the Army and the El Paso 

NNBIS center decided to try an Army air traffic control 

radar for a similar operation along the US-Mexican border 

during 3rd Quarter FY 84. Preliminary review of the 

radar and its capabilities by the El Paso NNBIS center 

indicates this radar system should be more conducive to 

NNBIS needs. The Army will continue to work with each 

NNBIS center and employ as many resources as can practi

cally be determined as useful in supporting drug inter

diction efforts. 

4 
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Operation HAWKEYE: 

Operation HAWKEYE is a training initiative, developed 

by the US Army Intelligence Center and School, Ft Huachuca, 

AZ, designed to present real-world situations in a train

ing environment. By modifying selected flight tracks as 

part of the OV-ID Mohawk training program, students are 

now required to conduct missions along the US-Mexico border 

between Douglas and Nogales, Arizona. During these mis

sions, selected target areas (new paths, fences, etc.) are 

imaged with the Mohawk's KS-113 camera system. Informa

tion collated from comparative analysis of the imagery, 

as well as selected photographic prints, is provided to 

the Patrol Division of the Customs Service (USes) for 

its use. 

Several new potential border crossing areas have been 

identified by HAWKEYE photography and provided to the 

Patrol DiVision, uses. From 1 October 1983 to 1 March 

1984, thirty HAWKEYE missions have been flown. The US 

Customs patrol is extremely pleased with the support 

rendered. 

The US Army Intelligence Center and School plans to 

continue flying six HAWKEYE training missions per month. 

Information gained will continually be provided to the 

uses for its use. 

5 
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Drug Eradication Information: 

During CY 1983, the National Guard was very active 

in supporting states in their drug enforcement operations; 

for example, the California National Guard used 777 flying 

hours in assisting in the eradication of 218,500 pounds 

of marijuana and the Hawaii National Guard used 377 flying 

hours in assisting in the eradication of 47,800 pounds of 

marijuana. From 1979-1983, the Hawaii National Guard per

formed a total of 53 missions in support of law enforcement 

drug control operations, and the net results were eradica

tion of 632,400 marijuana plants, a gross weight of 228,900 

pounds valued at $45,789,300. 

The Georgia National Guard, while on Mohawk training 

flights, reported 32 sightings of suspected drug carrying 

ships to the Coast Guard and the Kentucky and Indiana 

National Guard units have reported sightings of marijuana 

fields to drug enforcement officials. This diversity of 

support exemplifies not only the willingness to assist, 

but also an increasing level of awareness. 

ARMY INITIATIVES 

The Army has further concentrated its initiatives in 

developing a solid working relationship with each NNBIS 

center, assigning quality personnel to each center, and 

developing a workable and functional information exchange. 

The newest Army initiative commenced just three days ago -

Operation GROUNDHOG. 

6 
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Operation GROUNDHOG: 

GROUNDHOG is an End-o~-Course Comprehensive Test 

(EOCCT) developed by the US Army Intelligence Center and 

School at Fort Huachuca, AZ. Operation GROUNDHOG places 

ground surve illance radar stUdents in a real-,.orld, high' 

stress training environment on the US-Mexico border in 

the vicinity o~ Yuma, Arizona. The students spend 

one week in the ~ield conducting the majority o~ their 

training during the hours of darkness. The AN/PPS-5 

ground surveillance radar is used to vector and track 

targets crossing the border. As targets are detected, 

in~ormation is passed to the US Border Patrol ~or action. 

At no time will US Army personnel be involved in the 

apprehension or detention o~ detected targets. 

The initial iteration of Operation GROuNDHOG started 

20 March 1984. The start-up cost ~or this training ini

tiative was $293.9K. Additionally, one civilian space 

was authorized. All associated costs have been absorbed 

within the Army's FY 84 budget. Operation GROUNDHOG will 

be conducted 18-24 times during the remainder o~ FY 84 

(depending on student ~ill). 

Memorandums o~ Understanding: 

Memorandums o~ Understanding (MOU) are being devel

oped between the Army/Air Force and each NNBIS center. 

The agreements concern total support provided each center 
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and the Departments of Army and Air Force, such as, mis

sion, staffing, pay and reimbursement, and administra

tive support. Conceptual approval of the MOUs have been 

obtained from all centers. The MOUs are being adminl.s

tra"ti vely finalized for signature by May 1984. 

In June 1983, the National Guard Bureau sent a letter 

to all State Adjutants General encouraging their full sup

port and assistance to civilian law enforcement officials 

in their drug enforcement operations. To date, 16 State 

Adjutant Generals have signed MOU's with law enforcement 

agencies, five are in the process of developing MOU's, and 

14 states are engaged in discussions on possible National 

Guard support. These formal agreements indicate the will

ingness of the Army to assist in combating drugs. 

Permanent Army Per80nnel at Each Center: 

In June 1983. the Army, in less than two weeks, pro

vided five of the six NNBIS centers with seven noncommis

sioned officers (NCO 's) (flight opera·tion coordinators) 

in a TDY status for six months. As of 1 February 1984, 

all NNBIS centers have been staffed with nine permanent, 

senior NCO's. Five of the nine NCO's have been selected 

for early promotion to Master Sergeant (E-8), thereby 

placing them in the top 5% of their contemporaries. All 

of the new personnel came from a select group of volunteers 

8 
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who had receiveu a very favorable personal indorsement 

by their losing commander. The Army is committed to 

providing the NNBIS centers with excellent soldiers. 

1st Annual Army NNBIS Representatives Conference: 

In January 1984, a two-day Army NNBIS representatives 

conference was held at the Pentagon. All Army personnel 

assigned to NNBIS centers attended. They received brief

ings and orientations from logisticians, legal advisors, 

and personnel offices as well as a tour and briefing of 

the Vice President's NNBIS operation. I also met with 

these soldiers and we had a frank and open discussion of 

what they could do for their country and the Army. This 

conference provided the opportunity for the exchange of 

ideas as well as the development of better ways to enhance 

Army support for their particular center. This conference 

was very well received by all representatives and helped 

establish a comradery within the Army NNBIS family. 

Information Exchange: 

To enhance the effectiveness of NNBIS by a more 

extensive knowledge and understanding of their programs 

and objectives, I asked commanders or their representa

tives from 16 major Army installations and the commanders 

of US Army Criminal Investigation Command (CID) regions 

in border/maritime states to visit and establish liaison 

with the closest NNBIS center. This was accomplished in 

9 
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January and February 1984. These commanders/representa

tives provided the NNBIS coordinator an overview of their 

mission capabilities, resources and possible training 

initiatives that could be used to support NNBIS programs 

and objectives. In turn, the NNBIS coordinators explained 

their mission and requirements. This information exchange 

effort was mutually beneficial with firm points of contact 

established to facilitate a responsive exchange of infor

mation and resources. 

The crn Command, in an effort to further share drug

related information, has directed their regional drug 

coordinators, area drug suppression team chiefs and local 

eln commanders/special agents to visit the appropriate 

NNBIS centers, to open lines of communication, and to 

encourage long-term on-going information exchange at the 

working level. 

Because of the success of these visits, 33 National 

Guard state military headquarters and representatives ?f 

the Reserves located in border/maritime states have been 

asked to visit and establish liaison with the closest 

NNBIS center. All visits will be completed by end of 

FY 84. 

Mr. Chairman, these information exchange initiatives 

overall have been one of our most successful efforts to 

date. 

10 
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On behalf ·of the Secretary of the Army and his dedi

cation to an Army of Excellence, the Army is proud of its 

accomplishments in supporting NNBIS. Loans of equipment, 

new and innovative training initiatives, support of opera

tional missions, and the enhanced flow of information 

clearly indicate our willingness to do our share in combat

ing the illicit flow of drugs into the US. Mr. Chairman, 

the Army pledges its continued support consistent with our 

mission of military preparedness. I appreciate this oppor

tunity to appear before the subcommittee, and shall be 

happy to answer your questions. 

H' 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Shannon. We appreci
ate the Army's support. 

They were, of course, providing equipment all through last year, 
and also we appreciate the innovation that has been shown by the 
Army. We have been impressed by the fact that they have gone out 
and taken the initiative and attempted to come up with some new 
methods that could be helpful on this war on drugs. 

It is my understanding the operational maintenance that you dis
cussed, operational verSus intermediate, that that is basically fill
ing the aircraft with gas, checking the oil, that sort of thing, is that 
correct? 

Mr. SHANNON. I am going to have to say that is correct, since 
you have an expert sitting next to you who used to fly helicopters. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Therefore, when we talk about that intermediate 
maintenance that you are mentioning, such things as expertise, 
personnel and equipment, and training, as far as providing that 
maintenance, that is already being done by the Army as it stands 
now under contract; in other words, on a reimbursable basis, is 
that correct? 

Mr. SHANNON. It is on a reimbursable basis, Mr. Chairman. We 
trained 18 Customs pilots and mechanics to date. The maintenance 
that is performed by Customs is that which is necessary to keep 
the aircraft operationaL If it becomes necessary to perform inter
.mediate maintenance, we could perform onsite maintenance from 
Fort Rucker. We have a contract with a civilian firm to do that. 

I know of no problems in that area. As far as I know, the mainte
nance is going well. If it is not, I will correct it immediately. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is at DOD standards; is that correct? 
Mr. SHANNON. We wouldn't let them fly the aircraft if it weren't 

up to DOD standards. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What Secretary Regan was asking for on February 

6, that is what is taking place. He asked since only the military 
could provide the expertise, training to carry out the maintenance, 
they would have to carry it out themselves, and that was already 
being done and a part of the agreement that the Army already has 
with Customs? 

Mr. SHANNON. We train their pilots and mechanics. We have an 
interservice agreement to provide maintenance. I know of no diffi
culty in that particular area right now. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Very good. 
Thank you, Mr. Shannon. 
Madam Secretary, what is the NORAD position on its national 

defense role concerning the altitudes and the areas that it moni
tors? 

Ms. KEESLING. There is no requirement on the altitude. It de
pends on what system we have to support the effort. We have no 
minimum altitude levels. 'What we have planned, as far as our 
NORAD system, over the horizon back scatter radar. 

We have identified a need for 12 E-3 survivable radar platforms 
and our long-term objective is to employ a space-based system for 
detection and tracking. 

As far as the speed is concerned, the Canadian Government has 
identified a request for a higher speed and not a lower speed, so I 
would say the NORAD position is to stay as we are currently. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Basically, it depends on the limits of the equipment 
as to what altitudes that you can monitor and the areas that you 
monitor in. 

Ms. KEESLING. Correct, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What is your assessment of the advantages of low

ering the speed and the altitude requirements of NORAD in terms 
of any increased advantage to detect the target for Customs? 

Ms. KEESLING. Lowering the air speed, the surveys we have done 
and we have provided a copy to the staff-if not we would be glad 
to-we do not believe there will be any additional targets for Cus
toms, to change that, and again, as far as the altitude is concerned, 
that depends on the availability of the system. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Also the physical limitations of the equipment? 
Ms. KEESLING. Correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It is a question whether you have the ability to 

lower it and slow down the speed and still perform the job that you 
are required to do from a national defense standpoint; is that cor
rect? 

Ms. KEESLING. Yes, and we cannot now. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What would be the impact of such a change from a 

military standpoint, if you did lower it down as far as you could get 
it, and slow down the speed below where it is now? 

Ms. KEESLING. The expense would be much greater than the ex
pense of the program that I outlined earlier, and also even if we 
could do that, we don't have the resources. 

We only have 15 squadrons currently to try anti intercept. 
If we had more targets, we are limited on the intercept capabil

ity. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You would have to relocate interceptors to carry 

out that kind of a mission? 
Ms. KEESLING. No, we don't have enough interceptors. 
Mr. ENGLISH. If you don't have interceptors, it; doesn't do a whole 

lot of good. 
Ms. KEESLING. We only have 15 squadrons. 
Mr. ENGLISH. In unclassified terms, what is the future low level 

detection plan which is being considered by NORAD? 
Ms. KEESLING. Currently, our plan is to use the over-the-horizon 

back scatter radar to cover the East, West, and South. We have 
identified a planning need for 12 additional E-3 aircraft and our 
long-term objective is a space-based system for detection and track
ing. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What .. ...-ould be the earliest date that that entire 
system would be in place? 

Ms. KEESLING. I would say, what, probably the midnineties. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So we are talking about at least another 10 years? 
Ms. KEESLING. Correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Is that a complete, total system in place? 
Ms. KEESLING. Yes, of those three that we have identified. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK, what would be the impact on the tactical air 

command and the national military needs of the country if you 
were required to assume the entire detection role needed by the 
Customs with your current AWACS assets? 

Ms. KEESLING. AWACS assets, as you know, our commander of 
the tactical air command has made an agreement with the NNBIS 
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to provide four to six sp(~dally designated missions per month, with 
an agreement for additIonal watch missions when our E-3 is in the 
area of interest to the Customs. 

We have flown about 30 specially designated sorties over the last 
6 months, or about five per month. Mter that agreement was 
reached, we had a request for an additional AWACS mission that 
was staffed with the command, the Tactical Air Command. 

Their indication was that any more than the six would have an 
adverse impact on our training, and that position was endorsed by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff in September of last year. 

So we believe there would be an impact to our training to do 
more than six. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So, am I correct in assuming what you are telling 
me is that you have reached the limit now? 

Ms. KEEsLING. Yes, as far as our planning, we have. 
Mr. ENGLISH. As far as assuming the entire detection role by 

Customs, what would be your assessment of the impact on that? 
Ms. KEEsLING. It would be detrimental to our training. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Did the Joint Chiefs agree with that? 
Ms. KEESLING. They agreed to doing just the six in September of 

this past year. 
Mr. ENGLISH. They agree to exceed that would be detrimental to 

combat readiness? 
Ms. KEESLING. Yes, they did. 
Mr. ENGLISH. They would not even go one extra mission? 
Ms. KEESLING. That is correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kindness? 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you for your testimony. It is helpful in flll

ing out what we have been pursuing here, and more peaceful today 
than it was yesterday. 

Secretary Grayson, concern was expressed by Commissioner von 
Raab of the Customs Service over the escalation of costs for the 
conversion of the first P-3A to accept the F -15 radar. 

It was mentioned that some of the escalation would be due to 
add-ons requested by Customs, and Commissioner von Raab has in
dicated that he will provide the history of that cost buildup. 

I wonder if it would be possible, if following the receipt of that 
information, if your staff, having responsibility for that contract, 
would review that submission, and see whether the Navy agrees 
with the Customs Service about the apportionment of cost as to 
add-ons requested by Customs? 

I would like to get that sorted out and understand where the 
costs originated, so that we can get a better idea of what the other 
P-3As are likely to cost. 

Mr. GRAYSON. We will be happy to provide that to you, Congress
man. 

[The information follows:] 
The Customs Service has informally advised that they have not yet completed 

their analysis of Customs add-on cost apportionment for the P-3A prototype modifi
cation. When the information is made available, Navy will review the submissions 
and submit comments for the record by separate correspondence. 

Mr. KINDNESS. I appreciate that. We always understand that 
when the first one is done, you get some unexpected things arising, 
and the estimate made as to the cost of the additional one, the 
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P-3A conversions, is not any more reliable than what human 
beings do in the interim. 

Mr. GRAYSON. It is like building a house. 
Mr. KINDNESS. I have no further questions, and would yield back, 

Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Kindness. That is an 

excellent point, and I would agree. 
I, too, would like to see that information, and particularly it 

would be helpful if the Navy looked over it and saw if there was an 
agreement as to what these add-ons were. 

But the other point that might be helpful, too, to keep every
thing in perspective, is it not true that the first P-3 will be more 
expensive than those that would follow-the conversion of the first 
one would be more expensive than those that follow, because of the 
technical data package that would be included? 

Mr. GRAYSON. Mr. Chairman, that is normally the case, and we 
anticipate that to be the case. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So with each one that follows then, the cost of each 
would be-on an average, it would be reduced. 

Mr. GRAYSON. We would hope so. 
Mr. ENGLISH. One of a kind would be far more expensive than 

doing several? 
Mr. GRAYSON. Yes, sir. There are six, and the first we would an

ticipate being the most expensive for the modification. 
Mr. ENGLISH. According to staff, the next five, the total cost 

would be $11 million more for all five; is that correct? Is that your 
understanding? 

Mr. GRAYSON. I don't think we really know at this point, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. The Navy has a copy of the letter, so if you 
would submit that for the record, any documents that you might 
have relating to the cost of this, they would be helpful to us. 

Mr. GRAYSON. Yes, sir. 
[The information follows:] 
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The Lockheed-California Company letter of 
15 February 1984, which projects a planning estimate for 
the modification of 5 P-3A aircraft, is provided for the 
record. 

It should be noted that Navy has identified additional 
costs that must be included in total planning estimates 
associated with the additional 5 aircraft modification. 
The costs are itemized below and are predicated on 
assumptions at attachment (1) and the planning schedule at 
attachment (2). 

Modification of 5 P-3A aircraft 
Inspection and repair of aircraft prior 

to delivery to the Contractor 
Management and administrative costs 
Unscheduled maintenance of A/C during 

life of the contract 
Aircraft transport costs to and from 

contractor 
Maintenance of AN/APG-63 radar 

during life of contract 
TOTAL 

FY-85 FY-86 
$7 .08M $4.72M 

$1.245M $O.83M 
$O.12M $O.08M 

$O.750M $O.50M 

$O.07SM $O.05M 

$O.15M $O.10M 
9.42M $6.28M 

NOTE 1. Based on experience with the prototype 
Customs P-3A and P-3A aircraft used in the derivative 
programs, inspection and repair of the aircraft is 
essential prior to delivery to the contractor in order 
to minimize possible schedule and cost impact. It is 
recommended that each aircraft receive a full SDLM prior 
to delivery to the contractor. The estimate of $41SK 
represents the current 5DLM contract price for P-3A 
aircraft. Unscheduled maintenance of the aircraft and GFE 
during the life of the contract represents a bailment cost 
for the contractor to maintain and repair the aircraft and 
avionics exclusive of the APG-63 radar. The estimate of 
$250K represents a contingency fund which would be used 
to fund the contractor on an as required basis. 

NOTE 2. The above estimate is a Rough Order of 
Magnitude (ROM) figure which is considered to be within 
15%. The program contemplated is identical to the 
current installation of the AN/APG-63 radar and other 
avioni,~s in BuNo 150514. 

NOTE 3. The schedule shown in attachment (2) is 
predicated on sole source procurement to Lockheed
California Com.pany and funding availability by 1 October 
1984. A Basic Ordering Agreement (BOA) can not be used as 
a vehicle to execute the subject modification. 
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=t!tlockheed- Cailfornia Company 
A :'l,v .... ern 01 Lc,"lttl\."foll Ctupot..,II(')ll 
.G:JltJ:1nl\ C;,.lr.J'n.a.v,1~20 LAC/081616 

15 February 19f\4 

To: The Honorable Glenn English 
U. S. House of Representatives 
2235 RHOll 
Washington, D.·C. 20515 

Subj: Installation of AN/APG-63 Radar and Other Avionics 
in Five (5) P-3A Aircra't, Submittal of Estimate for 

Encl: (1) Program Premises 

1. Based on the premises listed in enclosure (I), the following planning 
purpose estimate YaS developed for the subject program and is submitted in 
response to your informal request: 

Modification of Five (5) P-3A Aircraft 

2. The unit 'price of the above five aircraft is expected to be vel~ much the 
same from the first to the last modification due to the mutudlly ot:fsetting 
effects of inflation and learning. Any variance vould be anticipated to fall 
within an accuracy range of ~ 15% of the above estimate_ 

3. The program cont enplated is a fol'l.ov-on to tb,e current installation of the 
AN/APG-63 radar and other avionics in BuNo 150514. In order to cont:rol costS, 
1 sugge9·t that the five government-furnished P-3A aircraft be inspected and 
repaired by a Navy team prior to being delivered to Lockheed. 

4. I recognize the need and welcome the opportunity for furcher program 
discussions. Upon request, I viII be happy to arrange a meeting co present a 
detailed, comprehensive program for the radar in9tallation as proposed by 
Lockheed. 

cc: 

• LOCKHEED-C~IJ~~IA 'c:t!PAI • 

!{2. . . '-e-:.tP ~ ~ 
pr~ D. O'Laughlin 

Vice President and Program Mana~:et 

Robert E. Mills U. S. Customs Service 
Minority Professional Staff Member 
500B RID. 150 

Research and De'Jelopment: Set!tion 
Attn: ~r. Don Titus 

Washingcon, D. C. 20515 

SAVAIR 
AIR-21425 
AIR-54931 
Cdr. Vance Adler 

!1r. Ray Mint::z: 
1301 Constitu:ion Avenue 
Washington, D. C. 20229 

NA\o"FRO, Burbank 
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PROGRAM ASSUMPTIONS 

Sole source procurement justification be provided by Executive or Legislative 
Branch of the.G?yernment no later than 30 April 1984. 

Financing will be received by 1 October 1984. 

This program consists of five (5) airoraft - three (3) in FY-85 and two (2) in 
FY-86. 

The airoraft oonfiguration will be identical to SIS 5040 (BuNo 150514). Tho 
government-furnished P-3A aircraft used for this program shall be bailed to 
the oontraotor. 

The airoraft to be modified will be P-3A airuraft which have recently 
completed Standard Depot Level Maintanenoe (SDLH). 

Installation of the APG-63 Radar System shall include a functional and 
operational verification only. 

The radar will be subject to an aoceptance test on the test bench at McDonald 
Douglas, St. Louis, Mo. 

Government Furnished Equipment (GFE) shall include the AN/APG-63 Radar Set, 
and necessary spares in support of the program schedule during installation· 
and flight test by the Contractor. U.S. Customs Service will furinish the 
AAS-36 (IRDS) and Wulfsburg Comm RT-1600 (VHF-FM). 

Contractor Furnished Equipment (CFE) shall include the LTN-72 Inertial 
Navigation System (INS), 618M3 VHF-FM Radio VIR-31A Instrument Landing System 
(ILS) , APX-76 Interrogator (IFF), Lockheed Designed Interface "An Boxes, and 
spares for these systems to support modification. All CFE equipment, less the 
"A" Boxes, shall be "off-the-shelf" qualified production units. 

A suitable turnaround schedule to support the program schedule for APG-63 
oomponent replacements in the event of failure shall be established with the 
U.S. Government as GFE. 

Any required special !PG-63 Ground Support Equipment (GSE) shall be made 
available to support the program shedule. 

Tephnical support for Government Furnished Equipment shall be made available 
at no cost to Lockheed for the life of the modification program. 

Receiving inspection, inventory and avionic condition checks will be 
accomplished at the Contractor's Facility. 

This estimate excludes any Engineering, Logistics or other follow-on support 
to the aircraft or the newly installed systems subsequent to delivery to NATC 
or any other customer designated delivery destination. 

This schedUle is based on MIL Strip priority which is similar to that used on 
SIS 5040 (BuNo 150514). 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Secretary, is the Navy able to dramatically in
crease the number of hours that the E-2C's support in the Caribbe
an? 

Mr. GRAYSON. Clearly, no. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Would it have an impact on the combat readiness 

of the E-2C squadrons? 
Mr. GRAYSON. Yes, yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Would such an increase be legal under the Posse 

Comitatus Act? 
Mr. GRAYSON. We do not believe we are really under posse com

itatus. We have really been following the spirit of posse comitatus. 
We abide by the policy. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You are following under the regulations, and it has 
been the position of the Department of Defense that the posse com
itatus then, the rules of posse comitatus would apply to the Navy, 
as well as the Air Force and the Army. 

Mr. GRAYSON. We are following that policy. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Does the Navy see its military defense, E-2C detec

tion role as being identical to the needs of the Customs? 
Mr. GRAYSON. No, not at all; totally different tactical mission for 

the E-2C's. We have 28 E-2C's on each coast, 4 on each carrier, 
and it is quite a different mission. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Could you elaborate as to what the differenCE! is be
tween what their role is and what the needs of the Navy are? 

Mr. GRAYSON. The surveillance mission in NNBIS and the E-2 
was ideally utilized to track aircraft. It is not a surface 'ship sur
veillance instrument, but it is utilized in directing fighters, aircraft 
bombers, in a carrier battle group environment, and so this is quite 
a different mission. 

It is beautifully suited. It is a very expensive platform to track, 
to utilize a radar with that range. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I would want a little more detail on that. You have 
someone with a little more expertise on this? 

Captain, identify yourself. 
Captain V ANATrA. I am Captain Vanatta. I work for the Chief of 

Naval Operations. 
Could you state your question again? 
Mr. ENGLISH. The question was, does the Navy see that its mili

tary defense, E-2C detection role as being identical to the needs of 
Customs, and the Secretary said that it does not, and I wonder if 
you could elaborate a little as to the differences between those two 
roles. 

Captain V ANATrA. Mr. Chairman, the E-2's are aboard ship, 
early warning detection, and they also participate in directing the 
fighter aircraft, as Mr. Grayson said. 

They have training missions, however. They have to train their 
radar operators, and we use these training missions in conjunction 
with the drug interdiction types of flights. 

I am not sure that I have answered totally your question. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What I wanted to narrow in on is that training 

that you talk about. What kind of training do the E-2C's normally 
do? 

Captain V ANA'rTA. They do participate in air combat maneuver
ing with fighter aircraft. That is one of their big missions. Howev-
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er, they do long-range surveillance around carrier battle groups. 
The same would apply for a drug interdiction. 

If we have a mock exercise in the Caribbean, they can detect air
craft at fairly long ranges and pass that information on. Their op
erators are gaining training during this time, but not with the use 
of any of our fighter aircraft, so from that standpoint, it is limited. 

We try to tailor that type of training flight with a syllabus flight. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Is it true that there would be a certain percentage 

of time, the E-2C training time, that would be set out for surveil
lance time as opposed to that time in which you are in effect di
recting fighter aircraft in a live maneuver, supersonic aircraft? 

Captain VANATTA. Mr. Chairman, I Wvuld have to provide that 
information. I don't have details of their actual training syllabus. 
It would not sound unreasonable to me, but I would have to pro
vide that. 

[The information follows:] 
The initial training of an E-2C crf'wmember in basic surveillance is accomplished 

in a replacement training squadron l',rior to fleet squadron assignment. A synthetic 
trainer is utilized for this elementary training in recognition of a significant cost-of
benefit advantage over utilization of the aircraft. 

After fleet assignme<1t, most E-2C training missions are complex and require the 
full attention of the relatively small crew. Surveillance refresher training is then 
integrated into most coordinated battle group training missions. "Basic elementary 
surveillance training (comparable to drug interdiction operations) is not scheduled 
as a primary mission by a fleet E-2C squadron. Such a single-mission training re
quirement does not provide any significant increase in E-2C aircrew combat train
ing readiness. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It is my understanding that is true with the Air 
Force, and I would assume that the Navy's training time, it would 
be rigidly set up such as the Air Force's time; in other words, so 
many hours would be spent involving fighter activities, so much 
training for different skills that would be needed, one of which 
would be surveillance. 

The point I was going to try to make is that t.he one area that 
they have the least amount of difficulty in getting training time for 
is, namely, surveillance. In fact, they get an abundance for surveil
lance, as opposed to having fighter resources that are at hand so 
that they could carry out the training in that area. 

I know one of your people made the comment that, particularly 
involved in the role of surveillance, many times it is like watching 
the grass gr0W. They felt like they got about as much training out 
of it. That was the point I wanted to make. 

I appreciate that, Captain. 
Was the NaV'.f consulted before the Treasury Diapartment witness 

testified and laid out his plan on Wednesday, Mr. Secretary? 
Mr. GRAYSON. No; it was not, l\fr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Therefore, you had no opportuniity to so much as 

give an opinion, much less consent to it. 
Is it true that there are areas in the Caribbean, specifically areas 

near Cuba, in which the E-2Cs are not flown without protective 
fighter escorts? 

Mr. GRAYSON. Yes; that is really a fleet commander's decision, an 
operational decision. We are concerned, Mr. Chairman, about put
ting an E-2C near the Cuban borders or air space. 
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The radar has a good range, as you know, but again the decision 
truly rests with the fleet commander, and I am sure he takes into 
account the threat analysis and other factors. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Has it not been the position of the Atlantic Fleet 
Commander that that is going to be the rule as far as Cuba is con
cerned, the standing rule at this time? 

Mr. GRAYSON. I am not aware of that fact. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Please check that, and supply it for the record. 
[The information follows:] 
At the present time, the Commander in Chief, U.S. Naval Air Forces, Atlantic, 

has issued no policy that would prohibit E-2C aircraft, operating either independ
ently or with escort, from operating in air space over Caribbean international 
waters. Operations required within 15 miles of the Cuban land mass must comply 
with special procedures promulgated by the Joint Chiefs, but are not prohibited. Ad
ditionally, the Fleet Commander closely monitors geographic intelligence and world 
events related to this area and remains prepared to issue appropriate guidance 
which recognizes current and projected real-time threats. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Can the Navy deploy-excuse me; I got that ques
tion. Has the Navy offered to provide maintenance support on a re
imbursable, noninterference basis for all six of the P-3's? 

Mr. GRAYSON. We have. We are working with Customs, establish
ing a maintenanc.:l logistics support arrangement at this time. We 
have made that offer. 

Mr. ENGLISH. This was agreed to, I believe, back in 1983-
Mr. GRAYSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. In discussions between Customs and the Depart-

ment of Defense? 
Mr. GRAYSON. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kindness. 
Mr. KINDNESS. I have no further questions. I would like to, with

out appearing to express favoritism, particularly commend the 
Army on the initiatives that have been undertaken on cooperation 
within the area of drug interdiction activities that have been enu
merated in Secretary Shannon's testimony today. That is the sort 
of cooperation very much needed and very much appreciated. 

The Air Force and the Navy, I think, have been providing exem
plary activities in this area too. But I realize that the functions of 
the Army perhaps provide some more opportunities for tills inter
action, and we are very happy to see the kind of attitude that the 
leadership is exhibiting with respect to this concern. We would like 
to commend and thank, as well as to condemn. 

Mr. SHANNON. Mr. Kindness, I will pass that on to Secretary 
Marsh. I appreciate it. 

Mr. ENGLISH. One last question with regard to the Navy. Can the 
Navy deploy E-2C's assets on a protracted operation in the Carib
bean area for detection purposes for the Customs Service without 
having a substantial impact on maintenance and training in the E-
2C program, for an extended period of time, a substantially in
creased period of time over and above what the President is doing? 

Mr. GRAYSON. I would have to say, clearly, no, using your words 
"protracted" and "substantial." It is a very limited asset. There are 
28 in LANT and 28 in PAC, and their commitment to the carrier 
battle groups is substantial. A protracted and substantial measure, 
I would say no. 

43-045 0-85--11 
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Mr. ENGLISH. You would be in agreement with the statements 
that I made earlier. Are you aware of the statements I made earli
er, quoting from the Chief of Naval Operations? 

Mr. GRAYSON. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Were you in favor of the proposal presented by the 

Treasury Department and Customs for you to assume their detec
tion role, and were you consulted for an impact statement on their 
proposal? Were you consulted at all about this? 

Mr. SHANNON. No; I wasn't aware of that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You were not in any way asked to comment? You 

were not even informed about it; is that correct? 
Mr. SHANNON. Mr. Chairman, if that took place with any repre-

sentative from the Army, I am unaware of it. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Secretary Regan--
Mr. SHANNON. But that is not uncommon. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I am disappointed to hear that, Mr. Secretary. 
Mr. Secretary, Secretary Regan, in his March 6 letter to Secre

tary Weinberger, indicated that one of the critical justifications for 
his request was the inability of the Customs Service to duplicate 
the Department of Defense capability to maintain the loaned air
craft. 

I know we touched on this question a minute ago, about how the 
Army is not only training the pilots for the Customs Service but 
also training those people, civilians, and most of them are not em
ployees of the Customs Service-maybe I am in arror on that-but 
that they are very rigidly training those people to maintain that 
equipment at DOD standards, and the Department of Defense is 
maintaining-is monitoring, I should say, the method in which 
that equipment is being maintained. Is that correct? 

Mr. SII!o ... N°NON. It would be unwise for anyone not to maintain 
those aircraft to acceptable standards, and I am not aware that 
that is not being done. 

As I said, we train their pilots. We have an interservice mainte
nance agreement with them. They are in the supply system, and if 
they ever call on us for help, we will be glad to help them. 

As far as I know, the equipment is being maintained well, specif
ically, the state-of-the-art aircraft, the Black Hawk. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Have you heard of any problems with this arrange
ment at all? 

Mr. SHANNON. No; I have not. 
Mr. ENGLISH. No complaints from any of the Army personnel as 

to the method in which the equipment is being maintained? 
Mr. SHANNON. No, sir. I am sure I would have heard of it if there 

had been a problem. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Secretary Keesling, how many AWACS or aircraft 

are available on a daily basis in the United States, and what are 
these used for? 

Ms. KEESLING. Mr. Chairman, there are 10 aircraft on the aver
age. Five are used for initial upgrade training and are not avail
able for other missions. Five are available to support continuation 
training, NORAD alerts, exercises and testing, and other contin
gencies. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Is there any slack at all in this program that would 
allow the Air Force to triple or quadruple the number of hours 
they are flying for protection purposes for Customs? 

Ms. KEESLING. No. Mr. Chairman, I believe, as I indicated earli
er, the Tactical Air Command in agreement with the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff believe the six we have committed to is the maximum that 
we can do. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Were you in favor of the proposal presented by the 
Treasury Department and Customs for you to assume their detec
tion role? 

Ms. KEESLING. Mr. Chairman, as the other two witnesses, we 
were not consulted or aware of the proposal until it was presented 
to you. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Without being in violation of the law is there any 
way in which you could assume that role, quadrupling the number 
of hours? 

Ms. KEESLING. As I recall, part of the posse comitatus require
ments is that it cannot impact on readiness. We believe if we flew 
more than the six that there would be a detrimental impact on 
readiness. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Messrs. McNamar and von Raab equate national 
defense roles to the mission of Customs detecting smugglers. They 
have testified they are one and the same. Are the roles the same? 

Ms. KEESLING. We don't believe so. Our mission is to identify hos
tile aircraft. As we understand the Custom's mission, it is to detect 
and identify potential smugglers. They are primarHy focusing on 
low-speed, low-altitude aircraft. We have not identified any low
speed, low-altitude military threat, so we see those as two separate 
missions. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Secretary Regan, in his March letter to Secretary 
Weinberger) indicated one of the critical parts of the request was 
the inability of Customs to duplicate DOD's ability to maintain 
loaned aircraft. Isn't it true the Air Force, this committee, Appro
priations Committees, and Customs have already worked out logis
tic support which the Air Force is prepared to pruvide to the F-13 
radars, for example, if there is a problem, such things, for instance, 
as supply of parts? 

Ms. KEESLING. Yes, Mr. Chairman, you are correct. There is an 
agreement. As I wrote to Commissioner von Raab in February, just 
to quote two sentences: 

It continues to be our position after delivery of the final surveillance aircraft 
spare support will be a Customs Service responsibility. We will, of course, assist on a 
case-by-case, extraordinary basis; however, Customs-funded contractor support re
mains the primary objective to preclude any readiness impact. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kindness? 
Mr. KINDNESS. No questions. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Lewis? 
Mr. LEWIS. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I want to thank each of you. Again, I want to com

mend each of the services for the assistance that they provide in 
this program. Your cooperation has been deeply appreciated, and 
we appreciate your continued efforts in this area, particularly any 
innovative thoughts you may have on how we can improve this 
program. 
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Our next witness will be Rear Adm. D.C. Thompson, coordinator 
of the southeast region of NNBIS in Miami. 

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. D.C. THOMPSON, COORDINATOR, 
SOUTHEAST REGION, NNBIS, MIAMI, FL 

Admiral THOMPSON. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. We appreciate your coming, Admiral. I want to tell 

you the same thing I have told our other witnesses. If you would 
like to submit your written testimony for the record and summa
rize, without objection, that written testimony will certainly be 
made a part of the record. 

Admiral THOMPSON. Yes, sir, I will try to summarize and con
dense a little bit. 

I am Adm. D.C. Thompson, and appear before you today as coor
dinator for the Vice President's Southeast Regional Center for 
NNBIS, as well as on-scene coordinator for the South Florida Task 
Force. I have had those two responsibilities since June 1983. 

I think you are quite familiar with the creation of the South 
Florida Task Force in the beginning of 1982. At that time, probably 
70 to 80 percent of the marijuana, cocaine, and methaqualone en
tering the United States was estimated to come through south 
Florida. The community appealed for help and the administration 
established the task force. 

One of the very first objectives of the task force, in addition to 
coordinating the law enforcement agencies, was to establish link
ages between the Federal law enforcement agencies and military 
for the assistance now available under posse comitatus. I might add 
we are still reaping the benefits of those changes. There have been 
some impacts because of the addition of the Department of Defense 
assets being employed. We see a reticence on the part of some of 
the air intruders to enter our continental airspace. We see some 
changes to the tactics that the maritime drug smugglers have been 
using. 

We suggest the changes in air tactics are a result of the efforts of 
NNBIS and South Florida Task Force. As time has now ShOWL1, the 
smuggler has had to react to us, and I think we put them at risk 
for a longer period of time. Certainly there has been some displace
ment of the trafficking. That is synonymous with disruption in my 
judgment. We are not resting on our laurels. While I can't quantify 
the incidents, in the overwhelming number of cases that occur out
side of the southeast region there is a south Florida connection: 
Either the violators are from Florida or the deal was put together 
down there. Nowhere else that I am aware of have we seen the 
concentration of narcotics smuggling activity that has been experi
enced in the Southeast-Florida, specifically. 

In making the smuggler sailor fly longer distances, we put them 
at risk a little longer. Yes; they use larger, different ships; perhaps 
larger, longer range aircraft. While in transit he gives us the op
portunity to fmd, track and apprehend him. So in its own way dis
placement and disruption in a smuggling activity has been benefi
cial and the experiences have been made known to the other re
gions of the NNBIS system. 
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The southeast region was the model, if you would. The South 
Florida Task Force was the origin of the southeast NNBIS region. 
The task force has now been extended to the Maryland-Delaware 
borders, part of the southeast NNBIS region. 

The primary purpose is to assure a cooperative, coordinated ap
proach to the problem, not only among Federal and military but 
State and local enforcement representatives, also. As coordinator, 
it is my purpose to assure a cohesive, unified effort by all the par
ticipating agencies and their resources. Toward that goal I meet 
with the managers and leadership of the Federal agencies and 
State and local agencies attempting to develop as much harmony 
as we can. 

The Vice President recognizes the Federal Government cannot 
stand alone in interdiction. One of the primary purposes is to 
assure a cooperative, coordinated approach to the smuggling prob
lem, and we have drawn in State enforcement representatives. To 
achieve that goal we have an active outreach program to contact 
those people to pool the intelligence capabilities and work with the 
additional law enforcement resources up and down the coast. 

We do have a State policy advisory board on drug interdiction 
that we have established. They provide open communications with 
NNBIS. It is a two-way street, so that we can get down to the vari
ous county and city police agencies, of which there are a significant 
number in my region. I know you have visited our interdiction op
eration center, intelligence center, and air communications and 
control center, called C-3, in Miami, so I won't go into detail. But I 
would like to say the coordination of the interdiction effort is con
tinuing to improve. 

We have a lot of examples of multiagency operations, both Feder
al and State units working together to seize the intruders. We have 
been seizing an increasing number of vessels. Our goal, of course, is 
on the maritime side to catch them on mother ships prior to off
loading from other vessels. I would just recall one classic example 
of a cooperative, coordinated operation that took place, which ex
emplifies the air interdiction effort. 

The seizure took place in Georgia. '1'he information was picked 
up by the Georgia Bureau of Investigation that an aircraft was 
headed south for the purpose of picking up a load of cocaine. Infor
mation came into NNBIS, southeast region, where plans for deploy
ment of the necessary resources and detection and pursuit were co
ordinated and fmalized. I am happy to report to you, Mr. Chair
man, this case had a successful conclusion with the arrest of a 
pilot, si.x Colombians, the aircraft, and over 700 pounds of cocaine. 

I refer to it as classic in that it involved, in addition to the south
east region of NNBIS, the NNBIS gulf region, U.8. Customs, the 
Drug Enforcement Admiuistration, FAA, and trle Georgia Bureau 
of Investigation. This is but one in a growing list of successful en
deavors. 

The primary purpose of NNBIS is to ensure a cooperative and co
ordinated approach to the narcotic smuggling problem not only be
tween and among Federal enforcement agencies and the military, 
but with other special Federal efforts, such as the Attorney Gener
al's drug task forces, as well as State and local law enforcement 
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representatives. The goal will not be achieved overnight. However, 
on a daily basis, we are seeing advances. 

That concludes my prepared remarks. I stand ready, at this time, 
to answer any questions and concerns you might have with regard 
to this undertaking. 

[The prepared statement of Admiral Thompson follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. D.C. THOMPSON 

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, I AM D. C. THOMPSON. 

WHILE I HOLD l'HE RANK OF REAR ADMIRAL AND POSITION OF COMMANDER OF THE 

7TH COAST GUARD DISTRICT, r APP£AR BEFORE YOU TODAY AS THE COORDINATOR 

FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT'S SOUTHEAST REGIONAL CENTER OF THE NATIONAL 

NARCOTICS BORDER INTERDICTION SYSTEM (NNBISl, AS WELL hS THE ON-SCENE 

COORDINATOR FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT'S SOUTH FLORIDA TASK FORCE. I 

ASSUMED THE DUTtES OF TH~ LATTER TWO ASSIGNMENTS ON JUNE 17, 1983, IN 

ADDITION TO MY PERMANENT POSITION WITH THE COAST GUARD. 

THE PRESIDENT CREATED THE SOUTH FLORIDA TASK FORCE ON JANUARY 28, 

~982, AND AS~ED VICE PRESIDENT BUSH TO SERVE AS THE HEAD OF THAT 

EFFORT. AT THE TIME THIS WAS UNDERTAKEN, THERE WAS A GENERALLY 

ACCEPTED ES'UMATE THAT 70 TO 80 PERCENT OF ALL THE MARIJUANA, COCAINE, 

AND METHAQUALONE ENTERING THE UNITED STATES WAS ENTERING THROUGH SOUTH 

F~ORIDA. THAT IS NOT TO SAY THAT CONSUMPTION OF THOSE ILLEGAL 

COMMODITIES IN FLORIDA WAS AT THAT LEVEL, BUT THE DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS 

FOR MOVEMENT OF THESE DRUGS STARTED IN THAT AREA. WHILE THE APPEAL 

FOR HELP CAME FROM THE LOCAL CIVIC LEADERS WHO HAD COALESCED TO CREATE 

THE MIAMI CITIZENS AGAINST CRIME, THE ADMINISTRATION RECOGNIZED THAT 

THE PROBLEM WAS OF ~ NATIONAL SCOPE WITH ITS FOCAL POINT BEING 

FLORIDA. 

ONE OF THE VERY FIRST OBJECTIVES UNDERTAKEN BY THE SOUTH FLORIDA 

TASK FORCE, IN ADDITION TO THE COORDINATION AMONG THE LAW ENFORCEMENT 

AGeNCIES WORKING THE NARCOTICS PROBLEM, WAS THE ESTABLISHMENT OF 

PROTOTYPE LINKAGES BETWEEN THE FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES AND THE 
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MILITARY FOR ASSISTANCE NOvl ALLOWABLE UNDER THE REVISIONS TO POSSE 

COMITATUS, SIGNED INTO LAW BY THE PRESIDENT IN 1981. WE ARE STILL 

REAPING THE BENEFITS OF THOSE CHANGES. WHEREAS, BEFORE THE NEW 

OPERATIONAL ORDERS WERE FORGED AND IMPLEMENTED, THE SMUGGLER KNEW HE 

HAD ONLY TO STAY AWAY FROM THE COAST GUARD'S VlHITE SHIPS; THE 

SMUGGLERS NOW HAVE LEARNED THAT THE GRAY SHIPS OF THE U. S. NAVY ARE 

ALSO APT TO CAUSE THEM CONCERN. THEY CAN NO LONGER SAIL PAST THEM 

WITH THE SENSE OF IMPUNITY THEY ONCE ENJOYED. EQUALLY, THE SMUGGLER 

HAS ACQUIRED A RETICENCE FOR PENETRATING AIR SPACE OF THE CONTINENTAL 

UNITED STATES DUE TO THE PRESENCE OF VARIOUS AIRBORNE RADARS IN THE 

FORMS OF AWACS, E2'SAND TETHERED AEROSTATS. IT IS ESTIMATED IN OUR 

REGION THAT BETWEEN 80 AND 90 PERCENT OF THE SMUGGLING AIRCRAFT 

DETECTED 00 ~ PENETRATE U.S. AIR SPACE WITH THEIR CONTRABAND. 

THIS NEW "ALLIANCE" PROVIDED SOME VERY DISTINCT REACTIONS FROM 

THOSE ATTEMPTING '.1'0 SMUGGLE DRUGS INTO THIS COUNTRY. INITIALLY THERE 

APPEARED TO BE A CESSATION OF SMUGGLING ATTEMPTS, AS THOUGH THE 

SMUGGLERS BELIEVED THAT THIS WAS A HOLLOW SPECIAL EFFORT BY THE 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. IT WAS AS THOUGH THEY -- THE SMUGGLERS 

BELIEVED THAT THEY COULD OUT-WAIT THE -GOVERNMENT PER DI,EM. AS TIME 

.PROGRESSED, WE BEGAN TO SEE, WHAT I WOULD CONSIDER, A MAJOR CHANGE IN 

THE SMUGGLERS ACTIVITY AND PATTERNS THROUGH THE USE OF THE MANY 
J 

UNINHABITED ISLANDS IN THE Bl.HAMIAN CHAIN AS DROP AND OFF-LOAD SITES. 

AS WELL, WE BEGAN TO SEE "MINOR" PROBES OF THE NEW DEFENSES IN OTHER 

STATES, PARTICULARLY WITHIN THE SOUTHEAST U.S. AS A PART OF THAT 

EARLY PROCESS, WE ALSO SAW UNIQUE SEIZURES OCCURRING IN NEW PLACES 

OUTSIDE OF THE AREA GENERALLY BELIEVED TO BE THE TARGET AREA. AS I 
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PREVIOUSLY STATED, IT WAS ESTIMATED THAT 70 TO 80 PERCENT OF 

MARIJUANA, COCAINE, AND QUAALUDES WERE ENTERING THE UNITED STATES 

THROUGH SOUTH FLvrlIDA. CONVERSELY, THAT MEANT THAT 20 TO 30 PERCENT 

OF THE DRUGS WERE COMING IN ELSEWHERE. AT THAT EARLY DATE, IT WAS NOT 

POSSIBLE TO DETERMINE WHETHER THAT WHICH WAS BEING SEIZED ELSEWHERE 

WAS JUST PART OF THAT SMALLER PERCENTAGE OR HAD BEEN DISPLACED BY 

VIRTUE OF THE FLORIDA EFFORT. 

AS TIME HAS NOW SHOWN, THE EFFORTS PUT FORTH IN FLORIDA HAVE, FOR 

THE FIRST TIME, PUT THE SMUGGLER IN A POSITION OF HAVING TO SERIOOSLY 

REACT. TO ·LAW ENFORCEMENT. UNTIL 1982 AND THE VICE PRESIDENT'S 

INITIATIVES, LAW ENFORCEMENT WAS REACTING TO THE SMUGGLERS. ~re 

BELIEVE THAT WE HAVE FORCED SOME DISPLACEMENT BY THE SMUGGLERS. 

MR. CHAIRMAN, LET ME POINT OUT HERE THAT IT WAS NEVER THE 

ADMINISTRATION'S INTENT TO MERELY MOVE THE PROBLEM FROM ONE LOCATION 

TO ANOTHER -- NOR DO WE FEEL THAT THAT IS OUR ONLY ACCOMPLISHMENT. 

FOR EXAMPLE, WHETHER ENTERING THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA DIRECT FROM 

A FOREIGN COUNTRY OR ENTERING THROUGH FLORIDA, DRUGS ARE STILL COMING 

INTO THE UNITED STATES. THEY WILL FIND THEIR WAY TO WHEREVER THERE IS 

A DEMONSTRATED DE~~ND. WE WHO HAVE BEEN CONNECTED WITH THE SOUTH 

FLORIDA EFFORT HAVE BEEN ENCOURAGED BY THIS DISPLACEMENT. IT IS 

SYNONYMOUS WITH DISRUPTION. 

BOT WE, IN THE SOUTHEAST REGION, CAN NOT REST ON OUR LAURELS OR ON 

THE "GOOD NEWS" DISPLACEMENT MAY APPEAR TO OFFER. WHILE I CAN NOT 

QUANTIFY THE INCIDENTS, IN AN OVERWHELMING MAJORITY OF THE CASES 
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OCCURRING IN OTHER STATES/AREAS, THERE IS A SOUTH FLORIDA 

CONNECTION -- THE VIOLATORS ARE FROM FLORIDA OR THE DEAL WAS PUT 

TOGETHER THERE. ADDITIONALLY, DESPITE THE DISPLACEMENT FACTOR, 

NOWHERE ELSE HAVE WE SEEN THE CONCENTRATION OF NARCOTIC SMUGGLING 

ACTIVITY THAT HAS BEEN EXPERI~NCED IN THE SOUTHEAST, AND FLORIDA 

SPECIFICALLY. 

IN MAKING THE SMUGGLER SAIL OR FLY LONGER DISTANCES, WE ARE 

FORCING HIM TO USE LARGER SHIPS AND LARGER AND LONGER-RANGE PLANES, 

REQUIRE BETTER AND MORE COSTLY NAVIGATIONAL DEVICES AND EXPERTISE, PAY 

MORE TO THOSE WILLING TO ASSUME THE VENTURE, AND, WHILE IN TRANSIT 

OVER THESE LONGER ROUTES, ALLOW US GREATER TIME TO FIND, TRACK, AND 

APPREHEND THEM. THE CHANGES ALSO FORCE THEM OUT OF AN ENVIRONMENT OF 

THEIR CHOOSING AND INTO NEW TERRAIN, THUS CAUSING MISTAKES .ON THEIR 

PART. 

IN ITS OWN WAY, IT WAS THAT DISPLACEMENT/DISRUPTION IN SMUGGLING 

ACTIVITY AND THE LESSONS LEARNED THROUGH THE SOUTH FLORIDA TASK FORCE 

EXPERIENCE WHICH GAVE RISE TO THE NATIONAL NARCOTICS BORDER INTER

DICTION SYSTEM (NNSIS). 

IN ESTABLISHING THE SIX NNBIS REGIONAL CENTERS AND CREATING THE 

SOUTHEAST' REGION, THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTH FLORIDA TASK FORCE WHICH 

HAS DEALT ALMOST EXCLUSIVELY WITH THE INTERDICTION OF SMUGGLING SINCE 

1982 HAS B!~N WOVEN INTO THE NNSIS SYSTEM. WHILE THE SOUTH FLORIDA 

TASK FORCE REMAIN~ FUNCTIONING AND VIABLE, OUR INTERDICTION EFFORTS 

NOW EXTEND FROM THE MARYLAND/DELAWARE LINE·SOUTH TO KEY WEST, BACK UP 
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THE WEST COAST OF FLORIDA TO 'THE PANHANDLE, AND INCLUDES PUERTO RICO 

AND THE U. S. VIRGIN ISLANDS. 

ONE OF THE PRIMARY PURPOSES OF NNBIS IS TO ENSURE A COOPERATIVE 

AND COORDINATED APPROACH TO THE NARCOTIC SMUGGLING PROBLEM NOT ONLY 

BETWEEN AND AMONG FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES AND THE MILITAR7, BUT 

WITH OTHER SPECIAL FEDERAL EFFORTS, SUCH AS THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S 

DRUG TASK FORCES, AS WELL AS STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 

REPRESENTATIVES. 

A~ THE COORDINATOR, IT, IS MY PURl?OSE AND OBJECTIVE TO ENSURE A 

COHESIVE, UNIFIED EFFORT BY ALL PARTICIPATING AND SUPPORTING AGENCIES 

AND THEIR RESOURCES. TOWARD THAT GOAL, I MEET WITH THE. SENrOR 

MANAGERS OF THE MEMBER AGENCIES TO ENSURE THE COMMUNICATION OF OUR 

COMMON GOALS AND TO RESOLVE PROBLEMS SHOULD THEY ARISE. ALSO 

MONITOR ROUTINE AND SPECIAL O~ERATIONS FOR LESSONS LEARNED AND WAYS TO 

IMPROVE OUR EFFECTIVENESS. ADDITIONALLY, I MEET WITH MILITARY 

COMMANDS TO EXPLORE AND IMPLEMENT THEIR ASSISTANCE AND PARTICIPATION 

IN OUR EFFORTS TO THE EXTENT ALLOWED BY POSSE COMITATUS. 

THE VICE PRESIDENT RECOGNIZES THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT CAN NOT 

STAND ALONE IN THESE INTERDICTION EFFORTS. ONE OF THE PRIMARY 

PURPOSES OF NNBIS IS TO ENSURE A COOPERATIVE AND COORDINATED APPROACH 

TO THE NARCOTIC SMUGGLING PROBLEM NOT ONLY BETWEEN AND AMONG FEDERAL 

ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES AND THE MILITARY, BUT WITH ,STATE AND LOCAL LAW 

ENFORCEMENT REPRESENTATIVES. WE ARE ACTIVELY ENGAGED IN AN "OUT

REACH" PROGRAM TO ESTABLISH WORKING RELATIONSHIPS WITH THE STATE AND 
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LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES -- BOTH FOR THE PURPOSE OF LISTING 

ADDITIONAL LAW ENFORCEMENT RESOURCES IN NNBIS WHICH CAN BE BROUGHT TO 

BEAR ON THE SMUGGLERS AS WELL AS TO POOL THE INTELLIGENCE CAPABILITIES 

OF ALL AGENCIES ADDRESSING THE PROBLEM. FURTHERMORE, I HAVE MET WITH 

THE HEADS OF ALL STATE ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES WITHIN THE SOUTHEAST 

REGION. THIS HAS RESULTED IN THE CREATION OF WHAT WE HAVE 

COLLECTIVELY NAMED THE STATE POLICY ADVISORY BOARD ON DRUG 

INTERDICTION. I~ IS A MULTI-PURPOSE BODY DESIGNED TO: OPEN AND ENSURE 

COMMUNICATIONS WITH NNBIS; PROVIDE THE STATES WITH INTELLIGENCE KNOWN 

TO NNBIS; PROVIDE NNBIS WITH LISTS OF ASSETS, THEIR OWNERS AND 

OPERATORS WITHIN STATE AND LOCAL JURISDICTIONS TO BE USED FOR 

INTERDICTION; TO PROVIDE NNBIS WITH INTELLIGENCE KNOWN WITHIN EACH 

RESPECTIVE STATE; AND PROVIDE A FOCAL POINT THROUGH WHICH WE CAN 

DIRECT AND RECEIVE INFORMATION WITH THE INNUME~~LE COUNTY AND CITY 

POLICE AGENCIES THROUGHOUT THIS REGION. 

IN GENERAL, MY DUTIES AS COORDINATOR ARE TO ENSURE SMOOTH, 

COORDINATED OPERATIONS WITHIN THE SOUTHEAST REGION, EXPEDITE INTER

REGION~L ENFORCEMENT ENDEAVORS, AS WELL AS MONITOR ROUTINE AND SPECIAL 

OPERATIONS AND TO IDENTIFY ~ND SEIZE TARGETS OF OPPORTUNITY FOR THE 

USE OF ADDITIONAL RESOURCES. 
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BECAUSE OF OUR PRE-EXISTENCE TO NNBIS NATIONWIDE, AS AN 

ORGANIZATIONAL ENTITY, AND BECAUSE THE SOUTH FLORIDA TASK FORCE, AS 

STATED, REMAINS IN EFFECT, YO~ WILL FIND SOME DIFFERENCES IN OUR 

STRUCTURE, AS OPPOSED TO THE OTHER NNBIS REGIONS. WHILE wi HAVE 

FOLDED INTO THE NATIONWIDE NNBIS ORGANIZATION, WE HAVE A SOMEWHAT MORE 

DELINEATED SEPARATION AMONG OUR THREE PRIMARY FUNCTIONAL ENTITIES: 

THE INTERDICTION OPERATIONS INFORMATION CENTER (IOIC), THE 

INTERDICTION INFORMATION COORDINATION CENTER (lICe), AND THE AIR 

COMMUNICATIONS AND CONTROL CENTER, OR C3. 

THE PURPOSE OF THE IOIC IS TO COORDINATE AND MATCH INTELLIGENCE 

_ WITH EXISTING INTERDICTION RESOURCES, AND THEN TO RECOMMEND ACTION TO 

THE COMMAND AND CONTROL ELEMENT OF THOSE EXISTING RESOURCES, IN ORDER 

TO EFFECT INTERDICTION EFFORTS. THE IOIC USES ALL AVAILABLE 

U1TELLIGENCE, -BOTH TACTICAL AND STRATEGIC, TO ACCOMPLISH ITS STATED 

PURPOSE. THE IOIC IS COOPERATIVELY STAFFED BY REPRESENTATIVES OF ALL 

THE FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES, AS WELL AS ALL BRANCHES OF THE 

MILITARY. SIMILARLY, THE INTERDICTION, SURVEILLANCE AND PURSUIT 

RESOURCES PROVIDED ARE FROM ALL FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES AND THE 

MILITARY, AS WELL. I WOULD LIKE TO OFFER THE FOLLOWING AS AN EXAMPLE 

OF THE SUCCESS OF THE .IOIC IN THE UTILIZATION OF ASSETS AND 

RECOMMEtlDATIONS TO AGENCIES. FOR MONTHS WE HAVE SEEN A TREND BY 

SMUGGLERS WHEREBY THEY HAVE BEEN SACRIFICING LARGER LOADS FOR THE 

SECRECY OFFERED BY FALSE COMPARTMENTATION. THIS HAD MANIFESTED ITSELF 

STATISTICALLY IN LARGER NUMBERS OF VESSELS SEIZED BUT LESSER AMOUNTS 

OF MARIJUANA. IN THE LAST TWO MONTHS, PRIMARILY THROUGH MORE 
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INTELLIGENT TASKING OF SUPPORTING U.S. NAVY P3 FLIGHTS, WE HAVE 

REVERSED THAT TREND AND HAVE SEIZED INCREASING NUMBERS OF VESSELS WITH 

LARGER AMOUNTS OF MARIJUANA. IN ESSENCE, WE HAVE BEEN CATCHING THE 

MOTHERSHIPS PRIOR TO THEIR OFF-LOADING TO OTHER VESSELS. 

THE PURPOSE OF THE IICC IS TO PROVIDE THE NNBIS ORGANIZATION WITH 

A COMPLETE AND ACCURATE ASSESSMENT OF THE NARCOTICS SMUGGLING PICTURE 

AS IT EXISTS, AS 'IT CKANGES, AND AS IT PROJECTS FOR THE FUTURE. THE 

FIRST PRIORITY OF THIS ENTITY IS TO DEVELOP TACTICAL INTELLIGENCE, 

INCLUDING TRENDS, WHICH WILL' BE USED BY NNBIS TO ATTACK THE SMUGGLING 

PROBLEM. THE IICC USES ALL-INTELLIGENCE SOURCES, BOTH DOMESTIC AND 

INTERNATIONAL, EXAMINES AND DEVELOPS THE GATHERED DATA AND 

INTELLIGENCE, AND DEVELOPS A "PICTURE" OF NARCOTICS SMUGGLING 

ACTIVITY. IN THE LAST TWO MONTHS, THE IICC HAS DEVELOPED "REAL TIME" 

INTELLIGENCE WHICH HAS RESULTED IN SEIZURES TOTALLING OVER 2,500 

P,OUNDS OF COCAINE. 

IN AN EFFORT TO BETTER COORDINATE THE SOUTHEAST REGION'S 

INTERDICTION ACTIVITIES, IN ADDITION TO A PERSONAL VISIT WITH THE LAW 

ENFORCEMENT COMMUNIT;£ IN PUERTO RICO, I HAVE HAD PERSONNEL FROM BOTH 

THE IOIC AND THE IICC TRAVEL TO BOTH PUERTO RICO AND THE U.S. VIRGIN 

ISLANDS TO HOLD DISCUSSIONS WITH THE LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICIALS IN 

THOSE LOCATIONS. THE PURPOSE OF THOSE TRIPS WAS TO BETTER INFORM THE 

LAW ENFORCEMENT COMMUNITY ABOUT NNBIS AND ITS OBJECTIVES, TO ENSURE 

THAT THERE IS DIALOGUE AMONGST THE AGENCIES OF THOSE ISLANDS, TO 

INITIATE COMMUNICATION AND THE FLOW OF INTELLIGENCE WITH NNBIS AND TO 

IDENTIFY THEIR NEEDS AND PROBLEMS. 

o 
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C3 (COMMUNICATIONS AND CONTROL CENTER) IS ACTUALLY THE HEART OF 

OUR AIR OPERATIONS EFFORT. WHILE THE OPERATION OF C3 IS PRINCIPALLY 

UNDER THE CONTROL OF THE CUSTOMS SERVICE, I HAVE A CONTINUING DIALOGUE 

WITH THE HANAGERS INVOLVED CONCERNING T·HE AIR THREAT AND IlHTiATIVES 

TO ADDRESS THAT THREAT. USING VARIOUS DETECTION AND COMMUNICATION 

RESOURCES, BOTH CIVILIAN AND MILITARY, C3 ADVISES AND VECTORS A WIDE 

RANGE OF FIXED WING AND HELICOPTER RESOURCES TO THE LOCATION OF 

SUSPECT AIR TARGETS FOR IP.TERCEPT, IDENTIFICATION, SURVEILLANCE AND 

SEIZURES, IF APPROPRIATE. WHILE IDENTIFICATION AND INTERDICTION OF 

AIR TARGETS IS THE PRIMARY PURPOSE OF C3, I WOULD HASTEN TO ADD THAT 

WITHIN THE SPIRIT OF THE COOPERATIVE NATURE OF THIS ENTIRE EFFORT, 

THESE AIR ASSETS ARE ALSO USED IN THE IDENTIFICATION AND SURVEILLANCE 

OF KNOWN OR SUSPECT MARITIME SMUGGLERS. EARLY THIS MONTH, A MARINE 

OV-10, FLYING IN SUPPORT OF OUR EFFORT, ON TWO SEPARATE DAYS, WAS THE 

CATAL:lST FOR TWO SEPARATE SEIZURES: ONE BOA? AND ONE PLANE. 

A RECENT CLASSIC EXAMPLE OF A COOPERATIVE AND COORDINATED 

OPERATION TOOK PLACE IN GEORGIA. INFORMATION WAS PICKED UP BY THE 

GEORGIA BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION (GBI) THAT AN AIRCRAFT WOULD FLY SOUTH 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF PICKING UP A LOAD OF COCAINE. THE INFORMATION CAME 

IN TO NNBIS WHERE PLANS FOR DEPLOYMENT OF THE NECESSARY RESOURCES, 

DETECTION AND PURSUIT WERE COORDINATED AND FINALIZED. I AM HAPPY TO 

REPORT TO YOU, MR. CHAIRMAN, THAT THIS CASE HAD A SUCCESSFUL 

CONCLUSION WITH THE ARREST OF THE PILOT, SIX COLO~~IANS, THE AIRCRAFT 

AND 708 POUNDS OF COCAINE. I REFER TO IT AS CLASSIC IN THAT IT 

INVOLVED, IN ADDITION TO THE SOUTHEAST REGION OF NNBIS, THE GULF 



330 

REGION, U.S. CUSTOMS, THE DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION, FAA AND THE 

GEORGIA BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION. THIS IS BUT ONE IN A GROWING LIST OF 

SUCCESSFUL ENDEAVORS. 

THE PRIMARY PURPOSE OF NNBIS IS TO ENSURE A COOPERATIVE AND 

COORDINATED APPROACH TO THE NARCOTIC SMUGGLING PROBLEM NOT ONLY 

BETWEEN AND AMONG FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES AND THE MILITARY, BUT 

WITH OTHER SPECIAL FEDERAL EFFORTS, SUCH AS THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S 

DRUG TASK FORCES, AS WELL AS STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 

REPRESENTATIVES. THE GOAL WILL NOT BE ACHIEVED OVERNIGHT: HOWEVER, 

ON A DAILY BASIS, WE ARE SEEING ADVANCES. 

THAT CONCLUDES MY PREPARED REMARKS. I STAND READY, AT THIS TIME, 

TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS YOU MIGHT HAVE WITH REGARD TO 

THIS UNDERTAKING. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Admiral. Appreciate your 
testimony. . 

You have the most established NNBIS center in the country I 
think without question, since it is an offshoot of the South Florida 
Task Force. As a result of the experience with the task force, were 
any of the lessons that were learned put in writing and shared 
with the more recently established task forces or NNBIS centers? 

Admiral THOMPSON. Yes, sir, they have been. Each time we run 
something different than the routine day-to-day interdiction oper
ations, we critique it for lessons learned. That is provided to head
quarters NNBIS here in Washington and distributed to the other 
NNBIS regions. 

Additionally, I send a weekly report up here on significant sei
zures, identifiable shortcomings or lessons learned. That is shared 
with the other five regions. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Were you aware of Operation Golden Palm before 
it was executed? 

Admiral THOMPSON. Yes, I was. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What is your opinion of the way in which it was 

conducted? 
Admiral THOMPSON. Again, I think we learned some lessons 

there in terms of establishing different surveillance than w.e had 
had available to us. We learned that our operations security has to 
be increased in Puerto Rico. That is a building step in terms of ad
ditional operations that we have run down there subsequently. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You say that you were aware of Operation Golden 
Palm in advance? 

Admiral THOMPSON. I was, yes, sir. As a matter of fact, the Coast 
Guard was involved in some of the logistics before it started. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What about the people in Puerto Rico? Was this co
ordinated with them? 

Admiral THOMPSON. A limited number of people in Puerto Rico 
knew about it. Again, from an operational security standpoint. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Could you identify for the record those people who 
had that knowledge in advance? 

Admiral THOMPSON. I can, yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. We would appreciate that. 
Admiral THOMPSON. Yes, sir. 
[The information follows:] 
Copies of the Golden Palm Operation were provided to the following individuals 

prior to the start of the operation: 
Capt. Walter Coburn, USCG, CO, USCG AS Borinquen. 
Cdr. Ronald DiGennarro, USCG, Operations Officer. 
Mr. Jaime Echevarria, USC, Area SAC, SJ. 
Mr. Serrano, USC, SCPO, SJ. 
Mr. William Jimenez, USC, SCPO, Mayaguez. 
Additionally, oral briefings were provided to the following prior to the beginning 

of operations: 
Diego Hernandez, Commodore, USN, Naval Forces Caribe. 
Commander of Puerto Rico Air National Guard (PRANG), Borinquen. 
Mr. Gene Parker, FAA. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What information is available to confirm that 
Puerto Rico if; or is not being used as a transshipment point for the 
continental United States? 
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Admiral THOMPSON. It is difficult to get a handle 011 just how 
large that problem might be. There have been threat analyses per
formed by the Customs Service and other agencies. We are continu
ously looking for indicators, whether there are additional clandes
tine strips, or increases in airdrops. The normal indicators of smug
gling activity. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What I am coming down to, do you know how 
much is coming into the Puerto Rico area? If so, what indicators 
were you using to determine how much is coming in? 

Admiral THOMPSON. We don't know how much is coming in in a 
numeric or statistical number. We hear allegations of a very seri
ous threat down there, but in the operations we have mounted to 
measure that we have been unable to confirm that volume of traf
fic people talk about. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You really don't know, is that what you are telling 
me? 

Admiral THOMPSON. We can't frnd it. We are looking, Mr. Chair
man. 

Mr. ENGLISH. On December 15 I was in Puerto Rico just to kind 
of get a feel for the situation down there. I came away with some 
pretty disturbing concerns. I want to share and discuss some of 
those points with you, if I could. 

Is it true a smuggler can fly across the southern coast of Puerto 
Rico at an altitude of 5,000 feet and not be detected by radar? 

Admiral THOMPSON. There are some places south of Puerto Rico 
where radar coverage has significant gaps, yes, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is it correct that any shipment of goods departing 
Puerto Rico for the continental United States is not subject to Cus
toms inspection? 

Admiral THOMPSON. Normally it is not. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Are there any cases where it is subject to Customs 

inspection? 
Admiral THOMPSON. I think if the Customs Service had intelli

gence, and they do have intelligence agents down there and inspec
tors, if they thought there was a problem with a shipment, I would 
defer to Customs. I am sure, though, if they were aware of a ship
ment of contraband that they would inquire. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Given those facts and that Colombia is only about 
450 miles away from the Puerto Rican coast, has there been an as
sessment of the possibility of Puerto Rico as a major transshipment 
point? 

Admiral THOMPSON. Yes, sir, there have been several threat as
sessments conducted beyond which we are sampling to see whether 
there is validity to those threat assessments. In our recent sam
pling efforts we have not been able to identify anywhere near the 
alleged threat to Puerto Rico. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Who conducted that assessment? 
Admiral THOMPSON. The Customs Service conducted one of them. 

I think the Drug Enforcement Agency has another variation. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What were the criteria used in those assessments? 
Admiral THOMPSON. It ranges from the number of crashed air

craft seen, activity at clandestine strips, offshore airdrops to fast 
boats, those types of indicators. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. It is my understanding Puerto Rico, according to 
that assessment, ranks third behind Florida and Texas. Is that not 
correct, in the assessment? 

Admiral THOMPSON. In terms of the potential threat, it does. In 
tern-lS of actual seizures and in terms of results from our special 
operations, it does not. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The problem is, though, it depends, you are saying 
it depends on what you catch. That depends on how big an effort 
you ma1<::e. 

Admiral THOMPSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. If you don't make an effort, you are not going to 

catch mucb. Therefore, you say, well, if we don't catch anything, 
then we don't have a problem. Is that correct? Isn't that the logic 
you are using? 

Admiral THOMPSON. Not entirely. I think maybe our logic is a 
little different. My logic is that 1 have a limited amount of re
sources to deploy throughout the region from Delaware down 
through the V~rgin Islands. We respond to what we think the 
threat assessment is. We test it. We do the same in North Carolina, 
South Carolina, when we think the threat is increased there. We 
go test it, stay there awhile, see what the activity level is. If it 
doesn't pan out, then we go where we know the action is. 

Mr. ENGLISH. When was the last time you did one of those tests? 
Admiral THOMPSON. In Puerto Rico? Just earlier this month. We 

were down there, we had Navy E2's with us. We did, I think, a 
very thorough job of evaluating the air intruder situation. I am dis
appointed to tell you we didn't find anything. 

Mr. ENGLISH. How many days will that cover? 
Admiral THOMPSON. About 5 days. Somewhere between 30 and 40 

hours of valuable E2 time. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Would you submit fmdings of that for the record, 

so we might have the benefit of that? 
Admiral THOMPSON. Yes, sir. 
[The information follows:] 
The March 1984 special operation in Puerto Rico covered a period of four days 

during which USN E-2C aircraft flew a total of 36 hours supported by USC fixed 
wing aircraft deployed for that purpose. There were no intruders detected, no vec
tored intercepts and no seizures during the period in question. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Perhaps he is not aware of that operation. Howev
er, the special agent in charge of the DEA there estimated as many 
as two to three smuggler aircraft a day were coming in down there. 
Even if that is only half correct, the question comes about, why 
does not NNBIS have more resources shifted down into that great 
a threat area? 

Admiral THOMPSON. Well, I don't think they are going to be 
shifted there on a permanent basis, Mr. Chairman, until we resolve 
the question of whether that threat of two or three a day is in fact 
a valid estimate. There are a lot of assessments there. But it is 
very hard to get anybody to come to the table with facts. 

I have been down there, had discussions with Mr. Sutton and the 
group of people down there. We have kind of 3. mini-NNBIS in 
Puerto Rico. We are concerned about the problel: 1, out not ready in 
my judgment to commit large, long-standing forces down there 
without an adequate threshold of activity. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. What kind of operational communications do you 
use in Puerto Rico to interdict the air operations taking place down 
there? 

Admiral THOMPSON. Anything we can get, Mr. Chairman. We use 
the law enforcement communications, Department of Defense, 
Coast Guard, whatever we can. And they are meager, but we are 
trying to improve them. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kindness? 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Admiral Thompson, I am a little uncertain as to the conclusions 

to be reached about the estimates that are made about the activity 
in Puerto Rico. If DEA and Customs estimate separately two to 
three smuggler aircraft per day, the first question that comes to 
mind is, well, how do they know? And if they know, why are they 
not able to deal with that traffic? So obviously there has got to be 
some guesstimating and hearsay involved in their intelligence, nat
urally. That is the nature of it, I suppose. 

Is there anything further that you can explain to us here about 
the difference in the threat assessment and the testing of it as you 
have been discussing it here? Anything further to help in develop
ing understanding of how we reach these different assessments? 

Admiral THOMPSON. Well, I think I can say in an unclassified 
sense that we are using much of the intelligence community to 
verify or to establish that this type of air traffic may indeed be 
going on. We used the carrier battle group when it went by there 
not too long ago, and used their sensors and their aircraft to help 
determine what might be there. We keep coming up dry. That 
doesn't mean we don't believe there is a threat there. We just 
haven't been able to substantiate it. 

Mr. KINDNESS. It could indeed be a matter of timing and irregu
larity of activity, I suppose. 

Admiral THOMPSON. Yes; sir. I think strategically it is a great 
place to have a transshipment operation going. Tactically we are 
hard-pressed to get the intelligence that will point to it. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Are you receiving any intelligence from DEA or 
Customs about their ongoing assessment of that situation in Puerto 
Rico? . 

Admiral THOMPSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Is that on what one might call a daily basis, or 

weekly basis? 
Admiral THOMPSON. It is on a daily basis when there is some new 

information. And certainly on a weekly basis. We send people from 
our intelligence center in NNBIS down to Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands to try to develop better linkages with what is known 
there. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you. I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Kindness. 
Admiral Thompson, how many Customs personnel are assigned 

to Puerto Rico to clear the traffic with cruise ships, airports and all 
kinds of surface and air traffic? 

Admiral THOMPSON. I have the numbers here. I hope I don't do 
disservice to the good folks in Customs. The numbel's I have, Tacti
cal Enforcement Division would have something like 39 people. 
They would spread out at San Juan, Ponce, Mayaguez. They have 
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nine investigating agents. We have got about 83 inspectors in the 
Inspection and Control, which would be at both the airport and the 
seaport. So they have a respectably sized operation down there. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What kind of tactical intelligence do you receive 
from the Bahamas? 

Admiral THOMPSON. From the Bahamas we receive tactical intel
ligence from the Drug Enforcement Agency, for one. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is this air, tactical air intelligence? 
Admiral THOMPSON. It can be, yes, sir. It can be tactical marine 

intelligence, also. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Have you received tactical air intelligence from the 

Bahamas? 
Admiral THOMPSON. Through our BAT we have, which is a DEA

Air Force operation. When they are out there and see something 
going on and tell us about it, I consider that to be tactical intelli
gence. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I would agree. If they see an airplane heading your 
direction--

Admiral THOMPSON. Yes; we work on the problem closely. As you 
know, the distances are very short and timing is critical on the 
intercepts. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We feel that is exactly what we mean by tactical 
intelligance. That is time sensitive, critical information we need 
more of. That is what we are pushing for. We would like to see 
more of that. 

Does the IOIC playa role in the interdiction effort? 
Admiral THOMPSON. It does. It plays a varying role, from being 

involved prior to the operation, and sometimes where it goes down 
real quick, almost in a sweep-up capacity. But we are involved. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Have you ever received any air intelligence from 
the military forces on extended maneuvers down in Central Amer
ica? 

Admiral THOMPSON. Yes; we have some limited information. 
Mr. ENGLISH. How essential is the E-2C capability of your air 

interdiction efforts? 
Admiral THOMPSON. I think it is very critical to our program in 

south Florida and Caribbean. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Would you be effective without that resource? 
Admiral THOMPSON. We would be a lot less effective without it. 

As much as we get, we can always use more. They do fine work for 
us. I would really like to compliment the Navy squadrons. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Yesterday we received testimony by three other 
NNBIS directors. They stated as their No.1 priority on needs is 
more "look down" capability. Would you agree with that? 

Admiral THOMPSON. I think I have about three or four number 
one priorities, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That wasn't the end of their list I can assure you. 
They had plenty of others. But I restricted them. If you had to be 
tied to one request, which one would you pick? 

Admiral THOMPSON. If we don't make big gains on the intelli
gence side of the problem, then certainly it is the surveillance side 
is increasingly critical. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I think that is two, but we will count it as one. 
Admiral THOMPSON. They are inse.parable. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kindness, further questions? 
Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Admiral Thompson, the name Admiral Thompson is synonymous 

in south Florida with the fight on drugs, and you are to be com
mended for the fme job you are doing there. But I do have a couple 
questions I would like to ask you. 

First, just by expanding your region, how much more difficult did 
this make your job? Did you receive additional support, personnel, 
and equipment, in order to handle the job? 

Admiral THOMPSON. About the time it was expanded the NNBIS 
centers gained Department of Defense personnel to help us reach 
out into the military people in the new part of my region, so, yes, 
we did get an increase in people. It was actually a help because our 
air intruders and surface maritime flow didn't use to stop at the 
Coast Guard district boundary, so it is a natural to track them on 
up the east coast. 

Mr. LEWIS. Early last year when we held a hearing in south Flor
ida, Miami, I believe you were there when we were discussing the 
aerostat balloon in the Bahamas and also F-15 long-range radar. 
How much credence do you put into the ability of the aerostat 
system to provide you with better surveillance? 

Admiral THOMPSON. I would like to have more of them. I am not 
sure that is the answer. Maybe it is too simple, but the more look 
down capability and more aerostats we have, I think the less vul
nerability we win have along the coastline. 

Mr. LEWIS. Senator Hawkins yesterday suggested the possibility 
of stationing, putting a ship on station, or a small boat on station 
and tethering these aerostats to that. Do you think that is a feasi
ble approach to add more to the curtain? 

Admiral THOMPSON. I think with the right size surface unit. I 
wouldn't want to see one tethered to a small craft. You might lose 
it. 

Mr. LEWIS. Well, a tender-type, or something large enough. 
Admiral THOMPSON, Well, for a fair size vessel it certainly has 

potential. There is a research and development evaluation going on 
with a tethered aerostat. 

Mr. LEWIS. I see. I notice also in your report, on page 5, you are 
discussing your outreach program to an extent. Have you been able 
to expand that into the local areas with the larger cities in Florida, 
particularly on the southeast coast, with the police chiefs as well as 
sheriffs in those counties? Have you been successful in opening 
communications? 

Admiral THOMPSON. I think we have been successful, Mr. Lewis, 
but we are continuing the outreach. We are not as successful as we 
would like to be. We had the benefit of having the South Florida 
Task Force already start part of that. There was a criticism that 
we hadn't reached out far enough. We are trying to use the Florida 
Department of Law Enforcement as a primary conduit to work the 
respective jurisdictions. 

You know how many counties there are in Florida and how 
many jurisdictions under that. It is just awfully difficult to try to 
coordinate that from one central point. We will have in our intelli
gence center very soon a member of the Florida Department of 
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Law Enforcement, who will assist us in that outreach program, 
sharing intelligence. 

Mr. LEWIS. The chairman asked you a question awhile back, and 
your answer was interesting, that you will take all the surveillance 
and additional equipment that you can receive. So it is very appar
ent that any reduction in flight time of E2's and AWACS is cer
tainly going to be detrimental to the program in the Caribbean. Is 
that correct? 

Admiral THOMPSON. Yes, sir; in my judgment it is. 
Mr. LEWIS. Without full cooperation of the Department of De-

fense to pick up any low points, it would be detrimental? 
Admiral THOMPSON. Yes. 
Mr. LEWIS. 'rhank you, Admiral. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. We are presently awaiting our next witness, Com

missioner von Raab, who I understand should be on his way. I 
think we will recess until he arrives, which should be within the 
next 15, 20 minutes. 

I want to thank you very much, Admiral. We appreciate your 
coming very much. 

[Recess taken.] 
Mr. ENGLISH. The hearing will come to order. 
Mr. von Raab, happy to have you here this morning. We are 

happy to take your testimony. If you would like to summarize that 
testimony, we would be happy to make the complete written text a 
part of the record without objection. 

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM VON RAAB, COMMISSIONER OF CUS
TOMS, ACCOMPANIED BY ROBER'l' BATTARD, REGIONAL COM
MISSIONER, MIAMI, AND NEIL LAGEMAN, DIRECTOR, OFF'ICE 
OF PATROL 
Mr. VON RAAB. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I might also state that Congressman Coleman 

wanted me to express his regrets he could not attend. He may want 
to submit some written questions to you. There will be other mem
bers, I am sure, who will also submit written questions. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is just 
like coming home to come up here. I have been able to spend as 
much time as I have here over the past few days. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We will try to make your welcome warm. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Thank you, but not too warm, I hope. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It is all up to you. 
Mr. VON RAAB. I would like to preface my comments by saying 

that the Customs Service is extremely grateful for all of the work 
and advice that your committee, particularly yourself and Ted 
Mehl and Bill Lawrence has provided on our air program. Without 
your assistance the program would not have certainly progressed 
to the advanced state at which it is at this time. 

I am particularly thankful also for these hearings, because the 
more we go over these issues, the more clear and better understood 
they are to me. And the more adequate I become in terms of trying 
to make decisions and direct our resources as we move into what is 
a growing air program of the Customs Service. 
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I think it probably would be easiest if I read my remarks, be
cause of the significance of some of the statements in the remarks. 
Before I do that, I would like to take the opportunity to introduce 
the two gentlemen that are seated at the table with me. Mr. Robert 
Battard is at my right. I believe that you know Mr. Battard. He is 
our regional commissioner in the southeast region. And then Mr. 
Neil Lageman, at my left, who is the director of our patrol under 
which the air program falls. He is in headquarters in Washington, 
although he had been at one point in the patrol in Florida, and just 
before coming to Washington was the assistant regional commis
sioner for enforcement in New Orleans, both of which gentlemen I 
believe will be able to bring more information to this discussion if 
you find it helpful. 

As you are aware, Mr. Chairman, the U.S. Customs Service is an 
agency with a broad mission and considerable responsibilities, in
cluding the enforcement of our Nation's tariff and trade laws; the 
collection of Customs duties; the enforcement of export control 
laws, such as the Export Administration Act and the Arms Export 
Control Act; enforcement efforts directed toward instances of com
mercial fraud, which are damaging to domestic industry and com
merce; and combating narcotics trafficking. All of these activities 
of the Customs Service are important to us, and of great interest to 
the Congress. 

Given these vast responsibilities, under my tenure as Commis
sioner of Customs, I have tried to establish enforcement, as it re
lates to major instances of serious criminal activity as the major 
thrust of this agency. The emphasizing of enforcement generally, 
has been our major goal and within the enforcement area our ef
forts to combat narcotics trafficking are considered to be our 
number one priority. 

Our efforts to combat drug smuggling are multifaceted and in
clude currency investigations, inspection of passengers and cargo at 
airports, seaports, and at our land borders, marine patrol activities; 
a growing effort to interdict drugs being clandestinely smuggled 
into the country via aircraft, and our participation in a variety of 
joint enforcement efforts with other agencies. 

With respect to our marine and air interdiction efforts in par
ticular, the formation of the National Narcotics Border Interdiction 
System (NNBIS] has served as an enhancement to our activities. 

NNBIS is not, in and of itself, an action agency, but rather 
serves to coordinate efforts to interdict the flow of narcotics into 
the United States, using the appropriate Federal resources along 
with resources from State and local governments, where possible. 

Although NNBIS does not direct the activities of the participat
ing agencies, it has helped improve cooperation and the lines of 
communication at the Federal and State level. Agency cooperation 
has been enhanced, a more unified focus to the problems involved 
with narcotics interdiction now exists. As an example, I think it 
fair to say that l\TNBIS has the capacity to cut across agency lines 
to identify and call on those resources that might be available to 
the Government to interdict a suspect target on the sea or in the 
air. 

Under the NNBIS umbrella the Nation has been divided into re
gions and each regional NNBIS center assists in the collating of in-



339 

telligence information; the assessing of the smuggling threat to 
that particular region, the prioritization of smuggling targets; and 
identifying resources available to interdict these targets and recom
mending enforcement actions to the participating agencies. 

Under NNBIS, various joint agency special operations have been 
conducted in an effort to better assess the smuggling threat and to 
interdict the flow of narcotics across our borders. Currently Cus
toms personnel from the Offices of Patrol, Investigations, Enforce
ment Support, and Inspection and Control have been assigned to 
staff the NNBIS centers. 

I would like to make it clear that NNBIS is, by no means, an 
"end all" to the problems we face with narcotics smuggling by air 
and sea. However, I think it is fair to say that NNBIS is a very 
real enhancement to our efforts which has proven helpful to us in 
the past and should prove helpful to us in the future as well. 

Another significant development which favorably impacts on our 
ability to combat air smugglers in particular, concerns the revi
sions to title 10, United States Code, sections 371-378-what we 
commonly refer to as posse comitatus. The revision of the pc>sse 
comitatus statutes have helped make available valuable resources 
from the Department of Defense which has been incorporated into 
our efforts against the drug smugglers. 

I hesitate to point this out to you, Mr. Chai.rman, because in 
many respects you and your committee are primarily responsible 
for this improvement in this psrticular law. 

The Department of Defense has provided equipment such as the 
Air Force E3A AWACS and the Navy E2B and E2C Hawkeye air
craft which have provided airborne radar surveillance capabilities 
previously unavailable to Customs. Additionally they have provided 
the use of other DOD assets such as the U.s. Marine Corps OVIO 
Bronco aircraft, which have been used for target tracking, and the 
U.S. Marine Corps ground-based radars which are used for target 
acquisition. 

These Department of Defense asset<; are used in special interdic
tion operations which complement existing Customs resources. 
Through February of this year the Air Force and Navy airborne
radar platforms alone have been instrumental in the successful 
conclusion of 20 air interdiction cases. Additionally, the loan of 
Blackhawk helicopters has greatly assisted Customs in putting cffi
cers quickly on the ground to arrest violators and to seize aircraft 
and contraband. 

I should add, Mr. Chairman, that the Blackhawk helicopters also 
offer our Customs personnel a greater margin of safety than the 
helicopters which were being employed previously. 

In any event, Mr. Chairman, I would like to stress that DOD as
sistance to Customs, in its variety of forms, has certainly been 
helpful to the Customs Service and we are appreciative of all of 
those parties who were involved in helping to make this assistance 
available. 

Recognizing the importance of Customs Air Interdiction Pro
gram, we have also initiated an internal reorganization of the pro
gram designed to make it more responsive and effective on a na
tionwide basis. Previously Customs air interdiction assets were 
managed and directed at the Customs regional level. Recognizing 
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that the air smuggling threat is a national threat, and one, because 
of its nature, can quickly shift from one region of the country to 
another, Customs management decided that the program should be 
centralized and that a national air interdiction strategy be devel
oped. 

The reorganization of the Customs Air Program calls for the es
tablishment of an operations director for the Eastern half of the 
United States and a counterpart in the Western half of the United 
States. The concept ultimately envisions the establishment of two 
command and control facilities from which the real time interdic
tion activities of the air program will be directed. We believe that 
the reorganization of the air program in this manner will result in 
improvements to both operations and the administration of the 
program and allow for a more efficient utilization of our resources. 

In a separate but related exercise we also recognized that if we 
were to improve our efforts to combat serious violations of our Na
tions laws, not only as they relate to narcotics smuggling, but to 
other areas of Customs jurisdiction as well, then we had to make 
an effort to improve our ability to collect, analyze, disseminate, and 
otherwise make use of our intelligence gathered from the field. In 
this regard our goal is to SUbstantially improve our capabilities in 
this area, but in particular we hope to see an improvement in the 
gathering and use of what is called "real time" tactical intelli
gence. 

Mr. Chairman, I am aware that a matter of particular concern to 
the subcommittee is the fiscal year 1985 budget submission for the 
Customs Service and how the budget submission would impact on 
our support of NNBIS and the development of our air program. 

The administration is committed to a budget of $28 million for 
the air program in fiscal year 1985. Of that amount, $17 million 
was originally requested in the President's budget for the Customs 
Service, and Treasury requested DOD to provide the remaining $11 
million for fuel, maintenance and other support. That request was 
denied by DOD, and Treasury is now examining alternatives for 
funding this remaining amount. 

As you heard in earlier testimony from Deputy Secretary McNa
mar and myself, Customs and Treasury feel that detection is not 
properly a function of the Customs Service. Rather, it should be 
conducted by the Defense Department as a part of its overall secu
rity mission. We feel that Customs responsibility for the Aerostat 
balloons and other detection capabilities is inconsistent with our 
view of Defense responsibility for detection, and we have proposed 
several actions which we feel DOD could take to assist Customs. As 
stated yesterday, the executive board of NNBIS will meet next 
week on this issue. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, as many of these matters have previously 
been discussed before the committee, I will in the interest of time 
not elaborate further in my prepared testimony, but of course will 
be available to answer any questions you have regarding this 
matter. 

Before concluding I would like to make a few points. No one to 
my knowledge would quarrel with the assertion that narcotics 
smuggling and drug abuse in this country is an enormous problem. 
Despite the enormous difficulties we face I believe that all of us in-
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volved with Federal law enforcement, whether we are directing a 
program or whether we are in the Congress or whether we are out 
on the front line when it comes to this battle, simply must work 
together to do the very best possible job we can to solve these prob
lems. We have been trying to do that and we want to continue to 
use whatever resources and collective genius at our disposal to do 
the best job we can in this area. 

In reviewing our performance to date, I have no doubt that in
stances can be found in which we should have done a better job. 
There are, to be sure, weaknesses in our armor. However, if you 
were to ask the question, "Is Customs doing a better job today than 
we were doing 2 or 3 years ago?" I would say yes, and I would say 
so without hesitation. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. von Raab follows:] 
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TESllr-iOtly FOR 

COMMISSLOHER OF CUSTOMS 

IIILLIMl vorl RAAB 

BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON GOVERHMENT INFORMATIon AND 

INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS 

~lARCH 23, 1984 

!·1R· CHAI R"lAN AND "1E"1BERS OF THE SUBCO~l"1ITTEE I A"1 

PLEASED TO HAVE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO APPEAR BEFORE THE 

SUBCO"1"1ITTEE TODAY TO DISCUSS THE ACTIVITIES OF THE U.S. 

CUSTO"1S SERVICE AS THEY RELATE TO THE NATIONAL NARCOTICS 

BORDER INTERDICTION SYSTE"1 UHlBIS) AND TO THE INTERDICTION"" 

OF I LLI C IT DRUGS AT OUR !'lAT IONS BORDERS· 
po.: I 

IN VIE'fI OF THE FACT THAT THE CO"l"1ITTEE HAS· RECEIVED 

EXTENSIVE AND DETAILED TESTI"10NY wITH RESPECT TO THE NNBIS 

PROGRA"1 AND '1ANY RELATED ACTIVITIES, I vIILL, IN THE INTEREST 

OF TI"1E, TRY AND KEEP THIS STATE"lENT AS BRIEF AS POSSIBLE· 

As YOU ARE AvlARE MR· CHAIR"lAN, THE U·S· CUSTO"1S SERVICE 

IS AN AGENCY l'IITH A BROAD "lISSION AND CONSIDERABLE 

RES PONS I BL IT I ES, I NCLUD I NG THE ENFORCE"~ENT OF OUR IlAT I ON'S 

TARIFF AND TRADE LAflS; THE COLLECTION OF CUSTO~S DUTIES; 
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THE ENFORCE~ENT OF EXPORT CONTROL LA~S. SUCH AS THE EXPORT 

AD'lINlSTRATION ACT AND THE AR'lS EXPORT CONTROL ACT; 

ENFORCE~ENT EFFORTS DIRECTED TO~ARDS INSTANCES OF CO~~ERCIAL 

FRAUD. ~HrCH ARE DA~AGING TO DO~ESTIC INDUSTRY AND CO'~ERCE; 

AND CO~lBATING NARCOTICS TRAFFICKING· ALL OF THESE 

ACTIVITIES OF THE CUSTO'S SERVICE ARE I~TORTANT TO US. AND 
(jtt~ 

OF/INTEREST TO THE COhGRESS· 
~ 

GIVEN THESE VAST RESPONSIBILlT1ES. UNDER ~W TENTURE AS 

CO'~ISSIONER OF CUSTO~S. I HAVE TRIED TO ESTABLISH 
~ 

ENFORCE"1ENT. AS IT RELATES TO ~IAJOR I NST ANCES OF SER I OUS ,. 

CRI~INAL ACTIVITY AS THE "1AJOR THRUST OF THIS AGENCY. TH~L 

E'lP'HASIZING OF ENFORCE"IENT GENERALLY. HAS BEEN OUR '1AJOR 

GOAL' AND \'/ITHIN THE ENFORCE'IENT AREA OUR EFFORTS TO CO'IBAT 

NARCOTICS TRAFfICKING ARE CONSIDERED TO BE OUR ~U"IBER ONE 

PR10RITY· 

OUR EFFORTS TO CO"lBAT DRUG S~UGGLING ARE "IULTI-FACETED 

AND INCLUDE CURRENCY INVESTIGATIONS. INSPECTION OF 

PASSENGERS AND CARGO AT AI RPORTS. SEAPORTS AND AT OUR LAND 

BORDERS. "lARINE PATROL ACTIVITIES; A GRO.'IING EFFORT TO 

INTERDICT DRUGS BEING CLANDESTINELY S~UGGLED INTO THE 

COUNTRY VIA AIRCRI\FT. AND OUR PARTICIPATlml 1I~ A VARIETY OF 

JOINT ENFORCE~ENT EFFORTS ~ITH OTHER AGENCIES· 
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IllTH RESPECT TO OUR 'lARINE AND AIR INTERDICTION EFFORTS 

IN PARTICULAR, THE FOR"lATION OF THE tlATIONAL NARCOTICS 

BORDER INTERDICTION SYSTE~ (NNBIS) HAS SERVED AS AN 

ENHANCE~ENT TO OUR ACTIVITIES· 

Nf.lBIS IS NOT. IN AND OF ITSELF, AN "ACTION" AGENCY. BUT 

RATHER SERVES TO COORDINATE EFFORTS TO INTERDICT THE FLOW OF 

NARCOTICS INTO THE" UNITED STATES, USING THE APPROPRIATE 

FEDERAL RESOURCES ALONG wITH RESOURCES FRO.., STATE AND LOCAL 

GOVERN"IENTS, wHERE POSSIBLE· 

-:0':' 

ALTHOUGH NNBIS DOES NOT "DIRECT" THE ACTIVITIES OF THE 

PARTICIPATING AGENCIES, IT HAS HELPED I~lPROVc COOPERATION , 
AND THE L1 NES OF CO'1"'UN I CAT 1 ON AT THE FEDERAL .AND STATE 

1 

LEVEL- AGENCY COOPERATION HAS BEEN ENHANCED,.,,: ..,ORE UNIFIED 

FOCUS TO THE PROBLE~lS INVOLVED wITH NARCOTICS INTERDICTION 

NOw EXISTS- As AN EXA"IPLE, I THINK IT FAIR TO SAY THAT 

NNBIS HAS THE CAPACITY TO CUT ACROSS AGENCY LINES TO 

IDENTIFY AND CALL ON THOSE RESOURCES THAT ..,IGHT BE AVAILABLE 

TO THE GOVERN..,ENT TO INTERDICT A SUSPECT TARGET ON THE SEA 

OR IN THE AIR-

UNDER THE IINHIS U,·tBRELLA THE NATIOti HAS BEEN DIVIDED 

INTO REGIONS AND EACH REGIONAL tHIBIS CENfER ASSISTS IN THE 
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COllATI NG OF I NTELL I GENCE I NFOR'1ATI ON; THE ASSESS I NG OF THE 

S'1UGGLING THREAT TO THAT PARTICULAR REGION, THE 

PRIORTIZATION OF S~IUGGLING TARGETS; AND IDENTIFING RESOURCES 

AVAILABLE TO INTERDICT THESE TARGETS AND RECO~l~ENDING 

ENFORCE''1ENT ACTIONS TO THE PARTICIPATING AGENCIES· 

UNDER NtiBI S) VARIOUS JOINT AGENCY SPECIAL OPERATIONS 

HAVE BEEN CONDUCTED IN AN EFFORT TO BETTER ASSESS THE 

S"lUGGLING THREAT AND TO INTERDICT THE FLOyl OF NARCOTICS 

ACROSS OUR BORDERS· CURRENTL Y CUSTO~IS PERSONNEL FRO"l THE 

OFFICES OF PATROL, INVESTIGATIONS, ENFORCE"lENT SUPPORT, AND 

INSPECTION AND CONTROL HAVE BEEN ASSIGNED TO STAFF THE m~"6.IS 

CENTERS· 

1 l'IOULD LIKE TO '1AKE IT CLEAR THAT i'HIBlS IS, BY NO 

"lEANS, AN "END ALL" TO THE PROBLE"lS I~E FACE wITH NARCOTICS 

~'1UGGLING BY AIR AND SEA· HOriEVER, I THINK IT IS FAIR TO 
(\ VI. 1"/ "{,,,' 

SAY THAT NNBIS IS MI' ENHANCE"lENT TO OUR EFFORTS v/HICH HAS 
"-

PROVEN HELPFUL TO US IN THE PAST AND SHOULD PROVE HELPFUL TO 

US IN THE FUTURE AS WELL, 

ANOTHER SIGNIFICANT UEVELOP'1EtlT ylHICH FAVORABLY 

I"iPACTS ON OUR ABILITY TO Co··mAT AIR S'1UGGLERS IN 

PARTICULAR, CONCERNS THE REVISIONS TO TITLE 10, U.S·C. 
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371-378 -- ilHAT ,'IE CO~I'lONLY REFER TO AS "POSSE CO~lITATUS"· 

THE REVISION OF THE POSSE CO'iITATUS STATUTES HAVE HELPED 

"lAKE AVAILABLE VALUABLE RESOURCES FRO'i THE DEPART'lENT OF 

DEFENSE wHICH HAVE BEEN INCORPORATED INTO OUR EFFORTS 

AGAINST THE DRUG S'iUGGLERS· 

THE DEPART~IENT OF DEFENSE HAS PROVI DED EQU I P"lENT SUCH AS 

THE AIR FORCE E3A "AHACS" AND THE llAVY E2B AND E2C "HAviKEYE" 

AIRCRAFT ~HICH HAVE PROVIDED AIRBORNE RADAR SURVEILLANCE 

CAPABILITIES PREVIOUSLY UNAVAILABLE TO CUSTO'lS· 

ADDITIONA~LY THEY HAVE PROVIDED THE USE OF OTHER DOD ASSETs 

SUCH AS THE US f1ARINE CORP OVlO "BRONCO"AIRCRAFT. WHICH HAVE 

BEEN USED FOR TARGET TRACKING. AND THE US MARINE CORP 

GROUND-BASED RADARS WHICH ARE USED FOR TARGET ACQUISITION· . 

THESE DEPART'1ENT OF DEFENSE ASSETS ARE USED IN SPECIAL 

INTERDICTION OPERATIONS vlHICH CO"lPLl"IENT EXISTING CUSTO"lS 

RESOURCES· THROUGH FEBRUARY OF THIS YEAR THE AIR FORCE AND 

NAVY AIRBORNE RADAR PLATfOR"lS ALONE HAVE BEEN INSTRU'iENTAL 

IN THE SUCCESSFUL CONCLUSION OF 20 AIR INTERDICTION CASES· 

ADDITIONALLY THE LOAN OF BLACKHAVIK HELICOPTERS HAS GREATLY 

ASSIST~D CUSTO'iS IN PUTTING OFFICERS QUICKLY ON THE GROUND 

TO ARREST VIOLATORS AND TO SEIZE AIRCRAFT AND CONTRABAND· 
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1 SHOULD ADD t-lR· CHAl R'IAN THAT THE BLACKHMK HELI COPTERS 

ALSO OFFER OUR CUSTO"lS PERSONNEL A GREATER "IARGJN OF SAFETY 

THAN THE HELICOPTERS ~HICH wHERE BEING E"IPLOYED PREVIOUSLY' 

IN ANY EVENT I'lR- CHAIR"IAN, I WOULD LIKE TO STRESS THAT 

DOD ASSISTANCE TO CUSTO"lS, IN ITS VARIETY OF FOR"IS. HAS 

CERTAINLY BEEN HELPFUL TO THE CUSTO"lS SERVICE AND wE ARE 

APPRECIATIVE OF ALL-OF THOSE PARTIES wHO wERE INVOLVED IN 

HELPING TO "lAKE THIS ASSISTANCE AVAILABLE-

RECOGNIZING THE J"IPORTANCE OF CUSTO"lS AIR INTERDICTION 
~ 

PROGRA"I. y/E HAVE ALSO INITIATED AN INTERNAL REORGANIZATION 
.~ 

OF THE PROGRA"! DESIGNED TO "lAKE IT "lORE RESPONSIVE AND . 
EFFECTIVE ON A NATIONwIDE BASIS- PREVIOUSLY CUSTO"lS AIR 

INTERDICTION ASSETS )~ERE "'ANAGED AND DIRECTED AT THE CUSTO"lS 

REGIONAL LEVEL- RECOGNIZING THAT THE AIR S"IUGGLlNG THREAT 

IS A NATIONAL THREAT. AND ONE. BECAUSE OF ITS NATURE. CAN 

QUICKI Y SHIFT FRO"l ONE REGION OF THE COUNTRY TO ANOTHER. 

CUSTO"lS "IANAGE"IENT DECIDED THAT THE PROGRA"I SHOULD BE 

CENTRALIZED AND THAT A NATIONAL AIR INTERDICTION STRATEGY BE 

DEVELOPED-

THE REOP-GAN I ZAT I ON OF THE CUSTO'IS AI R PROGRA'! CALLS FOR 

THE ESTABLISH'IENT OF AN OPERATIONS Dr.RECTOR FOR THE EASTERN 

43-045 0-85--12 
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HALF OF THE UN !TED STATES AND A COUNTERPART IN THE \'IESTERN 

HALF OF THE UNITED STATES· THE CONCEPT ULTI'IATELY ENVISIONS 

THE ESTABLISH~ENT OF T~O CO~~AND AND CONTROL FACILITIES FRO~ 

vlHICH THE REAL TI"IE INTERDICTION ACTIVITIES OF THE AIR 

PROGRA'1 vlILL BE DIRECTED· HE BELIEVE THAT THE 

REORGANIZATION OF THE AIR PROGRA~ IN THIS "IANNER wILL RESULT 

IN I"IPROVE'1ENTS TO BOTH OPERATIONS AND THE AD'IINISTRATION OF 

THE PROGRA'I AND ALLOw FOR A ~ORE EFFICIENT UTILIZATION OF 

OUR RESOURCES· 

IN A SEPARATE BUT RELATED EXERCISE wE ALSO RECOGNIZED 

THAT IF wE WERE TO I'IPROYE OUR EFFORTS TO CO"lBAT SERIOUS ., 
.,.~-' 

VIOLATIONS OF OUR NATIONS LAI1S, NOT ONLY AS THEY RELATE TO 

NARCOTICS S"IUGGLlNG, BUT TO OTHER AREAS OF CUSTO"lS 

JURISDICTION AS wELL, THEN viE HAD TO "lAKE AN 'EFFORT TO 

l"lPROYE OUR ABILITY TO COLLECT, ANALYZE. DISSE"lINATE, AND 
Ou.< ' 

OTHERviiSE 'lAKE USE OF A,INTELLlGENCE GATHERED FRO"l THE FIELD· 

IN THIS REGARD OUR GOAL IS TO SUBSTANTIALLY I"lPROYE OUR 

CAPABILITIES IN THIS AREA, BUT IN PARTICLAR viE HOPE TO SEE 

AN I"IPROVE"lENT IN THE GATHERING AND USE OF vlHAT IS CALLED 

"REAL TI"IE" lACTICAL INTELLIGENCE· 

!'lR· CHAI R~lAN I A"l At/ARE THAT A "lATTER OF PART I CULAR 

CONCERN TO THE SUBCO~"IITTEE IS THE FISCAL YEAR 85 BUDGET 
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SUBMISSION FOR THE CUSTOf<\S SERVICE AND HO\i THE BUDGET 

SUBMISSION \,IOULD IMPACT ON OUR SUPPORT OF NNBIS AND THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF OUR AIR PROGRAM. 

THE AnrlINISTRATION IS COMMITTED TO A BUDGET OF 

$28 MILLION FOR THE AIR PROGRAM IN FISCAL YEAR 85, 

OF THAT AMOUNT~ $17 MILLION WAS ORIGINALLY REQUESTED IN 

THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET FOR THE CUSTOMS SERVICE) AND TREASURY 

REQUESTED DOD TO PROVIDE THE REMAINING $11 MILLION FOR FUELJ 

MAINTENANCE AND OTHER SUPPORT. THAT REQUEST WAS DENIED BY 

DOD J AND TREASURY IS NOYi EXAMINING ALTERNATIVES FOR FUNDING 
,~ 

THIS REMAINING AMOUNT. 

As YOU HEARD IN EARLIER TESTIl"lONY FROM DEPUTY SECRETARY 
C \,l'}.\-t·"·~ G.J'''"Lt 

McNAMAR AND MYSELF J TREASURY ~S FEEL THAT DETECTION 
t-

IS NOT PROPERLY A FUNCTION OF THE CUSTOMS SERVICE. RATHERJ IT 
--

SHOULD BE CONDUCTED BY THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT AS A PART OF ITS 

OVERALL SECURITY MISSION. WE FEEL THAT CUSTOMS RESPONSIBILITY 

FOR THE AEROSTAT BALLOONS AND OTHER DETECTION CAPABILITIES IS 

INCONSISTENT WITH OUR VIEW OF DEFENSE RESPONSIBILITY FOR 

DETECTION J AND WE HAVE PROPOSED SEVERAL ACTIONS vlHICH I'IE FEEL 

DOD COULD TAKE TO ASSIST CUSTOMS. As STATED YESTERDAYJ THE 

EXECUTIVE BOARD OF NNBIS WILL MEET NEXT WEEK ON THIS ISSUE. 

AGAIN, NR· CHAIR~lAN AS ~IANY OF THESE ~lATTERS HAVE 

PREVIOUSLY BEEN DISCUSSED BEFORE THE CO~~ITTEE I ~ILL IN THE 

INTEREST OF TI~E NOT ELABORATE FURTHER IN ~Y PREPARED 
4thVl'JJ2. 

TESrI'lO,'lY, BUT ~IILL TIE AVAILABLE TO AiIS"::::R A.'IY OUESTIONS YOU 

" HAVf REGARDING THIS ~ATTER. 
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BEFORE CONCLUDING I ~OULD. MR' CHAIR~AN. LIKE TO 

E~PHASIZE THE FOLLOrlING POINTS··· 

No ONE TO ~Y KNOrlLEDGE WOULD QUARREL rlITH THE ASSERTION 

THAT NARCOTICS S~UGGLING AND DRUG ABUSE IN THIS COUNTRY IS 

AN ENOR~OUS PROBLE"l·-:-"':DESPITE THE ENOR"IOUS DIFFICULTIES l'IE 

FACE I BELIEVE THAT ALI::' OF US INVOLVED WITH FEDERAL LAI1 

ENFORCE>.JENT ~ I'IHETHER !'IE ARE DIRECTING A PROGRA~ OR I'IHETHER 

WE ARE IN .. }HE CONGRESS OR I'IHETHER WE ARE 'OUT ON THE FRONT 

LI NE WHEN ,IT CO"lES TO TH IS BATTLE, S I~IPL Y "lUST WORK TOGETHER 

TO DO THE VERY BEST POSSIBLE JOB WE CAN TO SOLVE THESE 

PROBLE"IS· ~IE HAVE BEEN TRYING TO DO TH'AT AND l'IE WANT TO 
~.k' 

CONTINUE TO USE WHATEVER RESOURCES AND COLLECTIVE GENIUS AT 

. OUR DISPOSAL TO DO THE BEST JOB WE CAN IN THIS~AREA· 
--

IN REVIEy/ING OUR PERFOR~ANCE TO DATE, I HAVE NO DOUBT 

THAT INSTANCES CAN BE FOUND IN l'IHICH WE SHOULD HAVE DONE A 

BETTER JOB· THERE ARE, TO BE SURE, vlEAKNESSES IN OUR AR"lOR· 

HOWEVER, IF YOU WERE TO ASK THE QUESTION; illS CUSTO"lS, DOING 

A BETTER JOB TODAY THAN WE WERE DOING TWO OR THREE YEARS 

AGO?", I WOULD SAY YES AND I VIOULD SAY SO vlITHOUT 

HESITATION· 
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ASIDE FRO"l THE ENFORCE"lENT STATISTICS, wHICH I THINK 

!'IOULD BACK ,,\E UP IN THIS, 1 FEEL I'IE ARE DOING A BETTER 

JOB TODAY- THINK \'IE HAVE ESTABLISHED ENFORCE"IENT AS A 

HIGH PRIORITY wITHIN THE AGENCY AND I BELIEVE THAT OUR 
" 

PEOPLE ARE wORKING 'HARDER, I THINK THAT THEY ARE BEING "\ORE 

INNOVATIVE THAN EVER BEFORE, AND I THINK OUR PEOPLE wHO ARE 

ON THE FRONT LINE ARE- ~ORE DETER,,\INED THAN EVER TO DO THE 

BEST JOB THEY CAN· 

LOOKING AT THE AD"lINISTRATION AS A vIHOLE. 1 BELIEVE THAT 
w 

ALL OF THE'AGENCIES, COLLECTIVELY, ARE BETTER COORDINATED, 
~. 

AND. DOING ~lORE IN THIS AREA, THAN EVER BEFORE· UNDOUBTEDLY: 

wE HAVE A LONG vlAY TO GO BEFORE yOU OR I VIILL BE SATISFIED 

WIT~11HE RESULTS THAT wE WILL OBTAIN· 

ASIDE FRO"l ANY DIFFERENCES ONE "lAY HAVE, wITH RESPECT TO 

ANY OF iHE PARTICULARS AS THEY RELATE TO TH6 PROBlE", OF 

NARCOTICS S,,\UGGLING, I BELIEVE viE SHARE A CO "l"lotl GOAL, AND 

I N THAT REGARD \qE viI LL CONTI NUE TO I'I0RK vlITH ALL PARTI ES 

INVOLVED TO DO THE BEST POSSIBLE JOB I1E CAN TO HELP SOLVE OR 

REDUCE THIS TRAGIC PROBLE~· 

1 l'IILL NO~ BE DELIGHTED TO A~Sl'IER ANY QUESTIONS YOU ~AY 

HAVE· IF 1 N\ UNABLE TO ANS,'IER A PARTICULAR OUESTION TODAY 

fir: vlILL BE DELIGHTED TO SU'3'IIT INFOR'IATION FOR THE RECORD 

riR· CHAIR"IAN· THAt'lf~ YOU· 



352 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Commissioner. 
Commissioner, as I understand it, your request to Department of 

Treasury for the operation and maintenance money for the Cus
toms Service for fiscal year 1985 was approximately $38 million1 

and that the Office of Management and Budget subsequently ap
proved $36 million; is that correct? 

Mr. VON RAAB. That is what I understand. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Subsequent to that, then, the Secretary of Treasury 

reduced that amount, cut it to approximately, between $17 million 
and $18 million, is that correct? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Technically, that is correct, although the inten
tion was never to reduce the level of spending to $28 million. 

I would have to say he split the budget, and 17 million would be 
paid directly by the Customs Service, and $11 million would be re
quested by the Defense Department. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The Secretary of the Treasury did not request that 
from the Secretary of Defense until after the budget had been sub
mitted. February 6 is when his letter was written to the Secretary 
of Defense. 

He did it before the President submitted the budget. He did go 
back to the OMB and request that amount be reduced to roughly 
$18 million from $36 million; is that not correct? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Now, can you tell me what it is from the $38 mil

lion to the $36 million, what was cut out then from the ';38 million 
to the $36 million, what items? 

What items are we not going to operate and maintain? 
Mr. VON RAAB. This is the best I can give you, because as you are 

aware, many of these conversations did not involve officers of the 
Customs Service, so I am relating to you information that I believe 
is the best information. 

In other words, when OMB passes something back to Treasury, I 
am only informed by Treasury what took place, but these are my 
understandngs, if you will, of what happened. 

Mr. ENGLISH. If you would, submit that to the record, too. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Let me try to explain it to you, and if it is not 

good enough, I will certainly submit it for the record. 
The Customs request to OMB was $38.1 million, or in effect, the 

Treasury request to OMB was $38.1 million. The OMB gave us an 
allowance of $35.9 million. Therefore, there was a reduction of $2.2 
million. 

The explanation of the reduction was support for the additional 
DOD-loaned aircraft was decreased because it was felt there would 
be delays in delivery. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What aircraft are they talking about? 
Mr. VON RAAB. The P-3's and the C-12's. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What was their schedule? 
Mr. VON RAAB. The problem with this budget submission is it 

goes way back over time. At the time of the original submission, 
since this is a developing program, at the time of the original sub
mission, it would have been in the summ&:t.' of 1983, we were deal
ing with schedules that were still estimated, so my understanding 
of that reduction was that it was felt by OMB, based upon informa
tion that they had or that we even supplied to them, that there 



353 

were slippages in the delivery dates, $2.2 million less would be 
needed to support the DOD aircraft. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Was that an estimate to what they thought as far 
as these aircraft coming on line, or was this a statement as to 
when they could come on line in order to substantiate this budget? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I believe that this was an estimate on their part 
as to when they would come on line. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Simply their best guess as to when they were going 
to come on line, $2.2 million out of $38 million request? 

Mr. VON RAAB. OK, the subsequent reductions from--
Mr. ENGLISH. The $36 million, Commissioner, then would still 

contain the aerostat? 
Mr. VON RAAB. The aerostat was never in any of these numbers. 
Mr. ENGLISH. The budget put together, you had the aerostat 

being contracted for in 1984, and according to your 1985 budget, 
you were prepared to eliminate it after it was put in place is that 
correct? 

Mr. VON RAAB. My understanding is there was no malevolence 
involved in this, but at the time the budget was submitted in the 
summer of 1983, we were not certain enough of the plans to have 
an aerostat. 

It was not submitted in the Customs' papers at the time, and the 
certainty with respect to congressional intent, it did not, to the sat
isfaction of our budgat people, really take place unti.l 6 or 7 months 
lat~r. 

Therefore, it never got into the original submissions on the 
budget. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Why don't you break out for us then that $38.1 
million request that you have, the items that you have requested in 
that, and submit that for the record, not now, for the record: 

Mr. VON RAAB. Fine. 
[The information follows:] 
Breakout of $38.1 million is as follows: 

Millions 

Regular air program...................................................................................................... $14.5 
O&M of Black Hawks and Cobras .............................................................................. 4.8 
O&M of one P-3A (delivery July 1984)...................................................................... 4.6 
O&M of four additional high performance aircraft................................................. 4.0 

Subtotal ................................................................................................................ 27.9 
ROCC................................................................................................................................ .2 

Congress subtotal... ............................................................................................. 28.1 

Increased utilization of Customs Air Fleet ............................................................... 1.5 
Support of additional military aircraft...................................................................... 6.3 

Subtotal................................................................................................................ 7.8 

OMB allowance............................................................................................................... 35.9 
Support for additional DOD loaned aircraft............................................................. 2.2 

Treasury subtotal to OMB ................................................................................ 38.1 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK, we are down to $35.9 million. From the $35.9 
million down to roughly $19 million, what was cut out of that? 

Mr. VON RAAB. This is where you and I are going to have some 
semantic problems. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. As I said, let's follow the paper trail. We want 
some documentation, not "I saw John at the cocktail party and 
said, help me out," and he might have said, OK. 

I want to know the specific requests, any requests. The Presi
dent's budget was submitted at the end of January-February 1, I 
guess it was. 

As of February 1, when that budget was submitted, what did you 
cut out between the $35.9 and that $17, $18 million that was re
quested? 

Mr. VON RAAB. All right, let me try to do this; there was a reduc
tion from $35.9 million to $28.1 million, of which $11 million of the 
$28.1 million--

Mr. ENGLISH. What happened, Commissioner, to that $35.9? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I am trying to do this in stages. Let me go 

through it. Let's drop it in stages: $35.9 goes to $28.1. That explana
tion of that reduction was no increased utilization of Customs Air 
Fleet at a cost of $1.5 million, and this was-these were increased 
flight hours to respond to increased detection capability. 

Mr. ENGLISH. No increased flight hours? 
Mr. VON RAAB. No increased utilization of Customs Air Fleet in 

order to respond to increased detection capability. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What is the justification for that? 
Mr. VON RAAB. The justification was that we didn't think the in

creased detection capability was going to be there, and therefore, 
that $1.5 million necessary to support increased detection capabil
ity would not be necessary to support that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. No increased detection capability. What reasoning 
did you have for increased capability? 

Why didn't you think there was going to be increased detection 
capability? You already gc)t one. You have three more scheduled to 
come on the end of January; the first third of the year. Why 
wouldn't you have more increased detection capability? 

You have four new detection aircraft out there. Are you going to 
put one of those down there off the Yucatan; and we have been 
told by your own people down there in New Orleans that you set 
that thing down there, and as long as that thing is sitting there, we 
are going to get 100 percent of planes coming across. 

Mr. VON RAAB. By explaining the other $6.3 million, I bel1ave I 
can explain the other $6.5 million. 

The other 6.5 related to the support, the elimination of support 
for additional military aircraft; that is two additional P-3A's and 
the five additional C-12's. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You decided to scrap the P-3's? 
Mr. VON RAAB. No, we felt we weren't going to have them in 

time in order to run them. 
Mr. ENGLISH. How many are you talking about? You have 

one P-3 that is going to be scheduled on October 1. The scheduling 
calls for three more P-3's to come on line before the end of Janu
ary. 

Now, the question that I have, are you talking about that you 
are going to be eliminating two of thu,,,,: four P-3's that you will 
have by the end of January? 
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Mr. VON RAAB. The additional two P-3's would not have come on 
line in time, and therefore, the support for those additional two 
P-3A's was not necessary in 1985. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What was the justification for that analysis? 
Mr. VON RAAB. The feeling of our people that the schedules were 

such that they were not going to make it on time. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Who wasn't going to make it on time? 
Mr. VON RAAB. The other two P-3A's. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Who has done that work to bring them on time? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Lockheed and the Navy. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Did Lockheed or the Navy tell you that those P-3's 

would not be ready on time? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What was the schedule when they told you that 

these P-3's would be available? 
Mr. VON RAAB. The best schedule would be toward the end of 

1985. 
Mr. ENGLISH. rfhat is according to the Lockheed and the Navy, 

that they told you that those would not be available until that 
time? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Telephone conversations, I am told, a written 
schedule that was prepared by the Navy together with Lockheed. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What was the date on that? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I am happy to provide it for your committee. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, the interesting part of this is, Commissioner, 

we have got it in writing too, as far as that schedule, and it cer
tainly does not coincide with-I was at the Lockheed plant, not 
only with the Lockheed people, but the Navy people as well as your 
people in December; and we were assured that it was going to be 
on schedule and on time. 

Unless you have something in writing since the middle of Decem
ber, I would say that something is seriously in error. 

Mr. VON RAAB. We will provide you with the information that we 
have with respect to those schedules. 

[The information follows:] 
The P-3A aircraft delivery schedule provided to Customs by Navy denotes P-3A's 

#2 through 6 were to be delivered to Customs monthly, beginning in March 
through July 1986. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Do you have something in writing from Lockheed 
and the Navy that that schedule has been altered since the middle 
of December? 

Mr. VON RAAB. My understanding is that we have a schedule pre
pared by the Navy Department with Lockheed input. I don't know 
whether it is on Navy stationery or whether it is merely an infor
mal sketch on a yellow pad. 

We will find that out when we give it to you. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Is that before or after the middle of December? Did 

you receive that before or after the middle of December? 
Mr. VON RAAB. It was before December, and we were not given a 

revised schedule or we did not feel that there were grounds upon 
which to assume that there would be a revised schedule subsequent 
to that. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. The question arises, your people were along with 
me on that trip. They sat in on that briefing as did people from the 
Navy. 

Now, the question arises then, if that is the case, unless your 
people are not reporting back to you what is taking place during 
these briefings, and I know that is not the case, the question arises 
then, why did not you either notify this committee or one of the 
other committees about the error in that matter or attempt to 
clear that matter up with Lockheed ~md the Navy? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I don't have an answer for that, and I will try to 
get you an answer for the record. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Since that issue came up out there, and since we 
not only were assured, we had it underscored that they would 
likely be early on the schedule, why did you not attempt to verify 
the information that you previously received? 

Mr. VON RAAB. We will give you an answer. It is complicated at 
this point enough. We will try to give you an answer. The best ini
tial response I can give to you is that I was under the belief as 
were the people who reported to me, that the scheduling that was 
discussed in the December meeting related only to the first P-3A 
and not to the second and third P-3A. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is not correct. 
Mr. VON RAAB. All right. The other part--
Mr. ENGLISH. The question comes down to, when you saw that 

this was going to be a problem, and knowing the interest within 
Congress, not only of this committee but the Appropriations Com
mittee, why didn't you informally contact us and tell us about that 
schedule of slippage, if you had that information? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I will look into why that happened. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I am asking you why you didn't. 
Mr. VON RAAB. I didn't because I didn't know that the schedule 

for two and three--
Mr. ENGLISH. But you knew that the funds had been cut. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Unless you didn't know anything about what is 

going on in your own budget. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Fine. 
The other part of the $6.3 million were five C-12's that we 

thought were not going to make it, and therefore, did not need to 
be supported in the budget. 

Mr. ENGLISH. How much was that? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I don't know what the breakout between the 

P-3A's and the C-12's is. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That leaves you short? 
Mr. VON RAAB. $1.5 million, which is the~
Mr. ENGLISH. $7.8 million so far? 
Mr. VON RAAB. That is right. The 1.5 for the increased flight 

hours to support the two P-3A's, and the the 6.3 for the two addi
tional P-3A's and the five additional C-12's comes up to $7.8 mil
lion. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The overwhelming 99 percent, or 95 percent at 
least, of the money goes into the decision that was made that you 
were not going to have the P-3's on time. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Right, yes. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. That is where the bulk of the money is based on 
that decision. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Right. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. Now, we still got another $10 million to 

cut. 
Mr: VON RAAB. That is the much famed $11 million, and that 

money basically would have been the money that would not have 
been necessary in the Customs budget, had DOD agreed to main
tain and support the aircraft which were-sorry, go ahead. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The question arises, Commissioner, here we have 
got an item programmed, an effort that has been described by the 
President of the United States as being one of the top priority ef
forts of this administration, something that the President ha:; fo
cused a great deal of attention on, something that the President 
felt was important enough to appoint the Vice President to head 
that up. 

And here either you or Mr. McNamar or whoever it was over at 
the Department of Defense-correct me-made the decision with
out any type of assurance, any type of guarantee of the Depart
ment of Defense that it was even feasible to consider, you inde
pendently went out and scrapped the program. 

You eliminated that detection portion of the program, which is 
the backbone of the whole effort. If I were you, if I were the Presi
dent of the United States, I would be pretty mad. 

Here you have these guys identifying a problem, saying I want a 
war on drugs, I feel it is important, and I have told the American 
people how important it is, and we even had the Secretary of the 
Treasury make the statement, you know, as far as crime is con
cerned, this is the number one priority, and here you guys over 
there just decide, well, what the heck, I don't want to do that job, 
and I think the Department of Defense ought to do it, and we are 
going to notify them of that fact, and let's cut $11 million out. 

Mr. VON RAAB. The question is the degree of assurance which the 
Treasury Department received from the Department of Defense. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What assurance and when did you get that assur
ance? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I did not have conversations with the Department 
of Defense. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You had no assurances given to you? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Personally. In my conversations with Deputy Sec

retary McNamar, it was his impression from his conversations with 
Paul Thayer--

Mr. ENGLISH. Who? He is the fellow that left way back when, 
January or so? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I don't know when he left. 
Mr. ENGLISH. He is gone, isn't he? 
Mr. VON RAAB. He is gone. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That is kind of convenient. 
Mr. VON RAAB. That doesn't detract from the fact that the ex

change of information took place between Thayer and McNamar, 
and as Deputy Secretary McNamar did indicate that this was not a 
guarantee, not a final decision, but the Deputy Secretary felt com
fort able enough. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Who, McNamar? He is the man that has trouble 
hearing no? Let me ask you, When did this discussion take place? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I don't know. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You don't know? 
Mr. VON RAAB. No. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, did it happen before the 1st of December? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I don't have any idea. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You are the person the Vice President is going to 

be talking to when we need some air interdiction? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I would love to talk to the Vice President, but I 

usually talk to NIck Schowengerdt or Admiral Murphy. 
Mr. ENGLISH. When the Vice President's folks need some air 

interdiction, they come talk to you. Here you have been informed 
that you no longer need $11 million in your program, because the 
Department of Defense is going to pick it up now. 

When did you get that word? When were you told you were not 
going to need that $11 million anymore? 

Mr. VON RAAB. The jnformation was passed to the Customs Serv
ice at the same time that the budget was resubmitted by the Treas
ury Department to OMB with this change in it. 

Mr. ENGLISH. When was that? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Sometime in December. 
Mr. ENGLISH. December is when I understand it was resubmitted, 

then? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Right. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So we assume that this conversation took place 

before December 8; who informed you of that'? 
Mr. VON RAAB.lnformed me of that conversation? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Yes, the conversation that supposedly Mr. McNa

mar had with Paul Thayer. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Mr. McNamar, it was subsequent, he had told me 

before that he felt he had assurances-I don't want to put words in 
his mouth, conversations were supportive enough that he felt this 
decision was a reasonable one. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Did you impress upon him that this would mean 
that if that was not forthcoming that in fact there would be no war 
on drugs effort, that this was the backbone of the whole air inter
diction dfort? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I personally was never concerned that the budget 
of the administration for this effort would ever go below $28 mil
lion. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You were told before December 8 that they just cut 
$11 million out of that, based on a conversation with Mr. McNamar 
and Paul Thayer? 

Mr. VON RAAB. That the Customs appropriation itself would be 
recommended, that it be reduced by $11 million, but not that the 
operations that depended upon that $11 million would be affected. 

Mr. ENGLISH. How do you think they are going to buy gas and oil 
and maintain all those aircraft if you cut $11 million out of their 
budget? 

Mr. VON RAAB. At the time, it was felt the Defense Department 
would pay for that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Did you stress on Mr. McNamar, who has already 
demonstrated before this committee he has no knowledge about 
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what is going on in this program, did you impress upon him what 
he would be eliminating if this did not come through, as far as the 
Department of Defense is concerned; that he would be eliminating 
the backbone of the whole air interdiction effort? 

Mr. VON RAAB. No, sir, I never felt that this would be eliminated, 
that the Administration would pay for it one way or another. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I know some folks that would like to sell you a 
bridge, if you need that. 

Mr. VON RAAB. If I get the assurance of Deputy Secretary McNa
mar that that is in good shape, I will buy it. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You did. I hope you learned something in the last 
couple of days about taking Secretary McNamar's assurance about 
what you can rely on. He doesn't listen too good. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I have complete confidence in the Deputy Secre
tary. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You have complete confidence in him. Now you are 
stuck. You have got $17 to $18 million. You had $11 million cut out 
of your budg("t. 

On December 8, you are flying on blind faith that somebody told 
somebody that they are going to take care of you somewhere. We 
have had testimony yesterday, and we have had it underscored 
today that Department of Defense can't do it. 

They state flat out they can't do it, and not only that, this bril
liant idea that Mr. McNamar had is also endangering the detection 
coverage that you have been provided by Department of Defense 
because Mr. Daniel, Dan Daniel, came before this committee and 
stated that he is going to write it in the laws, because of the con
cerns that he has had given Mr. McNamar's attitude. 

Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Commissioner, if you were a member of my staff, 

they would be here saying thanks, but no thanks, for all the phone 
calls they received after this news broke in south Florida that Cus
toms is going to be severely curtailed. 

I guess the Chairman has asked most of the questions, but after 
we received a number of calls in our office, we sta.rted looking into 
this and we found out that your equipment in south Florida is cer
tainly in horrible shape. 

You have equipment down there that cannot be run, and you are 
interchanging parts back and forth, not so much in air surveillance 
equipment, but in vessels and ground equipment. Did you have any 
input into this at all, to say that you needed more money to get 
your equipment up to snuff to do its job? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I am aware that that problem arose, and that 
problem arose--

Mr. LEWIS. The problem has been there, Commissioner, as far as 
your equipment. . 

Mr. VON RAA.B. Maybe it would be helpful if we gave you a run
down on the state of readiness of our marine resources. 

Mr. LEWIS. That would be helpful. 
Mr. VON RAAB. 1 will ask Mr. Lageman to give you a rundown of 

the state of our national marine resources, and then Mr. Battard 
can follow up with a more personal response, since he is responsi
ble for the Florida area, among others, of the state of our marine 
resources in Florida. 
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Mr. LEWIS. I don't really think it is necessary to do that now, 
and take the time of the committee. Supply it to my office, I would 
be satisfied with that. 

Mr. VON RAAB. They are not in the shape that has been de
scribed. There was a bureaucratic snafu that took place which re
sulted in the beaching of a number of our marine assets, as we call 
them. 

That was unrelated to the 1985 budget exercise, and was largely 
a result of imperfect transmission of funds from the headquarters 
to Florida. 

I believe we have corrected that, and we have also made system
atic changes in the way that we provide our enforcement funds to 
the field, and I am confident that this kind of a snafu will not take 
place again, and I--

Mr. LEWIS. Don't apologize to me, apolOgIZe to the people of Flor
ida. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I don't believe it will happen again, and I will 
make certain that it "viII not. 

Mr. LEWIS. I appreciate that. 
Following the line of the chairman's questions, do you have any 

input into the budget process as Commissioner of Customs? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We submit the budget to the Department. I 

submit it, more or less, joint to Assistant Secretary Walker, and at 
this point in time, Assistant Secretary Cora Beebe, who has since 
left the Department, and then they review my submission and they 
transfer it on to the Secretary, and they represent Customs' inter
ests with the Secreh.ry. 

Mr. LEWIS. If they would come back with reductions, you use 
your best judgment when you submit what you need in order to do 
the job, which is the input you receive from the people: under you, 
and they come back with an $11 million cut, as we have here, and 
say, "Well, somebody else is going to do that job." Did you just 
blindly accept that, or did you question the wisdom of that decision 
without knowing whether the Department of Defense would actual
ly take up that slack? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I don't feel that it is my personal ref'ponsibility to 
try to call the Deputy Secretary of Defense and ask him whether 
the informal advice that has been relayed to me is correct. 

I assume that if the Deputy Secretary of the Treasury feels that 
a correct judgment has been made with respect to what the re
sponse of another Department is going to be, then I assume that 
that is being worked out at that level. 

I was not uncomfortable ""lith the conversations that I had had 
with the likelihood of the $11 million, particularly in light of the 
fact that I was further assured that if DOD could not come up with 
the $11 million or would not come up with it, that the Treasury 
Department would look within the Department and try to provide 
that money out of the Department. 

So either way, it was not an uncomfortable situation for me. It 
was either going to be supported by the Department of Defense or 
would be supported from within other funds of the Treasury De
partment, so given those, it didn't strike me that I should be con
cerned whether it came out of Defense or out of Treasury. 



361 

Mr. LEWIS. I have heard that comment several times in the past 
couple of days about, well, if the DOD would not pick up that slack, 
that we would Imd that $11 million in the Treasury. 

You know what that telb me, Commissioner, if you turn in a 
budget, you get the budget approved, and part of it is disapproved, 
and you can find the additional funds within that budget? There is 
something wrong with that budget. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I didn't prepare the Treasury Department budget. 
Mr. LEWIS. I understand that. I would like to know the status of 

the progress payment due on the Lockheed P-3's conversion job. 
What is the status of that today? 

Mr. VON RAAB. We have transferred an additional $400,000 to the 
Navy, which should carry us through the middle of April. 

Mr. LEWIS. When did that happen? 
Mr. VON RAAB. That money was transferred today. 
Mr. LEWIS. Today? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Yes, but based upon assurances that we had 

given to the Navy before, that the money would be transferred. 
Mr. LEWIS. What are you going to do about that P-3 now? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We are going to continue to develop the P-3A 

under the 1984 schedule. 
Mr.. LEWIS. Will you have that information supplied for the 

record, and also I would like a copy of it sent to my office, if you 
would, please, the information I have asked for on the Lockheed 
contract? 

Mr. VON RAAB. We will give you a complete rundown on all the 
payments to Lockheed, on all payments made to Navy. We make 
the payments to Navy and they turn them over to Lockheed on the 
P-3A. 

Mr. LEWIS. Please supply that in writing, as well as the marine 
information that I had asked of you. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Yes, sir. 
[The information follows:) 
Customs payments to Navy in support of the P-3A Aircraft was as follows: 

P-3A FUNDING SCHEDULE 

Funds transferred from the Customs Service to the Naval Air Systems Command 
under Interagency Agreement No. 02121820: 

Date: Amount 
JUly 21, 1983 ..................................................................................................... $3,625,000 
Sept. 7, 1983 ...................................................................................................... 33,402 
Feb. 22, 1984 ..................................................................................................... 550,000 
Mar. 22, 1984 .................................................................................................... 400,000 
Apr. 5, 1984....................................................................................................... 760,800 

rl'otal transferred to Navy .................................................................... 5,369,202 

[Mr. von Raab's letter to Representative Lewis follows. See also 
Mr. von Raab's response to Representative Kindness printed at 
page 214.] 
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MAY 111984 
MA'l-l E:P:P:E 

Dea r 14r. Lewi s: 

As per your request of ~arch 26, 1984, the following 
information is provided: 

GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE CUSTOMS PATROL MARINE INTERDICTION 
PROGRAM 

The Customs Patrol Marine Interdiction Program 
is a comprehensive effort to integrate enforce
ment tact i cs and techniques, 1 ogi sti cst 
maintenance requirements and state-of-the-art 
technology in our fight to stem the flow of 
narcotics into the United States. Our ultimate 
objectives are to reduce the level of smuggling 
by vessel; to increase the cost and risks 
associated with smuggling by vessel; to improve 
the detecting, sorting, tracking and intercept
ing capabilities of marine enforcement units 
and to establish Servicewide standards for 
training and maintenance of vessels. 

The focal point of this new strategy is the 
Marine Module. Each module consists of one 
supervisor, eight marine enforcement 
specialists and one clerical person. Marine 
officers will gather tactical intelligence and 
operate large "tracker" vessels in an offshore 
capacity as a detection and communication 
platform. Extensive use of the intelligence 
gathered will dictate the deployment of these 
vessels. As smuggling vessels are dptected, 
other marine officers will respond to pursue 
and apprehend violators and seize their contra
ban d • T h os e mar i n e 0 ff i ce r s wi 1 1 uti 1 i z e 
smaller "interceptor" type vessels more suit
able for pursuit than the larger vessels. 

Marine modules are scheduled for installation at 
Fort Lauderdale and Fort Myers, Florida, during 
tl',ll current fiscal year. 

Marine interdiction resources currently include 
723 Customs Patrol officers, and 116 vessels in 
some 40 different locations. Of these, 178 
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Customs Patrol officers and 36 vessels are 
located in 17 different locations within the 
State of Florida. A complete breakdown of 
Customs Patrol ~arine resources is contained in 

* the enclosed book, Marine Resource Readiness, 
March 1984, under resources, pages 1-2. 

The Customs Service anticipates the implementa
tion of seven additional marine modules over the 
next three fiscal years within existing funding 
levels. 

We thank you for affording us this opportunity to 
describe our Marine Interdiction Program. If you have any 
additional questions or comments, please feel free to contact 
my offi ceo 

The Honorable 
Tom F. lewis 

;;M~1?JL 
Acting Commissioner of Customs 

Subcommittee on Government Information, 
Justice and Agriculture 

Committee on Government Operations 
House of Representatives 
Washi ngton, DC 20515 

Enclosure 

*NOTE: The enclosure, Marine Resource Readiness, is printed in 

Appendix . 2.. 



364 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. von Raab, the other thing I think I find rather interesting 

about this, rather curious, you tell me that some time before De
cember 8, and Mr. McNamar told you that he had a conversation 
with Paul Thayer, and Paul Thayer somehow--

Mr. VON RAAB. Mr. McNamar did not tell me of his conversation 
until more recently. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Who told you, of course, before December 8? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Mr. McNamar told me he felt comfortable that 

DOD would support this $11 million. I didn't say prove it. I accept
ed his statements. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Did you have any questions about that, any lights 
go off, whistles and bells, warnings of any type that maybe you 
might have a problem? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Certainly. I mean, there is always a question as 
to whether DOD would agree to that proposal. 

Mr. ENGLISH. All right. 
Given the fact that you had some whistles, lights, and bells go off 

at that time--
Mr. VON RAAB. I didn't say whistles, maybe a small light bulb. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Kind of a sickness down deep in your stomach, 

something of that sort. The question arises then, did you, in the 
discussions that you have either with-and you told me you don't 
talk to the Vice President-so Admiral Murphy, Mr. Schowengerdt, 
or anyone in the Vice President's Office, in your discussions, did 
you pass along that Mr. McNamar reached some kind of agreement 
with the Department of Defense, and they were going to cut out 
$11 million to take care of detection? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I wouldn't make this conversation with Mr. 
McNamar that significant. The Customs Department was made 
aware of the fact that its budget was being reprogrammed. 

Yes, I passed this information on to Admiral Murphy, that the 
Customs budget was not in the original form in which it had been 
sent forward, but it was not in two pieces. A $17 million piece 
which was going to be paid for by the Treasury Department, and 
an $11 million piece for which the Treasury Department was ex
pecting Defense support. . 

Mr. ENGLISH. Did Admiral Murphy ask you any questions about 
that? 

Mr. VON RAAB. No. 
Mr. ENGLISH. He just accepted it. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Admiral Murphy is a much more important offi

cial in this administration than I am, and I didn't hound him about 
it. I merely passed the information off to him. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Do you think he understood what you were saying? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Admiral Murphy is a bright man. I have to 

assume that he understood exactly what I was saying. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Assuming he understood what you were saying, he 

wasn't very bright if he didn't pick up on the fact that the Depart
ment of Defense might not carry that job out, particularly since he 
worked for 2 years in the Department of Defense and trying to 
make it possible within the law to provide additional assistance on 
air interdiction. 
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Mr. VON RAAB. You have to ask Admiral Murphy those ques
tions. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Looking at this program, you have 63 aircraft at 
the present time, not counting Department of Defense aircraft, I 
believe that are operating in this program? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I thought it was-that includes the DOD aircraft. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Does include the DOD aircraft? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I am informed it includes the DOD aircraft. 
It includes four Blackhawks and four Cobras. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What does it cost to operate those aircraft? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We estimate about $16.5 million. 
Mr. ENGLISH. $16.5? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right, and you are leasing four more jets, I be

lieve, for use as interceptors as part of the proposal? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We are looking at the possibility and we would 

like to lease four more jets; that is correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That is in fiscal year 1984 funding? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We hope it will be a fiscal year 1984 expenditure; 

that is correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You are going to lease those aircraft. How much do 

you figure it is going to cost you to operate those? 
Mr. VON RAAB. $4 million. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That already then puts you over the $17 million 

plus that you have, that you requested within the budget. You 
have $16.5 million for the operation of those 62 or 63 aircraft. You 
have now $4 million to operate those four jets, so that takes you 
over $20 million, and you just have a budget request then of be
tween $17 and $18 million. 

Mr. VON RAAB. In the $16.4 million is the support of some mili
tary aircraft, including the four Blackhawks and the four Cobras. 

That amount would offset the additional amount for the four 
high performance aircraft. 

Mr, ENGLISH. Are you telling me, Commissioner, that it was the 
intention as far as this budget is concerned, to turn back the Black
hawks and Cobras to get the four interceptors? 

Mr. VON RAAB. The $11 million request anticipated that the 
Blackhawks and Cobras would be supported. That was part of that 
$11 million request made up-we were asking Defense to support 
the Blackhawks and Cobras. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Even though you already have agreements with 
the Army and have had for the last year. You have had it for at 
least the last year, on operation and maintenance, because you 
were not doing any maintenance up until that time to speak of. 

You are planning on abrogating that agreemant that you have 
had for the last year; is that correct? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I wouldn't call it abrogating the agreement. We 
were in effect requesting the Defense Department to amend the 
agreement so they would pick up more of the expenses of these air
craft. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Your justification earlier was that DOD ought to 
pick up all the stuff because the detection is the responsibility of 
the Department of Defense. Now, you are saying that the responsi
bility of the Department of Defense is also for arrest. That is what 
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those helicopters are used for. They are used to get out there and 
make a.rrests, not for detection. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I understand. There really are two separate 
issues here. 

The first one was a request of the Defense Department to provide 
an equivalent amount of $11 million to support our military air
craft. 

The Defense Department turned that down. That was the request 
upon which the budget numbers were based. 

That request has been turned down, in other words, a straight 
deal of $11 million to the Customs Service has been turned down. 

The Secretary indicated that we understand the reasons for that 
and although originally we thought our opportunity was to get it, 
we are not going to get it. That issue is closed. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You. understand that one. Even Mr. McNamar has 
accepted a no on that. 

Mr. VON RAAB. He understands the Defense Department is not 
going to transfer $11 million to the Customs Service. 

The second issue is whether the Defense Department should play 
a greater role in the responsibility for detection. That is the second, 
and that is not a budget question; that is a policy question. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You have got the answer on that, didn't you? 
Mr. VON RAAB. No, we don't feel that we have gotten the answer 

on that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You heard General Tice yesterday say that he was 

empowered to speak for the Department of Defense before a public 
hearing. 

Now, are you going to deny that he has that authority? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Not at all. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Are you going to deny what he said here yester

day? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I have the greatest amount of respect for General 

Tice. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Are you going to deny what the services have testi

fied to here this morning? 
Mr. VON RAAB. No, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What question remains in your mind, Commission

er, with regard to this issue? 
Mr. VON RAAB. As to whether the Defense Department can be 

persuaded--
Mr. ENGLISH. To break the law? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I don't personally believe it is a matter of break

ing the law, but the issues will be presented at the meeting of 
NNBIS next week. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Would you describe for me what is entailed in the 
defmition of combat readiness? 

Mr. VOl'ir RAAB. No, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. How in the world can you know about whether you 

are asking them to break the law or not? 
Mr. VOl'ir RAAB. The advice that I have received from the Treas

ury Department--
Mr. ENGLISH. Is the Treasury Department representative who is 

giving you that fear, which I assume is Mr. McNamar, does he un
derstand what goes in and what is a part of making combat readi-
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ness, what that term means, and it is not just a judgment; it is 
quantifiable? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I can't speak for the Deputy Secretary. 
Mr. ENGLISH. How can you come before us and say, well, you still 

don't believe it? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I believe Captain Schowengerdt testified to the 

fact that these issues will be discussed at NNBIS next week. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Did you hear the services say today that they 

cannot do it without violating the law? 
Mr. VON RAAB. No, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Did your representatives hear that? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I was informed by my staff that they made state

ments. I don't know exactly what they said, but I assume they 
made statements from which that implication can be drawn. 

Mr. ENGLISH. No implication. They stated it flat out. In fact, they 
went so far, as far as the Air Force was concerned, that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff made the statement that they couldn't fly one more 
mission without violating the law. 

Mr. VON RAAB. That is apparently the Defense's present position 
on this. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is their answer, isn't it? 
!The question to you is, what is plan No.2? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Plan No.2 is to follow this issue up at the NNBIS 

meeting next week. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What is your second plan, the alternative? You 

have been told by the Department of Defense it is in violation of 
the law. You have had the Joint Chiefs of Staff who made their po
sition. 

Now the question that you come down to is, given that answer, 
given that response, what is plan No.2? 

Mr. VON RAAB. My understanding is that this issue is still under 
review in the administration and that the Treasury Department is 
not satisfied that that is a final position of the Defense Depart
ment, and is waiting for the deliberations of the meeting of NNBIS 
next week. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Again, I am asking you what is that judgment 
based on as far as Department of Treasury is concerned? What is it 
based on? 

Mr. VON RAAB. That has been the subject of these 3 days of dis
cussion. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is it based on legal interpretation of the law? Is it 
based on knowledge of the term "combat readiness?" 

What is it based on? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Obviously it is based upon a different interpreta

tion. 
Mr. ENGLISH. There is no different interpretation. It is quantifi

able, I told you. It is clearly stated what goes into making up 
combat readiness. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I am not going to present myself as an expert in 
this area. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is what troubles me so on this, Commissioner, 
because you are coming down and saying, we have been told by the 
experts that the law says that we can't do it. That is what the De
partment of Defense came up here and testified. 
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Unless you are willing to think the Department of Defense offi
cials, as well as General Tice, came up here and lied to this com
mittee, the question comes down to, why you refuse to accept their 
judgment. 

If you have something to question that judgment on, if you can 
challenge that judgment, I would say, fine, go ahead. 

What we are coming down to is that you don't have that and you 
don't have any knowledge in that area so the question I am asking 
you and I know that you are never going to-evidently you have 
got the McNamar sickness, you can't accept no-the question I am 
going to ask you now, assuming that that is the case, if this stands, 
the question then is, what is plan No.2? What is it that the Cus
toms Service is going to do now? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Well, let me just go back first to the other issue, 
and that is that my understanding is that NNBIS, which is the co
ordinating mechanism for this, regards this as an open issue. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Do they have the authority to change the law? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Only the Congress acting with the acquiescence 

of the President has the authority to change the law, but they are 
offering differing opinions on what the law, how the law should be 
interpreted. 

The matter is under review. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I have told you as far as combat readiness is con

cerned, there is no interpretation. Those are five elements that 
make up the combat readiness. 

That is the law. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Obviously the Treasury Department does not feel 

that-
Mr. ENGLISH. No, obviously Mr. McNamar doesn't and obviously 

you have decided to follow in his footsteps. 
Mr. VON RAAB. He is my boss. 
Mr. ENGLISH. The point is-I am not going to get into that-but 

supposedly the issue is, you have been turned down at this hearing. 
The answer has been no. I don't care whether you accept it or not. 

Now, the question I want to ask you, Commissioner, is, what is 
plan No.2? Where do you go from here, assuming that the law is 
followed? 

Mr. VON RAAB. We will then have to review the options before us 
with respect to detection. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What options are those? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Well, the one option that you deny me is in-

creased Defense involvement in detection. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I didn't deny you that. 
Mr. VON RAAB. For purposes of this discussion. 
Mr. ENGLISH. The law denied you that. 
Mr. VON RAAB. You and I are in disagreement on that issue. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Tell me about plan No.2. 
Mr. VON RAAB. We will have to review the detection capabilities 

of all of the government groups. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Please go through those and give even your knowl

edge of the matter. Go through and give us those options. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Give you the--
Mr. ENGLISH. The options that you have left open for you as far 

as detection. 
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Mr. VON RAAB. I don't have them written out. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Surely you are familiar enough with them, Com

missioner. You have been involved for 3 years in your job, air 
interdiction, and you have the r~sponsibilities as far as NNBIS is 
concerned, and you have been 1" )king at this program for years. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Mr. Chairman, you are placing me in a little bit 
of a difficult position. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I am placing you in a very difficult position, Com
missioner? You put yourself there. I didn't put you there. 

Mr. VON RAAB. You are asking me to make a judgment that is 
properly the judgment that should be made by NNBIS so you 
are--

Mr. ENGLISH. NNBIS does not make the decisions with regard to 
detection aircraft as far as Customs is concerned. 

What options do you have left given the fact Department of De
fense has stated that this is against the law? What are those op
tions? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Increased E-2C and E-3A coverage. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That is a9:ainst the law. 
Mr. VON RAAB. I haven t been told that is against the law. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Option 2. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Increased radar. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Does it have low-level capability? 
Mr. VON RAAB. No. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Option No.3. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Increase Coast Guard surveillance off the shores. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What kind of detection do they have? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I don't know exactly what detection equipment 

they have. 
Mr. ENGLISH. They don't have any as far as radar. 
Option No.4? 
Mr. VON RAAB. More lookdown radar provided by whatever 

agency it is. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What agency is it? 
Mr. VON RAAB. What agency is what? 
Mr. ENGLISH. That you are going to be going to, that has the 

lookdown capabilities you talk about? 
Mr. VON RAAB. The Defense Department. 
Mr. ENGLISH. We are back to the same position, Commissioner. 
Mr. VON RAAB. I am going to try to get back there every time I 

can. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I keep telling you the fact of the matter is that the 

testimony before this hearing is it can't be done without violating 
the law. Surely you made this decision and changed this budget 
based on some knowledge of alternatives. 

Surely there were some other options. Surely you took into con
sideration that if the Department of Defense can't do this, where 
do we go from here? Surely you didn't scuttle the whole thing on a 
pipe dream that hopefully somebody can do it without checking to 
see whether it is legal or not, much less whether it is feasible? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Mr. Chairman, as I indicated, this matter is a 
matter that will be discussed next week. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I want to know what the other option is, Commis
sioner. What is option No.4? 
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Mr. VON RAAB. The other option is obviously this detection capa
bility would be given to another department like the Treasury De
partment 01 like the Transportation Department, or like the FAA. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is there any other department that has aircraft 
equipped with a lookdown capability? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Whatever department would get them would 
have to acquire them. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So the taxpayers go out and buy some so you don't 
have to assume that responsibility; is that correct? 

Mr. VON RAAB. No; I am not suggesting that. 
I am just saying, even if the Customs Service were to run the P-

3's, the taxpayer has obtained those P-3's for them at some point 
in time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. With regard to the funding, what about the special 
operations money for south Florida? 

Mr. VON RAAB. In 1985? 
Mr. ENGLISH. How much money do you have in your $17 million 

budget for that? 
Mr. VON RAAB. 1984 or 1985? 
Mr. ENGLISH. 1985. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Approximately a half a million dollars. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Is contained within that $17 million? 
Mr. VON RAAB. In the 17 for special operations. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Are you absolutely sure of that? 
Mr. VON RAAB. $500,000 is correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. A cut from $2.1 million? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Well, Operation Florida as such is now an ongo

ing responsibility of the Customs Service, and so the moneys to 
fund what previously was called Operation Florida are no longer 
specially designated in order to support that operation, but have 
been made a permanent part of the Customs Service. 

Special operations would be those activities that would not be a 
normal part of the activities of the Customs Service. 

Mr. ENGLISH. According to your March 13, 1984, letter, Commis
sioner, you are requesting $2.1 million. 

A letter you sent on to the chairman of the Appropriations Sub
committee on March 13, 1984, and this is your supplemental re
quest for $2.1 million for the rest of this year, so you cut it from 
$2.1 million for fiscal year 1984 for what you are requesting just as 
of March 13 down to $400,000. You are cutting it by 75 percent? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I am told that the asterisks to which you refer 
were put in the letter by the previous committee. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We are talking about the special enforcement oper
ations in air, not down at the bottom below that, Operation Flori
da. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Is there a question? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Yes; I am still asking you, is it not true that the 

operations in Florida, including air, have been cut from $2.1 mil
lion down to what you say is $500,000? 

Mr. VON RAAB. In 1985 the Florida operations are not specialized. 
This letter--

Mr. ENGLISH. Is the total for the country $500,000? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Of special operations; that is correct. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. You have this year $2.1 million for the State of 
Florida for special operations? 

Mr. VON RAAB. This is--
Mr. ENGLISH. You are cutting it down to $500,000 for the entire 

countr"i, down from $2.1 million so that is a cut of 75 percent? 
Mr. VON RAAB. No, sir; we no longer are bookkeeping for Florida 

specially. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Talk about the whole country. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Florida operations are now a permanent part of 

the budget and are contained in all of the budget accounts of the 
Customs Service. 

Mr. ENGLISH. All right. Talk about the whole country then. 
The whole country, according to your request on March 13, 1984, 

for the rest of 1984 is $2.1 million. 
You have cut that for the entire country in fiscal year 1985. You 

have cut that down to $500,000; isn't that correct? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I am having a difficult time explaining this to 

you because of apparently a number of exchanges that have taken 
place between the budget staff and the Appropriations Committee 
staff. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I am using y'Jur letter, Commissioner. 
Mr. VON RAAB. My letter is 1984, not 1985. 
Mr. ENGLISH. March 13,1984. 
Mr. VON RAAB. I am sorry. I thought you were talking about the 

1985 budget. 
Mr. ENGLISH. We are. We are comparing the two. 
Mr. VON RAAB. They can't be compared because the categories 

are different. 
We have $500,000 in 1985 for air special operations, $2 million in 

1985 for the rest of special operations, and if you look through the 
budget, you will lmd $2 million for what was previously called Op
eration Florida. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It states here in your letter, Commissioner, what 
we are saying here is, it is listed special enforcement operations 
air, and it has your revised plan, $2.1 million. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Would you permit Wayne Hamilton, our budget 
officer, to explain this? 

Mr. ENGLISH. I am going to let him explain it for the record and 
we will move on here. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I believe it is a bookkeeping misunderstanding. I 
have given strict orders that our enforcement efforts in Florida are 
not to be reduced. If that is the case, I will reprogram the budget to 
make sure they are not. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I believe I would hold off on reprogramming the 
budget, Commissioner. 

Did you ever come up with No.4 option, or are you out of options 
now? 

Mr. VON RAAB. There are a fmite number of ways to do detec
tion. Oue is to increase the defense effort. 

One is to provide this lookdown capability to another depart
ment, Customs, Coast Guard, whatever it is, and the other is to net
work better. 

Another one is to try to improve other radar capacities, for ex
ample, improving the coverage through aerostat balloons. That is 
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the type of range of opportunities that is available to the executive 
branch to improve detection. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Wait a minute. It is also up to the Congress? Didn't 
they playa little role in this? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Absolutely. I was thinking about the NNBIS 
meeting coming up next week. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I realize that Congress has been left out of it so far, 
and that is the reason you are in all this trouble. Maybe if you had 
explained it a little more to Admiral Murphy, you wouldn't be in 
this kind of a mess. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I can assure you that the executive branch is well 
aware of the concern of your committee and the Congress. I am 
sure that that will be taken into consideration at the agency at the 
meeting next week. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I want to assure you, Commissioner, that we are 
going to take into consideration your views, as you submit the 
budget up here, and we are going to take into consideration Mr. 
McNamar's views and Secretary Regan's views whenever we make 
our decisions up here on how to handle the budget and what items 
will be programmed and what items will not. We will take that 
into consideration. We will also take the law into consideration. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You mentioned yesterday that you are concerned 

about the cost overruns for the P-3 conversion project at Lockheed. 
The Senate Appropriations Committee has already committed to 
that project. Isn't it true that the Department of Defense will be 
providing the radar, logistical support, and the funds necessary to 
modify the remaining five P-3 aircraft? 

Mr. VON RAAB. That is in the appropriations language for 1984, 
and therefore, yes. I don't have it right in front of me, but I believe 
that is correct. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It was also agreed to by the Air Force this morning 
and the Navy? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. The answer to that question is yes? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. You are scheduled to receive a total of six P-3 

detection aircraft; at least you were scheduled for the total cost to 
the Customs of only $5.8 million. 

Mr. VON RAAB. That is the present estimate of what it would cost 
the Customs Service. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Have you got any better numbers? 
Mr. VON RAAB. No; I am very hopeful that that will be the final 

number. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, then, what reason would you not have to 

accept those numbers? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I am not rejecting them. I am concerned that 

those" numbers will continue to grow as they have in the past. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I see. What is it that you would anticipate would 

grow? 'The cost of this one--
Mr. VON RAAB. Specifically, here, the modifications to this P-3 

and then any developments that may not be literally covered by 
the Senate appropriations language. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. The Senate appropriations language says that the 
Air Force will pay the costs on the remaining? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I know what that language says, but I also know, 
when you get into a situation in which there are increased costs, 
everyone always goes to see how they can avoid those costs and 
pass them on to some other organization, and my only concern is, if 
we run into unknown modifications costs or those that may not be 
covered in this language, the Defense will want the Customs Serv
ice to pay for them. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So you kind of refuse to accept anything the De
partment of Defense says about this entire matter, don't you, Com
missioner? 

Mr. VON RAAB. No; I think the Defense Department, like all of 
the departments, is concerned about its own budget expenditures 
and therefore wants to keep them down as much as it can. For ex
ample, I do not believe the appropriations language includes the 
IRDS type of avionics, which will cost about $1 million per copy. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Those are add-ons the Customs wanted to stick on 
to this thing, like an electronic window? 

Mr. VON RAAB. IRDS, I don't think it is an electronic window, it 
is an infrared detection system. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It is those little add-ons that run up the costs, like 
in our automobiles, all those little things that you don't have to 
have to do the job, but they are nice to have. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Would you like me to submit a comparison of the 
IRDS with an electric window? 

Mr. ENGLISH. Submit it to me. We don't want to clutter up the 
record with that. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I understand. They are sensors that the Customs 
Service feels would make those aircraft--

Mr. ENGLISH. That was a Customs decision that you would like to 
have this put on as an option. Do E-2C's-do they have IRDS on 
them? 

Mr. VON RAAB. No. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Compare that to the lease of the four Citation 

interceptors that you talked about, $3.9 million a year that you are 
going to lease those four Citation jets for. 

Mr. VON RAAB. We have not made a decision to select the Cita-
tion jets. . 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, that was a part of Mr. McNamar's plan? 
Mr. VON RAAB. No; four high performance aircraft. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I had one other member who was curious about 

that. Will that be put out for bid? 
Mr. VON RAAB. General counsel's office and the comptroller's 

office right now is reviewing the entire procurement related to 
this. I am not quite sure if it is a sole source procurement, possibly 
sole source procurement on the Citations, and we have also re
ceived a number of unsolicited bids that would compete with that 
sole source procurement. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Are you going to put it out for bid or not? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We have not made that decision yet. 
Mr. ENGLISH. If you don't have to, you won't? Is that what you 

are telling me? 
Mr. VON RAAB. It is not as simple as that. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. All right. 
The P-3's would have both a detection and interception capabil

ity. They have an infrared radar to identify suspects which they 
detect and the range to follow suspects for some 16 hours, and this 
will cost the Customs Office $5.8 million. 

Let's use the Citations as an example to understand that is your 
preference at this point. They have only limited detection capabil
ity and the ability to intercept targets which have been detected 
for them, at the cost of $4 million a year, and since the Depart
ment of Defense is going to do your detection mission for you, isn't 
the P-3 really a tremendous bargain and a lifesaver for the Cus
toms Service? 

Mr. VON RAAB~ A tremendous bargain and a lifesaver for the 
Customs Service? 

Mr. ENGLISH. Yes. You are comparing $5.8 million in costs for six 
aircraft that have the capability to both detect and intercept and 
also make detections for surface, and you have done that at a cost 
of $5.8 million for six aircraft. You have got four aircraft you are 
leasing for $3.9 million a year? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I had not personally regarded the h-lterceptors 
as-I mean the P-3A, as an interceptor. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Why are you putting IRDS on them? 
Mr. VON RAAB. For surface targets. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Better get a little technical advice on that, Com

missioner. 
Mr. VON RAAB. That is my technical advice. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I believe the advice is in error. What other purpose 

does an IRDS have? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I am sorry, the IRDS on the P-3, obviously it is to 

identify targets; we all know that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. To identify targets? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Yes, sir. I thought that was my answer. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What kind of aircraft will you classify that you use 

to identify targets? 
Mr. VON RAAB. To identify-specific identification of targets? 
Mr. ENGLISH. That is right. 
Mr. VON RAAB. I am confused. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You want a hint? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Detecting, intercepting? 
Mr. ENGLISH. The other one is arresting. You have to detect 

them, and you use IRDS to identify after you intercept them. 
Mr. VON RAAB. That is correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, then, why would you put an IRDS on a P-3 if 

it couldn't be used as an interceptor? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We will certainly look into that, as to whether 

the IRDS ought to go on the P-3. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Here you are up here, complaining about all these 

cost overruns and complaining about it, and here you are sticking 
this equipment on, and you tell me you are going to look into 
whether you ought to be putting it on? 

Mr. VON RAAB. You have raised a good question in my mind, one 
which I hadn't addressed before, and I can assure you that I will 
find out in the next 24 hours why we are putting the IRDS on the 
P-3. If it is in error, we will correct it. 



375 

Mr. ENGLISH. I don't know that it is in error. It simply increases 
the uses of the P-$ from a detection plane to one that can go out 
and intercept. Maximizing the use of the aircraft is a good idea. 

The question I am asking you is, it costs you $5.8 million to ac
quire, and you are going to go out and lease four interceptors 
which have no detection capability for $3.9 million. The P-3's are a 
great deal, looking at it from that standpoint. 

l\.1r. VON RAAB. The leased aircraft will have radar and infrared 
on them. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What kinds of radar? 
Mr. VON RAAB. F-16 and the FLIR. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What does tl ~ Siler Report say about the F-16's? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Very good. 
Mr. ENGLISH. No, it doesn't; not as detection aircraft. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Not as detection, but these are not being pur

chased for detection. 
Mr. ENGLISH. If you don't have any detection, you have to use 

them for detection. 
Mr. VON RAAB. We are getting back to the detection question. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You have to admit, even right now, you don't have 

any detection in fiscal year 1985. You have absolutely no assur
ances. Nobody has told you anytuing, and every indication we have 
had has said no. 

Regardless of whether you accept it or not, what is the reality 
today, and nobody has given you a green light and said they are 
going to take over your responsibility for you. 

Mr. VON RAAB. We don't have any firm commitment, and we 
have reason to believe we will not have any greater detection avail
able to us than we have at this point in time; that is correct. 

Mr. ENGLISH. In light of that, you have the potential of having 
detector aircraft, six detector aircraft for $5.8 million, which can be 
used both for detector aircraft, for identifying aircraft, surface tar
gets, as well as being able to do intercept work; and you are telling 
me that it is a better deal; at least you are insinuating-I will give 
you a chance to wiggle out of it-that you would rather go out and 
lease for $3.9 million a year four aircraft that can only intercept? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Right now at this point in time, in March of 1984, 
we are weakest in our intercepting capability. 

Mr. ENGLISH. In your detection capability? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We are weak in both of those, and even the Sen

ate's plan is to provide us with more intercepting capability sooner 
than we would get the P-3As. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We have no disagreement with that, and you know 
full well that both the Senate and the House are making efforts to 
provide you with 8, and 13 additional interceptors? 

Mr. VON RAAB. The C-12's. That would be great. The problem is 
that we just don't think that is going to happen. I would like it to 
happen. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You have asked for it, and given us no reason to 
say it wouldn't happen. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Every time we go to the Defense Department 
they say, until we get our C-12's you don't get your C-12A modi
fied. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. What happens when you come and discuss that 
with the Congress? Have you had anybody in the Congress tell you 
you are not going to get those? 

Mr. VON RAAB. No. We have people in Defense Department that 
say they are not getting the C-12's. That is all I am saying. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We had people testifying in public yesterday saying 
they would. 

Mr. VON RAAB. That would be very good news. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Glad to give you some good news. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Right. 
Mr. ENGLISH. The question still comes back, though, about that 

$5.8 million versus $3.9 million, one-time expenditure, six P-3's 
versus $3.9 million per year on leasing four Citations. 

Mr. VON RAAB. That is not a tradeoff. That money is not the 
money that is being used, would be used to buy the--

Mr. ENGLISH. You have to maximize and make the best use you 
can of the money that you have. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Other tracking and/or detecting aircraft would be 
used, purchased, with that money. The four high-performance air
craft will be obtained regardless of whether the P-3 plan is contin
ued or not. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I guess the point I am making though is that you 
have changed the ball game. Assumptions were made in 1984 as far 
as the appropriations budgets were concerned about what was 
going to take place down the road. 

It was assumed Y0U were going to have detection capabilities. 
That is what was assumed. Everything was based on that. Now you 
have scrapped that, or at least you are trying to. 

And with the scrapping of that, and with nothing to take its 
place, and you ain't got nothing today, Commissioner. There is 
nothing there. Then the question comes down, you know, making 
the best use you can out of the resources you have. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Yes, sir, I understand. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I am asking you, in that kind of a situation, com

pare the $5.8 million for six aircraft that can do both detection and 
interception with $3.9 million that can only intercept. 

Mr. VON RAAB. $5.8 million for-
Mr. ENGLISH. Six P-3's. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Our estimates are different from that in terms of 

the operation when you crank in the operation and maintenance of 
these aircraft. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The $3.9 million doesn't include operation and 
maintenace on those jets. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Yes, it does. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I don't think so. 
Mr. VON RAAB. $2.3 million Here, we are necessarily discussing 

the proposal Citation has made which has not been accepted. But, 
based upon the numbers that had been generated from the Citation 
proposal, the lease costs are $2.4 million. $50,000 per month per 
aircraft. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I want to say again, I certainly would be in agree
ment, that I would like to see the Customs Service have more 
interceptors. I strongly support more interceptors--

Mr. VON RAAB. Thank you, very much. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. There is no disagreement about that. But the point 
that I am making, there is very serious question about how much 
good those additional interceptors are going to do the Customs 
Service unless they have some detection capability to go with them. 

If you can't detect them, it isn't going to do you ci whole lot of 
good to have additional interceptors. Particularly just four for the 
whole United States. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Our current interceptor capability is only ade
quate in Miami right now. Tucson has one which is an early model 
Citation. And would place additional interceptors in Jacksonville, 
New Orleans, San Antonio, and San Diego. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I think we pointed that out in our last report we 
had. We layed all that out for you, I think. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Yes. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Those are your ideas. 
Mr. ENGLISH. They are not my ideas, just kind of what we found. 

I don't come up with ideas. I just report findings, Commissioner. 
Mr. VON RAAB. They are good ideas. 
Mr. ENGLISH. They might be good findings. I don't know whether 

they are good ideas or not. 
Mr. VON RAAB. OK. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I would like to know, what was the concept, the 

idea of shifting all the detection responsibilities over to the Depart
ment of Ddense? What studies or justifications did Treasury have 
that you know of to back that up? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Formal studies? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Formal, informal. Any kind of studies. 
Mr. VON RAAB. The only formal study to which I could point 

would be the report of the group headed by Admiral Siler. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That is the so-called Siler report. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. We have asked the authors of that report, by 

the way, for the facts to justify their conclusions. It might interest 
you to know that they were unable to do so. I don't know whether 
you all made that same effort, but we would certainly ask you to 
do so today. 

And also, you confirmed that you were unable to document that 
NORAD and FAA radar is detecting drug smugglers that you can't 
catch. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Are you asking me whether they are detecting 
drug smugglers that we cannot catch? 

Mr. ENGLISH. I believe you did that yesterday, confirmed that 
you were unable--

Mr. VON RAAB. I believe that is correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Then I would assume, given that fact, that you 

would agree, and I am going to give you the opportunity to dis
agree if you want to, but I would assume you would agree with the 
NNBlS coordinators that we have had before us in this hearing, 
that the number one priority as far as NNBIS is concerned, and 
the interdiction program is look-down radar. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I hate to view any of these as unrelated. I believe, 
in my opinion, the No.1 concern of the Customs Service today is 
getting those high performance aircraft into the sky. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. So you are saying that lookdown--
Mr. VON RAAB. I am not in any way suggesting that detection is 

not important. But I am saying that if I could do something tomor
row, I would like to put four interce9tors into the sky. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You will put four interceptors into the sky with no 
detection capability. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Well, I believe there are areas in which we are 
woefully short of detection capability. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Tell me areas where you have that capability. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Our best capability obviously is in the Southeast

ern United States. 
Mr. ENGLISH. How is that done? 
Mr. VON RAAB. It is done through a combination of radars, either 

airborne or land-based--
Mr. ENGLISH. What kind of radars? 
Mr. VON RAAB. You want technical terms? I mean, some are 

lookdown, some are lookout. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. Well, we have just stated that the FAA 

radars and NORAD radars are not picking up anything that Cus
toms can't go ahead and handle and catch them. The critical point 
is low-flying aircraft that they cannot pick up. 

Now, you tell me how you are addressing those aircraft, because 
that is where the majority of the drug smugglers are flying in, low 
level. I don't mean by low level, they are down 50 feet, either. You 
are talking about aircraft flying in anywhere under 5,000 feet, they 
can get in. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Mr. Chairman--
Mr. ENGLISH. In some cases, there are some parts of the country 

where we know you can come in at 14,000 feet. 
Mr. VON RAAB. I understand that. The biggest complaints I re

ceive when I visit the air branches, and I am not in any way 
saying--

Mr. ENGLISH. You better talk to some of the air branch very 
carefully before you make that statement. 

Mr. VON RAAB. They don't have the intercepting capability they 
need. This is particularly critical in the Southwestern United 
States, and Western United States. 

In other words, west of the Mississippi. Now maybe that is be
cause they like to fly planes. I don't know. But I am just saying 
that when I talk to these guys, what they really complain about is 
a lack of something like the citation to get up there and go after 
planes that they say-they know are coming in. 

Mr. ENGLISH. All right. How are they going to find out where 
they are? How do they know? Do they see them? 

Commissioner, ask the gentleman next to you how many aircraft 
they have personally seen coming in, that they have personally 
seen and not been able--

Mr. VON RAAB. You mean the pilots themselves standing there? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Yes. 
Mr. VON RAAB. I would assume that is very low. 
Mr. ENGLISH. How many of them have been up there flying 

around in an airplane that have seen them come by that they have 
been able to go catch or haven't caught or haven't been able to 
chase at least? What I am asking, Commissioner, is the simple fact, 



379 

are there more planes that you see that you can't catch, or are 
there more planes that you don't see that you can't even go up and 
take a shot at trying to catch? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Sir, they are both there. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I am asking percentages here. I am talking about 

what do you estimate? Do you feel there are far more aircraft 
coming in that you don't see, and, therefore, cannot get into a posi
tion to go chase? Or are there more aircraft that you see that you 
simply can't chase because you don't have enough interceptors? 

Do you see more planes than you go chase or do you not see 
more planes that you simply don't even have an opportunity to 
chase? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I would be happy to get you that information. I 
am reluctant--

Mr. ENGLISH. You have the air branch right there with you. Ask 
them. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I don't know. Do we have numbers compiled like 
that? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. Yes, we have some of the known failed intercepts. 
Mr. VON RAAB, OK. 
Mr. LAGEMAN. In calendar year 1983, of the successful intercepts 

of illegal targets, we had 245. We had 52 where we had failed 
launches. Now that number we know we saw we caught. We obvi
ously-there are a lot more out there than we are seeing. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You have got some more information there that 
you all agree to. Now, how many was your estimate? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. We have an estimate we would be glad to provide 
for the record. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Provide it. You know it, don't you? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. I don't know it for all areas of the country specifi

cally. 
Mr. ENGLISH. 1,300. That is what the number is. That is seriously 

questioned as to the validity, because we had with regard to the 
California air branch where they were estimating in excess of 2,000 
for that region alone. 

Mr. LAGEMAN. We felt that that was a rather high estimate-
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I know you do. We were using your figure of 

1,300. You are talking about 1,300. You intercepted and arrested
what?-250 last year? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You thought there was another 50 that got away 

that you saw? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That is 300. That means 1,000 that you estimate 

out there which could very well be very low, given the estimates of 
some of your regions and probably are low, quite frankly, that you 
never even see. 

Mr. LAGEMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. ENGUSH. And the Commissioner is telling me we are going 

to get 4 more airplanes, his priority is to get 4 more planes to go 
chase that 56, I guess, and ignore that other 1,000. That is the logic 
that he is using. 

43 045 0-85--13 
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Mr. VON RAAB. It is the logic. But the logic also is that if we are 
not getting those 56, then we are going to have a difficult time get
ting each incremental 57th or 58th. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We wholeheartedly agree you need more intercep
tors. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I wholeheartedly agree with you that detection is 
an important part--

Mr. ENGLISH. The point I am making, though, is this. With four 
more interceptors, can you commit to the Congress that we will see 
substantial improvement as far as the number of arrests being 
made over and above what we would have if we had detection capa
bility, low-down detection capability? Would you care to answer 
that? 

This is at your disposal. 
Mr. VON RAAB. It is my judgment that in 1984, that the place

ment of resources into interception will provide, will give us more 
arrests because I am not aware that our interceptors are up to the 
detection capability that we have right now. 

By the way, I think that is what you referred to in your own 
statement. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What we are trying to do, Commissioner, is this. 
We are trying to do both. That is what we are trying to do. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I understand that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, now just a minute. That is what the budget 

contained. That was what the budget reflected. 
That was the effort contained in the budget before it was cut. 

But when you stripped half the money out of the operation and 
maintenance, that is where the problem arose. That is where we 
had to make the choice of which way do you go. 

That is what you have left yourself with. Evidentally, that is 
what you would like to leave the Congress with. I don't think the 
Congress is going to go along with that. 

I am hopeful the rest of the administration won't go along with 
it, but that is what Mr. McNamar put you in the position of doing. 

He didn't leave you with the alternative of getting both. He was 
making you choose and go through just the same type of difficulties 
that I was trying to make you go through right then. 

Mr. VON RAAB. It is a difficult decision to make, I agree with you, 
which is why I am taking great comfort in the advice that will be 
provided next week at the NNBIS meeting. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Doesn't it also mean, Commissioner, that it contin
ues to make the job of these people at the air branches, the people 
who have got to fly those flights, doesn't it continue to make that 
an impossible job? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Their job is difficult under any circumstance. I 
am not quite sure it is impossible. But it is very difficult. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Again 1,300 admitted aircraft coming in that they 
think with a good possibility that far more are flying into this 
country, and with the fact that they can only detect 250 that they 
can capture and another 50 that they have not been able to cap
ture, in other words, 300 out of 1,300. 

Doesn't it-:ontinue to make their job impossible? Do they have a 
fair shot at those 1,300? 

I don't think you can say so, Commissio"'er. 



381 

Mr. VON RAAB. No, it is--
Mr. ENGLISH. I don't think in good conscience you can say that. 
Mr. VON RAAB. I agree. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Let me again quote what your people down in New 

Orleans told us. That if they were able to put a detection aircraft 
down in Yucatan, plainly we were talking P-3's with F-15 radar, 
in that wedge, they told us they could catch them all. 

I don't know whether they can catch them all or not, frankly, 
hut I know one darn thing. They could sure have a heck of a shot 
at it. 

You will have some people that feel like they have a chance. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Mr. Lageman was previously assistant regional 

commissioner for enforcement in New Orleans. Maybe he could re
spond to that issue. 

Mr. LAGEMAN. As you mentioned in your November study, to 
stay just at Yucatan, I believe, is in our opinion not in actuality 
how we would deploy our detection facility. We have a natural air 
corridor that we are well aware of from the Yucatan to the New 
Orleans area. 

That detection capability that we would utilize would be along 
that corridor. Not orbiting in the Yucatan area. 

Mr. ENGLISH, How wide is that corridor? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. As much as a hundred miles. 
Mr. ENGLISH. How narrow? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. Could be as narrow as an aircraft. 
Mr, ENGLISH. So you are talking about, my understanding, it 

averages about 40 miles wide on the corridor. 
Mr. LAGEMAN. That is true. 
Mr, ENGLISH, If you are putting an F-15 radar, whether on P-3 

or anything else, if you are putting it sitting there in that spot 
monitoring those 40 miles what does that do with your ability to 
intercept and arrest smuggling aircraft? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. It, obviously, would be an aid. I think that is what 
Senator Hawkins was referring to yesterday. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Obviously what? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. Obviously, it supports the recommendation Sena

tor Hawkins was talking about yesterday as far as the aerostats in 
the Yucatan. P-3 aircraft would not be utilized to orbit in the Yu
catan area just to protect that 40-mile limit. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I am just asking what does it do when you put the 
coverage down there? 

Mr. VON RAAB. It is good. 
Mr. LAGEMAN. It increases potential for success. 
Mr. ENGLISH. By how much? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. I wouldn't care to quote a percentage. I would say 

very high. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Very high. What does it do without that? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. Obviously, decreases your potential. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. Let's assume that you have to make that 

choice. This is what is being forced on you. It is not a question of 
which one you go with. 

It is a question of what you go with because that is what is being 
forced on you. That is what Mr. McNamar has forced on you and 
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Secretary Regan has forced on you because you have to make that 
choice. 

Mr. LAGEMAN. I think, and this is the decision process we went 
through, we feel very .:::t.rongly that the air program and responsi
bility of the Customs Service is within the close proximity of the 
U.S. border. 

The choke points are valid arguments. They definitely increase 
the potential for detection. It isn't necessarily the Custom Service's 
responsibility to provide that out that f8.l' away from the borders. 
We would like--

Mr. ENGLISH. According to enabling legislation, it is the responsi
bility of the Custom Service. 

Mr. LAGEMAN. Our recommendation to NNBIS was to establish a 
joint surveillance committee. Through that committee--

Mr. ENGLISH. Let's go right back, though. We are talking about
I hate to see you get off down this road, too. The Commissioners, I 
think, have enough of a load for the Customs Service. 

Mr. VON RAAB. OK. I will take it. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I don't want to get you pushed down that road. 
Mr. LAGEMAN. I appreciate that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. The point that I am making is this. If you disagree 

with me, tell me that. That unless you can put some mode of de
tecting aircraft coming through that corridor that we were just de
scribing, unless you can cover that 40-mile strip, a good percentage 
of the time, at least some of the time, that it substantially reduces 
any chance of intercepting and arresting those drug smugglers. 

And even if you get one more interceptor, if you don't have the 
detection capability, it is not going to substantially improve. 

The problem is you are being forced into a position by Mr. McNa
mar of making a decision of which way you are going to go, one of 
the two. I think that I know and I imagine most people that are 
here that are familiar with this problem know why they are trying 
to force you to go with interceptors. 

What I think the Congress is going to do, I think it is going to 
step back in on this matter. And I think they are going to provide 
the money for both detection and for interceptors. That is what I 
think is going to happen. I think it is a crying shame it has taken 3 
days of hearings, though, to focus the attention on this problem. 
That it would be necessary for this kind of action to be taken 
simply because the Secretary got caught with his hand in the 
cookie jar. 

And that is what happened. He wanted some new plumbing. He 
wanted to renovate some offices. He wanted some pay raises. He 
wanted some new office equipment. He needed the money. 

So he cut the Customs Budget operation and maintenance ac
count in half, took some money from IRS so he could go do those 
things. And he got caught. And he got mad about it. Should have 
said Secret Service instead of Internal Revenue. Secret Service. 
And he got mad about it because the public's attention got focused 
on it. And he got angry and he tried to lash out thinking that was 
going to do some good. 

Mr. McNamar can see this plan in the Secretary's absence to fur
ther cover up the embarrassment. That is what has happened and 
we all know it. 
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I think it is unfortunate that the Commissioner has been placed 
in the position that he has to come up here and go through this 
kind of exchange, you know. I would hope that no threats be made 
against you, Commissioner. 

But I wouldn't bet against it. 
Mr. VON RAAB. No threats. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I wouldn't bet against it. But, you know, that is a 

sad commentary I think as far as our Government is concerned. I 
think most folks want to see the best possible use being made out 
of their tax dollars. And I think when one man gets arrogant to 
the point that he feels like that he can step in and establish those 
kinds of priorities where his plumbing is more important than the 
war on drugs, then I think it is time that he gets pulled up short. 

Hopefully, the President will pull him up short and straighten 
this whole mess out in a hurry. If not, why, I think the Congress 
will make that effort. 

But the unfortunate thing is that with people like that, if they 
decide they don't want a program to work, it ain't going to work. It 
doesn1t matter what the Congress does. Isn't going to matter what I 
do or anybody else because they have the responsibility for manag
ing that program. If they want to screw it up, they will screw it up 
no matter how much money is provided or what kind of equipment 
is provided. They can do it. I am hopeful that wouldn't be the case 
here. 

Commissioner, I hope that should this happen again, that you 
will press home to not only those people you are responsible to in 
the Secretary's Office, but also the people within NNBIS and the 
Vice President's Office that they are fully aware. I can't personally 
believe Admiral Murphy understood what it was you were convey
ing to him, what the plan was as far as the budget is concerned. 

I think his commitment is too deep in this matter and I know the 
Vice President's is. So I am hopeful this matter will be straight
ened up forthrightly. 

I am not really pushing to embarrass anybody with it. I just 
want the money back where it belongs. I want it restored. And I 
want the commitment restored as far as the war on drugs. 

I want to give people in the Customs Service a fighting chance. I 
think that is basically what we are doing. With the proposal that 
was laid on before, with the $36 million, it was not enough to do 
the job. We know that. But it was a start. It was probably the best 
start we have ever had and it gave them a real fighting chance to 
go out and I think deter some people. I think you had the chance to 
really scare somebody. I think you had the real threat that people 
were going to get arrested. I think that is what it is all about. 

As I said, in the end it is the people who consume the drugs, they 
are the ones that will pay the price. Also, the people who are 
trying to carry it out down in the trenches, as far as customs offi
cials here. They are endangering their lives out there flying some 
of that equipment and they are doing a magnificent job. 

I am hopeful that if there are other efforts that we can assist in 
as far as the Customs Service is concerned, particularly those 
people that are on the ground doing their job, I hope that you will 
convey that to us. 



384 

Mr. VON RAAB. I will say that the C-12 exercises one that maybe 
we are getting the wrong signals on it, but we would certainly ap
preciate the continued support of this committee to get some more 
certainty into the issue of-I hope not whether-but certainly 
when the C-12's would be available to Customs because we are 
trying, admittedly in a flawed way, to plan ahead here. 

It would be helpful to know when we might get the C-12's. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I will be meeting on Monday with the Appro

priations Committee and the Armed Services Committee. We are 
going to see if we can't push that along. I feel optimistic about it. I 
see no real need not to. 

Mr. VON RA..J\.B. I understand you are trying very hard. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Again, I will say I think, unlike Secretary McNa

mar, I understand "no" when I hear "no." Everything that I have 
heard from the members of those committees would point to rea
sons for optimism. I think there is a good chance you are going to 
get additional interceptors, and you know I am hopeful you will be 
in a position to take full advantage of that. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Great. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Commissioner, is there anything else you would 

care to say for the record? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Thank you very much. No. I knew that you had 

some concerns about Puerto Rico. And we will be happy to meet 
informally with you on that issue if that would satisfy you. 

I think we are prepared to respond to any concerns that you may 
have. We haven't taken those concerns lightly. We have worked on 
it. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I appreciate that. We do have some concerns down 
there. We will be talking to you. But quite frankly, unless we get 
some means of detecting smugglers, you know, I am not sure we 
are going to know a whole lot about what kind of a problem we are 
facing. 

So we are hopeful that we will be able to focus a little more on 
that. We felt that we had to straighten this matter out before we 
could go on anywhere else. 

Mr. VON RAAB. OK. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I want to thank you, Commissioner. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Thank you very much. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you for coming. We appreciate it. I appreci

ate the difficult position that you have been placed in. 
I know it is uncomfortable. Thank you and we will recess subject 

to the call of the Chair. We would expect that there will be one 
additional hearing in this series after the fIrst of April, and that 
will include DEA. 

[Whereupon, at 1:50 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon
vene subject to the call of the Chair.] 
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Mr. ENGLISH. The hearing will come to order. 
The "war on drugs" which we hear about so often is actually a 

series of battles that are being waged on two fronts-supply and 
demand. On the demand side are education, treatment, and reha
bilitation. On the supply side are diplomatic efforts, interdiction, 
and foreign and domestic criminal investigations. 

They are all important, and to be effective the war must be co
ordinated in all these areas, even though they are under the juris
diction of many different agencies and departments. 

In the diplomatic arena, where the State Department is the lead 
agency, the most important area in which we could make progress 
is foreign crop eradication. This is a very difficult battle, though, 
because the huge profits from drug trafficking are often used to fi
nance official corruption, and the income from producing drug 
crops is usually far greater than from food crops for poor farmers. 
With a few exceptions, we haven't done well in this battle. 

A second effort is foreign interdiction-seizing the drugs in-coun
try before they enter international commerce. Here, the State De
partment and the Drug Enforcement Administration of the Justice 
Department work together. A great success in this area was the 
recent seizure of 12.5 tons of cocaine in the wilds of Colombia; an 
operation in which this country cooperated with the Government of 
Colombia. 

Such major successes, however, are few and far between, as can 
be seen from the staggering amounts of drugs which_ reach this 
Nation each year. These operations are also entirely dependent on 
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the willingness of the foreign governments to cooperate, and this is 
subject to frequent changes which are beyond our control. 

Our third chance to hurt the traffickers is at the borders of this 
country. The Customs Service and Coast Guard have primary re
sponsibility for this enforcement area. 

FOl'eign and domestic criminal investigations are under the juris
diction of DEA, with assistance from the FBI. We have no criticism 
of DEA in this regard, and, in fact, recognize that many important 
cases have been made recently. DEA also has primary responsibil
ity, with a'3sistance from our intelligence community, to gather for
eign drug intelligence for the enforcement and interdiction efforts 
of Customs and other domestic agencies. 

This morning we are convening the 14th in our series of hearings 
on the drug interdiction effort of the Federal Government. Our ear
lier hearings and reports on this subject have concentrated on, and 
documented, the grossly inadequate equipment resources which 
have been arrayed against smugglers who enter this country by 
private aircraft. 

We have detailed the almost complete lack of radar with which 
to detect these low-flying intruders. We have counted the number 
of airplanes with which the U.S. Customs Service patrols our bor
ders to intercept these smugglers, and have located only eight 
which are properly equipped for that mission. That's eight inter
ceptor aircraft for the entire land and sea borders of this country. 

We determined that Customs relied on four Cobra helicopters to 
pursue the smugglers to their landing sites to arrest the criminals 
and seize their ~ontraband cargoes. That's four helicopters for the 
entire United States. 

In concert with the House and Senate Armed Services and Ap
propriations Committees we have taken steps to remedy the equip
ment shortfalls through loaning of aircraft and radars from the De
fense Department. I must give full credit to DOD for its willingness 
to contribute what equipment it can to this effort. Lieutenant Gen
eral Tice and the various services have given complete cooperation 
to the Congress in this matter and are to be commended. 

The Air Force and Navy have also contributed many hours of 
flying time from their A WACS and E-2C programs to provide tem
porary radar detection capability. Their assistance has been invalu
able while Customs awaits the delivery of the six Navy P-3 long
range patrol aircraft which are being converted to the air detection 
role by addition of Air Force F-15 radars. 

The major effort of this administration to effect the type of co
ordination which is required between all the interdiction elements 
of the war on drugs is the Vice President's National Narcotics 
Border Interdiction System [NNBIS]. I have often stated that I sup
port the Vice President and the concept of NNBIS. Clearly, NNBIS 
has made a welcome beginning in this difficult area. During the 
first year of its existence, there were clear signs of improvement. 
Agencies which had never been exposed to a true cooperative spirit 
were experiencing the fruits of combined strength. This was pa.r
ticularly true in the case of implementing the assistance of the De
fense Department, but was also evident in the energizing of the in
telligence community to contribute their share to the antidrug 
effort. 
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But NNBIS is a young effort and has many improvements and 
problems still to iron out. This subcommittee will offer its support 
in this, and I look forward to working cooperatively with the Vice 
President toward that end. 

On a more cautionary note, I must say that even an effort with 
the amount of administration support that NNBIS enjoys is subject 
to being derailed by unguided, uninformed testimony provided by 
such witnesses as the Deputy Secretary of the Treasury. Only last 
month, Mr. McNamar completely misrepresented the mission of 
the Customs Service and the Defense Department concerning their 
drug enforcement roles, and attempted to defend his unilateral de
letion of crucial funds from the Customs air support budget. His 
action jeopardized both the work of this Congress and of NNBIS to 
dramatically strengthen this Government's war on drugs. 

And I might say that in going back and reviewing the efforts 
that have taken place since the creation of NNBIS a year ago, we 
found that there was an increasing amount of cooperation taking 
place between the Congress and the administration in the war on 
drugs. Good progress was being made up until last March and the 
testimony of the Deputy Secretary of the Treasury. 

The last remaining element of air drug interdiction which this 
subcommittee needs to review is the collection and use of tactical 
intelligence which the Customs Service needs to place its scant re
sources in the right place at the right time to improve its chance of 
success. It is in this area that the subcommittee has noted a critical 
shortfall. In fact, of the 203 air interdictions made by Customs last 
year, our investigation reveals that none of the targets was detect
ed based on tactical intelligence that had been received from DEA. 

Since Reorganization Plan No.2 of 1973 created DEA, as I men
tioned earlier, the mission of collecting foreign tactical drug inter
diction intelligence has rested primarily with DBA, with Customs 
prohibited from such collection activities. 

Witnesses at this subcommittee's hearing last March, including 
four regional directc.rs of NNBIS, all emphasized the critical need 
for better tactical intelligence if the war on drugs is going to be 
much more successful, particularly in the case of air smuggling. 
Almost half of the cocaine which enters this country comes in by 
private aircraft which load their drug cargoes in Colombia and 
other South American nations, and which often refuel in Central 
America or on island nations in the Caribbean. 

Because of the radar and aircraft deficiencies which I noted a 
moment ago, Customs is at a tremendous disadvantage if it is limit
ed to routine, undirected patrols in search of target aircraft. Any 
information which they can obtain from DEA concerning incoming 
smuggling flights is of great value in stopping these drug ship
ments. 

To illustrate this point, and here we are restricted to "best esti
mate" evidence, the Commissioner of Customs in March guessed 
that there were 2,500 smuggler flights into the United States last 
year. Several weeks ago the New York Times used additional law 
enforcement data to estimate that the number could have been as 
high as 18,000 illegal flights. Out of whatever the correct number 
is, Customs detected only 350 aircraft, and interdicted only 203. 
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Obviously, we need to do better than that if the air interdiction 
side of the war on drugs is going to be more than an occasional an
noyance to drug traffickers. 

This morning our witness is DEA Administrator Francis Mullen. 
While Mr. Mullen has not appeared before the subcommittee 
before, I have met with him several times recently to discuss this 
matter. Mr. Mullen, I look forward to receiving your statement. 

I certainly want to welcome you here today. 

STATEMENT OF FRANCIS M. MULLEN, JR., ADMINISTRATOR, 
DRUG ENFORCEMEN'l' ADMINISTRATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE 

Mr. MULLEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am certainly pleased 
to appear before the subcommittee to discuss intelligence provided 
by the Drug Enforcement Administration in support of the U.s. 
Government's drug interdiction effort. 

I have submitted my formal statement for the record. With your 
permission I will summarize the key points of my statement before 
responding to any questions you may have. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Very fine. Without objection, your complete testi
mony will be made a part of the record, Mr. Mullen. 

[Mr. Mullen's prepared statement follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to appear before the Subcommittee 

to discuss intelligence provided by the Drug Enforcement Adminis

tration (DEA) in support of the U. S. Government's drug interdic

tion effort. DBA has a dual responsibility in the inter~iction 

program. We must ensure both that the necessary intelligence is 

developed and disseminated to the agencies responsible for inter

cepting illicit drug shipments and that drug seizure cases are 

pursued to their full investigative and intelligence potential. 

As the lead federal agency responsible for the collection and 

dissemination of drug intelligence, the priority of our intelli

gence program is to provide each component of the anti-drug 

effort, including international and domestic drug control, inves

tigations and interdiction, with the intelligence necessary to 

effect maximum impact on the illicit drug traffic. To fulfill its 

intelligence responsibility. DEA collects drug-related information 

domestically and abroad. analyzes the information and disseminates 

tactical. operational and strategic intelligence to all appropri

ate agencies. 

The effective and efficient sharing of intelligence with the 

diverse agencies involved is both necessary and challenging. DEA 

has established cooperative intelligence collection and dissemina

tion mechanisms at each level of its operations. These mechanisms 

consist of the Office of Intelligence. including the El Paso 

Intelligence Center; intelligence groups in each DEA Domestic 
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Field Division; and intelligence collection, evaluation and 

dissemination programs conducted by DBA in cooperation wi~h our 

host government counterparts overseas. Each of these elements 

provides important support to the interdiction efforts. 

The concept and functions of the El Paso Intelligence Center 

and the overall DEA intelligence program were the focus of Subcom-

mittee hearings in July and November 1983. Today, my comments 

will be directed to those aspects of DEA's intelligence program 

which provide support to interdiction forces and specifically the 

National Narcotics Border Interdiction System (NNBlS) In this 

regard. I will address DEA intelligence collection resources, the 

types of intelligence products that DEA provides to interdiction 

agencies, and the use of established mechanisms to disseminate 

interdiction intelligence. 

Tactical intelligence is most often associated with drug 

interdiction and, in fact, is essential to the interdiction 

effort. Tactical intelligence is defined as actionable informa-

tion concerning future drug or drug-related criminal acts which 

allows enforcement agencies to preposition resources to intercept 

specific drug shipments or take other quick-response actions. 

Unfortunately, tactical intelligence which includes all of 

the elements necessary to plan a specific seizure at a particular 

location and specified time is the exception rather than the norm. 
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Although our goal is to obtain specific prior information about 

all illicit drug activities. including drug smuggling. we must 

recognize that this goal is unobtainable even if we were to commit 

all our resources to such an endeavor. We have. however. 

developed a network of resources which substantially meet the 

information requirements of drug law enforcement. 

DEA Special Agents and Intelligence Analysts strategically 

located in 115 cities of the United States and 42 countries around 

the world. are both the primary collectors and distributors of 

illicit drug intelligence. These people are actively involved in 

ongoing liaison and cooperative intelligence programs with th~ 

Federal. state. local and/or foreign counterparts. They provide a 

strong network of interagency and intergovernmental resources for 

intelligence collection and dissemination at the local level. 

DEA Special Agents in domestic field offices routinely 

gather intelligence in the process of their investigations and 

daily liaison activities with other Federal. state and local 

enforcement agencies. In addition. we have a number of Agents 

and Intelligence Analysts who are assigned to special focus 

intelligence activities in the domestic field divisions. 

DEA Agents overseas devote approximately 55 percent of their 

time to bilateral intelligence activities. including intelligence 

collection. network management and intelligence dissemination. 
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One of the four primary elements of DEA's mission overseas is to 

develop and collect intelligence which can assist host countriES, 

DEA, and other U. S. agencies in identifying production capabil

ities, processing sites, smuggling routes, and methods, traffick-

ing trends, organizations, and U. S. ties. In this way, the 

illicit drugs can be interdicted before they reach the consumer 

market in the United States and those individuals and organiza

tions responsible for the drug traffic can be apprehended and 

prosecuted in their country. 

We must recognize that the development of actionable intelli

gence is difficult under the best of circumstances. Major drug 

smuggling operations are clandestine, sophisticated and 

well-insulated from enforcement penetration. The development of 

information about them is usually the result of months of inves-

tigative and liaison activities. Even though such obstacles 

exist, there is more tactical intelligence being developed and 

used today than ever before, as evidenced by the several major 

seizures during the past two years. 

The EI Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC), which is managed by a 

DEA Special Agent in Charge with Deputy Directors from the Customs 

Service and the Coast Guard, provides the primary vehicle for 

dissemination of tactical intelligence on a real-time basis to 

Federal agencies, NNBIS and state and local law enforcement 

officials. 
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Important to the tactical service provided by EPIC is the 

lookout system. Lookout information relates to anticipated 

smuggli'ng actions/movements by vessels. vehicles. aircraft. and 

individuals. The high volume of traffic transiting our borders 

makes it impossible to check each person and conveyance entering 

the United States. Hovever. vhen a subject is placed on lookout 

through EPIC. enforcement personnel have immediate access to 

information vhich will help in the screening process and follov-up 

action. As a result of the lookout system. a seizure and arrest 

may take place at any point along the smuggling route and at any 

time during which the smuggling act occurs. 

EPIC provides NNBIS Centers vith trend and trafficking 

assessments. movement indicator studies. data base inventories. 

and all recurring EPIC reports and publications. Most important

ly. EPIC transmits all vessel and aircraft lookouts to NNBIS and 

services the NNBIS Centers by responding to any specific inquiries 

of the various data bases available to EPIC. 

Other information sharing mechanisms we use include the 

full-time assignment of a U. S. Customs analyst to the DEA Office 

of Intelligence. The Customs analyst revievs all reports received 

in DEA Headquarters and thus is able to identify information of 

interest to Customs and provide it directly to the U. S. Customs 

Service. As a result of this program alone during FY 1983, over 

1.800 relevant DEA documents were transmitted to U. S. Customs 
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Headquarters and an additional 900 DEA documents have been trans

mitted in the first five months of FY-1984. These £igures do not 

include items of information provided through EPIC or direct field 

referrals. 

In addition. DEA has assigned one liaison agent to each HMBIS 

Operations Center and one Intelligence Analyst to each NNBIS 

Intelligence Center. Our participation in NNBIS ensures that 

information of an interdicto~y nature developed by DEA is made 

available to Department of Defense detection assets in a timely 

and effective manner. Close coordination of NNBIS Regional 

Intelligence Center activity vith EPIC is essential to ensure that 

the regional centers both benefit from and contribute to the 

overall effort. 

DEA's support to interdiction operations consists of not only 

tactical intelligence but of operational and strategic intelli

gence as ~ell. This support is both active and significant, but 

not alvays readily visible. 

Strategic intelligence, vhich represents our collective 

knovledge and e~perience concerning the drug traffic, identifies 

those areas and actiVities upon vhich enforcement reSources can 

have the greatest impact. This is the framework vithin which the 

Customs SerVice, Coast Guard and. through NNBIS. the military may 

effectively deploy re~ources and plan interdiction operations. 
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Strateg~c ~ntell~gence ~ncludes t~afficker, vessel and aircraft 

prof~les and information concerning concealment methods, traffjck

ing routes and drug supply trends. Examples of specific products 

include the following: 

o In May 1984. a Worldw~de Narcotics Threat Assessment 

was prepared for the Jo~nt Surveillance Committee of 

the NNBIS Coordinating Board by DEA, w~th assistance 

from the Central Intell~gence Agency, Coast Guard, 

Customs Service and Immigrat~on and Naturalizat~on 

Service. The report addresses the quantities of 

cocaine. marijuana. and heroin smuggled into the 

United States, the means of conveyance used to smuggle 

these substances into the U.S .• and the traff~ckers' 

methods of operat~on. 

o DEA, supported by other federal agencies. has 

completed inventor~es of airstrips used by the 

international traff~cking community ~n Jamaica and 

Belize. Other country stud~es already in various 

stages of planning and complet~on include the 

Bahamas, Turks and Ca~cos Islands, the Dominican 

Republic, Haiti. and portions of Col~mbia, Peru. 

Bol~via and Mexico. 

o DEA's Office of Intelligence contributes extens~ve 
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information concerning illicit drug production and 

trafficking trends ~hich is used by the U. S. Coast 

Guard and U. S. Customs Service to develop threac 

assessments, 

o Each issue of the DEA Monthly Digest of Drug 

Intelligence and the DEA Quarterly Intelligence 

Trends includes three or more articles on subjects 

of interest to NNBIS. 

We must have a strong and professional capability and uniform 

presence to seize drugs at our borders by "cold hits". This 

capability is reinforced by intelligence which allows us to 

examine current and anticipated smuggling methods and trends and 

Chen focus our resources at areas of greatest risk. Simultaneous

ly, we must continue to develop case related information ~hich 

will identify specific smuggling violations. 

Operational intelligence identifies individuals and organiza

tions responsible for the importation and distribution of illicit 

drugs and, as a by-product, provides valuable details as to the 

logistics of actual drug smuggling activity. Whenever possible, 

prior information concerning specific drug shipments is developed 

through the operational intelligence process. One of the many 

examples ~as the September 1~, 1983 seizure of 40 pounds of heroin 

by the U. S. Customs Service in New York. The information leading 
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to the seizure was developed as a result of a cooperative inves

tigation by DEA and the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

In conclusion, DEA has long recognized the role of interdic

tion in the drug enforcement program, as evidenced by our support 

and involvement in the interdiction effort. Although 

interdiction, in and of itself, will not result in long-term 

reductions in the availability of illicit drugs i.n the United 

States, interdiction is a valuable part of the Administration's 

comprehensive anti-drug strategy. Effective interdiction disrupts 

the drug traffic and develops intelligence and evidence which 

assists in the immobilization of major drug trafficking organiza-

tions. The intensive border interdiction effort will reinforce 

important long-range investigative and drug control programs now 

underway both within the United States and in foreign source and 

transshipment areas. 

Thank you for this opportunity to discuss DEA's intelligence 

support to the U. S. Government's drug interdiction effort. I 

shall be pleased to answer any questions you or other members of 

the Subcommittee may have. 
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Mr. MULLEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
DEA is the lead Federal agency responsible for the collection and 

dissemination of drug intelligence. Therefore, we provide each ele
ment of the antidrug effort, including international and domestic 
control programs, investigations and interdiction, with the intelli
gence necessary to effectively disrupt the illegal drug traffic. 

To fulfill this responsibility, DEA has established cooperative in
telligence collection and dissemination mechanisms at each level of 
its operations. This would mean the field and headquarters oper
ation, as well as our foreign operations. 

DEA collects drug-related information in the United States and 
abroad, analyzes the information and disseminates tactical, oper
ational, and strategic intelligence to all appropriate agencies. 

Strategic intelligence identifies those areas and activities upon 
which enforcement resources can have the greatest impact. Using 
this framework, agencies can effectively deploy resources and plan 
operations. Strategic intelligence includes: trafficker vessel and air
craft profiles and information concerning concealment methods, 
trafficking routes, and drug supply trends. 

Operational intelligence identifies individuals and organizations 
responsible for the importation and distribution of illicit drugs and, 
as a byproduct, provides valuable details of drug-smuggling activi
ty. Whenever possible, prior information concerning specific drug 
shipments is developed through the operational intelligence proc
ess. 

Tactical intelligence is most often associated with drug interdic
tion and, in fact, is essential to the interdiction effort. Tactical in
telligence is defined as actionable information concerning future 
drug or drug-related criminal acts. This allows enforcement agen
cies to preposition resources to intercept specific drug shipments or 
to take other quick response enforcement actions. 

The El Paso Intelligence Center-or EPIC-is the national focal 
point for dissemination of time-perishable tactical intelligence con
cerning maritime, air-borne, and overland smuggling attempts. 

This information is gathered and reported by DEA special agents 
in domestic field offices in the process of their investigative and li
aison activities. 

In addition, our agents overseas devote over one-half of their 
time to bilateral intelligence activities, including intelligence col
lection, network management, and intelligence dissemination. 

DEA foreign offices develop intelligence which assists host coun
tries and U.S. agencies in identifying production capabilities, proc
essing sites, trafficking organizations, and smuggling routes and 
methods. At the same time, we are working to help foreign govern
ments strengthen their own enforcement and intelligence-gather
ing capabilities. In this way our ability to intercept illicit drugs and 
apprehend those individuals and organizations responsible is ex
panded well beyond what DEA or the U.S. Government alone could 
achieve. 

The impact of foreign government law enforcement action is 
graphically illustrated by recent events in Colombia. This is, in 
part, Mr. Chairman, one of the cases to which you referred in your 
statement. 
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Since March of this year, Colombian officials have mounted two 
raids against major cocaine processing plants which have resulted 
in the seizure of over 13 metric tons of cocaine. This quantity of 
cocaine is roughly equivalent to one-fifth of the estimated annual 
supply of cocaine to the United States. 

The development of actionable intelligence about drug-trafficking 
organizations is difficult under the best of circumstances. This in
formation is usually the result of extensive investigative activity. 
Criminal organizations are highly compartmented and frequently 
restrict knowledge of operations to a strict need to know. 

The development of actionable intelligence concerning smuggling 
by general aviation aircraft is particularly difficult. It is harder to 
detect than maritime smuggling because fewer people are involved 
and loading and unloading may occur in minutes at anyone of 
hundreds of remote airstrips. In many cases, aircraft do not land 
but make airdrops to awaiting vessels or vehicles. The number of 
possible air routes available to the smuggler is unlimited. 

Even though these obstacles exist, there is more tactical air intel
ligence being produced today than ever before. 

Mr. Chairman, the extent to which actionable intelligence is 
being provided to interdiction forces have been the subject of sever
al discussions between us and our staffs. You and I met on May II. 
As agreed at this meeting, our staffs met again to review DEA 
records documenting the dissemination of tactical intelligence to 
support air interdiction. 

This review focused on 69 examples of tactical air intelligence. 
Only three met the criteria provided by the subcommittee, We be
lieve, however, that we are doing more in the area than the review 
indicated. Accordingly, we identified the number of times EPIC 
passed to interdiction agencies actionable intelligence on smuggling 
by general aviation aircraft. This intelligence was developed by 
DEA and included all of seven elements: 

One, suspected drug involvement, 
Two, the tail number of the aircraft. 
Three, the location of departure. 
Four, the estimated time of departure, 
Five, the route of travel. 
Six, the location of arrival. 
Seven, the estimated time of arrivaL 
I believe the results of this analysis will provide better insight 

into the support we provide. 
From February 1983 through May 1984, DEA developed over 

59,000 separate pieces of information relating to the movement of 
private aircraft in Latin America. After analyzing the information, 
a total of 990 aircraft were identified as actionable targets. 

EPIC telephonically passed 851 of these targets to the U.S. Cus
toms Service. As a result, 38 of the aircraft were seized. Eight addi
tional aircraft crashed en route. DEA received no feedback on the 
remaining 805 targets. From this, we must conclude that, the 
target was intercepted but no drugs were found; a response was at
tempted without success; or there was no response possible. 

In contrast, a much better seizure rate-25 percent as opposed to 
4 percent-was achieved for actionable maritime targets referred 
by EPIC. The difference between air and maritime seizures does 
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not reflect the quality of intelligence but rather the inherent differ
ences in dealing with aircraft versus vessels. Vessels are more vul
nerable because they are slower moving, more easily tracked, and 
involve more people. 

As with all aspects of the antidrug effort, we must constantly 
strive to improve the impact of our efforts. In addition to improv
ing the availability of timely and accurate intelligence, we must 
also work to use the intelligence that is available in the most effec
tive way possible. In this regard, I initiated a meeting of the top 
law enforcement officials from seven Latin American countries on 
June 9 and 10, 1984, in San Juan, Puerto Rico. We met to develop a 
coordinated regional strategy against Colombian trafficking organi
zations who, based on our intelligence, are moving operations into 
neighboring countries. Strategy planning of this magnitude would 
not be possible without accurate, timely intelligence. Our efforts 
will ensure that the steps being taken by Colombia have a major 
impact on the drug traffic. 

I thank you for this opportunity to discuss DEA's intelligence 
support to the interdiction effort, and I shall be pleased to answer 
any questions that you or any other members of the committee 
who may appear may have for me. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Mullen. 
Could you provide some examples of tactical air smuggling intel

ligence? I am not asking you to use the actual case, obviously, but 
examples of the type of case where the Drug Enforcement Adminis
tration supplied tactical intelligence to Customs. I believe you men
tioned three in your testimony. 

I am talking about over the past year. 
Mr. MULLEN. I didn't mention three specific cases; I mentioned 

three types--
Mr. ENGLISH. Right. Could you use, without referring to the spe

cific case, the type or example of the type of information that DEA 
provided Customs in those cases? 

Mr. MULLEN. In all three or just the tactical? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Tactical. 
Mr. MULLEN. I wouldn't be able to give a case specific at this 

time; I could provide some for the record, unless one qf my staff 
has a document with some cases. 

I am told your staff reviewed the material with my staff. I did 
not bring the examples with me. I can provide them for the record. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK, if you could provide those three examples for 
the record, that would be fine. 

[The material follows:] 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Drug Enforcement Administration 

W .... lng'on. D.C. 20S)7 

AUG 21 1984 

On June 14, 1984, I testified before the Subcommittee on Government 
Information, Justice and Agriculture on DEA's intelligence support of 
narcotic air interdiction efforts. Several issues were raised during 
that hearing which required written responses for the record. Our 
responses to these issues are attached with one notable exception; that 
is, a review of the 203 U. S. Customs air interdictions referred to in 
your opening remarks. 

Based on the Subcommittee's investigation, you stated that none of the 
203 air interdictions made by Customs last year was detected based on 
tactical intelligence that had been received from DEA. During my 
testimony, I expressed coucern about this finding and offered to examine 
these cases to determine whether or not DEA records indicate our 
information was used to assist the interdictions. Unfortunately, we have 
not received the listing of the aircraft seized in those interdictions 
despite the efforts of your staff to obtain them from the U.S. Customs 
Service. Until we are able to examine these cases, we must conclude that 
the allegation concerning the lack of DEA intelligence in the U.S. 
Customs air interdictions is unsubstantiated. 

In the interest of responding to your inquiries in a timely fashion, 
our responses to the other issues raised during the hearing are 
attached. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide the views and perspective of 
the DEA on this most important issue. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~~It 
Administrator 

Enclosures 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Drug Enforcement Administration 

W..!rlnz1on, D.C. ]{JjJ1 

OCT 18 1984 

Honorable Glenn English 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Government 

Information, Justice and Agriculture 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This will follow up my August 21, 1984 letter to you concerning issues 
ra~sed at your June 14, 1984 hearing on intelligence support on narcotic 
air interdiction efforts. At that hearing I requested additional time 
to respond to your statement that, based on a subcommittee 
investigation, "none of the 203 air interdictions made by Customs last 
year was detected based on tactical intelligence that had been received 
from DEA.II 

00 August 21, 1984, subcommittee staff provided us with the U.S. Customs 
document from which your finding was derived. -The document was a 
listing of 507 numbers identified as "Master Key" references. We were 
advised by your staff that this liBting included 212 "aircraft 
interceptions," not intel:diccions as stated during the hearing, and that 
two of them were made with prior intelligence furnished by DEA. The 
document also listed FAA registration numbers for these by aircraft, 
however, there were 223 entries for which the registration number was 
"unknown." Excluding these and the numerous duplicate numbers on the 
list, we identified 142 discrete N-numbers from the information provided 
by Customs. We then searched EPIC data systems to determine what, if 
any, DEA intelligence was passed or available to U.S. Customs on these 
aircraft. 

We identified 78 drug related aircraft seizures from the total list of 
aircraft identification numbers (which include" 10 aircraft crashes). 
We further determined that DEA alone or in cooperation with other 
agencies, including U.S. Customs, hp~ developed tactical intelligence 
which was passed or available to che U.S. Customs Service on 40 of the 
78 seizures (see attached chart). Seven of these satisfied the 
definitionsl requirement for "tactical intelligence;" another 19 were 
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Honorable Glenn English 

tactical in nature but lacked at least one of the information elements 
needed to position interdiction resources. In addition, we found 14 
incidents in which tactical intelligence was available through EPIC but 
for which documentation of its passage to U.S. Customs was incomplete. 

I recognize you are most interested in determining the adequacy of 
tactical intelligence which directly leads to a given interdiction. 
While our research substantiated that tactical intelligence was passed 
to U.S. Customs on many of the aircraft they seized during FY-83, we 
cannot determine if a given piece of intelligence leads directly to a 
given interdiction unless we know the date and location of that 
interdiction. That information was not made available to us. 

It should be noted that EPIC records document a tot~l of 270 aircraft 
seizures in the United States during FY-83, most of which were 
drug-related. I believe these figures, as well as our analysis of the 
212 air interceptions reported to you by the U.S. Customs Service 
reflect favorably on our efforts to provide intelligence support for the 
narcotics air interdiction program. I hope this information will be 
useful to your continuing oversight of this most important and complex 
issue. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Francis M. Mullen, Jr. 
Administrator 
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Source and Nature of Intelligence 
Passed or Available to U.S. Customs 

on 
40 Air Interdictions made during FY-S3 

DEAl DEA/US Customs/ 
DEA US Customs State or Local Agencies 

Tactical 3 3 1 7 

Partial Tactical 1 7 11 19 

Other 3 5 6 14 
-7- -1-5- -1-S- 40 

Tactical 

Documented passage of intelligence on aircraft mov~ment which provides 
sufficient information to position interdiction respurces on a timely 
basis. 

Partial Tactical 

Documented passage of intelligence on aircraft movement which is 
tactical in nature but missing some element(s) which thus makes it 
unable to serve as the basis to position interdiction resources. 

Other 

Tactical information on aircraft movement is in EPIC data systems. 
however. its passage to an interdiction agency cannot be documented. 

Source: EPIC 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Of those three there may be a difference of opinion 
between the staff of DEA and the staff of the committee with 
regard to whether or not tIiose were actual examples of tactical in
telligence. I think we are a little on the marginal side. 

Mr. MULLEN. Mr. Chairman, I do believe there is, perhaps, a dif
ference of opinion with regard to your staff and those of us at DEA 
as to what constitutes tactical intelligence, and I believe it is nar
rowed a great deal by your staff to the point that the tactical intel
ligence furnished must result in the scrambling of interceptor air
craft or something of that nature. We would thip.k that the defini
tion should be much broader than that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I think what we interpret it to be is not necessarily 
where they would actually scramble an aircraft to go up, but infor
mation that could enable Customs, if they had planes available, to 
scramble more selectively. 

As I mentioned, they have only eight aircraft across the whole 
Southern border of the United States that are really capable of 
making intercepts. But if they had the aircraft available and if 
they received the information in time to scramble, then that would 
be better. 

Can you tell me, Mr. Mullen, how much of an impact the lack of 
capability by the Customs Service has had on the Drug Enforce
ment Administration1s decision to allocate resources to deal with 
this problem? Surely the Drug Enforcement Administration recog
nizes that there are only eight aircraft down on the Southern 
border which are capable of really responding to the information. 

I know that DEA, like everybody else in the war on drugs, has 
limited resources. How much of a negative role has that played in 
the decisions by the Drug Enforcement Administration to focus 
some attention and time on trying to provide tactical intelligence 
to Customs? 

Mr. MULLEN. I am not real clear on the question, Mr. Chairman. 
I will attempt to answer it. 

If the question is what steps have we taken to acquire resources 
because Customs lacks the resources--

Mr. ENGLISH. No. Let me go through that again. 
What I am getting at is this, Mr. Mullen. I know that DEA has 

recognized the fact that the Customs Service has only eight aircraft 
that can respond to any type of intrusion by a suspected drug 
smuggler, and that those aircraft mayor may not be in the correct 
location to make intercepts. 

That lack of resources means that many times, if not a majority 
of the times, they may not be able to respond. 

The question that I have is: Given those facts, given the fact that 
the Drug Enforcement Administration has understood that fact, 
and given the fact that the Drug Enforcement Administration has 
a limited amount of resources that it can spend in terms of intelli
gence people working on different types of projects, and that they 
have more projects than they have people. 

How has that enteT..~d the equation and entered the formula? 
Has this-in other words, has the Drug Enforcement Administra
tion spent a very small amount of time on what we would define 
and what you have defmed to be tactical intelligence for Customs 
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due to the fact that you recognize that they don't have the re
sources to respond? 

Mr. MULLEN. I understand the question. 
This has not been a factor because the type of tactical intelli

gence that DEA would furnish would come from ongoing contacts 
in Latin America, through interviews, through some programs we 
have in Latin America where we try to observe what is going on at 
the airports and at the seaports down there. It would not be that 
time-sensitive that we would restrict our activities because we 
would think that perhaps Customs wouldn't be able to follow up on 
it in the United States. 

Ours would be something that would not be quite that time-sensi
tive, I would not put resources into an area believing that Customs 
couldn't respond. 

So, that really has not been a factor in the effort we put out. 
Fifty-five percent of our effort overseas does deal with intelligence 
gathering, and I believe that has been fairly constant for some 
period of time and not influenced by the lack of available resources 
to pursue tactical intelligence. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What you are saying then, at least the inference 
was, that DEA overseas has not focused any special attention upon 
gathering tactical intelligence for the Customs Service; is that 
right? 

Mr. MULLEN. Oh, no; I didn't say that. We are gathering tactical 
intelligence on a regular basis, and we are gathering substantial 
tactical intelligence. The nature of this intelligence is not that a 
plane in the air at a given moment. Nor do we question will Cus
toms have the capability to interdict. We assume that they do have 
this capability, and so we would furnish it. But many times we 
have some time to prepare, not only Customs but other law en
forcement agencies. 

So, I am answering your question by saying that we are not gear
ing the degree to which we attempt to gather intelligence on the 
availability of Customs' resources to respond to that intelligence. 

Mr. ENGLISH. To follow up on that a little bit further, as I under
stood what you said, it was that roughly 55 percent of the time of 
your people overseas is spent on gathering intelligence that would 
be valuable, I assume, to the United States. Is that correct? 

Mr. MULLEN. That is correct. 
And valuable also to the foreign countries. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And to the foreign country that is involved. 
Now, in following through this, and I want to give you the 

chance to clear this up-the impression I got is that you don't 
really put any time aside and say, "OK, we are going to focus upon 
trying to gather intelligence that is going to be time-sensitive, tacti
cal intelligence that is going to be used in drug interdiction." It is 
more that through your intelligence-gathering process that you 
have in those foreign countries, if you come across information that 
might fit into this mode, then you would pass it on. But you don't 
give it any special attention; is that correct? 

Mr. MULLEN. No; that is not correct, Mr. Chairman. We do have 
some special programs devoted to this specific area. The programs 
are of a sensitive nature, both with regard to oceangoing vessels 
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and to aircraft. I do believe your staff is aware of these, but in a 
closed session, I would be happy to discuss them. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I don't want to get you into that. 
Mr. MULI,EN. And, these programs are designed to obtain time-

sensitive tactical intelligence information. 
Mr. ENGLISH. For air? 
Mr. MULLEN. For air and for sea. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. Is there a special allocation of time? In other 

words, you say, "OK, we have 55 percent of the time that is rough
ly spent on gathering intelligence; of that, we are going to use 10 
percent of that or 20 percent trying to focus on gathering this time
sensitive intelligence," or is this just, as I mentioned earlier, some
thing that comes about as a result of other intelligence gathering? 

Mr. MULLEN. Well, we wouldn't beforehand say that we are 
going to put 10 percent of our time on this and 20 on that. 

We assess the need and implement the program based on wheth
er or not it can be effective or be a useful program, and then it 
would be after the fact that we would determine how much time 
we did spend in that area. If we found that a cm:tain program, for 
example, was working well and was of benefit, then we would 
spend additional time. I can point to a specific, sensitive operation 
we have on the west coast that has been furnishing substantial in
formation to El Paso, and thereafter to the NNBIS center on the 
west coast. 

I have received a letter from Admiral Murphy indicating that 
this was a very positive program and has helped their program, 
and we have been asked to expand that to other countries, so this 
is the type of thing-if something can work well and is a valuable 
use of resources, then we will implement that program, but I 
wouldn't say that we will do it just because that deserves 5 or 10 
percent of our time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But that specific program that you were mention
ing-did that have to do with air? 

Mr. MULLEN. Air, yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It was an air program-the one that you just men-

tioned, the specific program through EPIC? 
Mr. MULLEN. Yes. 
Let me check to be sure on that. 
I am informed that it is both-vessel and air. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Is that DEA intelligence gathering or is that intel

ligence gathering by another department or agency? 
Mr. MULLEN. A DEA intelligence-gathering operation in conjunc

tion with some foreign governments. 
Again, I would be happy to identify that to your staff. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I have a question with regard to the other tactical 

intelligence-gathering efforts that you were mentioning were 
taking place in foreign countries. 

Are you saying that those are DEA operations specifically or are 
these operations being carried out by other departments and agen
cies where you may have DEA personnel present? 

Mr. MULLEN. It involves three factors: DEA agents specifically; 
sources of DEA in foreign countries; and some foreign police agen
cies. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Would those be the principal elements in these in
telligence-gathering operations, the ones that you are talking about 
that provide the tactical intelligence? It would be principally a 
DEA operation with DEA agents, not operations of other agencies 
in whi(~h DBA agents may be present? 

Mr. MULLEN. That is correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I think we want to visit with you off the record a 

little bit, Mr. Mullen. 
As you know, this subcommittee visited EPIC last summer, and 

we received some briefings. In one briefing we got some examples 
of how EPIC disseminates tactical intelligence. The one factor, 
thollgh, that each of these examples relied on was the fact that you 
needed an inquiry. An inquiry had to be made by somebody before 
EPIC would send the information. 

The problem, of course, is that if you have a suspect out in the 
field and law enforcement officers are not aware of that individual, 
whether Federal, State, or local, and they are not aware that that 
individual may be a suspect as far as EPIC is concerned, then they 
don't know to make an inquiry. 

So, I guess the question is: Why doesn't EPIC provide routine, 
unsolicited information anytime that they receive information that 
would fit into this category? Why does a law enforcement official 
have to solicit the information? Why wouldn't it be automatically 
provided to the law enforcement officials in that area or region? 

Mr. MULLEN. That just doesn't make any sense. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I didn't think so, either. I quite agree. 
Mr, MULLEN. 'l'hat is the way it appears to you; and that is the 

way it appears to me. 
You may be referring to separate types of intelligence, and I be

lieve that is the case. If we have information that an event is going 
to occur, an aircraft is coming in, a vehicle or a vessel, we will fur
nish that without waiting for a request. It just wouldn't be good 
law enforcement to hold information and wait for somebody to ask 
for it. 

I think you may be referring to our Lookout Program where we 
do have individuals on lookout, who are suspects or suspect vehi
cles or aircraft. Upon request, we furnish that information because 
we do not have a positive indication at that particular time that 
that particular individual, vehicle, aircraft, or vessel is taking part 
in activity at that time. We have many thousands, I am told, of all 
types of lookouts in fiscal year 1983 that total over 10,500. So, in 
those cases we do have some intelligence indicating drug traffick
ing activity but not substantial enough information to say where 
this is going to occur. In those cases we probahly would wait for an 
inquiry. 

But if we have definitive information that an event is occurring, 
we make that known; we do not wait for an inquiry. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What we are looking at, of course, is the briefing 
that we were provided. I might say that that was in good part com
prised of a slide show, so you might want to take a look at the slide 
show that has been put out. 

As I said, it was being billed to us as tactical intelligence. Obvi
ously-as you know, we don't consider a lookout to be tactical intel-
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ligence. It doesn't meet the definition that you just gave earlier 
and certainly one that we look at. 

But you might check out the slide show. From the examples that 
we were given through that show, all depended on inquiries being 
made into EPIC, as to the response. 

The other part of that, I might say, is that after that same visit 
to EPIC, we also went on to the west coast and we visited with law 
enforcement officials there, both Customs, NNBIS, and so on. We 
did not find any law enforcement officials out there who said that 
they had ever-not just in the last year-received a call from EPIC 
providing them with tactical intelligence, the type of intelligence 
you and I are hIking about. You might want to take a look at that. 

Mr. MULLEN. ,)f course, I am very proud of EPIC, and I think it 
is an outstanding concept and is working well and is an area we 
are continually trying to improve. 

But with regard to the officials you talked to, it could well be 
that the information came from EPIC but went to the FBI or went 
to Customs or went to DEA, and then that entity, then, called in 
the local authorities needed to assist in the operations. 

So, it )'!lay be that a specific individual out there didn't receive 
the intelligenc.9 directly from EPIC, but the source could well have 
been EPIC. Of course, this would be very difficult to assess, and if 
we tried to identify every time EPIC furnished information and 
track back as to who gets credit for this particular bit of informa
tion, then we would spend an awful lot of our time on form rather 
than substance. 

I just can't believe that is a valid criticism by these individuals. I 
do believe they made the statements, of course, but I just don't 
think it is valid because EPIC has furnished substantial informa
tion to many entities throughout the United States. 

Mr. ENGLISH. This particular one I was thinking about made an 
impression on me because it was in California and he was the Re
gional Commissioner for Custom8. That information was not even 
solicited from him; he volunteered it. 

I did inquire with Admiral Shubert, the head of NNBIS out 
there, and the same was true. Of course, NNBIS hadn't been there 
that long. As you know, he has been in the Coast Guard for a long 
time, and they have also played a role in the drug interdiction for 
a long time, particularly as far as marine activities are concerned. 

So, you might want to check on that. 
Mr. MULLEN. I will. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Somewhere there is a connection that is not being 

made. I don't know whether that information is having to be fil
tered from a tactical standpoint, whether EPIC is trying to send it 
to DEA agents and then DEA is supposed to tell somebody else. If 
that is true, that raises more questions with regard to coordination 
and cooperation. Obviously, the more people you have to go 
through to get the information to somebody on time-perishable in
formation, well that just jeopardizes the whole concept. 

Mr. MULLEN. That is just what we are trying to avoid. 
I did review the testimony of the NNBIS officials before your 

committee, and many indicated they were not receiving intelli
gence from DEA, but here again I can say that they may have re
ceived this intelligence from the El Paso Intelligence Center and 
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may not have been aware that the original source was DEA. I be
lieve this could occur and perhaps is occurring. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Of course, we come right back to those 203 interdic
tion arrests that we were talking about earlier. We don't have any 
EPIC involvement in tactical information being provided in any of 
those. 

Mr. MULLEN. That particular statement is of concern to me, and 
working with your staff I would like to identify those 203 incidents 
and, perhaps with your staff, with the DEA staff, and with Cus
toms, we could resolve once and for all--

Mr. ENGLISH. That is all 203 air seizures that Customs made last 
year. 

Mr. MULLEN. I follow very closely seizures that are made, espe
cially the major seizures, and virtually without exception I have 
found that the major seizures of cocaine-and I go all the way back 
to the 3,750 pounds that were seized off the Tampa/Colombia Air
lines about 1 % years ago that was based on DEA information-are 
this way time after time after time; and that is why I am puzzled 
when I hear we have 203 and no DEA involvement. It just doesn't 
seem that that could be the case when we are the primary agency 
for gathering intelligence. 

Mr. ENGLISH. If I remember correctly, that was an airline exam
ple, which doesn't fit into what we are looking at: interdiction of 
private aircraft. 

Mr. MULLEN. Correct. I just use it to make the point that we
il?-telligence does result in some very substantial seizures on occa
SIon. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But the point that we are getting at, Mr. Mullen, is 
that here we have these statistics. Roughly half of all the cocaine 
that is coming into this country is coming in by air, and it is 
coming in by private air. That is not on airliners or whatever. 

That being the case, we have these estimates. The Customs Com
missioner estimates 2,500 up to what some people are saying may 
be as high as 18,000. Whatever the number is, there are a lot of 
private airplanes that are coming into this country, you know, and 
there is an awful lot of cocaine. If we can do something to deal 
with that problem, to effectively respond to that threat, we are 
going to eliminate an awful lot of the cocaine that is coming into 
this country. We are going to relieve you of a great deal of the 
burden that you have because once it gets into this country, then it 
is your responsibility to deal with it. 

So, that is the reason that we have got to focus on the private 
aircraft because that is where the bulk of it is coming in as far as 
air is concerned. 

Mr. MULLEN. You are correct, Mr. Chairman, in what you say. 
I think, though, that we have to understand the type of intelli

gence that DEA does furnish. I know that you do not regard the 
Lookout Program as tactical and, perhaps, it is not but it is a very 
valuable resource and it is good law enforcement. It makes good 
sense to know what you are going into when you are stopping a 
vessel. DEA does not have a radar capability; and I think your pre
vious hearings focused on that issue. I think the type of tactical in
telligence that you are focusing on in this one area-and it is an 
important part of the overall drug enforcement effort-perhaps 
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was addressed in the prior hearings-the need for more radar 
equipment, more military resources, more responsive aircraft. 

DEA cannot help a lot in those areas. Much of our intelligence
even that which we consider tactical and operational in nature
deals with ongoing investigations and often does not require an 
interception. There have been occasions where we have been able 
to follow a load of cocaine to the point we could allow it to be inter
dicted by a local police department. And, I can cite specific exam
ples of this activity. This is without requiring the intercept capa
bilities, for example, of NNBIS or the U.S. Customs Service. 

But to get that very time-sensitive information, that is, that 
there is an aircraft in the air; it is on its way; put some aircraft 
here and so forth-it is very difficult for us to obtain with the type 
of resources and the type of intelligence gathering we perform 
overseas. You are talking, I believe, more in the electronic area or 
the sophisticated sensitive technique area. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, that is what we have got to focus on, Mr. 
Mullen. 

You make a very good point, and that is the reason I wanted to 
raise the question. I could have understood if you had not wanted 
to spend ~ good deal of very valuable DEA intelligence gathering 
resources dealing with tactical intelligence when you knew there 
were only eight aircraft across the whole southern part of the 
United States, and the chances were that you probably weren't 
going to have one there to respond to it anyway. That, I think, 
made some sense, but the whole equipment equation is getting 
ready to change and change rather SUbstantially. 

We, in the very near future, are going to provide the Customs 
Service with that detection capability. They are not going to be out 
there just flying patrol and if they spot an aircraft using your 
Lookout system to check and see if that is a suspect. Of course, 
lookouts are a very valuable tool. They are going to become a much 
more valuable tool because we are going to be in a position to look, 
I think, at a lot more aircraft and that is going to make the 
system, the whole system more effective. 

But they are going to have more aircraft. They are going to have 
the means to detect with radar. They are going to have more inter
ceptors, and they have more helicopters that are already being 
modified and put into action right now. 

So, that problem is being resolved. Now, to make it even more 
effective, we are going to have to depend on your good agency to 
provide more in the intelligence-gathering area. We are going to 
have to depend on you all a good deal more, and we are going to 
have to ask you to focus on this a great deal more than we have. 

If we have information that is going into EPIC that is of a tacti
cal nature, as I said-and I would agree with you wholeheartedly
they have to provide that directly. They can't be worrying about 
going through somebody else or waiting on somebody to give them 
a call to see if they might be interested in the information. They 
have to use it. 

I would agree with you as well in being a strong supporter of 
EPIC. I think it is a great concept; it is a great idea. And, I want to 
see it enlarged and become a great deal more effective than what it 
has been. 
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I want to see it move into the area of tactical intelligence active
ly. I think that it can fulfill a great potential. I think until now it 
has been primarily strategic intelligence, but I think it has great 
potential for tactical. That is particularly true as it relates to air. 

Mr. Mullen, what would you think of a regional orientation at 
EPIC which would make it more immediately responsible to the 
needs of Federal, State, and local interdiction agencies? 

Mr. MULLEN. I would not be opposed to going to a regional con
cept, and I think we could do this with very few additional person
nel. We are looking at this possibility right now. I am not aware of 
whether or not this has been discussed with your staff. 

As you know, 49 States are now on line at EPIC. I believe it is 
49. Vermont was about to sign. I thought that may have occurred 
this past week. The only State not involved in EPIC is Pennsylva
nia, and that is because of that particular State's freedom of infor
mation and privacy laws, but they have not come onboard. 

But a more regional focus could be achieved, and I would certain
ly be open to studying any proposal or taking a look at this. We 
do-and here is where we get the requests-if a particular region 
of the country wants an intelligence assessment as to what routes 
are being used, or the type of drugs coming into a particular area, 
these can be obtained upon request from El Paso. I don't want to 
send them out unsolicited. It may be that an area is already aware 
of what their problem is and doesn't need this type of assessment, 
but these are available at this time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Would an arrangement such as I mentioned about 
EPIC reduce some of the duplication and confusion that presently 
we see with the ncc operation in each of the NNBIS regional of
fices? You, of course, cited that in your January 31 memo to the 
Attorney General. 

Mr. MULLEN. I would have to consult with my intelligence unit. 
If I could answer that for the record, I would like to do so. 
Mr. ENGLISH. We would appreciate that. 
Without objection, that material will be inserted into the record 

at this point. 
[The material to be supplied follows:] 
The El Paso Intelligence Center, which has been in operation since 1974, is de

signed to meet the needs of Federal, state and local law enforcement agencies in
volved in narcotic investigations and interdiction. The national orientation of EPIC 
is necessary to maintain the data base, flexibility and rapid response capability 
which will best meet those needs. Because of the international character of drug 
smuggling, the broad focus of EPIC enhances rather than restricts responsiveness to 
regional intelligence needs. Through EPIC, the states and regional offices of Federal 
agencies are provided access to worldwide information collection resources which 
are beyond regional capabilities, yet are critical to regional interdictioll efforts. In 
addition, EPIC responds to requests for regional analysis and reporting. 

The IICCs were established as part of the NNBIS regional operations approxi
mately one year ago to coordinate intelligence between interdiction agen'cies and 
Department of Defense detection assets on a regional level and between the NNBIS 
Regional Operations Center and EPIC. Any duplication of established EPIC func
tions and confusion concerning the role of the IICCs versus EPIC has been alleviat
ed, to a large extent, as NNBIS regional operations become more firmly established 
and IICC personnel become more experienced. This coordination process is facilitat
ed by the fact that the same agencies which make up the IICCs have been partici
pants at EIPC since its inception. 

No change is anticipated in the orientation at EPIC; however, the addition of re
gional desks to the existing EPIC structure is being studied to enhance data flow 
and investigative coordination. Regional desks at EPIC would require additional re-
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sources and would not, in and of themselves, prevent potential duplication of efforts 
by the lICCs. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I might say that I am concerned about what I see 
is a fragmentation of the intelligence effort that seems to be the 
direction we are drifting into. Everybody wants to set up their own 
intelligence operation, and I think that that makes it much more 
difficult to coordinate and cooperate among Federal agencies. It is 
something that I think in the long run is going to promote dishar
mony and difficulties. 

So, I think that it would certainly be in the country's best inter
est if you all would take a hard look at this and try to determine 
how we could bring together under the EPIC umbrella all these in
telligence-gathering activities so that we can truly have a coordi
nated intelligence response. I think it is very, very important. 

Mr. Lewis? 
Mr. MULLEN. If I could respond to that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Sure. 
Mr. MULLEN. I believe you are right on track. I believe we need a 

national cohesiveness, a national thrust, and yet be l'esponsive to 
local and State needs; so I will pursue this particular issue. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Lewis? 
Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to discuss with you, Mr. Mullen, your comments re

garding the level of coordination between the Federal agencies in
volved in NNBIS and the matter of intelligence sharing between 
those Federal agencies and local and State law enforcement agen
cies. 

How would you assess the efforts of the Southeast NNBIS force 
as regards to these two areas-coordination of effort and intelli
gence sharing to the State and local law enforcement officials? 

Mr. MULLEN. I would prefer that NNBIS officials comment on 
their coordination with State and local officials, but I would assess 
our relationship with NNBIS in the Southeastern United States as 
being effective. From my viewpoint, if there was an area that 
called for a NNBIS-like operation, it is the Southeast United 
States, particularly Florida, because of the heavy activity in the 
Caribbean and throughout the Southeast. 

But with regard to the current NNBIS relationship with State 
and local agencies, I would have to defer to NNBIS to comment on 
that. I should say that DENs relationships with other Federal 
agencies, with State and local authorities are outstanding. I believe 
this is the case from the Florida Department of Law Enforcement 
on down to each sheriffs office and police department. 

Mr. LEWIS. Well, that was my next question. 
Are you also aware that I held a south Florida law enforcement 

conference in Palm Beach Gardens, FL, which is in my district, in 
conjunction with the Subcommittee on Narcotics Control last 
month? 

Mr. MULLEN. I am aware of that. 
Mr. LEWIS. During that conference, specific concerns of local law 

enforcement were addressed; namely, the need for better communi
cation and coordination among all of those involved with drug law 
enforcement. 
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As a result, I formed an ad hoc liaison committee to include rep
resentatives from Florida's southeast NNBIS force and the State of 
Flodda's Department of Law Enforcement, as well as a broad rep
reslmtation from local and State and county and city officials. 

This ad hoc committee has already held one meeting to basically 
discuss the operations of NNBIS and the functions of the different 
agencies involved. 

In addition, the committee has discussed ways to improve com
munication between them. 

One of my sheriffs, Sheriff Willey, is the chairman of the ad hoc 
committee, and we have Wayne Dickey, who is the vice chairman 
from the State department of law enforcement, to serve as vice 
chairman. 

The ad hoc committee is not in any way attempting to build an
other bureaucracy or establish any redtape. The structural overall 
concept is to enforce and enhance communication and intelligence 
sharing and to break down some of these barriers. 

I would like to hear your comments as to what you think the ef
fectiveness of an ad hoc liaison committee would be, especially 
since other heal'ings and conferences are going to be held through
out the United States to try to possibly create some of these ad hoc 
committees. 

Do you think there is a possibility to have a concrete improve
ment between Federal agencies and the State levels, such as is 
being enjoyed with the DEA and local and State officials? 

Mr. MULLEN. Yes; at the local level and for particular areas, they 
can be very effective. It appears to me that what this committee is 
doing is paralleling the Law Enforcement Coordinating- Committees 
set up by the Attorney General in each of the 94 districts. 

But these bring in the top officials to discuss policy priorities and 
so forth in a given area. Your ad hoc committee would appear to 
take in other entities in a broader band of local agencies within a 
particular district. 

These things seem to come full circle. You mentioned the name, 
Sheriff Willey. I am a member of his narcotics committee on the 
National Sheriffs Association, and we often discuss coordination 
and interaction. At the same time, I am working with the State 
Drug Enforcement Alliance, and a high level official from the Flor
ida Department of Law Enforcement, Jim Nurcey, is the current 
president of that group. He is a member of my narcotics committee 
which I chair for the International Association of Chiefs of Police, 
so there is interaction and discussion, let's say, of a national 
nature. But the type of committee you describe, I think, could be 
effective if localized in addressing problems in a given area, such as 
in southeast Florida. 

Mr. LEWIS. They have already had one meeting which has really 
opened the lines of communication and it certainly looks like there 
will be a greater improvement. 

Mr. MULLEN. It does sound that way, yes. 
Mr. LEWIS. I think I ought to say, Mr. Mullen, for your benefit at 

this hearing that many of the local law enforcement agencies made 
many statements. When you mention the South Florida Task 
Force, they say that they have heard about it on television or on 
the radio or read about it in the newspapers. But all but one local 
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law enforcement agent, who was questioned or who brought forth 
statements at this conference, pointed out that the cooperation and 
the help and assistance from the DEA was above and beyond the 
call, and they sincerely appreciate it. I just thought you ought to 
know that. 

You get kicked around enough, so you ought to know some of the 
good things. 

Mr. MULLEN. Congressman Lewis, that is certainly gratifying 
.l:Uld it makes this whole hearing worth it. I thank you for your 
comments. 

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you and thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. Mullen, I think I would like to move on and take a look at 

the future. We did that a little bit ago, pointing out all the re
sources that the Customs Service is destined to receive, at least 
hopefully will receive over the next few months. That is going to 
change things considerably. 

Have you talked to your people about it being possible to sub
stantially increase the amount of time-sensitive information, what 
we have been discussing here as tactical intelligence-will we be 
able to provide those radar units up there with windows indicating 
when we can expect that aircraft are likely to be moving in their 
general direction and area? 

Mr. MULLEN. Yes, I do. We have had input from your subcommit
tee, and I believe they will confirm that we are willing to listen 
and to try new techniques. You touch on a very critical area for 
the future. With the last class of new agents that entered on duty 
in the Drug Enforcement Administration, we are now at the 
strength we were at in 1977. We are finally getting the personnel, 
and I think we will have additional resources available to gather 
this intelligence. We are also trying to strengthen our intelligence 
analysts corps. At the same time we are increasing our personnel 
in several Latin American countries, specifically in Colombia 
where we are putting in additional agents. 

Mr. ENGLISH. In focusing more attention on this, as far as DEA is 
concerned, will there be a requirement for any additional equip
ment as far as the Drug Enforcement Administration is concerned? 

The thing I am thinking about primarily is communications 
equipment. Many of these areas, partiCUlarly if you start providing 
intelligence out of those regions, are not where you can pick up a 
telephone and give somebody a call. You have some very limited 
communications capabilities in some of these far off regions. Will it 
be necessary to focus some attention to the needs of DEA for addi
tional equipment to carry out some responsibilities in this area? 

Mr. MULLEN. I am reluctant to speak for Customs as to what 
their equipment needs are, but--

Mr. ENGLISH. No, I am talking about DEA. 
Mr. MULLEN. DEA, yes. We have made substantial requests for 

equipment in 1985 and 1986 budgets, and for the most part-not 
entirely-are being favorably viewed, such as enhancing our auto
matic data processing equipment, things such as voice privacy, and 
other sensitive areas. 

Now, I must say in some recent sensitive investigations-and we 
discussed those with you at your meeting at DEA headquarters 
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where we had to use the most sophisticated techniques-these tech
niques were available to us but there are limitations and we will, 
perhaps, need an enhanced capacity in the future in this particular 
area. 

That is a difficult one to answer in a session such as this be-
cause--

Mr. ENGLISH. I recognize that. 
I know the area that you are talking about. 
In focusing on strictly providing tactical intelligence and commu

nications directly from your people, let's say, who may be in for
eign countries with, let's say, NNBIS centers-has there been an 
evaluation done as to how that could be linked up with immediate 
additional communications equipment requirements? Has DEA 
done any type of evaluation of what might be necessary, if any
thing, for an improved link between DEA and, let's say, NNBIS on 
providing tactical intelligence? 

Mr. MULLEN. I am not aware of a study or any evaluation with 
that particular focus. I do know of a study being conducted with 
regard to an assessment of the threat, but I know that is not what 
you are talking about. 

I do not know of an evaluation dealing with just equipment 
needed to communicate better between the intelligence agencies. I 
think it comes under the overall umbrella of our equipment re
quest. 

I can narrow the focus down to, say, the DEA and FBI wherein 
we are working under different radio systems. The DEA is on UHF 
and the FBI is on VHF. Judge Webster has been tasked by the At
torney General to make the systems compatible. We have had a 
study of that nature dealing with just the FBI and DEA, but I do 
not know of a study covering the whole intelligence entity. 

I will check, though, and get back to you on that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I would urge that there both be an evaluation 

made of any additional needs that the Drug Enforcement Adminis
tration might need to expand considerably their efforts in provid
ing tactical intelligence to interdiction agencies, and to also do an 
evaluation of how the coordination link might be strengthened so 
that there could be direct communications between DEA agents in 
the field who might have some time-perishable information and 
perhaps some specific NNBIS offices or even going straight to 
EPIC. 

You know, I think it is important that DEA focus their attention 
on this with the new resources coming into the Customs Service. 
They are going to have the capability to actually intercept a very 
high percentage of suspect aircraft, and anything that we can do to 
narrow down and identify who those aircraft might be, when they 
are coming-of course, this brings in Lookout-would be extremely 
helpful. 

Mr. MULLEN. Right now we make extensive use of the telephone, 
of course, but there is some research going on with regard to the 
type of communication you discuss. I am having a hard time decid
ing in my mind which is classified and which is not, so I will 
answer that one for the record. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Very good. I appreciate that. 
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Without objection, that information will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 

[The material follows:] 
DEA personnel assigned overseas recognize that the collection of tactical intelli

gence is a primary mission and they further appreciate the necessity for expedi
tiously passing this information to appropriate interdictory personnel in the United 
States. A number of means are utilized to deliver the data, the most common being 
international telephone, when the sensitivity of the information permits, and the 
secure U.S. Government teletype systems (primarily Department of State). 

In addition, certain other sensitive communication links have been tested and are 
now operational to provide real-time communication capability via satellite between 
field agents and EPIC and other U.S. based communication centers. These units are 
designed to be used by Agents in the field to communicate with EPIC. At the 
present tL.-ne, five of the units are located in important counties in Latin America 
and the Caribbean. Two more units will be distributed in the coming weeks. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Mullen, I have a copy of the memo that you 
wrote in January. I would like for you to take a look at it and iden
tify it for the record. 

I have some questions that I would like to ask you about it. 
[Witness examines document.] 
Mr. MULLEN. It appears to be the memo submitted by DEA with 

my approval to the Attorney General. 
Mr. ENGLISH. We will then make that, without objection, a part 

of the record at this point. 
Mr. LEWIS. I have no objections, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. 
[The material follows:] 

I 
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HNBIS--Major Changes Needed 

The grandiose claims of the National Narcotics Border Interdiction 
Sy~tem (NNBIS) are beginning to discredit and devalue the efforts ~f the 
Administration's numerous drug control programs. False credit clalmed by 
NNBIS spokesmen. demoralizes the personnel working for a number of Federal 
agencies whose bona fide accomplishments either go unrecognized or are 
relegated to second place by the unwise overemphasis on NNBIS and the 
South Florida Task Force interdiction programs. As presently constituted 
NNBIS activities range far beyond their stated mission to facilitate ob
taining military and intelligence community assistance for the interdiction 
functions of Customs. Coast Guard, and DEA. Beyond obtaining this assistance. 
NNB1S has made no materi a I contribution to the Admini stration' s interdi ction 
efforts -- nor should it. Yet the credits claimed by NNBIS create the im
pression that NNBIS is operational in virtually all aspects of drug law en
forcement. Such impressions, reinforced by unbridled activities of NNBIS 
regional (.Oordin"tors as l/e11 olS Admiral r1urphy. are r:onfusing foreign, 
state. and local law enforcement officials who see NNBIS encroaching on 
the mission functions mandated principally to the Drug Enforcement Ad
ministration. Direct collection of intelligence by NNBIS representatives 
exemplifies this encroachment on DEAls mission. 

9y statute (21 U.S.C. 273). the Attorney General ;s mandated to 
coope~a e with state. local and Federal agencies concerning traffic in, 
~no su ression of the abuse of, controlled substances, and he is auth
orize to arrange for the exchange of information by the officials of 
such governments ana ,aintain in the Department of Justice a central 
r~~ository for all such information and to disseminate it to state. 
local and Federal agencies. 

In transmitting Reorganization Plan No.2 of 1973 to the Congress. 
the President of the enited States emphasized the necessity of a unified 
command for drug enforcement in the then newly created DEA. The President 
centralized in the Attorney General, acting through the Administrator of 
DE". "the authority and responSibility for securing the fullest possible 
cooperation - particularly with regard to collection of drug intelligence -
from all Federal departments and agencies which can contribute to the 
anti-drug work." DEA '.~a~ aho given the responsibility for the "conduct 
of all relations with jrug law enforcement officials of foreign govern
ments." 

Background 

The National Narcotics Border Interdiction System was established by 
the President on March 23. 1983. Headed by the Vice PreSident. NNBIS was 
designed to coordinate the work of those Federal agencies with existing 
responsibilities or capabilities for interdiction of illegal drugs as 
they approach or cross our borders. "NBIS was ostensibly modelled on the 
South Florida Task Force to expand coordinated interdiction efforts.nation
wide and to complement the Attorney General's Organized Crime Drug En
forcement Task Farce Program. 
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Admiral Daniel Nurphy, Chief of Staff to the Vice President, has 
responsibility for running ~NBIS. Six NNBIS regions, including South 
Floriaa, have been established to facilitate certain interdiction 
operations ciflparticipating Federal agencies. A senior official from 
Customs or the Coast Guard runs each of the NNBIS regions. Both DEA 
and the FBI have assigned one agent, and DEA has assigned one analyst, 
to each of the six NNBIS regional centers. Since the official acti
vation of NNBIS on June 17, 1983, a number of incidents and major 

r problems make us b~lieve that a clear definition and rpassessment of 
the NN91S missior. would bptter SErve the Administration's ov~ral1 ,drug 
control program. 

Documented j~cidents 

(1) On December 14, 19P3, under the aegis of the rmBIS program, 
U.S. Ambassaoor Dobriansky, U.S.C.G. Admiral D. C. Thompson (NNBIS 
Coordinator of the S.E. Region), INM Deputy Assistant Secretary Jon 
Thomas, and U.S.C.G. Captain Nick Schowengerdt (Director of NNBIS) 
met with Bahamian Minister of Foreign Affairs Paul Adderly. 
The principal area of discussion concerned U.S. support 
to enhance Operation cAT. Operation BAT is a DEA initiative 
begun in Narch, 1982, one year before NNBIS was announced. 
Neither DEi, nor DOJ was invited to participate, and DEA was 
told thC't '"e aid not need :0 be involved. Yet commitments 
were made :or OEA. 

(2) in :.o'/e:::oer, 193::, ;'d::Jiral :'lur;my visited :-lexico .0 persuaoe 
:ne ;,lexic;ns ::0 crov;;::e ~.:lSlS :nfornation u$eful to t;NBIS' inter
diction ~i=si:n. Luis ':rte ?etit, Second ~eDuty Attorney General, 
and Antonio Sam Lopez, ~arcotic Coordinator for Mexico, advised me 
on January 27, 1984, that they are fully satisfied with their re
lationship with DEA and the eXChange of intelligence. They said 
they were ~onfused by ~dmiral Murphy's overtures on behalf of 
"NBIS and ~nat he raised issues that had been previously dlscusse~ 
with them curing the Attorney General's visit to Mexico in April, 
19B3. He cited the issue of DEA landing rights in Mexico as an 
example. Tnis obviously causes the Mexicans to wonder if the 
United St~!~S does indeed have a coordinated drug enforcement 
effort. 

Similarly, ! have been advised that Admiral :'lurphy approached 
the Canadians and requested that they assign personne~ to various 
;WBIS offices in the United States. The Deputy Commissioner of 
the RCMP, Harvey Jensen, advised me that this would duplicate or 
divide the flow of information and intelligence from Canada and 
place them in a position of not knowing whiCh agency of the 
United States should receive their intelligence. Commissioner 
Jensen also advised that his relationship with the Drug Enforce
ment Administration was satisfactory and that the request on the 
part of NNBIS resulted in some confusion. DEA and the RCMP have 
a formal agreement (Terms of Reference) regarding intelligence 
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exchange, but this agreement's provisions were not known by 
Admiral Murphy. 

(3) On December 16, 1983, DEA's NNBIS coordinators were polled 
. concerning/what intelligence was flowin~ through NHBIS t~ and 

from our field divisions. The observatlons of the coordlnators 
were that: (a) the intelligence information was of little or 
no value to DEA; (b) the Miami, New York, Los Angeles, and 
"ew Orleans centers have received nothing through NH61S, and 
(c) the information in the custody of NNBIS came originally 
from EPIC or DEA. 

(4) At a recent" meeting of the NNBIS Gulf Region, Goals and Ob
jectives for 1984 were unveiled. (Copy attached) Pursuing these 
objectives would establish fi/mIS as a bureaucratic entity of the 
Federal government and would cause utter confusion among state 
and local agencies in terms of differentiating NNBIS fUnctions 
and responsibilities from established functions of DEA; Customs, 
etc. This confusion began when the Coast Guard Admiral in Charge 
of the NNBIS Gulf Region called the local radio station and stated 
that he was the spokesman for drug enforcement in that area having 
been appointed by the Vice President. Our New Orleans Division SAC 
has taken issue with this Admiral, but to no avail. Furthermore, 
the Admiral has visited '/lith the governors of five states, and in 
pursuing the "NSIS liaison objectives with state and local officials, 
a toll-free 500 number \"/as disseminated so that drug-related' 
information can be passed directly to 1lNBIS from state and local 
officials, thereby by-pa~sing DE~ contacts established ever ~any 
years of effort. This has created confusion among state and local 
officials and threatens .0 fl-ag:nent the intelligence data base. 

Similar confusion has been sown among state and local officials 
in the Northeast NNSIS Reaion. The NNBIS Coordinator for that 
region 5ent. a lEtter to c.tiiefs of police on November 18 requesting 
the chiefs to establish points of contact, publicizing ~n sao 
number, and providing the name of a NNBIS representative. Such 
attempts at establishing liaison by "HSIS create NNBIS as an 
operational entity far beyond the scope of NNBIS' mission. 

(5) On January 3. 1984, the Vice President's office stated to the 
press that the South Florida Task Force and NNBIS "have captured almost 
5 ~il~ion po~nds of marijuana -- practically halting the flow of that 
drug lnto thlS part of the country -- and confiscated almost 2B,OOO 
pounds ?f cocaine -- about 512 bil1ion worth of drugs, altogether." 
These f1gures go far beyond what this Administration can support. 
Aft~r 21 m?nths (3/?2 - 11/83), the South Florida Task Group statistics 
c1a1m cred)t for selzures of approximately 8,000 pounds of cocaine 
and a little over 2,000,000 pounds of marijuana. Additional seizures 
b~ NNBIS (6/83 - 11/83) could not possibly account for this large 
d1screpancy. 

(6) On December 12! 1983, Coast Guard Rear Admiral for the Gulf Region 
told a House narcotlcs panel that the new National Narcotics Border 
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Interdiction System had confiscated, through November 2B, 77.5 tons 
of marijuana, I,B06 pounds of cocaine, five pounds of heroin, four 
aircraft and nine vessels and had arrested 55 suspects. These seizures 
amounted/to 5260 million \n drugs and contraband. DEA can substantiate 
that over 1400 pounds of cocaine resulted from two seizures in which 
the 'bnly NNBIS involvement was to arrange transportation of one BOO 
pound seiLure on a U.S. Coast Guard plane to the DEA lab after the 
enforcement operation had concluded.· The heroin seizures were made 
in the course of two OEA undercover cases. In each case it became 
known that the heroin was smuggled via ocean freighter. Hence, NNBIS 
took credit because of the general policy that NNBIS can (and according 
to NNBIS policy should) claim any seizure resulting from smuggling 
activity, whether or not NNBIS plays any role. These statistical claims, 
not only regarding drug seizures but also of vessels and arrests, create 
the false impression that NNBIS is operational. More Importantly, 
tho<e agency personnel responsible for these accomplishments are re
ceiving no credit and experiencing a loss of morale due to the false 
and grandiose claims of mmrs. 
(7) At the time fINBIS was announced, Administration officicls claimed 
that it would be a cost-free operation that would not become another 
bureaucratic entity. The facilities and manpower of the six NNBIS 
operations centers belie this statement. For exa~ple, one region's 
operations centfr has facilities that cost at least 5400,000 to 
$500,000. It has elabor~te security features and first-class word 
processing and cesk-top computers. he have le~rr.ed tnat the Coast 
Guard was req~ired to postpone repairs to a ZIG foot cutter for at 
least one ~uarter to pay for this :~SIS center. !o ~Ir. tne benefits 
frem :;~H~!S 1:1 :nis ,'egion h~\'e been ne;ligiille ~"!" '1::.t :-ounterproou:.tive. 

(8) The NNEIS center in this same region has set up information 
systems to trac~ cases. Its data processing system is caDab1e 
of retrieving information ~~ of susoect, yet appropriate 
record system ciearances, required by the Freedcm of :nformation/ 
?rlvacv Acts have not Deen obtained. This is a deliberate 
violat~on of 13w. 

(9) The Coast Guard Commander who heads :;r/8IS contacted the 
Loui s i ana ::ati ona 1 Guard about borrowi ng he 1 icoDters for the 
dOlestic mariju~na eradication program. DEA has been co
orerating with the ~ationa1 Guard in Louisiana for two years, 
yet DEA 1earneo of this inappropriate approacn by NNBIS personnel 
after the fact. ~ot only was this a needless duplication of effort, 
it created further confusion between DEA and state and local contacts. 

(10) NNBIS has worked with the U.S. Customs Service to develop 
a slide show depicting an arrest situation involving aircraft 
and armed agents. The intent is to demonstrate "NNBIS in action." 
This gives a false impression of NNBIS as an operational drug 
enforcement entity rather than a mechanism to facilitate the 
logistics for obtaining military assistance. 
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(11) I am advised that a Lieutenant Commander of the Coast Guard 
requested assignment to one of the six NNBIS Regions because he 
thought nhe program to be most promising. After taking the assign
ment he discovered that NNBIS «as, in his words, an "intellectual 
fraud." .He documented this in a memorandum which was shown to a 
DEA emp loyee. Our employee advi"sed that he tone down the memo
randum before sending it forward. This was done, but apparently 
the Lieutenant Commander persisted in characterizing NNBIS as an 
inte llectua I fraud. Thi s letter. went to the Li eutenant Com
mander's supervisor and then to the Coast Guard Admiral in charge 
of that region. The Lieutenant Commander was sU!lll1ari"ly criticized 
by the Admiral and irnmediately reassigned. The national media has 
questioned DEA about this incident. 

r1ajor Prob 1 ems 

Al though IlIISr S has been offi ci ally const i tuted for over seven months. 
no formal guidelines regarding functions and responsibilities of NNBIS as 
they relate to established functions of DEA, Customs, and Coast Guard have 
been written. The documented incidents, combined with our judgment thdt 
certain features of NNBIS were ill-conceived from its inception, persuade 
us that the fol1ol·ling problems must be rectified. 

(1) Contact ·.~ith foreign, state. and iocal enforcement officials 
under the aegis of rmsls has confused the established reporting 
l'elationshi:ls ;·litll :IE'; and Customs. .nstitution-building pro
~ra:ns ccnd:Jcted by :£,; ;or 10 years have stressed the virtue of 
~ sir.gle er,forcemen't agency for drug inv('stig3tion and intell;gence. 
::ow the federal government approaches foreign governments with a numoer 
of agency and program contacts. DEA' s mandated overseas mi ss ion is. 
being duplicated and circumventeq causing great confusion among foreign 
counterpart". 

(2) The i:1forr:)ation flowing through NNBIS must also go to or come 
from EPIC if 3 single drug intelligence data base is to be preserved. 
~~8IS' c!Jplic3tion of numerous EPIC functions is wasting resourCES 
!nd fr!g~:En,"~ng dr!Jg intelligence. 

(3) The :3Ct that mmrs, an interdiction program, is being run out 
of the \' i ce i'res i dent' 5 offi ce (OVP) s~ews the priorit i es of the over
all Federal strategy for control of illegal drugs. The accomplishments 
of our interdiction programs are overemphasized, building unrealistic 
expectations among the American people that this strategy is the primary 
means of redl/cing the avai lability of illegal drugs. NNBIS and the South 
Florida Task Force do not begin to encompass the numerous drug control 
programs of the Administration. 

(4) l~cation of NNBIS in the OVP fragments the coordination of drug 
law enrorcement presumed to belong to the Attorney General. This will 
spark further congressional demands for a drug czar. 

(5) Contrary to public statements that NNBIS will not require new 
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resources, that it is a m~re coordinating mechanism and not another 
bureaucratic layer, it i~ expensive and diverts between 100 and 
200 perspnnel just to maintain expected liaison. Combined with the 
fact that many of its functions are dupltcative, NNBIS costs are 
a real liability. In draining resources from Customs, DEA, FBI, 
and Coasf Guard, many interdiction functions normally carried 
out by those agencies such as cargo and border inspections, 
intelligence collection, and the deployment of fully maintained 
Coast GUnrd cutters, are suffering. 

N~BIS Changes Needed 

A clear definition and reassessment of the NNBIS mission is needed. 
2y acknowledging the positive aspects of NNBIS, namely, the timely facil
itation of military assistance, the Administration can capitalize on this 
capability, prevent NNBIS from encroaching on operational functions of 
other agencies, and improve th~ overall drug control effort. 

(1) Like the South Florida Task Force, NNBIS needs to be phased down 
over the next several months. Acknowledge the success of NNBIS in 
obtaining military assistance; announce that coordination mechanisms 
and lines of communication have been established; portray NNBIS as 
an experimental cperatior. that has sensitized the Federal co~unity 
to the possibilities of extensive cooperation; and phase cut the 
six regional centers leaving core groups in Washington (logistical 
~cordination) and at EP!C (intelligence analysis). 

(2) By de-emphasizing :he alleged grendiose accomplishments of ::r·;als 
and the South Florida Task Group, the White House can re-em~nasize the 
~ulti-faceted Federal drug control programs that provide a balanced 
and coordinated approach with investigations, foreign assistance, 
interdiction, diversion ~ontrol. and prevention, education. and 
rehabilitation programs complementing one another. The longer tlNSrS 
is publicized at the highest levels, the more of a liability it becomes 
because of its inherent design flaws and unrealistic expectations of 
eliminating the smuggling of illegal drugs into the United States. 
If NNSIS continues unchecked it will discredit other Federal druc 
programs and become this ~dministration's Achilles heel for drug-
law enforcement. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Well--
Mr. MULLEN. Mr. Chairman, this was a confidential document 

submitted by me to the Attorney General, and I had not intended 
that it become a public document. 

I don't know what the rules are with regard to making it part of 
the record, but I would imagine it is pretty much a part of the 
record already. I don't know if making it an official part is more 
meaningful or not, but--

Mr. ENGLISH. This is, of course, the information subcommittee, 
Mr. Mullen, and unless something is stamped "confidential," 
"secret," or classified in some way, we assume that it is open infor
mation. Of course, this is particularly true after it has been printed 
in the newspaper. I will tell you very candidly where I got my 
copy-I got it in the mail. It was sent to me anonymously, and it 
wasn't even sent from Washington, DC. Evidently, it had wide cir
culation around the country, is the only thing I can say, so--

Mr. MULLEN. And all I can say is that I was not the one who 
mailed it to you. [Laughter.] 

But I understand. Thank you. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Very good. 
I would like to go over some of these points. I think that it is 

important to give you the opportunity to comment on the specific 
points, Mr. Mullen. 

I think this is particularly important because your cover letter to 
the Attorney General stated that you had personally taken the 
time to insure that all the information contained in the document 
was accurate. The first item that I would like to ask you about
and, as I said, feel free to expand on it in anyway that you wish-is 
this statement: "The grandiose claims of' NNBIS are beginning to 
discredit drug control programs. DEA cannot substantiate seizures 
of the amount of drugs claimed by NNBIS. 

Would you care to comment on that particular point? 
Mr. MULLEN. I--
Mr. ENGLISH. I think it is also important to point out that this 

memo, I believe, was written in January of this year. 
Mr. MULLEN. Yes, I would like, at the outset, to put the memo 

itself in perspective. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. 
Mr. MULLEN. I personally think the concept of NNBIS is a valid 

concept. I think it certainly has a place in the drug enforcement 
effort. 

I was concerned at that time with regard to the many ongoing 
programs that we had underway, the many enforcement programs, 
rehabilitation programs, and I thought we were making tremen
dous progress and had tremendous successes and I did not want 
anything to occur that would cause any problem or to harm the 
overall program. 

So, at that time I had concerns, and I have to say that at this 
time most of the concerns have been addressed or are being ad
dressed. 

I will address your first question, and that was the statistical ac
complishments. They were at variance with DENs, and after alert
ing NNBIS to this problem, we have had DEA statisticians author
ized to visit with NNBIS officials to ensure that what we were 
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claiming was in concert because the easiest way to cause difficulty 
with any program is to not be accurate on achievements. So, that 
particular concern, in my mind, has been addressed. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The two groups of statisticians have gotten togeth
er. What did they find to be the reason for the difference? 

Mr. MULLEN. I believe the multiagency reporting of statistics was 
not being culled out properly, and I am sure that will be done in 
the future. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What changes in the method of keeping those sta
tistics did the various agencies make to make certain that they 
didn't run into that kind of difficulty again? 

Mr. MULLEN. I am not prepared to go into that sort of detail, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Have there been changes made in the manner in 
which statistics are gathered in this area? 

The reason I am pressing you a little bit on that is because I 
think it is an important point. 

Mr. MULLEN. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Not because of NNBIS necessarily but because of 

the whole drug problem. This is something where, ever since I 
started out with the Select Committee on Narcotics back in 1977, 
we always had these wide-ranging figures by different Government 
agencies and departments as to what was being done. 

Mr. MULLEN. That was one of my concerns. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I think that it is important that we try to have as 

accurate a picture as we possibly can to deal with this kind of prob
lem. I know that we have had different departments and agencies 
which have been coming to Capitol Hill and use those numbers, 
probably because Members of Congress press them to do so, in 
order to justify the budget for that next year. It does play an im
portant role in that budget process because you are required to 
prove yourself. 

But I think that it does a disservice to the problem if we have 
figures that are not accurate, that do not indicate the true depth of 
the problem, and the successes and failures we are having, and 
where changes have to be made. 

I think that is particularly true, as well, with the amount of a 
particular substance that might be in the country, whether it is co
caine, heroin, or whatever. I know that that is extremely difficult. 
Let me say here for the record that I don't accept that old 10-per
cent figure we used. I believe that one of your predecessors came 
up with that 10-percent formula back when he was required to tes
tify before a congressional committee, and he felt like "Well, we 
are getting some but we are not ge"!iting a lot, and that feels just 
about like 10 percent." It was a figure that was kind of plucked out 
of thin air. 

Mr. MULLEN. We can't support that now. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I am not going to ask you to, but that is the story 

that I heard and, obviously, it is extremely difficult-and I want to 
say this on behalf of the law enforcement agencies-to judge how 
much of a particular substance might be coming into the country, 
particularly at any particular ti:me. Therefore, it is extremely diffi
cult to understand and come up with a figure of how much you are 
seizing. All you have, generally speaking, is a feel for what the sit-
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uation is on the street with regard to purety, price, and how much 
you are collecting and what informants tell you and so on and so 
forth. 

It is extremely difficult. 
Mr. MULLEN. I should say that one could infer from reading this 

that I was concerned about who gets credit. 
Well, that was the furthermost thought from my mind. As to 

who gets credit, I believe the President and Vice President get 
credit for their high profile involvement. You certainly, this sub
committee and other congressional committees should receive 
credit because of their interest in drug enforcement. 

That wasn't my concern, and I didn't care who received acknowl
edgement for obtaining seizures and so forth; I just wanted to be 
sure that what we were claiming was accurate, and I have not seen 
any difficulty for the past several months in this area. I have read 
nothing, heard nothing, and I have not seen anything that would 
cause me concern at this time. That particular statement is dated 
information. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, as I said, it made a very important point, and 
I would be very interested in personally knowing any changes that 
have been made in the manner in which statistics are kept, not 
only by DEA and NNBIS but by all Federal agencies and whether 
there has been any effort to really try to make certain that there is 
not double counting, that we don't get into a process where people, 
if they have had some involvement, in every agency are claiming 
the same arrests and that sort of thing. 

That is what I think is misleading to the public. 
Mr. MULLEN. The Attorney General hl'lB instructed that DEA be 

the repository and be the Agency to cite the statistics for the Fed
eral Government, and that is what we are supposed to be doing 
anyway. That is our charter. 

We have worked out any difficulties we had with NNBIS. I be
lieve the NNBIS coordinator, Admiral Murphy, indicated that he 
needed the statistics on a more time-sensitive basis. He liked them 
almost daily. Often to compile the complete and detailed and accu
rate statistics, you have to have a laboratory analysis to ensure 
that what you seize is really heroin or cocaine or whatever the case 
may be. This always takes longer. Therein lies, I think, part of the 
problem. 

Again, I am sure it has been worked out because I have seen no 
problem in this area for the past several months. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I think it would be helpful if you would submit for 
the record what changes or agreements or arrangements or what
ever has been made to make sure that that problem doesn't occur. 

Mr. MULLEN. We will do that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Without objection, the record will remain open to 

receive that information which will be inserted into the record at 
this point. 

[The material follows:] 
A Federal government system for statistical reporting of interdiction and investi

gative activity, including drug removals, arrests, convictions, and possibly asset sei
zures is being developed and should be in pll;lce by mid-1985. This system is being 
developed by an interagency working group chaired by the Department of Justice 
and representing all involved agencies from the Departments of Justice, Treasury 
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and Transportation. Existing resources will be used to the extent possible. DEA will 
be responsible for managing the new system. The new system will feature signifi
cant improvements in accuracy, timeliness and comprehensiveness. 

Personnel from DEA and NNBIS met concerning requirements and current sys
tems for statistical reporting of drug seizures. At present, DEA maintains statistics 
concerning those drug removals in which Federal involvement exists. NNBIS main
tains records of all Federal, state and local drug seizures which are reported to 
them and in which a connection with the border can be established. NNBIS person
nel advised that they would use the new Federal government reporting system 
when it becomes operational if it can meet the requirements for timeliness estab
lished by the Vice President. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The second point was a clear defmition and reas
sessment of the NNBIS mission would better serve the drug control 
program. 

Would you care to comment on that? 
Mr. MULLEN. Can you point that out to me, Mr. Chairman, in my 

memo? 
Mr. ENGLISH. I don't have a copy of the memo. I think you have 

my copy. 
Mr. MULLEN. I would like to see the context in which I included 

that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK, well, let's take a look. 
Mr. MULLEN. I have that, Mr. Chairman. It is on the last page, 

page six. 
What I had in mind here was, perhaps, a statement in writing 

with regard to the mission so that everyone would have clearly de
fined roles. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I would certainly agree with you on that. 
You also made the statement concerning Clconfusion among for

eign drug enforcement officials concerning the roles of DEA and 
NNBIS." I believe you referred to meetings that Admiral Murphy 
had with people in Mexico and Canada and that that was creating 
some confusion among those foreign officials. 

Mr. MULLEN. It did at the time because the foreign officials were 
providing intelligence on a regular basis to DEA, and I believe we 
referred specifically to Canada and to Mexico. Officials from both 
countries-at that time-indicated, "Do you want us to furnish in
formation directly to you or should we go to NNBIS?" 

We had a very good network, I thought, and a very good ex
change, so they have continued to furnish information directly to 
DEA, and we are making it available to NNBIS. 

To satisfy the needs of NNBIS, for example, the Canadians have 
assigned an RCMP [Royal Canadian Mounted Police] officer to our 
Miami office and he maintains a liaison with NNBIS down there. 

So, that was a concern at the time. I thought at that time that 
we should coordinate better so that the foreign officials we dealt 
with would know that they had a line of communication and not 
several. That also has been rectified. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Has an arrangement been made, then, between 
NNBIS and DEA so that there is no more confusion as far as any 
other foreign countries are concerned? I recognize you have done 
this as far as Mexico and Canada are Goncerned, perhaps, but as 
far as any other foreign countries that you may come in contact 
with in the future, has there been an arrangement made so that 
those foreign countries understand what the situation is? 
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Mr. MULLEN. I know of no such arrangement. The only other 
country, I believe, that may be involved in the equation is Colom
bia. The discussions that Admiral Murphy has had with the Colom
bians were pretty well outside of the domain of DEA and involved 
sophisticated detection techniques. We have had no difficulty with 
any other country, and I believe it occurred with Mexico and 
Canada because of their proximity to the United States. 

Those two situations are, in my mind, cleared up, and I just don't 
know if there is a need to go to other countries at this time because 
everything is functioning well. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Obviously, if that kind of problem could develop 
with Mexico and Canada, it could happen with other countries. I 
was thinking particularly about some of the transit countries, some 
of the Caribbean islands, for instance, could certainly have the 
same type of difficulty. You are going to have a lot of activity with 
DEA and NNBIS interest in that area as well. 

I would strongly urge that you work out an arrangement so that 
the problem does not occur as far as any other foreign country is 
concerned. 

Mr. MULLEN. You are correct. I do recall another now that you 
mention it-that being the Bahamas. So, I wiUlook at this. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Lewis? 
Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Mullen, do you feel that there is any way that we can get an 

effective umbrella agency over all these drug enforcement agencies 
we have in the Federal Government? I am not alluding to a drug 
czar or anything of that nature; but it seems to me that everytime 
there is a need, there is another agency established. 

Mr. MULLEN. Yes. 
I do agree that we have seen a proliferation of committees and 

groups and subworking groups and so forth, all well intentioned. I 
thought we did have an umbrella agency with regard to drug en
dorcemcnt, that being DEA. 

We are a nation, though, with many diverse interests, many 
agencies, and the thought or idea of a national police force, of 
course, is anathema, and I don't believe we will ever see that in the 
United States. 

So, we have to depend on the professionalism of the agents and 
agencies involved to work within their jurisdictions to support the 
overall drug effort. 

I do believe that you do need somebody at a very high level, and 
I believe the system we set up-the Cabinet Council on Legal 
Policy and its subgroup on drug supply reduction-is an effective 
means. You have the Attorney and Secretary of the Treasury and 
others with an interest, and you can have decisions made at the 
higher level. 

I do not believe we need or will see a single agency involved in 
handling the entire drug problem because I don't know if the Con
gress wants that. That is why they established the DEA. That is 
why we have an FBI and a Customs Service. You have the balance 
in different agendes. 

We must have coordination at the highest levels, and I believe 
that can best be ensured by somebody at the Attorney General 
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level coordinating the entire effort and bringing the agencies to
gether. 

Mr. LEWIS. It seems to me with DEA, with the vast worldwide 
network that it has and working arrangements with other coun
tries, that they would be more in tune with the overall needs for 
meeting the requirement for an umbrella agency than many of 
these other agencies. 

Now, I recognize that we have specific areas of law where only 
the FBI can enter into a case and things of this nature, but I am 
very much concerned that with the proliferation of agencies-par
ticularly since the great outcry started 3 years ago, and being from 
south Florida ! am very much concerned-that we get the most ef
fective application on drug enforcement and interdiction that we 
can get. 

I am certainly not convinced at this point in time that we are 
getting that. 

Mr. MULLEN. I believe that we are, Congressman Lewis. I have 
never seen better coordination. In fact, today, after I leave this 
hearing, I will be sitting down at a meeting where we will have the 
head of Secret Service, FBI, Customs, DEA, ATF all meeting to
gether to discuss mutual efforts and other problem areas. 

We are coordinating well, in my opinion. I don't believe we have 
seen the creation of any new agencies; we have seen the creation of 
new entities, new means to better coordinate the effort. 

Some work better than others. Some do not work as well at first 
as they do later on. You, perhaps, have at times reluctant members 
of the law enforcement community who, after a period of time see 
something working better and then become enthusiastic supporters 
of it. 

There were those who did not believe that the FBI and DEA 
would ever come together and work on drugs as we have come to
gether. We have seen wire taps go up 689 percent in just 2 years in 
the drug area and the number of joint cases go from 12 to over 750. 
But now we have enthusiasm all the way around. 

I myself wondered at first about the organized crime drug en
forcement task forces. Now I am, perhaps, the most enthusiastic 
supporter of those task forces when I have seen the results. 

So, I think we will see some of these entities go by the boards, go 
by the way, so to speak, and others become stronger and stay with 
us. But I think we have got to try different approaches, especially 
with regard to drug trafficking. 

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Mullen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you. 
Mr. Mullen, I want to continue with the list and see how these 

problems have been dealt with. 
Another point was confusion among State and local drug enforce

ment officials regarding the roles of DEA and NNBIS. What activi
ties have been taken to deal with this problem? What actions? 

Mr. MULLEN. The concern is there. Again, as I continue to re
spond, I hope we do keep in mind that much of this is dated infor
mation. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But at the time you made it, obviously you felt 
very strongly about it. 
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The question is: Has this been resolved? Has this been dealt with 
to your satisfaction in the manner in which you need it to be, and 
what is the situation we face right now? 

Mr. MULLEN. It has been dealt with or is being dealt with, but 
the areas of concern at the time were the 800 numbers, for exam
ple, that were being put out. Some States have 800 numbers them
selves. There is a need to coordinate such systems. If we are going 
to have a number to call, it should be one number and everybody 
should have access or something of that nature. That is being dealt 
with. I am not certain that that problem is entirely resolved, but it 
is being addressed. 

Another problem was that some NNBIS representatives were ad
vising local officials to contact them but not specifying on what 
type of iilformation, not clarifying that they were concerned with 
inter(1iction information only .. If there is some tactical intelligence 
that needs a real time response, that is the type NNBIS should so
licit. So, some police agencies were concerned, "Do we call it all 
drug information." That is the type of thing that was of concern at 
the time, and I am not certain that it has all been addressed. 

My gauge-I am not going behind this and saying, "Did you do 
this to change this?" But I am not receiving the reports from my 
field divisions indicating that there are still problems in this area. 
That is what prompted me to write this. I was receiving reports 
from around the country from my DEA offices. I am not receiving 
those same reports today. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, then, have there been meetings that took 
place? Did you meet with NNBIS officials? Did your people meet 
with NNBIS officials and work out an agreement or an arrange
ment as to how they might resolve this problem of confusion? 

Mr. MULLEN. Yes; meetings have occurred between me and Ad
miral Murphy and others and between members of our staffs. And, 
meetings have occurred, have taken place at the local level. 

Mr. ENGLISH. If you would provide, again for the record, any spe
cific agreements, arrangements that have been reached between 
DEA and NNBIS as to how this particular aspect has bean dealt 
with, how we have made sure that this confusion between State 
and local people has been eliminated, we would appreciate it. 

Mr. MULLEN. I will. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Without objection, the record will remain open to 

receive that response and will be inserted in the record at this 
point. 

[The material follows:] 
It came to our attention that NNBIS personnel were advising state and local en

forcement agencies to notify NNBIS first regarding drug related information and 
that toll-free "800" numbers were available for this purpose. DEA was concerned 
this would cause confusion among the state and local enforcement community on 
the procedures to transmit drug trafficking information directly to DEA and would 
jeopardize the 100,g-standing relationships we have with state and local enforcement 
agencies. 

These concerns were discussed in a recent meeting between the Administrator of 
DEA, the Attorney General and the Vice President. It was agreed at this meeting 
that the 800 numbers would be discontinued in the six NNBIS regions. We believe 
this will go a long way toward resolving this problem. 

Mr. ENGLISH. One of the other points was that DEA is receiving 
nothing of value from the NNBIS intelligence operations. 
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Can you-hasn't NNBIS intelligence been going to EPIC? 
Mr. MULLEN. Again, this one I cannot respond to. I can only say 

that this was at that time. I have not been furnished the same in
formation since, so I have not gone back to say, "What have we re
ceived of value since then?" 

Mr. ENGLISH. This is an area that concerns me. As I mentioned 
earlier, I am a strong supporter of EPIC. It is my understanding 
that it is supposed to be, really, a two-way street. EPIC is supposed 
to provide information to other Federal, State, and local law en
forcement agencies and, by the same token, they are to provide the 
information to EPIC. That way, everyone shares in the intelligence, 
and it also provides for safeguards of that intelligence information. 

If DEA is receiving nothing from other law enforcement agen
cies, whether it is NNBIS or Customs or somebody else, obviously 
then that reduces the amount of information it has to provide. It 
reduces the effectiveness of EPIC. It would seem to me that this 
would be something that would be critical as far as resolving this. 
This is something about which there would have to be discussions 
with the NNBIS to find out if they have a problem or find out if 
they have information to provide. 

Mr. MULLEN. As I read this, DEA would not be one of those agen
cies, although the lead drug enforcement agency, that would re
ceive a lot of information of an interdiction nature. I believe most 
of NNBIS's information would be going out to Customs and to the 
Coast Guard, and it may well be that agencies, in many cases, con
tacted DEA directly, rather than going through the NNBIS system 
at that time. 

Again, I have had no similar reports of difficulty in this area. 
Mr. ENGLISH. But the point I am making is that this information 

should eventually-I will grant you that it should be going to the 
customs people and the people that are directly affected as far as 
interdiction is concerned-but it would also appear to me that this 
would be information that should eventually find its way to EPIC 
as well. It may have a direct bearing as far as investigations are 
concerned. It may have a direct bearing as far as some local law 
enforcement officials are concerned. 

From the indication of the memo, that is not happening. The 
question I have is: Is that problem being dealt with? Is it being ex
plored with the discussions between DEA and NNBIS? 

Mr. MULLEN. I have not had any specific discussion in that area. 
I think we could have here the same problem we have in other 
areas where we may have a customs official saying they receive no 
intelligence but yet received it from EPIC, not knowing-it could 
well be that DEA has obtained information out of EPIC not know
ing it came from the NNBIS system. 

But that is about as detailed an answer as I can furnish on this 
issue. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I don't want to keep beating on this, but according 
to your cover letter to Mr. Smith, you make the statement that you 
have taken the time to ensure that all the information contained 
in the attached document is accurate. 

So, I would assume--
Mr. MULLEN. So, that was accurate. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It was accurate at the time? 
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Mr. MULLEN. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, then, I would strongly recommend to you, 

Mr. Mullen, that you get together with DEA and NNBIS and dis
cuss this matter and discuss the impact that it has as far as a co
operative intelligence operation is concerned within the country. I 
think it is an important facet that should be discussed between the 
two agencies. As I said, I recognize that interdiction information 
will need to be moved, particularly if it is time perishable, directly 
to the people who are i.nvolved in interdiction, whether it is Cus
toms, Coast Guard, or who ever; but eventually that information 
should be provided to EPIC because, again, EPIC is a bank, an in
telligence bank, and if there is nothing in the bank, it isn't going to 
do anybody any good. 

Mr. MULLEN. It is and I agree with you. 
Mr. ENGLISH. The next point that you make is that NNBIS is 

costly, contrary to administration statements. 
Do you have any comments you would care to make with regard 

to that? 
Mr. MULLEN. I don't know what I can add to that at this time. 

When you start a new entity, i.t does cost something. I think that is 
obvious, a..lld that is the only point we are making there. 

I don't think we can establish a new entity and say it doesn't 
cost anything. Resources do come from somewhere. I want to make 
that point. I am not saying that is not a valuable use of those re
sources, but we ought to clearly say we are using resources for this 
purpose because it is a good purpo::;e for which to use them. That is 
basically what we are saying there. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Another point that you made was that-and I 
quote here-"Like the South Florida Task Force, NNBIS needs to 
be phased down over the next several months." 

Is that still your belief, Mr. Mullen? 
Mr. MULLEN. Well, phased down and put into perspective, and I 

do believe that is happening. There is a real need for it, as I indi
cated earlier. South Florida is an ideal location for a NNBIS-type 
operation, so perhaps that one could be strengthened and where 
there is not as much activity, it could be phased down or modified, 
but that is really not for me to decide. That would be something 
that the NNBIS officials would have to decide. That is a recommen
dation that I made at that time. I don't know whether that has 
happened or is happening or will happen. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You and I are going to differ pretty strongly on 
that one, Mr. Mullen. Of course, I have felt that it is critical that 
we have a coordinated drug effort, whether it is interdiction, 
whether it is investigation. If I had my way about it, the whole 
thing would be, you know, one coordinated operation. I have been 
one of those who has supported the "Drug Czar" concept. I think it 
is important that that be done. I think it is critical that we have a 
person who has the authority to crack heads and to get people 
moving. 

Given the past performances of the agencies-which doesn't nec
essarily reflect on you or anyone else who is involved in this 
effort-it goes back to the histories of the agencies; there has been 
a lot of rivalry. There has been a lot of division; there have been a 
lot of problems in pulling together in a coordinated effort. 
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In light of that history, that is a critical thing to do. It seems to 
me that the success of the South Florida Task Force was the fact 
that that is what happened down there. You got the various agen
cies and departments and everybody did get pulled together, 
whether they were with the Justice Department or the Treasury 
Department or whomever. It was all pulled together in one oper
ation. That is what gave it its great potential for success. I hope 
that what you are saying about what is lacking in the South Flori
da Task Force-I hope the South Florida Task Force is not being 
phased out because I think that is still a vital area as far as that 
region is concerned. 

But I would like to see that principle applied nationwide, and I 
think, particularly after we have set up an investigative operation 
under the Attorney General, that it does leave interdiction splin
tered. Unless we have someone to pull the interdiction effort to
gether the same as the Attorney General is pulling the investiga
tion effort together, then I think that we are in worse shape than 
we were before. You need that strongly focused coordination. I 
really think we need a strong NNBIS. 

As I said, if I can't get a "Drug Czar," this is the next best thing. 
I think that is extremely important that we do that. I don't 

know. Maybe we are talking about a difference in philosophy be
tween you and me. I am hopeful that the President shares my phi
losophy and not yours in this area. I hope that he will strengthen 
NNBIS and that he will, in fact, give NNBIS the tools it needs to 
carry out its mission as a strong interdiction coordinating oper
ation. 

Mr. MULLEN. Well, I don't think we disagree that much. I think 
there are perhaps some differences in philosophy, but I believe it 
should be kept in perspective also as a part of the overall drug 
effort. I am not opposed to strengthening the interdiction effort. It 
should be in coordination with the investigative effort, and it 
should all be brought together. As I indicated to Congressman 
Lewis, I believe that does happen with the Attorney General's Cab
inet Council. 

You can strengthen an organization, in some cases, by paring it 
down and making it more effeotive and putting better quality 
people into an operation. I am not referring specifically here to 
NNBIS, but a paring down can mean strengthening in some cases 
and using personnel elsewhere where they can be used more effec
tively. I didn't say eliminate; I said make more effective. That is 
perhaps a more correct term. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I think we have to go back and look at those days 
before NNBIS and particularly before the South Florida Task 
Force. I can remember, as I said, going back to the old Select Com
mittee back in 1977, 1978, and 1979 and on up. Ever since 1 have 
been involved in this problem, we have had hearing after hearing 
after hearing. To one extent or another we have had the fragmen
tation of the drug effort which has been the central concern and 
problem. Congressional committee after congressional committee 
has tried to figure out some way to pull this thing together and get 
everybody working together, sharing information and sharing re
sources and sharing the effort--
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Mr. MULLEN. I believe we are doing that. I believe we are doing 
that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, it has been an ex.tremely difficult thing to 
come to. 

Let me say that if we are doing it, then we certainly weren't 
before the South Florida Task Force. Before those days, I don't 
think that we can say that that was happening. 

You may have wanted it, and I am not saying that the people 
whu headed up the various agencies didn't want it, but you had a 
set, as I said, history and bureaucracy that was fit into that rivalry 
and it caused tremendous difficulty. 

Again, I don't know whether it is true or not, but I remember 
hearing-back in the 1970's-when these two agencies, DEA and 
Customs, were split and when DEA was set up that rumors existed 
of a shootout down on the Mexican border. I don't know whether 
that is true or not, but, given the tone of things, there were a lot of 
people who were ready to believe it because there was some real 
bad blood between those two agencies and that has carried 
through. 

Mr. MULLEN. I have talked to the agents who actually were in
volved in some of those incidents, and I do understand that they 
pointed weapons at each other but never shot-fortunately. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I am happy to hear that. 
Mr. MULLEN. I agree with you, Mr. Chairman. I am the first to 

state-and have stated in almost every public forum, every time I 
have given a speech-that the high profIle involvement of the 
President and Vice President and the Congress has brought things 
together. I can say with confidence that I have been at DEA for 3 
years, 1 month from today, and I can myself see the improvement 
that has occurred in just that period of time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I think you are right. I agree with you. 
But, as I mentioned-and I think we were moving in that direc

tion up until about March of this year, quite frankly-I think there 
was a real sense of cooperation and coordination t.hat was taking 
place between the administration and the Congress. I think that 
everyone believed in the Vice President's sincerity, your sincerity, 
the President's sincerity in dealing with this problem. 

But we have had one administration witness, Mr. McNamar, now 
who has jumped up and quite frankly within a few hours destroyed 
that, not between Democrats and Republicans but between the 
Congress and the administration. 

I know of many Republican Members of Congress, as well as 
Democratic Members, v\Tho are really wondering how this rogue ele
phant can run loose and destroy this entire effort and create all 
this division and mistrust and nobody has put a collar on him, 
quite frankly. That is what I think is really raising some questions 
about the sincerity about the administration. We are wondering 
when this problem is going to be dealt with. 

So, I think that personally I agree with you. I believe the Presi
dent is committed. I believe the Vice President is committed. Per
sonally I believe you are committed. 

But I think the administration is going to have to deal with this 
problem to convince the rest of the country that the sincerity is ac
tually there. 
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Mr. Lewis, would you care to comment? 
Mr. LEWIS. Yes, Mr. Chairman, just one question. 
If my memory is correct, wasn't there a decline in the number of 

agents in all of these agencies in the latter part of the 1970's and 
the DEA has just recently come up to the strength that it had in 
1977 with the graduation of a recent class of agents? 

Mr. MULLEN. Yes, that's correct. 
The low point was when I arrived at DEA. We were down to 

1,806 agents. I believe now we are in the area of 2,190 agents. I be
lieve the same is true of the FBI, having been reduced in strength 
over a period of time and now seeing an increased agent force. I 
understand Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms are again hiring agents 
and training them at the training academy in Georgia. 

So, I see an improving picture with regard to the number of 
agent personnel. 

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Mullen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kindness? 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. 
I present my apologies for having had to place my priorities on 

two other committee meetings this morning, but I really regret 
missing the earlier part of your testimony. I did note in the pre
pared statement that last month DEA prepared a worldwide nar
cotics threat assessment for the Joint Survenl.::mce Committee of 
NNBIS, or its coordinating board. 

First, is that report available to the subcommittee or is it avail
able at this time? 

Mr. MULLEN. I will ask my Chief of Intelligence who is present. 
I understand that his part of the assessment vr.Jl be part of a 

larger report which will be available around the middle of July and 
will be available to this committee. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Will that be classified or would it be public infor
mation? 

Mr. MULLEN. I am informed that it will be partially classified. 
[The following explanation was submitted subsequent to the 

hearing:] 
The Worldwide Narcotics Threat Assessment was the product of a working group 

chaired by DEA with input from other Federal agencies. This working group was 
organized by the National Narcotics Border Interdiction System (NNBIS) and the 
assessment is one of several sections in a comprehensive study. The Final Report of 
the Joint Surveillance Committee will be completed in the near future. We have ad
vised the Staff Director of NNBIS of your request for this report and he has agreed 
to submit a copy to the Subcommittee as soon as it becomes available. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you. 
Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous consent that the opportu

nity be afforded for the record to remain open to receive the sub
mission of additional questions to complete our record. I do have a 
couple of things that we would like to follow up on. I apologize for 
not being here to present them. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Without objection, so ordered. 
[Questions submitted by Mr. Kindness, with replies, follow:] 
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~estion 1: 

I think it is fair to say that the premise for this Subcommit
tee's interest in tactical intelligence regarding drug smugglers 
using private aircraft is that private aircraft provide the 
predominant means of shipment of cocaine from South America and 
that cocaine is the most dangerous drug abuse from that part-oI 
the world. Would you agree with those premises? 

Answer: 

Based on the current drug situation, the Subcommittee's premises 
concerning the danger of cocaine use and the importance of 
private aircraft as a means of transport are valid. 

Recent trends toward intensive use patterns and current research 
findings leave little doubt that cocaine is dangerous and in 
sever~l respects the most addictive drug in general use. Seizure 
data and other intelligence reveal that private aircraft is the 
predominant conveyance used to smuggle cocaine into the United 
States. According to seizure data in 1983, private aircraft were 
used to smuggle an estimated 61 percent of the cocaine, followed 
by non-commercial maritime vessel (15 percent), commercial vessel 
(11 percent), commercial air (11 percent), and land ent~y (1-2) 
percent. 

Question 2: 

The most recent Narcotics Intelligence Estimate (known as the 
"Nick" report) indicated that traffickers appeared to be diversi
fying their meanE of shipping cocaine during 1982. has that 
trend continued through 1983 and 19841 

Answer: 

Intelligence availa~le to DEA indicates a steady trend of diver
sification in cocaine smuggling, especially with respect to the 
increased use of maritime vessels. According to EPIC data, the 
amount of co~aine seized from commercial vessels increased from 
about 1,300 kilograms in 1982 to 1,729 kilograms in 1983. More 
significantly, the amount of cocaine seized from non-commercial 
vessels increased from 169 kilograms in 1962 to 2,385 kilograms 
in 1983. This trend continues in 1984 and includes two notable 
seizures of pleasure craft involving 1,000 kilograms near Haiti 
in April and over 350 kilograms in Kingston during June. 
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The National Narcotics Intelligence Consumers Committee (NNICC) 
has recently produced a Narcotics Intelligence Estimate for 1983. 
A copy is enclosed. 

Question 3: 

In this Committee's report of last year on federal drug interdic
tion efforts. we defined tactical intelligence as 

" ••• information which provides actionable information 
before actual commission of a crime to the interdiction 
agency. Tactical intelligence should provide the user 
with information helpful in positioning resources at 
the right time to increase the probability of arrest." 

Do you agree with this definition? 

Answer: 

DEA agrees with the Committee's definition of tactical intelli
gence as quoted above. It is desirable to have as much informa
tion as possible on future drug or dru~-related criminal acts. 
Due to the clandestine nature of drug trafficking. however. we 
must recognize that the development of tactical intelligence is 
difficult under the best of circumstances. In addition. the 
development of tactical intelligence does not guarantee that 
seizures will take place. 

There has been substantial diSCUSSion between DEA and the Subcom
mittee on the nature of information required to be "helpful in 
positioning resources at the right place at the right time to 
increase the probability of arrest." Despite differences of 
opinion that have existed. we have agreed that seven elements can 
be identified as forming the basis for "actionable" intelligence 
wit1 regard to smuggling by private aircraft: (1) suspected drug 
involvement, (2) the tail number of the aircraft. (3) the lo
cation of departure. (4) the estimated time of departure. 
(5) the route of travel. (6) the location of arrival. and (7) the 
estimated time of arrival. 

A review of EPIC records was conducted in preparation for the 
June 14. 1984 hearing. This review identified 990 targets during 
16 months in 1983 and 1984 for which information on all seven of 
these criteria existed. Of the total. 851 were telephonically 
pa5sed to U.S. Customs as actionable targets. As a result. 38 of 
the aircraft were seized. Eight additional aircraft crashed 
enroute. DEA received no feedback on the remaining 805 targets. 
This illustrates the extreme difficulties inherent in the 
interdiction of narcotics smuggled by private aircraft. 
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Question 4: 

Tactical intelligence could pertain to any and all of the methods 
used by smugglers to get their product into the country: body 
carriers, commercial carrier, private planes. and so on. You 
mention in your statement that "the development of actionable 
intelligence is difficult under the best of circumstances." Does 
the difficulty in obtaining such tacticsl intelligence vary with 
the method of transportation chosen by the smuggler? 

Answer: 

The difficulty in both obtaining and responding to tactical 
intelligence can vary significantly with the method of transpor
tation chosen by the smuggler. For example, the development of 
actionable intelligence concerning smuggling by general aviation 
aircraft is notably more difficult than the development of 
similar intelligence concerning smuggling by maritime vessel. In 
the case of private aircraft, fewer people are involved and 
loading and unloading may occur in minutes at anyone of hundreds 
of remote airstrips. In many cases, aircraft do not-land but 
make airdrops to awaiting vessels or vehicles. The number of 
possible air routes available to the smuggler is unlimited. 
Vessels are more vulnerable because they are slower moving, more 
easily tracked an involve more people. 

Question 5: 

~ould you elaborate on some of the specific difficulties faced by 
DEA in trying to obtain tactical intelligence? 

Answer: 

The major obst;cle to obtaining tactical intelligence is the fact 
that our drug smuggling operations are clandestine, sophisticated 
and well insulated from enforcement penetration. In the foreign 
environment, we work on a bilateral basis with host government 
officials to collect this type of information. We obtain tac
tical intelligence in the United States whenever possible as a 
result of ongoing investigative operations and liaison with state 
an 10cal officials. 

One must also understand that, even among bonafide narcotics 
traffickers. businesa is in a continual state of disruption. A 
successful "deal" requires constant orchestration to bring 
together the right timing and mix of money, drugs and transpor
tation. Numerous persons ~n several locations are often 
involved, and the locations of activity are usually not well 
served by reliable communications systems. Many deals ultimately 
jell on short notice, thus giving little time for law enforcement 
personnel to react. 
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Mr. KINDNESS. I yield back, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much. 
I just want to say, in closing, as I said earlier, that I believe it is 

critical that we have strong coordination and cooperation between 
Government agencies in dealing in the war on drugs. I think that 
is the only way it can reach its full potential and be effective. 
Goodness knows, we are in a difficult battle as it stands. 

Personally, I would prefer to see a drug czar. If we are not going 
to have a drug czar, then I think that what we have now with 
regard to a strong investigative taking place under the leadership 
of the Attorney General and a strong interdiction taking place 
under the Vice President is the next best thing. 

I want to see NNBIS strengthened. I want to see the effort by 
the Attorney General strengthened. I am hopeful that we will be 
able to receive cooperation from DEA, particularly in light of any 
resources that they think they might need in strengthening the 
tactical intelligence efforts that they make, particularly in re
sponse to the new equipment that the Customs Service is going to 
be operating with-and NNBIS. I am hopeful that we will be able 
to forge some direct communications between DEA officials over
seas and NNBIS centers. I think that we can have a strong war on 
drugs. 

But at this point we have a distraction. We have a real problem 
that I think has to be dealt with. Unfortunately this committee is 
not going to be able to deal with it nor is Congress. Only the Presi
dent is going to be able to deal with this problem. I am hopeful 
that he will do so very quickly so that we can, once again, focus 
our attention on dealing with the war on drugs and moving toward 
a successful conclusion. 

But we-something has to be done, as I mentioned, to deal with 
the Deputy Secretary of the Treasury. He is causing too much of a 
disruption. 

But I want to thank you for your cooperation and particularly 
the cooperation that you have shown us, this subcommittee, Mr. 
Mullen. It has been great. It has been a pleasure to work with you. 
We are going to be looking forward to working with you in the 
future. I hope you will come to us if you feel like there is anything 
that we can do to help you. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. MULLEN. You can be sure I will do that, Mr. Chairman. 
Your interest in and support of the drug enforcement effort is 

well known, and on behalf of all of us in DEA I thank you for that 
support. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you. 
With that, we will recess subject to the call of the Chair. 
[Whereupon, at 11:24 a.m. the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-

vene subject to the call of the Chair.] 



CONTINUED REVIEW OF THE ADMINISTRA
TION'S DRUG INTER,DICTION EFFORTS 

WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 1, 1984 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, JUSTICE, 

AND AGRICUI,TURE SUBCOMMITTEE 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 

Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a.m., in room 

2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Glenn English (chair
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Glenn English, Stephen L. Neal, Gerald 
D. Kleczka, and Tom Lewis. 

Also present: Theodore J. Mehl, professional staff member; Wil
liam G. Lawrence, counsel; Euphon L. Metzger, clerk; and John J. 
Parisi, minority professional staff, Committee on Government Op
erations. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The hearing will come to order. 
This morning we convene the 16th in a series of hearings on the 

Federal Government's Drug Interdiction Program. This hearing 
marks a watershed in our investigation. 

The earlier hearings concentrated on the interdiction of smug
glers who use private a'.rcraft to enter the United States. We now 
move to the related subject of interdiction of smugglers who use 
boats to penetrate our borders. 

These are related subjects for several reasons. First, the interdic
tion agencies need the same capabilities to deal with the maritime 
smugglers as were established for air smugglers. The smugglers 
first must be detected; then they must be intercepted; then, of 
course, they must be arrested. The mission of apprehending these 
criminals falls both to the Coast Guard and the Customs Service. 

Second, neither agency presently has the equipment which is re
quired to perform their missions at the level which is required to 
achieve reliable success, although the personnel of both agencies 
have performed far beyond the level which could be expected of 
them. Again, we find that the drug traffickers are better equipped 
than is law enforcement. 

Third, the crimes themselves are becoming more frequently re
lated. Air smugglers, who do not wish to challenge the radars and 
interceptor aircraft which are now being arrayed against them, are 
more often eler:ting to drop their drug cargoes into the sea to be 
picked up by waiting boats for the last leg of the smuggling ven
ture. They also are more frequently landing on offshore islands, 
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such as the Bahamas, for the later transshipment of the drugs by 
boats. 

This approach provides the smugglers with the advantages of 
overflying the Coast Guard's strong points in the choke points as 
well as avoiding the Customs Service's air strength along our im~ 
mediate southeastern border. 

Our witnesses this morning are the Commissioner of Customs, 
William von Raab, and the Vice Commandant of the U.s. Coast 
Guard, Vice Adm. Benedict L. Stabile. 

We will be discussing the maritime interdiction programs of the 
Customs Service and the Coast Guard in terms of the three essen~ 
tial elements, which I mentioned before: Detection, interception, 
and arrest. 

We want to discuss their assessment of the threat which they 
have been fighting and how they have been doing. We want to hear 
their plans for the future and of what equipment needs they may 
have identified. We want to know of their cooperation with each 
other and with other agencies which have been tasked to provide 
support. 

I might say, Mr. Commissioner, I believe that we have overcome 
many obstacles and generated some genuine improvement as far as 
the air interdiction program is concerned. 

We are looking ahead with some ambitious expectations for that 
program because, for the first time in memory, your officers will 
have adequate equipment and the money with which to operate 
and maintain that equipment. 

Despite occasional differences, the Congress has worked with the 
Vice President, the Department of Defense, and the Customs Serv
ice to advance the war on drugs. We are looking forward to contin
ued cooperation and continued progress. 

Mr. Lewis, do you have a statement? 
Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I want to welcome Commissioner von Raab to this subcommit

tee's hearing and also want to recognize a man that I have great 
respect for and I have enjoyed working with, Admiral Thompson. 

As a member whose district stretches from coast to coast and 
which, by virtue of its location in south Florida, where drug smug
gling and trafficking is known to be a serious problem, I will be 
particularly interested in hearing what the Commissioner has to 
say. 

I have made the war on drugs a top priority for the people I rep
resent in south Florida, and I look forward to hearing more specifi
cally about the effectiveness of the Marine Interdiction Program in 
south Florida as well as Customs' operation in general. 

Welcome, Commissioner von Raab, and, Admiral Thompson, it's 
always good to see you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. Kleczka? 
Mr. KLECZKA. I have no statement, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Commissioner, I guess we'll let you start off. If you 

would care to summarize your statement, your full, complete, writ
ten statement will be made a part of the record. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM VON RAAB, COMMISSIONER, U.S. CUS
TOMS SERVICE, ACCOMPANIED BY NEIL LAGEMAN, DIRECTOR, 
OFFICE OF PATROL; GEORGE CORCORAN, ASSISTANT COMMIS· 
SIONER, ENFORCEMENT; EUGENE H. MACH, ASSISTANT COM
MISSIONER, INSPECTION AND CONTROL; AND E.M. CROSS, DI
RECTOR, PATROL OPERATIONS 

Mr. VON RAAB. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman, for inviting 
Customs to testify before your committee. 

In many respects, coming before this committee is like coming 
home; we have spent so much time with you; and we really appre
ciate the tremendous effort that you and your staff have put into 
assisting the Customs Service to take a look at its programs, be
cause, as you pointed out in your opening statement, this effort re
quires very good cooperation between the Congress and the admin
istration, and the result, from my perspective, has been good coop
eration and, as I've watched my two and a half years pass by, a 
rather remarkable improvement in resources that have become 
available to Customs for their efforts both in the air and the sea 
war against the narcotics smugglers. 

I thought it might be helpful to just look back quickly on the 
Customs Patrol Program. Unlike what might be thought, the Cus
toms Patrol is not 195 years old, as the Customs Service was yester
day, and it's a relatively new addition to the Customs Service, al
though there have been patrols in the past. 

But the Customs Patrol as it exists today was reconstituted in 
1973, and as early as 1974, Customs began to perceive an increas
ing threat from particularly the water, and we began to develop 
strategies to try to address that. 

In the late 1970's, the narcotics smuggling threat began notice
ably to shift from the land borders and into south Florida and the 
gulf coast. In order to meet this threat, it became apparent that we 
had to relocate our assets. 

One of the first actions I took as Commissioner was to approve a 
recommendation to move 103 personnel and a number of vessels to 
the South Atlantic and the gulf coast, and during the same period, 
we maintained very close coordination with the Coast Guard to 
ensure and continue to develop a unified Federal effort on marine 
smuggling. 

Well, today Customs has 60 marine stations in six regions. We 
have a total of 804 personnel who work in one way or another in 
these stations. Perhaps more important, there are 347 patrol offi
cers fully dedicated to marine interdiction. 

Within this interdiction force, there are 142 officers who are 
what we call "certified vessel operators" and are given the title of 
"marine enforcement officer." 

[Chart shown.] 
Mr. VON RAAB. Mr. Chairman, this chart shows the geographical 

distribution of our marine personnel and vessels. As you can see, 
and for good reason, the greatest proportion of personnel are as
signed to the southeast-about 48 percent. 

Right now, we have 102 vessels which are deployed in 51 sta
tions. Over half of this fleet is assigned to the southeast. Our boats 
range from 13- to 21-foot shallow water runabouts up to 60-foot 

43-045 0-85--15 
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cabin cruisers and workboats, which are used as radar platforms 
and undercover vessels. 

The majority of the boats fall into the 27- to 38-foot range. They 
are capable of operating in deeper water and include high perform
ance interceptor boats. 

[Chart shown.] 
Mr. VON RAAB. In the fiscal year 1983, as a direct result of our 

marine interdiction efforts, the patrol seized 4,700 pounds of co
caine, accounting for about 24 percent of the cocaine seizures of 
Customs. 

Marine marijuana seizures totaled over 2 million pounds, much 
of which, of course, was a result of a cooperation with the Coast 
Guard. 

In addition, the marine program is responsible for seizures of 376 
vessels and over 1,000 arrests. 

[Chart show'11.] 
Mr. VON RAAB. Well, despite these successes, we only know that 

they represent just a fraction of the illegal drugs entering our 
country. 

On this chart, as you see, we have outlined the risk in red, Un
fortunately, there is a lot of red on that chart; it is just darker or 
lighter, as the case may be. That's our risk. It stretches all along 
the P~cific coast, all the way to the Northern Atlantic. 

It obviously means the threat is at every point of our water bor
ders. It's lower in some areas, and obviously it's very, very high in 
the southeast. 

[Chart shown.] 
Mr. VON RAAB. We found quickly that redeployment of our re

sources was not the sole answer to improving our interdiction re
sults. Customs managers realized there was a clear need for better 
program definition. 

If you take a good look at this, this gives you an idea of some of 
our seizures, and obviously they are clustered in the south Florida 
area. 

So, taking a look at those seizures, we realized that we are still 
far behind the smugglers to satisfy the Customs Service. So we 
have to keep pace with the changing methods used by the smug
glers. 

We have begun, and have been involved over 2 years, in a seri
ous examination of our operations, our policies, and the adminis
tration, in terms of the stated goals of the program. 

The goals of this program are simply to detect and apprehend 
persons and contraband entering the U.S. border by private craft 
and fishing vessels and to provide support in interdiction efforts 
against other modes of smuggling. 

In 1982, we formed a marine analysis group to make recommen
dations, and a two-pronged strategy was developed: first, improve 
our detection, tracking, interception, and apprehension capabilities 
against the marine smugglers; second, to increase the risk and cost 
to smugglers by providing a strong deterrent to smuggling and dis
rupting the smugglers' operations. 

[Chart shown.] 
Mr. VON RAAB. Recognizing the success of the recently instituted 

air module, a determination was made that a modified modular ap-
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proach had direct application in the marine enforcement environ
ment. 

This module would use specific resources in conformance with 
tested methods of operation to present a coordinated approach to 
the marine smuggling problem. Enhanced intelligence, training, 
communications, logistics, and maintenance would support oper
ations, along with the use of state-of-the-art technology. 

The physical resources of a module include a platform vessel 
equipped with true motion radar and two interceptor vessels. The 
unit is staffed by a supervisor, a clerical person, and eight patrol 
officers. Four of the officers should be certified vessel operators, 
while the other four are trained marine specialists. 

This chart illustrates simply the basic concept in which marine 
and air radar is used to detect suspect vessels. They, in turn, vector 
the two interceptors for interdiction and apprehension. 

We have tested through July and September 1983 in Fort Myers 
and Port Canaveral. We evaluated it during and after, and the 
operational and enforcement results indicated that the module con
cept should be used as the core of our Enhanced Interdiction Pro
gram. 

During the 3-month test, the marine module was responsible for 
28 cases resulting in arrest andlor seizure; 1,500 pounds of cocaine 
was seized, 29,000 pounds of marijuana, 10 vessels, 2 aircraft, mer
chandise valued at over a half a million, as well as 13 arrests. 

One seizure, in particular, illustrates the applicability and value 
of the module concept. During the test, intelligence indicated that 
a suspect vessel, the Westwind, would be nearing the Florida coast
line off Gasparville. A Customs tracker vessel, using newly in
stalled radar and infrared equipment, located a suspect target and 
vectored the interceptor to it. 

The target proved to be the Westwind, and surveillance was 
maintained until a boarding could be accomplished. The search re
vealed 727 pounds of cocaine. 

We believe that the successful apprehension of this vessel would 
not have been achieved without a coordinated effort in which criti
cal intelligence was coupled with the three-vessel configuration. In 
other words, the module works and is needed. 

In fiscal year 1984, we have implemented modules in Fort Lau
derdale and Fort Myers, and in 1985 we anticipate putting them in 
Key West and Miami. 

There will be greater coordination and utilization of Customs air 
resources in all of our marine enforcement efforts. Aircraft from 
Customs air branches will provide long-range visual FLIR and 
radar information on the movement of suspect vessels. 

Descrirtions and other identifying information will be relayed to 
the nearest marine module for sorting and verification. 

When the probable course and location of a suspect vessel is de
termined, both air and marine modules will coordinate their inter
diction activities. 

We, of course, will continue to work very closely with the Coast 
Guard in our marine program, as we have done in the past. 

For the most part, Customs patrol concentrates its efforts within 
the 12-mile limit and in harbors, inlets, and waterways, whereas 
the Coast Guard generally focuses its drug interdiction activities on 
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the choke points in the Yucatan, Windward, and Mona Passages, 
and the waters around the Bahamas, utilizing large cutters. 

Mutual participation and assistance are requested frequently, 
and we expect to join forces on at least five spacial operations in 
1984. 

Intelligence from both agencies is coordinated through NNBIS, 
and the U.S. Customs Service looks forward to continuing this ben
eficial relationship to further increase marine seizures and arrests. 

Future plans also include periodic assessments and evaluations 
to determine the number of marine modules needed to establish a 
shoreline vessel detection net which will meet the ever changing 
narcotics smuggling threat. We will, of course, keep you informed 
of the result of these evaluations. 

In an effort to better utilize the current assets within Customs, 
we have explored many avenues of approach to increase seizures 
and arrests. The cornerstone of the Marine Interdiction Program 
will be the marine module. 

Other initiatives which have been recommended are a standardi
zation of the vessel fleet, state-of-the-art technology, a national 
vessel maintenance contract, Office of Patrol investigative function, 
and seaport antismuggling teams. 

Mr. Chairman, as you know, we are also involved in NNBIS. 
Since the inception of NNBIS, the U.s. Customs Service has been 
an active and enthusiastic participant. Our goal, and that of all the 
other participants, has been to produce the most cohesive and effec
tive narcotics interdiction effort possible at the national level. 

Mr. Chairman, we feel strongly that the NNBIS coordinated spe
cial efforts have been highly beneficial. One of the most important 
results lies in the improved interagency cooperation and new lines 
of communication at the Federal, State, and local level. 

We look forward to continuing our participation in NNBIS as a 
means to carry out our mission and to make a greater contribution 
to the war on drugs. 

Finally, we see legislative cpange as a potential avenue to im
prove our marine interdiction effort. Much of the legislation gov
erning reporting requirements for small vessels was written in a 
time when smuggling by small craft was not a significant problem. 

Under current laws, vessels entering the U.s. territorial waters 
are not required to report directly to a customs port and have up to 
24 hours to declare entry, which may be done by any means of 
communication. 

While this is not generally a problem in controlling large com
mercial vessels, it has posed serious enforcement problems in the 
control of small vessels. 

The 24-hour reporting privilege provides more than sufficient 
time for smugglers to conduct illegal activities prior to reporting to 
Customs. In addition, penalties for violations of reporting and entry 
requirements are not severe enough to encourage compliance. 

Mr. Chairman, we obviously have a long way to go before we 
solve the drug-smuggling problem in our country. 

In preparation for these hearings, we took a hard look at our 
current operations and the way we are deploying marine enforce
ment personnel. The evidence was clear that we needed more 
people, especially in our high threat areas. 
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Thus, we have decided to add 80 new positions to the marine 
patrol. Sixty of these will go to the southeast region, our area of 
greatest threat. We feel strongly that this additional manpower, 
combined with the initiatives contained in our Enhanced Marine 
Interdiction Program, will take us a long way toward meeting this 
Nation's serious drug threat. 

Thank you very much for listening to my statement, and I, of 
course, would be happy to answer the questions posed by this com
mittee. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. von Raab follows:] 
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TESTIMONY 

WILLIAM VON RAAB 

COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT INFORMATION. JUSTICE. AND AGRICULTURE 

AUGUST 1. 1984, 

MR. CHAIRMAN, I WOULD LIKE TO DISCUSS THE U·S. CUSTOMS SERVICE 

MARINE INTERDICTION PROGRAM. 

THE CUSTOMS PATROL WAS RECONSTITUTED IN 1973, FOLLOWING THE 

CREATION OF THE DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION AND A MAJOR 

RESTRUCTURING OF THE FEDERAL DRUG ENFORCEMENT EFFORT· AT THAT 

TIME. THE BULK OF OUR PATROL RESOURCES WERE LOCATED ALONG THE 

MEXICAN AND CANADIAN LAND BORDERS· 

HOWEVER. AS EARLY AS 1974, CUSTOMS MANAGERS BEGAN TO PERCEIVE AN 

EXPANDING THREAT FROf1 WATERBORNE CONVEYANCES. AND A SMALL MARINE 

PRO~AM WAS INSTITUTED· DURING THE FOLLOWING YEARS, FIELD 

MANAGERS EXPERIMENTED WITH A VARIETY OF STRATEGIES AND TACTICS IN 

THEIR EFFOR~ TO IMPROVE THEIR EFFECTIVENESS AGAINST THE MARINE 

DRUG THREAT· 

IN THE LATE SEVENTIES THE NARCOTIC SMUGGLING THREAT CLEARLY BEGAN 

JO SHIFT AWAY FROM THE LAND BORDERS AND MOVED INTO SOUTH FLORIDA 

AND THE GULF COAST, INDICATING A NEED FOR A STRONGER MARINE 

PRESENCE· THIS NEED WAS VALIDATED IN A 1979 STUDY BY THE 
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STANFORD RESEARCH INSTITUTE, WHICH CONCLUDED THAT THERE WERE OVER 

2,700 VESSELS NATIONWIDE WHICH WERE SOLELY DEDICATED TO SMUGGLING 

COCAINE AND MARIJUANA· TODAY'S MARITIME SMUGGLING THREAT IS 

~STIMATED AT OVER 26 MILLION POUNDS OF MARIJUANA AND 27,000 

POUNDS OF COCAINE. 

IN ORDER TO MEET THIS THREAT IT WAS APPARENT THAT RESOURCES MUST 

BE REALLOCATED· A RESOURCE ALLOCATION SYSTEM WAS DEVELOPED IN 

1981 AND, BASED ON ITS RECOMMENDATIONS, 103 PERSONNEL, 26 

VACANCIES, AND 7 VESSELS WERE REDEPLOYED TO THE SOUTH ATLANTIC 

AND GULF COAST OVER THE FOLLOWING TWO YEARS· DURING THIS SAME 

PSRIOD, CLOSE COORDINATION VIAS MAINTAINED WITH THE U.S. COAST 

GUARD TO ENSURE A UNIFIED FEDERAL ATTACK ON MARINE SMUGGLING. 

TODAY, CUSTOMS HAS 60 MARINE STATIONS IN 6 REGIONS. THERE ARE A 

TOTAL OF 804 PERSONNEL ASSIGNED TO THESE STATIONS· THREE HUNDRED 

FORTY-SEVEN ARE PATROL OFFICERS FULLY DEDICATED TO MARINE 

INTERDICTION· WITHIN THIS INTERDICTION FORCE, 142 OFFICERS ARE 

CERTIFIED VESSEL OPERATORS WITH A TITLE OF MARINE ENFORCEMENT 

OFFICER. 

t1R. CHAIRMAN, THIS CHART SHOWS THE GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF 

OUR MARINE PERSONNEL AND VESSELS· As YOU CAN SEE, THE GREATEST 

PROPORTION OF PERSONNEL ARE ASSIGNED TO THE SOUTHEAST REGION --

48 PERCENT. 



450 

CUSTOMS ALSO HAS 102 VESSELS WHICH ARE DEPLOYED IN 51 STATIONS· 

OVER HALF OF THE FLEET IS ASSIGNED TO THE SOUTHEAST·REGION. OUR 

BOATS RANGE FROM 13 TO 21 FOOT SHALLOW-WATER RUNABOUTS. UP TO 60 

FooT CABIN CRUISERS AND WORK BOATS WHICH ARE USED AS RADAR 

PLATFORMS AND UNDERCOVER VESSELs· THE MAJORITY OF THE BOATS FALL 

I N THE 27 TO 38 FOOT RANGE. THESE ARE CAPABLE OF OPERATlNG [." 

DEEPER WATER AND INCLUDE HIGH PERFORMANCE INTERCEPTOR BOATS. 

IN FY 1983. AS A DIRECT RESULT OF OUR MARINE INTERDICTION 

EFFOR,!,S. THE PATROL SEIZED 4.731 POUNDS OF COCAINE ACCOUNTING FOR 

24 PERCENT OF CUSTOMS COCAINE SEIZURES· MARINE MARIJUANA 

SEIZURES TOTALED OVER 2 MILLION POUNDS. A PORTION OF WHICH WAS A 

RESULT OF COOPERATION WITH THE COAST GUARD· THE COMBINED STREET 

VALUE OF THESE SEIZURES IS OVER $3 BILLION. IN ADDITION. THE 

MARINE PROGRAM IS RESPONSIBLE FOR SEIZURES OF 376 VESSELS AND 

OVF.R 1.000 ARRESTS· 

r~R. CHAI RMAN. DESPI TE THESE SUCCESSES. WE KNOW THAT TI:EY 

REPRESENT ONLY A FRACTION OF THE ILLEGAL DRUGS ENTERING OUR 

COUNTRY· ON THIS CHART. THE AREAS SHADED IN LIGHT RED ARE 

CONSIDERED TO BE THE LOWEST THREAT FOR MARINE SMUGGLING. 

STRETCHING ALONG THE PACIFIC COAST AND NORTHERN ATLANTIC· THIS 

DOES NOT MEAN THERE IS NOT A THREAT. SIMPLY THAT IT IS LOWER IN 

COMPARISON TO THE REST OF OUR BORDERS. MODERATE THREAT AREAS 
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ENCOMPASS THE WESTERN PORTION OF THE GULF COAST AND THE 

MID-ATLANTIC COAST FROM GEORGIA TO VIRGINIA- OF COURSE, THE 

GREATEsT MARINE SMUG5LING THREAT IS FOUND IN SOUTH FLORIDA- To 

SUBSTANTIATE THESE JUDGMENTS, WE LOOK AT THE DISTRIBUTION OF 

SEIZURE INCIDENTS AND SEE HOW THEY ARE CLUSTERED IN SOUTH 

FLORIDA-

MR- CHAIRMAN, REDEPLOYMENT OF RESOURCES WAS NOT THE SOLE ANSWER 

TO IMPROVING OUR INTERDICTION RESULTS- CUSTOMS MANAGERS 

RECOGNIZED THAT THERE WAS A CLEAR NEED FOR BETTER PROGRAM 

DEFINITION AND DEVELOPMENT, IF WE WERE TO KEEP PACE WITH THE 

CONSTANTLY CHANGING METHODS USED BY THE SMUGGLERS- THUS, IN 

1981, HEADQUARTERS AND FIELD MANAGERS BEGAN A SERIOUS EXAMINATION 

OF OPERATIONS, POLICIES, AND ADMINISTRATION IN TERMS OF THE 

STATED GOALS OF THE PROGRAM, WHICH ARE: 

1- To DETECT AND APPREHEND PERSONS AND CONTRABAND ENTERING 

THE U.S. BORDER BY PRIVATE CRAFT AND FISHING VESSELS, 

AND 

2. TO PROVIDE SUPPORT IN INTERDICTION EFFORTS AGAINST OTHER 

MODES OF SMUGGLING. 

IN 1982, A MARINE ANALYSIS GROUP WAS FORMED TO MAKE SPECIFIC 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING THE MARINE PROGRAM- A TWO-PRONGED 

STRATEGY WAS DEVELOPED TO CARRY OUT THE PROGRAM GOALS· THE FIRST 
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P~RT OF THE STR~TEGY CONSISTED OF IMPROVING OUR DETECTION, 

TRACKING, INTERCEPTION, ~ND APPREHENSION CAP~BILtTI~S ~GAtNST 

MARtNE SMUGGLERS· THE SECOND PART WAS TO INCREASE THE RISK AND 

COST TO SMUGGLERS BY PROVIDING A STRONG DETERRENT TO SMUGGLING 

AND DISRUPTING THE SMUGGLERS OPERATiONS· 

RECOGNIZING THE SUCCESS OF THE RECENTLY INSTITUTED AIR MODULE, A 

DETERMINATION WAS MADE THAT A MODIFIED MODULAR APPROACH HAD 

DIRECT APPLICATION IN THE MARINE ENFORCEMENT ENVIRONME~T· THE 

MARINE MODULE WOULD USE SPECIFIC RESOURCES IN CONFORMANCE WITH 

TESTED METHODS OF OPERATION TO PRESENT A COORDINATED APPROACH TO 

THE MARINE SMUGGLING PROBLEM. ENHANCED INTELLIGENCE, TRAIN[NG~ 

COMMUNICATIONS, LOGISTICS, AND MAINTENANCE WOULD SUPPORT 

OPERATIONS, ALONG WITH THE USE OF STATE-OF-THE-ART TECHNOLOGY· 

THE PHYSICAL RESOURCES OF A MODULE INCLUDE A PLATFORM VESSEL, 

EQUIPPED WITH TRUE MOTION RADAR, AND T~O INTERCEPTOR VESSELS. 

THE UNIT IS STAFFED BY A SUPERVISOR, ONE CLERICAL PERSON, AND 

EIGHT PATROL OFFICERS. FOUR OF THE OFFICERS ARE CERTIFIED VESSEL 

OPERATORS, WHILE THE OTHER FOUR ARE TRAINED MARINE SPECIALISTS. 

THIS CHART ILLUSTRATES THE BASIC CONCEPT OF THE MARINE MODULE IN 

WHICH MARINE AND AIR RADAR IS USED TO DETECT SUSPECT VESSELS. 

THEY, IN TURN, VECTOR THE TWO INTERCEPTORS FOR INTERDICTION AND 

~PPREHENSION. 
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THE MARINE MODULE CONCEPT WAS TESTED FROM JULY THROUGH SEPTEMBER 

OF 1983, USING OUR FORT ~\YERS AND PORT CANAVERAL OFFICES AS TEST 

SITES- THE MODULE WAS EVALUATED DURING AND AFTER THE TEST- THE 

OPERATIONAL AND ENFOR':C:MENT RESULTS INDICATED THAT THE MODULE 

CONCEPT SHOULD BE USED AS THE CORE OF OUR ENHANCED INTERDICTION 

PROGRAM. 

DURING THE 3-MONTH TEST, THE MARINE MODULE WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR 26 

CASES RESULTING IN ARREST AND/OR SEIZURE- A TOTAL OF 1,563 

POUNDS OF COCAINE WAS SEIZED ALONG WITH 29,516 POUNDS OF 

MARIJUANA, 10 VESSELS) 2 AIRCRAFT, AND MERCHANDISE VALUED AT 

$531,466; A TOTAL OF 13 ARRESTS WERE MADE. 

ONE SEIZURE IN PARTICULAR ILLUSTRATES THE APPLICABILITY AND VALUE 

OF THE MODULE CONCEPT IN EFFECTING ARRESTS AND SEIZURES-

DURING THE TEST, INTELLIGENCE INDICATED THAT A SUSPECT VESSEL, 

THE WESTWIND, WOULD BE NEARING THE FLORIDA COASTLINE OFF 

GASPARVILLE- A CUSTOMS TRACKER VESSEL, USING NEWLY INSTALLED 

RADAR AND INFRARED EQUIPMENT, LOCATED A SUSPECT TARGET AND 

VECTORED AN INTERCEPTOR TO IT- THE TARGET PROVED TO BE THE 

WESTWIND AND SURVEILLANCE WAS MAINTAINED UNTIL A BOARDING COULD 

BE ACCOMPLISHED- A SEARCH REVEALED 727 POUNDS OF COCAINE- WE 

ARE CONVINCED THAT THE SUCCESSFUL APPREHENSION OF THIS VESSEL 

WOULD NOT HAVE BEEN ACHIEVED WITHOUT A COORDINATED EFFORT IN 
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WHICH CRITICAL INTELLIGENCE WAS COUPLED WITH THE 3-VESSEL 

CONFIGURATION· IN OTHER WORDS, THE SEIZURE WOULD NOT HAVE 

OCCURRED WITHOUT THE MODULE. 

FOR FY 1984, WE HAVE IMPLEMENTED MODULES IN FT· LAUDERDALE AND 

FT. MYERS, FLORIDA. FOR FY 1985, WE ANTICIPATE MODULES BEING, 

IMPLEMENTED IN KEY NEST AND MIAMI. ALL OF T~ESE MODULES WILL 

COME FROM EXISTING CUSTOMS RESOURCES AND CURRENT FUNDING· 

THERE WILL ALSO BE GREATER COORDINATION AND UTILIZATION OF 

CUSTOMS AIR RESOURCES IN OUR MARINE ENFORCEMENT EFFORTS. 

AIRCRAFT FROM CUSTOMS AIR BkANCHES WILL PROVIDE LONG-RANgE 

VISUAL, FLfR. AND RADAR INFORMATION ON THE MOVEMENT OF SUSPECT 

VESSELS· DESCRIPTIONS, INCLUDING LENGTH, TYPE, CLASS, NAME, HOME 

PORT, AND OTHER IDENTIfYING INFORMATION WILL BE RELAYED TO THE 

NEAREST MARINE MODULE FOR SORTING AND VERIFICATION· WHEN THE 

PROBABLE COURSE AND LOCATION OF A SUSPECT VESSEL IS DETERMINED, 

BOTH AIR AND MARINE MODULES WILL COORDINATE THEIR INTERDICTION 

ACTIVITIES· 

MR· CHAIRMAN, WE WILL CONTINUE TO WORK CLOSELY WITH THE COAST 

GUARD IN OUR MARINE PROGRAM AS WE HAVE DONE IN THE PAST. FOR THE 

MOST PART, CUSTOMS PATROL CONCENTRATES ITS EFFORTS WITHIN THE 

12-M!LE LIMIT ANU IN HARBORS, INLETS, AND rlATERWAYS. THE COAST 

GUARD GENERALLY FOCUSES ITS DRUG INTERDICTION ACTIVITIES ON THE 
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CHOKE POINTS IN THE YUCATAN. WINDWARD. AND MONA PASSAGES. AND THE 

WATERS AROUND THE BAHAMA ISLANDS, UTILIZING LARGE CUTTERS FOR 

EXTENDED PATROLS OUTSIDE OF THE 12-MILE LIMIT. MUTUAL 

PARTICIPATION AND ASSISTANCE ARE REQUESTED FREQUENTLY. AND WE 

EXPECT TO JOIN FORCES ON AT LEAST FIVE SPECiAL OPERATIONS IN 

1984· INTELLIGENCE FROM BOTH AGENCIES IS COORDINATED THROUGH THE 

NATIONAL NARCOTICS BORDER INTERDICTION SYSTEM CNNBIS). THE U.S. 

CUSTOMS SERVICE LOOKS FORWARD TO CONTINUING THIS BENEFICIAL 

RELATIONSHIP TO FURTHER INCREASE MARINE SEIZURES AND ARRESTS-

FUTURE PLANS ALSO INCLUDE PERIODIC ASSESSMENTS AND EVALUATIONS TO 

DETERMINE THE NUMBER OF MARINE MODULES NEEDED TO ESTABLISH A 

SHORELINE VESSEL DETECTION NET WHICH WILL MEET THE EVER CHANGING 

NARCOTICS SMUGGLING THREAT· WE WILL KEEP YOU INFORMED OF THE 

RESULTS OF THESE EVALUATIONS· SELECTION OF FUTURE MARINE MODULE 

SITES WILL BE BASED ON THREAT ASSESSMENT. INTELLIGENCE, CASE 

DEVELOPMENT, LOCAL EXPERTISE, AND GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION· 

IN AN EFFORT TO BETTER UTILIZE THE CURRENT ASSETS WITHIN CUSTOMS. 

WE HAVE EXPLORED VARIOUS AVENUES OF APPROACH TO INCREASE SEIZURES 

AND ARRESTS IN THE MARINE PROGRAM. THE CORNERSTONE OF THE MARINE 

INTERDICITON PROGRAM IS THE MARINE MODULE· OTHER INITIATIVES 

WHICH HAVE BEEN RECOMMENDED ARE: STANDARDiZATION OF THE VESSEL 

FLEET, STATE-OF-THE-ART TECHNOLOGY, A NATIONAL VESSEL MAINTENANCE 
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CONTRACT, OFFICE OF PATROL INVESTIGATIVE FUNCTION, AND SEAPORT 

ANTISMUGGLING TEAMS. 

MR. CHAIRMAN, AS YOU KNOW, WE ARE ALSO INVOLVED IN THE NATIONAL 

NARCOTICS BORDER INTERDICTION SYSTEM (NNBIS). SINCE THE 

INCEPTION OF NNBIS, THE U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE HAS BEEN AN ACHVE 

AND ENTHUSIASTIC PARTICIPANT· OUR GOAL, AND THAT OF ALL 

PARTICIPANTS, HAS BEEN TO PRODUCE THE MOST COHESIVE AND EFFECTIVE 

NARCOTICS INTERDICTION EFFORT POSSIBLE AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL. 

CUSTOMS EXECUTIVES CURRENTLY DIRECT THE ACTIVITIES OF THREE OF 

THE NNBIS REGIONAL CENTERS. THEY ARE THE NORTHERN BORDER, 

NORTHEAST, AND SOUTHWEST REGIONAL CENTERS. WE HAVE TWO PERSONNEL 

SERVING FULL TIME ON THE VICE PRESIDENT'S NNBIS STAFF, AND THERE 

ARE 37 CUSTOMS PERSONNEL ASSIGNEP FULL TIME TO THE 6 NNBIS 

REGIONAL CENTERS. 

NNBIS PARTICIPATES IN THE PLANNING AND EXECUTION OF SPECIAL 

ENFORCEMENT OPERATIONS DESIGNED TO UTILIZE CUSTOMS RESOURCES TO 

THE MAXIMUM EXTENT, IN CONJUNCTION WITH DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

RESOURCES, TO FURTHER OUR MARINE INTERDICTION EFFORTS· 

~R' CHAIRMAN, WE FEEL STRONGLY THAT THE NHB[S COORDINATED SPECIAL 

OPERATIONS HAVE BEEN HIGHLY BENEFICIAL· ONE OF THB MOST 

IMPORTANt RESULTS LIES IN THE IMPROVED INTERAGENCY COOPERATION 
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AND NEW LINES OF COMMUNICATION AT THE FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL 

LEVEL. NNBIS HAS CONTRIBUTED TO A MORE UNIFIED FOCUS ON THE 

PROBLEMS INVOLVED IN NARCOTICS INTERDICTION· WE LOOK FOR\~ARD TO 

CONTINUING OUR PARTICIPATION IN NNBIS AS A MEANS TO CARRY OUT OUR 

MISSION AND MAKE A GREATER CONTRIBUTION TO THE WAR ON DRUGS· 

FINALLY, WE SEE LEGISLATIVE CHANGE AS A POTENTIAL AVENUE TO 

IMPROVE OUR MARINE INTERDICITON EFFORT· MUCH OF THE LEGISLATION 

GOVERNING REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR SMALL VESSELS WAS WRITTEN IN 

A TIME WHEN SMUGGLING BY SMALL CRAFT WAS NOT A SIGNIFICANT 

PROBLEM. UNDER CURRENT LAWS; VESSELS ENTERING THE UNITED STATES 

TERRITORIAL VIATERS ARE NOT REQUIRED TO REPORT DI RECTLY TO A 

CUSTOMS PORT AND HAVE UP TO 24 HOURS TO DECLARE ENTRY, WHICH MAY 

BE DONE BY ANY MEANS OF COMMUNICATION· WHILE THIS IS NOT 

GENERALLY A PROBLEM IN CONTROLLING LARGE COMMERCIAL VESSELS, IT 

HAS POSED SERIOUS ENFORCEMENT PROBLEMS IN THE CONTROL OF SMALL 

VESSELS· 

THE ~24 HOUR" REPORTING PRIVILEGE PROVIDES MORE THAN SUFFICIENT 

TIME FOR SMUGGLERS TO CONDUCT ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES PRIOR TO 

REPORTING TO CUSTOMS. IN ADDITION, PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS OF 

REPORTING AND ENTRY REQUIREMENTS ARE NOT SEVERE ENOUGH TO 

ENCOURAGE COMPLIANCE· WE FEEL THAT LEGISLATION COULD BE ENACTED 

WRICH DOES NOT PLACE UNDUE HARDSHIP ON THE LEGITIMATE BOATING 

COMMUNITY, BUT WOULD BE MORE RESPONSIVE TO CURRENT DAY 

ENFORCEMENT NEEDS· 
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MR. CHAIRMAN) WE OBVIOUSLY HAVE A LONG WAY TO GO BEFORE WE SOLVE 

THE DRUG SMUGGLING PROBLEM IN OUR COUNTRY· IN PREP~RATION FOR 

THESE HEARINGS, WE TOOK A HARD LOOK AT OUR CURRENT OPERATIONS AND 

THE WAY WE ARE DEPLOYING MARINE ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL- THE 

EVIDENCE WAS CLEAR THAT WE NEEDED MORE PEOfLE--ESPECIALLY IN OUR 

HIGH THREAT AREAS-

THUS, WE HAVE DECIDED TO ADD 80 NEW POSITIONS TO THE MARINE 

PATROL. SIXTY OF THESE WILL GO TO THE SOUTHEAST REGION, OUR AREA 

OF-GREATEST THREAT. WE FEEL STRONGLY THAT THIS ADDITIONAL 

MANPOWER. COMBINED WITH THE INITIATIVES CONTAINED IN OUR ENHANCED 

MARINE INTERDICTION PROGRAM) WILL TAKE US A LONG WAY TOWARD 

MEETING THIS NATION'S sERIOUS DRUG THREAT. 

THIS CONCLUDES MY FORMAL STAT~MENT· 

ANY QUESTIONS POSED BY THE COMMITTEE. 

WOULD BE HAPPY TO ANSWER 

Mr. ENGLISH. Commissioner, I certainly want to commend the 
Customs Service for changing that regulation on that 24-hour rule. 
That's one that we have heard a large number of complaints on, 
particularly out in California. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that is a statute that we 
are tangling with, and I have raised that as a possible something 
that maybe you all will want to look at. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Are you proposing that today? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We have not gone through the normal and re

quired-I'm merely stating that from Customs' perspective, the 24-
hour reporting rule causes us serious enforcement problems. If it 
didn't exist, we could do a better job. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, we'll see if we can't help you out on that, 
Commissioner. I think that that is one that causes problems. 

Mr. VON RAAB. As well as the penalities. They are really de mini
mis. Maybe the way to smuggle is to bring it in legally rather than 
trying to run by us. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The question I have is this. You mentioned that 
you were going to shift some additional people in there to be able 
to respond, that Customs was going to have to respond much 
quicker whenever they get calls about a boat coming into port, 
since they can't lay around there for 24 hours. , 

Could you tell us where the people are going to come from for 
that additional responsibility? 
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Mr. VON RAAB. There will be 80 patrol officers hired in the Cus
toms Service. This will be an increase of the personnel physically 
on board. So those individuals will not come from anywhere; they 
will be new hires in the Customs Service. 

Obviously, . we must live within our ceilings, but the positions 
which have been vacated over the past 7 or 8 months, because Cus
toms has been under a freeze, will be the-the types of positions 
which will be used in order to enable us to fill the patrol positions 
will be positions that were not involved in enforcement; they would 
be personnel, clerks, or other nonenforcement positions; but this 
will be an absolute increase in patrol officers. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You mention. also in your written statement that 
the goals of the marine program are to detect and arrest smugglers 
and seize contraband. 

Could you tell us how you intend to detect those smugglers? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Well, there are any number of ways to detect 

smugglers. The most effective way-I don't know if it quite fits into 
your term of detection, but the most effective way is to develop in
formation, or intelligence, on those individuals, thereby detecting 
them. So that's the most effective way that we have found so far. 

Given the size of the threat, we need to develop information, find 
out that someone is coming in. 

In terms of sheer physical detection, which may be what you are 
driving at, we at present have a number of radar platforms; I think 
we have 13. 

So in terms of our physical detection, that is the approach that 
we use right now, as well as, for example, our Operation Pinpoint, 
in which we detect, if you will-that's !?.lmost a combination be
tween intelligence and physical detection. But we detect potential 
smugglers out there through Operation Pinpoint, some of which 
methods are classified, and I know that you are aware of them. 

Lastly, of course, we will be looking at the possibility of putting 
radar in other facilities, other than boats; for example, balloons. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Of the arrests that were made last year, I believe 
there were something over 300 marine arrests; is that correct? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Over 1,000. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Over 1,000? Excuse me; I guess I'm thinking about 

the air. 
Of that over 1,000 marine arrests that you made last year, are 

you talking about people, or are you talking about vessels? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. People. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What about vessels? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. Three hundred and some-over 300. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. Well, the vessels then-I am correct; it's over 

300? 
Mr. VON RAAB. About 330 vessels and 1,000 people. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Of those 300 vessels that you came up with, how 

many of those were detected as the result of intelligence? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. We can provide that for the record. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, give me a ballpark figure. Is it 75 percent of 

that 300? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. No; it would be less than 75-
Mr. ENGLISH. Less than 50 percent? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. I'd say a little less than 50 percent. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Less than 25 percent? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. No, I don't think so. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Do you think you had more than 25 percent that 

were detected as a result of intelligence? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Let's try to break it down. We have about 30 of 

those arrests that would have been made through formal informa
tion provided to us by DEA; is that correct? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. That's correct. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Then there is a hard-to-identify other group in 

which would have been information or intelligence developed by 
the Customs patrol officers themselves by working in the marinas. 

So it's that number that is harrt for us to identify, because it's 
hard to know when we have a ha;.'d piece of intelligence as a result 
of marina, because that could be generic and it could be specific. 

But it's fair to say that the total amount, combining the formal 
DEA, which is the 30 arrests that are a result of DEA information, 
and the number arrested as a result of our own marina activity
our own investigative activity probably does not exceed 50 percent. 
Is that--

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, we'd like some specific numbers on that for 
the record. 

Mr. VON RAAB. OK. 
[The information follows:] 

Customs' own investigative activity accounted for 34.3 percent of total marine sei
zures in fiscal year 1983. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The only specific number you can give me is about 
30 out of 300, which would be 10 percent as far as DEA is con
cerned, and I'm not sure that you would classify as being intelli
gence a boat that some of your folks saw at the marina that they 
thought, you know, might be involved in drug trafficking some 
way. 

I'm talking about something where you have some information, 
some type of intelligence that the individuals and that boat have, 
in fact, been involved in drug trafficking. 

Mr. VON RAAB. That number would be extremely low and prob
ably would be under 5 percent. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. So we are talking about a very small number 
as far as intelligence is concerned. 

Mr. VON RAAB. That's true-pure intelligence in that sense. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. So we are talking about the majority of 

that 300 that carne about through other detection methods, either 
through radar or chance interceptions; is that correct? 

Mr. VON RAAB. And good hard work by the patrol officers in 
picking up information themselves, working in the marinas. I don't 
want to sell short the importance of that effort, because it's very 
helpful to our marine program. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Nor do I, but I think that it's important for us to 
try to categorize as best we can, you know, where most of these ar
rests are being made and where we have got the best chance to 
expand that. 

What is your estimate as far as the number of boats carrying 
contraband that corne into this country? 
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Mr. VON RAAB. The most recent formal study was done by the 
Stanford Research Institute of 2,700. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What date was that? 
Mr. VON RAAB. That was 1979. We feel it is considerably higher 

than that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It was what date? 
Mr. VON RAAB. 1970. 
Mr. ENGLISH. 1979? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Right. We feel the number is higher than that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. If 2,700 is what they came up with in 1979, what 

would be considerably higher? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We have some regional threat analyses, that we 

can run through very quickly, that might be helpful. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I'm just interested in an overall total 

number. Can you just give us that? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. We would be comfortable in doubling that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So it's 5,000 or so? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Yes. 
Mr. LAGEMAN. That would be nationwide. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. 
Also, you are showing here, Commissioner, the detection radar 

from the boat out there, and I think you mentioned that you had a 
number of platforms. I would assume those are the platforms you 
are talking about; those are the radars from those boats. 

What is the range of those radars as far as detecting a drug 
smuggler? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Up to 10 miles. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK; up to 10 miles. And what is the range of the 

communications of those boats, from boat to boat, say? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Three to five miles on the sea. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So, in effect, our detection capabilities are limited 

to 3 to 5 miles, because you can't communicate beyond that. Isn't 
that correct? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Well, that's putting the worst possible light on it. 
That's in the private mode on our radios, but that's not an unfair 
statement. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It's not an unfair statement? 
Mr. VON RAAB. No, it is not. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So, in effect, as far as making the module work, we 

are very limited because of our communication. We can spot possi
ble targets beyond twice the range that we can arrange an inter
cept, because we can't talk to the boat-the interceptor boat-isn't 
that correct? 

Mr. VON RAAB. The communications limits limit our ability to 
pass information back and forth, obviously. 

Mr. ENGLISH. One of the major problems that we ran into in the 
air program is its inability to identify a target once it has been de
tected. How do you solve that problem in the marine module that 
you have described? 

Mr. VON RAAB. If I might ask Mr. Lageman in charge of our 
patrol program if he could answer that question, it would be per
haps more effective. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Go ahead. 
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Mr. LAGEMAN. I'd like to bring into not only the detection but 
your question of identification the sorting. We look for a number of 
things: The profiles that we have established, the speed of the 
vessel, the size of the vessel, and that's all in our sorting. 

The communication in the module, we also anticipate and do in
corporate our own air support in that. That provides a tremendous 
coordinating communication asset. 

Although a radio from an interceptor to a radar platform may 
only be 6 miles or 3 to 5 miles, with the aircraft, that is unlimited; 
so that could be increased. 

The identification process is difficult in that if the radar itself, 
we can't sort it because of speed or direction, then we have to do a 
visual identification, and that's actually taking one of our pursuit 
and interceptor vessels, vectoring it, identifying it, and then com
municating back to the radar platform whether or not it's a good 
suspect. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is this the procedure that is routinely followed, 
that you've got this air radar relay system set up? You routinely 
follow that as far as your marine modules are concerned? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. Yes; in the module application, we do that. We 
also have--

Mr. ENGLISH. I'm talking about your overall operations-your 
marine operations-this is the way it works; is that right? Is that 
the way most of your boats operate out there? Do you have that 
capability? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Radio relay all the time? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. In the cases where we have air support. We have 

definite weaknesses, and we have problems where we can't relay. 
It's a very fair statement that we have a lot of radio problems in 
the cases that we see with our air--

Mr. ENGLISH. That's the point, Mr. Lageman. If we have a lot of 
radio problems, that means that we can't communicate, and if we 
can't communicate with our intercept boats or with our aircraft, 
then we are out of business. All you've got is one boat out there. 
He sees the target and, you know, watches him go by. 

Mr. LAGEMAN. We are exploring some enhancements to that, and 
the aerostat is one; the mobile repeaters which we anticipate put
ting on our platforms, which will increase our communications 
area; plus the HF systems that we are looking into. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The problem that I mentioned, though, is how do 
you identify a target once it's detected? Whether it's a friendly 
target or, a target out there that perhaps DEA has put a beacon 
on, a transponder on, to identify it as a suspect? Can you do that? 
Can you do that from those platforms? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. As long as all our communications work. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Your radar does that? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. No, no. That's visual. That's calling in and-
Mr. ENGLISH. It's visual. You can't hear a signal from a trans-

ponder visually, can you? I mean you don't have a beacon up there 
on that thing going around and around saying, "I'm a suspect; I'm 
a drug smuggler." 

Mr. LAGEMAN. No, we do not. Our aircraft would be utilized for 
our current beacon installations. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Does your aircraft have IFF? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. We don't have transponder installation in vessels. 

We use beacons and beepers on VHF radio transmitters-beacons. 
Mr. ENGLISH. DEA puts those transponders on. 
Mr. LAGEMAN. We do not currently utilize transponders on our 

vessels. We are exploring that. We do anticipate--
Mr. ENGLISH. DEA does, though, don't they? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. On certain cases. Most of them also use the bea

cons. Almost all the law enforcement application for vessels has 
been with VHF beacons. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But if a DEA agent puts a transponder on a sus
pect vessel that is moving north, there is no way that Customs can 
detect it, can they, right now? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. Currently, none with transponders; we do have 
some other applications that have proved very effective. 

Mr. ENGLISH. And of course the other question comes up, if you 
are exploring how to put them on, how in the world are you going 
to detect them if you don't have IFF? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. That's something that we are looking at. Our re
search and development and aerostat enhancement is one thing 
that we want to--

Mr. ENGLISH. So the answer is, right now, you can't really identi-
fy one of these targets, can you? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. Not without visual persons looking. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. von Raab, you have focused your testimony on the Customs' 

marine patrol interdiction efforts, and since my district includes 
both coasts of Florida, there is no doubt that the marine patrol has 
an important role to play in drug interdiction in areas not desig
nated as international areas. 

However, how would you assess the drug interdiction efforts at 
internatlonal airports of entry, particularly those in my district, 
which includes Palm Beach International Airport, the Port of Palm 
Beach, and Fort Pierce? 

Mr. VON RAAB. The most important development in the Customs 
Service that relates to airports has to do with the establishment of 
what we call contraband enforcement teams. The purpose of these 
teams is to perform intensified examination on suspect cargo and 
persons arriving in the United States. We have employed these 
teams in the West Palm Beach port of entry. This team is in addi
tion to the existing staff. 

This particular team, for example, was responsible for the Fort 
Pierce and Palm Beach Airport efforts and, in particular, in April, 
for example, approximately 269 pounds of cocaine was seized after 
being discovered in the false bottom of a sea cargo container that 
was discharged from West Palm Beach, and just last week a 6-
pound cocaine seizure was made from a passenger at the Palm 
Beach Airport. 

So it's the so-called CET or contraband enforcement team, that is 
particularly important, in addition to which, of course, the Office of 
Tactical Enforcement, which is staffed by what we call patrol offi
cers, work in close cooperation with our Office of Inspection, and 
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we have antismuggling interdiction units in Palm Beach who work 
with the Jacksonville Air Branch. 

These units coordinate all enforcement activity with the appro
priate State and local enforcement agencies and, we believe, ensure 
a good, unified effort against air smuggling. 

Mr. LEWIS. Based on the threat assessments you have, do you see 
any shift in total smuggling activity from airborne to maritime? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Yes; both the actual success of the air program 
and its significant deterrent effect, I believe, have resulted in 
peorle taking to the waves, as it were, and we see an increase in 
the use of air drops, which then require a marine delivery system, 
as well as increased use of commercial cargo, particularly sea-going 
cargo. 

So yes, there has been a shift. 
Mr. LEWIS. In your prepared statement, you mention that the 

majority of your boats are in the 27- to 38-foot range, and they are 
capable of operating in deep water and include high performance 
interceptor boats. Would you elaborate on these interceptor boats, 
and how many you have, and what type of vessels? 

Mr. VON RAAB. We have about 44 interceptors, and 34 runabouts, 
and 10 patrol boats. I would ask Mr. Lageman, however, to give 
you a little more of the details of just what kind of boats they are 
and what their performance specs are. 

Mr. LAGEMAN. The interceptor vessels are commonly known as 
the Cigarette or of course the Scarabs, which are the high-speed, 
30- to 38-feet in length. Currently in West Palm, Lauderdale, and 
Fort Pierce, we have six of those type vessels, and we have an addi
tional six in the Miami area. That's a combination of patrol and 
radar platforms and interceptors. 

The interceptor, obviously, in the south Florida area, is the most 
dramatic and the most necessary to our application, along with the 
radar. 

Mr. LEWIS. Are they all serviceable, in operation, at this time? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. Currently, of the 102 vessels that we have, we 

have 91 percent up time; 93 of those vessels are operational now, 
and we have been tracking that for the last few months. We have 
had as low as an 85 percent down--

Mr. LEWIS. Of that 91 percent, how does that affect the southern 
part of Florida, particularly in the Fort Pierce-West Palm Beach 
area-Port of Palm Beach area? Are those boats in operation? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. Yes; they are. 
Mr. LEWIS. Commissioner von Raab, have you noticed an in

crease in the level of shipping through the ports of entry over the 
past year? You mentioned that we are going more to the airways. 
Have you noticed an increase in the level of shipping through the 
ports during this past year? 

Mr. VON RAAB. We believe there is an increase. It is always hard 
to say you have noticed it. Our seizures are up. That's because we 
think we are doing a better job, but I think that they are trying to 
use those avenues more because of the deterrent effect of the air 
program. 

Mr. LEWIS. The Customs office at the Port of Palm Beach says 
that shipping has increased 100 percent through that particular 
port in the last year. 
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Mr. VON RAAB. Oh, I'm sorry. You mean just shipping, in abso-
lute terms, not smuggling through shipping? 

Mr. LEWIS. Right. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Oh, I'm sorry; I misunderstood your question. 
Mr. LEWIS. With the increase in cargo shipments that we are 

talking abou'v, how do you plan to expedite what has to be done 
while, at the same time, ensuring that these containers and what
not are inspected properll for illegal drugs? 

Let me tell you what I ve heard. Some Customs agents state that 
the Service police is to expedite cargo through the ports by letting 
90 percent go through uninspected. Is that a Grue or false state
ment? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Well, it is physically impossible for the Customs 
Service to inspect every piece of cargo. We have around 5.5 million 
formal entries a year, each of which entry could contain any 
number of physical cartons. 

So what Customs does is to develop systems for identifying the 
high risk cargo, as we do with passengers. Over the past 2 years, in 
particular, we have continued to improve and make sophisticated 
our system, which we call ACCEPT, and the purpose of this is to 
insure that we do move cargo qubkly, but at the same time we 
have a good shot at reviewing that cargo that we feel should be in
spected. 

The effect of ACCEPT is to examine intensively roughly a quar
ter of the cargo that has been identified as a risk and, wherever 
possible, all of the cargo that has been identified as a serious risk, 

That is the approach that we use, in addition to which, as I indi
cated, we have developed these contraband enforcement teams who 
supplement the efforts of the inspectors who are performing these 
more routine inspections. 

Mr. LEWIS. I noticed on your map of the United States where the 
various busts have been made. The numbers just on south Florida 
appear to me to almost exceed all of the others on both coasts. As 
we look at the bottom there, it looks to me like you have more 
busts and seizures there than on the entire east coast, the gulf 
coast, and the west coast. 

Mr. VON RAAB. That's correct. I don't have the numbers in front 
of me, but there's no question but that south Florida is the entry 
point for most of the marijuana and cocaine coming into the 
United States. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LEWIS. I yield to the chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I was just curious-one clarification on the map. 

You have a little inset down there with the United States, and 
then it looks, off down into the Caribbean there, that you have a 
bunch of pins. Is that Puerto Rico where you have-do you see 
what I'm talking about? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Over to the left there, the square? 
My. "fi:NGLISH. Yes, right there. Is that Puerto Rico? 
Mi" ',-\-{oss. It's all over the Caribbean. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So that's not Puerto Rico in particular? 
Mr. CROSS. Some of it is Puerto Rico, but it's all over the Carrib

bean. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Do you have any data on Puerto Rico? 
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Mr. VON RAAB. I'm sure we do. I don't know if it's available to 
me right here. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I appreciate the gentleman yielding. I was just cu
rious about that. 

Mr. LEWIS. Certainly, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Do you want data on Puerto Rico? If you wait 2 

seconds, we'll come right up with it. 
Mr. LEWIS. Commissioner, with that tremendous number of sei

zures, I would think-and we are talking about your contraband 
enforcement team-that you would look at locating your personnel 
in such a way that you could choke it off. 

I recognize that you can't inspect every vessel and every contain
er that comes through these ports, and all the aircraft and other 
types of sea-going vessels, but if what I was informed is correct
that you only look at 90 percent-then you still don't have enough 
people in that area to do the job, which is bringing me to my next 
question, which comes back to the Port of Palm Beach. I have com
municated with your office extensively on this and worked at get
ting additional personnel in that area. 

Do you feel that the level of personnel assigned to the Port of 
Palm Beach and Palm Beach International Airport is adequate, 
particularly in the number of people assigned to work as a narcot
ics enforcement team or contraband enforcement team? 

I have the numbers here, so I know the answer to some of the 
question. I want to know what you feel. 

Mr. VON RAAB. We feel that our inspection force at this point is 
adequate. There are eight full-time Customs inspectors, and all 
eight have been trained intensively in detecting and intercepting 
narcotics. 

In addition, the Customs patrol has 13 assigned to West Palm 
Beach, and we will be increasing that number, along with the gen
eral increase of 60 patrol officers to the Florida area. 

We believe that that level of Customs personnel will adequately 
serve the narcotics inspection needs in your district. But we do 
review these deployments of personnel regularly. 

For example, less than a year ago, we added a number of addi
tional inspectors into the Florida area, and as I indicated, we will 
be, over the next 2 months, adding 60 patrol officers. 

So we have a regular practice of reviewing the personnel, and I 
can assure you that we will make sure that your concerns that you 
have expressed on behalf of your constituents are not overlooked. 

Mr. LEWIS. According to your Customs office at the Port of Palm 
Beach, Mr. Commissioner, they have had an increase of approxi
mately 200 percent in shipping in, and the staffing level has not 
increased. 

We have some concerns there when we have the high number of 
vessels coming in, and we are moving Customs agents from one 
area to another to make this coverage, and that's why I specifically 
brought out initially about Fort Pierce and the Fort Pierce station 
as welL as the Port of Palm Beach and Palm Beach International 
Airport. 

It 11as been brought to my attention that you have these two ad
ditional people moving back and forth, and in fact you don't have 
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all 13 or 11 officers on the CEP team. I'm trying to get through the 
fog, so I know what I'm doing. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I can tell you that as of yesterday there were 8 
inspectors and 13 Customs patrol officers in Palm Beach. 

I would ask Mr. Mach, our assistant commissioner for inspection 
and control, to comment on the two individuals that you feel may 
be moved in and out of Palm Beach. 

Is that accurate, Gene? 
Mr. LEWIS. Well, let me put it this way, the information that I 

have-and maybe you can dispute this-is that there are six regu
lar inspectors, and in theory they are trained to recognize drugs 
but, in reality, do not have interchangeable authority with that of 
enforcement inspectors. 

We have one part-time regular inspector for the Port of Palm 
Beach; one vacancy; and an inspector on sick leave for an undeter
mined period of time; one assistant port director who, by virtue of 
his responsibility as a supervisor, doesn't make regular inspections; 
and two enforcement inspectors; these examine cargo exclusively 
for illegal narcotics. That's a total of 11. 

Now what you are telling me about the contraband enforcement 
team that you are using-and I'm looking at the numbers of people 
that you tell me and, that I point out here, are assigned in this 
area-they all don't have the same responsibilities to jump in and 
inspect or the training as well for narcotics inspection. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Well, I hope that the difference of information 
here is semantic. Our inspectors are all trained to perform inspec
tions involving the detection of narcotics. 

About a year and a half ago, or 2 years ago, we decided that we 
should make some of them more mobile-that is, remove them 
from static positions, where they perform routine inspections, and 
allow them to move around the port and apply their efforts to 
those high-risk areas. 

It is true that those contraband enforcement teams were given 
special additional training, but all inspectors at one point in time 
are certainly eligible to become contraband enforcement team 
members, and an inspector is not allowed to remain as a contra
band enforcement team for more than about a year, at which point 
he goes back to becoming an inspector. 

So over time, all of the inspectors in the Palm Beach Airport will 
have h.ad an opportunity to be an enforcement team member, and 
the obverse is that the formal contraband enforcement teams will 
have gone back to becoming routine inspectors. 

So it's just at a point in time in which their responsibilities are 
different; their training is the same, or will be over a period of 
time. I cannot say unequivocally that the five inspectors who are 
not on the contraband enforcement team have been members of 
the contraband enforcement team, but they will have received the 
same training as the cycles go through. 

Mr. LEWIS. I guess, Commissioner, the question is, how many of 
the inspectors are actually inspecting how much of the cargo 
coming through the Port of Palm Beach and International Airport? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Mr. Mach, although he is not sitting here, can 
answer this question maybe a little better than I can. 

Mr. MACH. Thank you, Commissioner. 
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We cannot look or inspect every piece of cargo or every container 
that arrives at a port. What we do is try to review the documenta
tion. The contraband enforcement team specializes in that. 

To the extent possible, we try to get advance information on 
manifests and review them before the vessel even arrives. Review·· 
jng the c1ocumentation, we found, and looking for profiles and for 
high-risk merchandise provides us the ability to concentrate on 
what we consider to be high risk. 

Now the contraband enforcement team is made up of inspectors. 
They are inspectors who do routine tasks when they are selected, 
and they all have an opportunity to volunteer for the enforcement 
team. They are selected, and they work especially at narcotics 
interdiction for up to a year. 

The so-called routine inspection-the Customs officer there is one 
of the five insPectors who would concentrate on the full role of a 
Customs examination. In other words, they would be looking not 
only for narcotics but for the classification and value aspects, the 
regulatory aspects, the quota, the rest of it. They operate with the 
use of ACCEPT, if it's available. 

ACCEPT is a means by which a Customs inspector can query a 
data base, which lets him know whether or not we have any infor
mation on the goods, whether or not we consider the shipment to 
be high risk. 

So Customs is moving, in the inspection area, more toward the 
review of documentation, the ability to identify high-risk cargo, 
using that expertise, as opposed to trying to look at every piece; it's 
absolutely impossible. 

Mr. LEWIS. I appreciate that answer. It sounds like you wrote As
sociate Commissioner Miller's answer to me in his letter. 

I don't expect the Commissioner or anyone of you gentlemen to 
be particularly interested in anyone particular port; you should be 
interested in all of them. I'm interested certainly in the ones in my 
district. 

But I have some severe problems when I question your people in 
the area, and when I ask you questions, and then when I physically 
look at the various problems in the area, which I intend to do, and 
particularly during our legislative breaks. 

I also have a concern that the commissioners at the Port of Palm 
Beach estimate that we are bringing in $50 million a month of ille
gal drugs, being smuggled in. This is $600 million a year. And we 
are getting a quarter of 1 percent of that with our inspections. 

I guess maybe you are, or you are not, communicating with these 
people at the port or the other ports throughout the United States. 
But it would seem to me, when you have a high level of incidence 
like you do in south Florida, and you have estimates from the 
people in the port, and the 200 percent increase in the shipping-it 
would seem to me that you would look at a high level of assign
ment of inspectors in those areas as well as working with them to 
determine how the job can be done better and how it can be spot
ted better. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Mr. Congressman, if it's all right with you, we 
will try to work out with your staff some of the differences in fig
ures that we may have, but let me also make a commitment to you 
that we will look at the level of resources in your district and 
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ensure you and ourselves that they are proper to the threat that is 
coming in, given our ovo;)rall level of resources. 

So I'm happy to make those commitments to you in terms of 
taking a specific look at West Palm Beach and making sure that 
we have not overlooked something. I don't think we have; but we 
are happy to take a special look, because you are right, it's a high
threat area, and we should make sure that we have the proper 
level of resources to meet that threat. 

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Commissioner. I appreciate that very 
much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you, Mr. Lewib. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Mr. Chairman, you asked me about Puerto Rico. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I'll tell you what. If we could, Commissioner, we'll 

just submit that for the record, and we'll try to move along here. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Fine. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I appreciate that. Thank you for looking that up. 

We are interested in Puerto Rico, as you well know. 
[The information follows:] 
The potential for drug smuggling via Puerto Rico is outlined in the following 

brief. 
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.PUERTO RICO 

1. Customs still lacks radar coverage of the Mona and other 
passages. However, the Coast Guard is covering the Mona 
Passage with an aerostat at this time. 

2. Customs and Coast Guard work closely together, particularly 
when covering the Virgin Islands. Information and intelli
gence are passed to the Coast Guard whenever possible. 

3. Both vessel and aircraft searches are conducted on a selec
tive basis. The number of personnel available does not 
permit full-time teams of searchers. 

4. The International Airport is covered by a team of five 
CPO's and one supervisor (the airport section) which also 
watches illegal airstrips. These airstrips are covered by 
surveillances based upon information from informants and 
from local police. 

5. Two CPO's are perm"nently assigned to the Puerto Rico Task 
Force with DEA and local police. These CPO's work under
cover a t times. 

6. One van is now being converted to a surveillance vehicle by 
installing radios and other equipment. Plans call for one 
surveillance van in each of the four stations in Puerto 
Rico. 

7. Sensors can still not be used at stations other than 
San Juan because of the mountainous terrain and insuffi
cient repeaters. 

8. Puerto Rico is strategically located en route from source 
countries to the continental U.S. 

9. Its strategic location and the size of the island offer the 
opportuni~y to achieve significant enforcement results with 
limited tet:hnological resources, e.g., deployment of the 
E-2 for 1 month to quantify the threat, addition of some 
radar capability perhaps on a shared basis, and an effort 
to establish a working sensor system. 

10. The puerto Rico Air National Guard has significant 
resources which could potentially be utilized in air 
support. NNBIS might be called upon to solicit their 
support. 

11. Enforcement training is provided supervisory inspectors on 
behavioral analysis, profiling, and review of air waybills 
and bills of lading. 

12. The new Red/Green system at the airport appears to be 
working well. The formerly poor security from planes ide to 
the Customs area has been improved. 

13. Agriculture and INS screen passengers on domestic flights 
to the U.S. On January 13, 1984, Agriculture interdicted 
five pounds of cocaine on one such flight. Review of 
Customs authority to prevent trafficking to the continental 
U.s. via domestic passengers and cargo is being be made. 

In summary, Puerto Rico is a small island strategically located 
with a potentially significant smuggling threat. Once a 
smuggler has arrived, he is home free - "Welcome to the U.S." 
Puerto Rico offers the opportunity in a very manageable geogra
phic location to utilize Customs enforcement techniques and 
technology to a~hieve significant enforcement results. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kleczka. 
Mr. KLECZKA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Commissioner, it was a pleasure meeting you this morning 

and having the opportunity to talk to you before the committee 
hearing on a problem facing the Port of Milwaukee. 

That problem is a proposed consolidation of the Customs Service 
in which the Port of Milwaukee would lose the full array of cus
toms services it now enjoys. I view that as a very serious setback 
for not only the shippers but also for the viability of the port. 

I look forward to working with you over the next few months to 
resolve that very serious problem. 

You indicated in your testimony that you are filling 80 new 
patrol officer positions. Could you share with the committee what 
your total authorized strength is for the Customs Service and how 
many of those positions are filled? 

Mr. VON RAAB. The total authorized strength for the entire Cus
toms Service? Well, we are happy to provide that in gross for the 
entire Customs Service. 

The important facts to understand are not the--
Mr. KLECZKA. Please give us the figures first, and then you can 

go on to the important facts. 
Mr. VON RAAB. All right. In our fiscal year 1984 appropriation, 

we have an authorized level of 13,370 positions. 
Mr. KLECZKA. Of that number, how many are currently filled? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We are going to have to provide these for the 

record spe6fically, but I can give you approximate figures. At this 
point in time, we are approximately 600 positions below that au
thorized ] evel. 

[The information follows:] 
Customs' Congressionally authorized strength in fiscal year 1984 is 13,370 posi

tions. At this time, we are projecting an onboard staffing of 12,514 employees. Al
though the apparent difference between onboard and authorized levels is 856 vacan
cies, the actual funded difference is only about 321 positions. 

Mr. KLECZKA. About 600 are unfIlled at this point? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Yes. 
Mr. KLECZKA. Would the 80 patrol positions be coming out of 

those 600 vacancies? 
Mr. VON RAAB. I would like to point out at this point, before we 

get too far down the road on these numbers, that our authorized 
ceiling is not a funded ceiling. We are approximately-we received, 
as a result of House action in the conference that took place in De
cember, a reduction of 400 positions to the Customs' funded ceiling. 

As this funding reduction took place in the middle of the year, 
the Customs Service was forced to freeze its employment in order 
to make up the shortfall of 400 funded positions. 

It is only within the past 2 to 3 weeks that the Customs Service, 
as a result of its freeze, is able to fill any positions. So although 
there are theoretically available slots, there has not been any 
money to pay for those positions. 

We now feel that we can hire up to 200 people between now and 
the end of the year and not go into violation of the antideficiency 
laws. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Are you saying that you have funding available in 
your agency to fill at least 200 positions? 
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Mr, VON RAAB, We have about 200 vacancies left now, but we are 
equal to our full-time equivalents for fiscal year 1984. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Would the 80 patrol positions be coming out of 
that 200? 

Mr. VON RAAB, That's correct. 
Mr. KLECZKA, Which would leave your agency about 120 unfilled 

vacancies, for which you do have funding? 
Mr. VON RAAB. No. The 80 positions plus other positions that we 

will be filling over the next 2 months will put us at our anticipated 
October 1 funding leveL 

Mr. KLECZKA. What other types of positions would be filled out of 
the remaining 120? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Import specialists, inspectors, intelligence offi
cers. 

Mr. KLECZKA. The House today is taking up a second supplemen
tal appropriations bilL We are informed that Mr. Coleman, from 
Texas, will be bringing forth an amendment which will increase 
your agency's positions by some 154 and also increase funding by 
some $973,000. 

Could you indicate to this committee if any of those positions will 
be used in the drug interdiction problem? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I was not aware of that proposal by Congressman 
Coleman. If that were to be adopted by both the Senate and the 
House and approved by the President, we would probably use all of 
those positions in the narcotics effort. 

I assume those would be inspection positions. 
Mr. KLECZKA. No; he indicates that these are for primary inspec

tion duties. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Right. 
Mr. KLECZKA. Are these 154 positions necessary, especially in 

light of the fact that you have 120 in your Agency which are to be 
fIlled by October? If you fIll all those plus the additional positions 
we will be addressing today, that would be another 275 or 274 posi
tions. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Yes. I believe Congressman Coleman is concerned 
with the facilitation and the movement of land border traffic in his 
district. So I can't comment on his perceived needs. 

We will be hiring approximately 90 inspectors out of that 120. So 
mainly we will be going in the. Southwest and Southeast border 
areas. 

Mr. KLECZKA. And the 90 inspectors will be dealing with the 
drug interdiction? 

Mr. VON RAAB. All of our inspectors deal with the drug interdic
tion problem, In other words, our inspectors are the fIrst line of de
fense in terms of the identification of passengers or cargo. 

In this case, the 90 inspectors, for the most part, would be deal
ing with passengers rather than cargo, because that's the area in 
which we feel that they would be best placed both for narcotics 
purposes and for facilitation. 

Mr, KLECZKA. Fine. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Neal. 
Mr. NEAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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It is my understanding that as a result of the changes in the law 
regarding posse comitatus, you are getting some help from the Air 
Force and the Army for your Air Interdktion Program. 

Are you getting help for your Marine Interdiction Program from 
any of the military services? If you are,. please tell me. If you are 
not, do you plan to ask for it? 

Mr. VON RAAB. The highly successful. program of using armed 
services assets in their war against na:rcotics, pioneered in many 
respects by Congressman English, has been felt strongest in the air 
interdiction area, and the application of that in the marine area 
has not been used to the degree that :i.t has in the air area. 

So I would say that there is a lot of work and a lot of application 
of that approach that could be made in the marine area. 

Customs has identified a few possibililties, and I would turn this 
over to Mr. Lageman. I think we have the same sort of problems 
that we faced and have conquered in the air area in terms of 
changing some of the attitudes on both sides, the civilian enforce
ment side and the military side, that we had and have successfully 
conquered in the Air Progra:m. 

So Mr. Lageman can comment on some of our thoughts as to how 
the military assets could be involved and also can give you some 
idea of the many cooperative efforts that have taken place. 

Mr. LAGEMAN. There are several areas where posse comitatus 
has assisted us in marine law enforcement. Predominantly, that 
would be in the coordinated exercises between DOD, the Coast 
Guard, and Customs. 

Additionally, we have used equipment. The Blackhawk helicop
ter, which is provided by the Army on loan to Customs, has been a 
tremendous asset in the Bahamian problem we have. 

With the increased air efforts, the radar detection coverage that 
south Florida has, over the last year we have seen over 43 cases of 
air drops; we have had significant arrests and seizures. 

The Blackhawk helicopter has been instrumental in directing 
and assisting our marine vessels off south Florida. 

Additionally, we have looked at the capability of the E2C, not 
only in its air interdiction efforts but in assisting our Marine Pro
gram. 

So without reservation, posse comitatus has been an asset. 
Equipment itself-the only equipment we have looked at is the 

Navy Mark 2 vessel, and we have tested it down off of Norfolk. We 
really find that it's not totally adequate for what we need. It's 
more a Coast Guard coastal patrol, where ours is primarily infIltra
tion and covert law enforcement and detection-in that area. 

Mr. VON RAAB. The other areas that we are looking at are the 
mini-FLIR's, radar balloons, better communications equipment, 
some sonar equipment, night vision devices, and some ground sen
sors. So those are the types of assets that we are looking at now. 

Mr. NEAL. I gather from your answer that you are developing a 
plan for greater cooperation in this area. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Right. I also would be mistaken if I didn't point 
out that the coordinative mechanism here is NNBIS. Although 
Customs provides lots of suggestions, the mechanism that is used to 
translate this into action is NNBIS, which has proved to be very 
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effective in the area and I expect to be very effective in this marine 
area. 

Mr. NEAL. As I understand, you are not using military equip
ment in this area. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Only the secondary use of the Blackhawk helicop
ters as they can support our efforts and, as Mr. Lageman indicated, 
look at some of the patrol boats out of Norfolk. I guess that's a spe
cial boat unit-right. 

Mr. NEAL. I have heard that often, after Government has cap
tured equipment that is used in smuggling and it's auctioned off, 
that smugglers often are the high bidders for that equipment. Is 
that still the case? 

Mr. VON RAAB. That happens. Everyone is on an equal footing 
here in terms of access to public auctions, unfortunately. 

Particularly, as you mayor may not realize, ownership of vessels 
or planes used in smuggling is often very carefully protected 
through strawmen, or through corporations, or through leasing de
vices, or through other devices. 

The forfeiture bill, for example, that is moving through both 
Houses of Congress, would be extremely helpful to the Customs 
Service. Congressman Hughes has been a great help. I understand 
it might even get attached to some appropriations bill going 
through, and I would look forward to seeing that bill take effect. 

Mr. NEAL. You think that would be most useful? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Absolutely. It's not most useful; it's essential. We 

are sinking in the administrative redtape and problems that exist 
as a result of the out-of-date forfeiture and seizure procedures that 
we must follow because of the outdated legislation. 

Mr. NEAL. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you, Mr. Neal. 
Commissioner, back in March when we had our hearing and Mr. 

McN amar came before US, he testified that he thought the Depart
ment of Defense should handle detection as far as the air is con
cerned. I belieVE:: you indicated that you thought that was probably 
right. 

I was wondering who you felt should have the responsibility for 
marine detection. 

Mr. VON HAAB. I think the detection as far as the marine is con
cerned-the detection responsibility, I guess-I don't like to distin
guish too much between the Coast Guard and Customs here, be
cause although Customs' responsibility technically goes out to 12 
miles, we work very closely with the Coast Guard. 

But if I were asked to make a specific demarcation, I would say 
the Customs Service should be responsible for detecting those boats 
that are likely to enter the 12-mile limit and would then come in. 
So that should be the Customs Service's responsibility. 

However, I never like to let the Defense Department off the 
hook. I would like to make sure that the Defense Department is 
providing, through posse comitatus, whatever assistance it can to 
the Customs Service in this area. But Customs should have the pri
mary role in that responsibility. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I guess what we are talking about here, 
though, is primary responsibility. If I understand what you said, 
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anything within the 12-mile limit then should be Customs' respon
sibility; is that correct? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Twelve miles in; yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK, I guess the question then occurs, if it's true for 

marine, why not air? What's the difference between marine and 
air? 

Mr. VON RAAB. The assets-the difficulty of detecting the planes 
coming in, I believe, fits a little more neatly into some of the other 
responsibilities of the Defense Department. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, if I remember correctly, Commissioner, you 
said that you detected about 300 airplanes last year, and you esti
mated that something like 2,500 were coming in. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Right. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Here this morning, you have said that you have de

tected about 300 boats and about the same number of airplanes 
that you did last year, but you figure there are something like 
5,000 boats. So you have got a higher percentage of detection as far 
as aircraft are concerned than you do on boats. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Right. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So I guess I don't understand. It would appear that 

you are having more success in detecting airplanes than you are 
boats. 

Mr. VON RAAB. We have been working at it longer, and we have 
more help from the Defense Department in that area. The E-2C's 
and the other defense assets in the air arena have been very help
ful. 

I'm not aware at this point of the kinds of assets that could be 
helpful to Customs in marine detection. It's my opinion that we are 
more likely to have those assets. 

I've spent a lot of time, for example, with the special boat unit in 
Norfolk, and it is their responsibility, as I understand it, among 
others, in time of war, to be responsible for exactly the kinds of in
trusions that Customs is 511arding against with respect to smug
glers, and they have indicaLed that they can learn a lot from Cus
toms. 

I think that certainly a better case can be made for primary re
sponsibility of Customs in the marine area, but there are always 
grounds for reasonable men to differ on some of these issues. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I guess it's not a question of where reasona
ble men differ; it's a question of what makes sense, and what's logi
cal, and what's going to work best, and things of that sort. 

As I said, it would appear that you have had more success on air 
interdictions. You mentioned the E-2C's and the work of the De
fense Department-the assistance they have given you. 

Those same E-2C's detect surface craft. They are down there 
flying right in the same area. They have been flying them around 
the Florida area, down in the area around the Bahamas. They have 
been used and certainly been available to the Customs Service to 
provide information on what surface traffic they are detecting. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I see. Well, maybe we haven't taken as full ad
vantage as we should have of that capability. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I'm sure you have, Commissioner. Your people 
down there are very lmowledgeable about that. We have talk,ed to 
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them a great deal. They know all about it; they are very aware of 
it. 

I mean, this is not anything that is new. From the very first day 
the E-2C was there, they fully understood that E-2C's had the ca
pability of detecting both low-flying aircraft and surface traffic. 

They have put in more time in the area of the Bahamas, and cer
tainly they have down at the Windward Passage, where they could 
really detect some targets. 80 they have been in the prime areas as 
far as detecting boats coming from the Bahamas. 

80 I guess that's what puzzles me a little. 
I also was intrigued, too, with your marine module concept-that 

aircraft that you have got on that chart; that doesn't look like 
a P-3 to me. What kind of aircraft is that? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. That's just a depiction, 1,mt that's probably close 
to a King Air. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. Do you have a King Air that has a surface de
tection capability with the F-16 radar? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. No, we do r..ot. We have used our Citation. We an
ticipate the use of the P-3. We have used previously the 8-2, which 
was in our inventory. There have been a lot of air applications. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But as I understood it, this presentation of the con
cept here is what you are doing, not what you are going to do. So 
really that whole business with regard to the aircraft detecting any 
ships, as far as it relates to what is taking place today, that's not 
realistic. 

Mr. LAGEMAN. This is a module concept, and our air program 
has flown in excess of 400 hours in supporting the marine program, 
even if we have to, as we do currently, do visual observation. But 
the FLIR's and the IRD's are also an asset and are used in air de
tection. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But we are t.alking about radars detecting surface 
craft, and as far as what has taken place, you have a marine 
module down in Florida now, but this does not depict--

Mr. LAGEMAN. We do not have an aircraft--
Mr. ENGLISH. Oh, you don't have an aircraft that can do that. So 

we can take the aircraft portion of it and wipe it out. And so really 
what we are talking about being able to do, in reality, today, is 
that we are able to make intercepts so long as we are not more 
than 3 to 4 miles from the intercept boat, and we are able to talk 
to them, and that's just about it, isn't it? 

Mr. VON RAAB. That's true. The aircraft-I don't know that you 
could wipe it out, but maybe it should only appear on every 20th 
page. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, Commissioner, if you don't have the capabil
ity, you know, it shouldn't be there at all. 

Mr. VON RAAB. You are correct. 
The module, as we would describe it, would not include an air

craft. So in that sense, that would be inaccurate. The module, as I 
think of it, is a radar platform, two interceptor boats, whenever 
possible supplemented by an aircraft. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Why wouldn't you use aircraft? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We'd like to use aircraft, but we don't have suffi

cient aircraft right now to support each module. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Of course, also, one would kind of look at it in rela
tionship to scale. That interceptor boat is almost as far as the sus
pect aircraft, which would appear to be pretty much at the range 
of the radar, and you sure can't communicate with that interceptor 
boat out beyond 10 miles, can you? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. Along the shoreline there, there would be tremen
dous communication potential with the repeaters and so forth. It's 
not as dismal as you make it appear sometimes. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Yes. Well, you can't transmit from that, can you? 
That's just receiving-right? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. What are the criteria that the Customs Serv

ice uses to determine which boats are assigned to a given area? 
The reason I'm asking this question, I know down in the New Or

leans area, which Mr. Lageman, I know, is very familiar with, we 
don't have a single boat-the. Customs Service, down at New Orle
ans, to my knowledge-that is capable of operating in the open 
waters of the Gulf of Mexico or on the Mississippi River, for that 
matter. What are the criteria you use? 

Mr. VON RAAB. We have to go to our New Orleans chart here. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I might say that the information we have was as of 

2 months ago. Is there anything that has changed in the last 2 
months? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. As you are aware, there is a workboat assigned to 
New Orleans. It has been down for a period of time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Can you go out on the gulf with that boat? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. It's not the best. That's why we have the module 

planning on going in there. Most of what we have currently in 
New Orleans are the small vessels, the 25-footers. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Can they go on the Mississippi? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. No. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You can't go on the Mississippi. Can you go out on 

the gulf without risking your life if there is any kind of weather at 
all? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. We do it; it's not recommended; and we do have 
the purchase of two interceptors in the process right now, immedi
ately-larger interceptors. 

Mr. ENGLISH. If a guy is out there fighting for his life, though, 
he's not in very good shape to be doing much in the way of inter
cepting drug smugglers, is he? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. No; as you are saying, with the resources we 
have, that does present a problem. We are acquiring two new inter
ceptors, and it is scheduled for a larger sports fisherman for the 
module. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The point, I guess, is that this kind of situatIon 
makes detection almost irrelevant, doesn't it? If you can't go out in 
the gulf without risking your life, and you can't go up the river, 
why, it doesn't make a whole lot of difference whether you detect 
them or not; you can't go chase them, can you? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. Not out in the gulf, but we do work in the bayous 
and the inlets, and there are only certain inlets in some areas. 

Given the detection, we cannot cover that area with an offshore 
vessel; we currently do not have it. We do deploy from Dolphin 
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Island and from Mobile some of the larger vessels and cover that 
area, and we have on a number of cases. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So all he has to do is just get out in the gulf to 
avoid you, or go up the river-up the Mississippi; isn't that right? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. It's easy for the smugglers to evade us in that 
Mississippi area of Louisiana. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We have frequently heard about boats being idled 
for lack of maintenance money. Commissioner, what steps have 
you taken to assure that the problem has been minimized? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I threatened to remove from positions of manage
ment responsibility people that allow that to happen. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, if they don't have any money, why--
Mr. VON RAAB. That was not an accurate report. That was basi

cally-I'm not saying they didn't have any money, but you don't 
have money unless you inform headquarters that your account has 
run out, and the account ran out because they overspent the ac
count during a particular period and then never informed head
quarters that they needed that account replenished, which was 
done immediately. 

So that was a management mistake, not one that resulted from 
an overall shortage of funds. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. What I want to focus on is this question of 
funds, because I think that is a very important one. Was there a 
resource increase in the Marine Program for fiscal year 1983, say, 
over 1982? Was there one requested? 

Mr. VON RAAB. The actual numbers, no; 1982 to 1983 was basical
ly unchanged. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What about 1984 over 1983? 
Mr. VON RAAB. Well, we are still waiting. I guess, no; they are 

basically unchanged; although we now have put these additional 
resources into the program consisting of 80 marine officers, so that 
will change the numbers for 1984. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Are you talking about the marine modules? Is that 
what you Rre talking about? 

Mr. VON RAAB. No; I'm talking about 80 additional patrol officers 
into the Patrol Program. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Oh, I see. But those personnel, I think you told us, 
they were funded, weren't they? Didn't you have those same slots 
available to you last year? 

Mr. VON RAAB. No. But you were asking about dollars in the 
Marine Program. 

Mr. ENGLISH. No. I'm talking about an increase. 
Mr. VON RAAB. In the overall Customs budget, there was no in

crease. 
Mr. ENGLISH. For the Marine Program. 
Mr. VON RAAB. But the addition of 80 patrol officers would in

crease that portion of the Customs budget devoted to the Marine 
Program. The overall Customs budget would not change. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What you are telling me is that you are taking it 
from one part of Customs, and you are transferring this over to the 
Marine Program. 

Mr. VON RAAB. That's correct. 



479 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. And so in that relationship, there has not been 
any increase requested from Congress for the Customs Program or 
for the Marine Program. This is simply an interagency shift; right? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Yes, sir; that's correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. And as far as the marine budget is concerned, 

this year's marine budget request, how does that compare with the 
request for 1985-1984 over what the administration has requested 
for 1985? 

Mr. VON RAAB. I think there was a net reduction of $200,000 of 
the amount spent in 1984 over the amount sent up for 1985. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But that isn't what you requested, is it? 
Mr. VON RAAB. We requested an amount-I guess it was, what?-

another $6 million, approximately. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Eight point six, I believe. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Eight point six; that's correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That was for your marine module? 
Mr. VON RAAB. For more marine modules; that's correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And they were disallowed by OMB? 
Mr. VON RAAB. That's true. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And isn't it true, Commissioner, that the Customs 

Marine Program has not had an increase in funding since 1974? In 
10 years, we haven't had an increase in the Marine Program? 

Mr. VON RAAB. The budget and staffmg levels I have show that 
there has been an increase in the Marine Program. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I'm talking about requested by not this administra
tion, the administration before it, and the Ford administration, and 
I could go all the way back to the Nixon administration. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I cannot tell you what happened, from my own 
knowledge, before I came into office, but it's quite possible; I don't 
know. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That's my understanding. 
The point I'm making is, it's not just this administration that 

hasn't requested it, but the Carter administration didn't request it, 
and the Ford administration didn't request it, and evidently the 
last year the Nixon administration didn't request any increase for 
the marine program. 

Mr. VON RAAB. But we are increasing the marine program now. 
Mr. ENGLISH. But you are making an interagency shift; you are 

not making any request of the Congress for additional funds for the 
Marine Program, are you? 

Mr. VON RAAB. No, because we have found that we could take 
some of this money from nonenforcement areas and apply it in the 
enforcement areas. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Who are you going to take it away from, Commis
sioner? 

Mr. VON RAAB. We will take it away from some of the adminis
trative activities of the Customs Service thut only serve to create 
paper and exchange paper among nonenforcement personnel. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is this going to take care of all the boats, and the 
radars, and so on, that we have talked about? 

Mr. VON RAAB. We will be putting in two marine modules in 
1985. 

Mr. ENGLISH. With the same weaknesses that we have talked 
about here? 
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Mr. VON RAAB. I'm sorry? 
Mr. ENGLISH. With the same weaknesses that we have talked 

about? 
Mr. VON RAAB. You mean the plane? 
Mr. ENGLISH. I mean that they can't get more than 3 miles-3 to 

5 miles away from--
Mr. VON RAAB. We hope to improve on a lot of those. We have a 

lot of work underway to improve our communications. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, basically, the modules you are talking about 

bringing in in the future have got the same problems that we have 
discussed this morning with this one. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Mr. Lageman can comment on some of the im
provements we hope to be making, particularly in the area of com
munications. 

Mr. LAGEMAN. As I mentioned just briefly earlier, the biggest 
thing that we want to look at is the mobile repeaters that we will 
have on our vessels, and we will also have them landside, in inland 
areas. 

We are also looking at the developments of the HF single side
band, both Harris and Collins, and a number of other manufactur
ers that have privacy capability, a tremendous long-range capabil
ity, and would be involved in a communication-and-command co
ordination element. 

We are also exploring the possibility and the potential of an aer
ostat repeater which would give us tremendous coverage, but there 
are some sensitivities we have to look at in using VHF radio sys
tems, and we would have to have some designated channels, and 
we are working with FCC and some other law enforcement agen
cies on that. 

You previously asked about the detection area, the IFF capabil
ity. We currently do have systems that have that, and we are going 
to look and explore that for marine application. One of the big 
problems is just the state of the art of transponders for vessels. It's 
fairly new. 

We also want to look at, and we are exploring, satellite assist
ance. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Neil, what boat or airplane do you have an IFF in? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. We have the aircraft-the F-16, F-15, and the 

P-3. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You don't have a P-3, Neil. 
Mr. LAGEMAN. Well, September 4 we will have it, and we are 

going to look at the operational application to marine, and we 
think our initial opportunity we are going to look at is transpon
dering our own vessels, and we are going to see its application. We 
feel very confident it will work. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, the point I am making is this. You don't have 
one right now. You don't have a boat or an airplane that will take 
IFF. If you don't get the P-3, then you don't have one, do you? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. That's true. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. And what is it going to cost-these other im

provements that you are talking about making-the air module, 
the additional equipment you are going to get? What is that going 
to cost? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. The module itself--
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Mr. ENGLISH. I'm talking about the improvements in the module. 
Mr. LAGEMAN. We have a $1.4 million test that we would like to 

initiate, specifically with the transponders. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I know, but if you are going to talk about a 

$1.4 million test-I'm asking you, how much is this hardware going 
to cost that you are talking about bringing on line to make the im
provement here? 

I've just got through pointing out to you that there hasn't been a 
request by any administration since 1974 for an increase in the 
budget of the Marine Program. How in the world are you going to 
go out and make multimillion-dollar purchases to make improve
ments in the module that we have today-and you have two more, 
you say, coming on line? 

Mr. VON RAAB. The Collins equipment would cost about $400,000 
per marine module, and the Harris equipment, we believe, would 
cost under $100,000 for a marine module. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. Here we have been talking about two modules. 
We have pointed out that in New Orleans, in effect, you don't have 
anything. You don't have anything that can do the job. It doesn't 
even do you any good to have any detection capability in New Orle
ans; you don't have a boat down there that will do the interception 
job. 

The real question is, what are you going to do about some of 
these hot spots like New Orleans? 

As the Commissioner's map showed, you've got activity along the 
whole coast of the United States, and we are talking about two 
modules, and we can't even get them outfitted correctly. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Two more modules. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Two more modules. They aren't going to be outfit

ted any differently than what we are talking about here. They 
have got the same problem. They are going to be able, in effect, to 
work from 3 to 5 miles. 

Well, there's an awful lot of 3- to 5-mile intervals all the way 
around this country, Commissioner, and, you know, two more mod
ules just isn't going to cut it. 

Mr. LAGEMAN. Even within our current enhancement. So we still 
are going to have some effect. The Raycast radar itself, which is 
the module radar, has IFF capability. The F-16 and the F-15 both 
have IFF capability. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The F-16 does not, I'm informed. 
Mr. LAGEMAN. Yes; it does. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, we will clarify that, Neil. 
Mr. LAGEMAN. We will clarify that for the record. 
Mr. ENGLILd. All right. 
(The information follows:] 
The APG-66 or F-16 radar in Customs Citation II aircraft does not have identifi

cation friend/foe [IFF] capability. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But without that, if that is clarified, and if that F-
15 does not have it, you don't have anything that has got--

Mr. VON RAAB. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a point. I 
don't underestimate the importance of the physical detection capa
bility, but our marine strategy acknowledges that there is no way, 
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certainly, that in a short time we can place a net around our coast; 
nor would I think that you would suggest that. 

So realizing the importance of physical interdiction, whlch I real
ize, I also estimate the importance of the application of that strate
gic and technical intelligence and information that we obtain from 
other sources but, more importantly, that we develop ourselves, 
with which we select optimum times and places for interdiction 
and operations. 

Now that is not the fmal answer to these problems, but it's very 
important. I mean selectivity must apply to our marine operations, 
as they do to inspection. 

So I would like to point out that a major concern and concept in 
our marine strategy is to make sure that we do provide that opti
mum place and time for interdiction, and we are developing that 
right now and believe that we have identified certain strategic 
places and times already and attempt them to place what physical 
detection equipment we have in those areas. 

I don't want to leave the impression that we would rely entirely 
on a physical detection net, but that physical detection net must be 
deployed at the right place and the right time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Let me suggest a couple of things, Commissioner. 
To give the folks some idea of the scope of the problem we are talk
ing about, what do you figure the number of boats is that are 
coming from Bimini to Florida on a Sunday afternoon-90? 100? 
200 boats? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Hundreds. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Hundreds. And this is true all along the coast of 

Florida. Hundreds of boats. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Particularly a problem from the Bahamas area; 

that is correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And this is where the drug traffickers, of course, 

are flying in--
Mr. VON RAAB. Absolutely; right. 
Mr. ENGLISH [continuing]. Where they are landing, they are off

loading on boats, they are making air drops out in the ocean to 
boats, they are doing all sorts of things. 

The point that I'm making is this, that those emphases that you 
are making-times that the smugglers use and everything-I agree 
with that, thaes important, but the fact of the matter is, your 
people were doing that before. I mean your folks knew that. That's 
where they have been concentrating their activity. That's the 
reason we have 300 arrests. Probably if they weren't doing all 
those things, we wouldn't even have 300. 

But the fact of the matter is that they are not going to be able to 
increase their p£oductivity, and we are not going to be able to inch 
on up toward that 5,000 mark unless we focus on this problem, 
unless your people are given the tools to do the job. Quite frankly, 
they don't have the tools, you know, and that's it; it's simple. 

Mr. VON RAAB. They have not had the tools. The tools are start
ing to flow now. 

Mr. ENGLISH. They still don't, and, quite frankly, the administra
tion hasn't requested the funds to give them any more; nor did the 
administration before this one, nor the administration before that 
one, nor the administration before that one. 
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I think that that puts it a little bit in perspective-the difficulty 
that the Customs offLcials are facing in dealing with this problem. 
It is much like what we have found in the air program. They 
simply do not have sufficient equipment to have a fighting chance. 

Mr. VON RAAB. I agree with you; it's a very difficult problem. 
But I would also take this opportunity to mention, since you 

have talked about the boats coming in from Bimini and from other 
parts of the Bahamas, it's a ma."lsive inspectional problem as well, 
and the weak laws that would authorize Customs to require inspec
tions, reporting, et cetera, in, turn, create a problem because, as 
good as oUr detection would be, there are a lot of boats that appear 
to come in legitimately which, with any detection devices, would 
probably be given a free pass, and they don't have any real burden 
upon them, either prospective by reporting or retrospective by 
virtue of a penalty, to make them tow the line. 

That's sort of the other half. It's like the reporting system for 
aircraft that you and I have worked on. We are going to have to 
really worry about that problem as well. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I would agree with you, Commissioner, and, as I 
said, I'm willing to sponsor the bill. You just get me a bill up here 
and tell me what you want in it in the way of penalties. I suppose 
you have to get the administration to approve it before you can do 
that, but I'll be delighted to sponsor that legislation, and I imagine 
you have other members of this committee and in Congress that 
would be very eager to. 

Mr. VON RAAB. We are looking at that problem very carefully, 
along with the marine strategy. So I appreciate your offer. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You bet. Well, just as soon as you can get it cleared 
with the administration and tell us what you want in the way of 
penalties, we will sure see what we can do to help out. 

The main thing is, we are going to have to have some detection 
to go along with this. We are going to have to make this module 
you are talking about effective, and, quite frankly, it's going to 
take some additional funds to do that job. 

That means that Treasury, and the Office of Management and 
Budget, and the President are going to have to be willing to update 
the funding a bit as far as the Marine Program is concerned. You 
can't continue to operate, you know, like you did back years ago, 
just depending on whatever kind of inspiration Congress gets to up 
that budget, even though the administration doesn't request any
thing new. That's what I think is a real problem. 

I understand that the Vice President's Joint Surveillance Com
mittee will be reviewing the Customs' marine problem, including 
the marine threat. Is that true? 

Mr. VON RAAB. That's correct, and I believe that a number of the 
reviews that they are undertaking at this point in time will touch 
on that area. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, you've had a marine and air program for 
about 10 years now in the Customs Service, and we are now enter
ing the third year of this most recent war on drugs. I believe we 
have had one, or two, or three that I can remember since I have 
been in Congress. Before that, other Presidents had declared war 
on drugs. 

Mr. VON RAAB. The most effective war on drugs. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Well, that still remains to be seen, Commissioner. 
We have got more cocaine in now than any time before. But, like I 
say, I know that we have had a surplus crop, and somebody who 
comes from wheat country knows what it means to have a bumper 
crop; that creates a problem. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. But I know of at least two previous threat assess

ment studies in the area, and we have the Drug Enforcement Ad
ministration, which has the responsibility for developing a threat 
assessment with the assistance of the intelligence community. 

Can you tell me why NNBIS is now being asked to do this-why 
we have another one by NNBIS? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Why are we having another one by NNBIS? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Another threat assessment. We have had two in 

the past, and DEA has their responsibilities in this area; they are 
coming up with theirs, along with the intelligence community. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Well, threat assessments have to be kept current; 
so I assume they are doing this in order to maintain the currency 
of the threat assessment. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Are we simply updating one, or is this a whole new 
threat assessment being developed by NNBIS? It is my understand
ing it is a whole new threat assessment. 

Mr. CORCORAN. The DEA, as part of the Joint Surveillance Com
mittee that we just mentioned in addressing detection, has also, as 
part of that study, been asked to update a narcotics threat study. 
So it essentially will be an updated DEA threat study as part of the 
NNBIS report. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It's my understanding that John Walker asked 
them to develop one, not to update one, and he did it in writing. 

Mr. CORCORAN. The NNBIS subcommittee requested one on the 
detection and the threat, and they had several-about four or five 
subcommittees. The threat subcommittee, which was made up of 
several agencies, did come up with an update of the narcotics inter
diction threat, but it was essentially done by DEA, as I understand 
it. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Are you absolutely certain that's not a new one, 
that it's simply an update? 

Mr. CORCORAN. It's a new one, as I understand it. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It is a new one? 
Mr. CORCORAN. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, that's the question I'm asking. Why come up 

with a new one when you have had two previous ones, plus the 
most recent one by DEA that has been developed by the intelli
gence community? 

Mr. CORCORAN. Well, it's a new one that's basically an update. I 
think the last one we had was pretty much 1983 figures, as opposed 
to the 1984 figures, which we are deeply into. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I guess the question occurs then, if DEA did the 
last one, why is NNBIS doing it now? 

Mr. CORCORAN. Well, this is part of the NNBIS review. Every 
agency that is involved in interdiction is part of the NNBIS com
mittee. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The question was, if DEA did it, why is NNBIS 
doing it now? 
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Mr. CORCORAN. I don't think NNBIS is doing an independent 
study, as such. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That's what I understood the request was, 
Mr. CORCORAN. As such. I think the NNBIS threat study is in 

fact-the input to it is solely DEA's. DEA and the intelligence 
agency are the agencies that they use to gather information from, 
but I think essentially the input to the subcommittee was almost 
totally DEA, and that in tUrn will be the so-called NNBIS threat 
stUdy. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Commissioner, during my inspection of the NNBIS 
regional office in Long Beach, the NNBIS personnel emphasized, 
the seriousness of the marine threat, and I noted that you have 
only four boats in the Long Beach area. One has been classified as 
being too slow, one is inoperable, and two are now scheduled for 
retirement. . 

What kind of deterrence does that give you in the Long Beach 
area? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. We have got a document specifically for Long 
Beach, but the Pacific coast itself, from San Diego north, does have 
a marine program. We have, obviously, less than adequate equip
ment. We are trying to identify vessels, both in the exchange sale 
program and out of forfeiture, that we can add in that area. 

The Pacific coast has a different environment completely. We 
need to get some larger offshore vessels, and that's what we are ad
dressing currently. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, on the other hand, we noted in San Francisco 
that they have boats, but they don't have people; they don't have 
enough people up in San Francisco to man those boats so that they 
can go out on regular patrols. 

I kind of wonder why the boats and the people aren't getting 
matched together, so that where you have some boats, you can go 
out and use them, and the areas where you don't have boats or 
don't have boats that work, that you can get some people up to 
assist in manning those that do. 

Mr. LAGEMAN. San Francisco has six people designated to the 
Marine Program. They currently have an Aquasport, and that's 
their only vessel. They also have less than adequate equipment. 

But again, the Pacific coast marine operation is entirely differ
ent, with the large offshore, halibut-type fishing vessels, the large 
crabbers, and that's really-we are working our own intelligence, 
we are working special operations, and we feel that that strategy is 
now more effective than just a routine patrol offshore. 

Mr. VON RAAB. We have about 108 officers and 10 vessels as
signed to the 13 stations in the Pacific. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I realize you have got vessels and you have got offi
cers; the point I'm making, though, is the question, are they the 
right vessels? 

Mr. VON RAAB. No, they are not--
Mr. ENGLISH. Are the right vessels being matched up with 

people? 
Mr. VON RAAB. They are not the right vessels, and we are review

ing, obviously, the deployment of all of our resources in the Marine 
Program and continue to do that. 
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The threat in the Pacific is lower risk than, obviously, in the 
Southeast, and as Mr. Lageman indicated, the type of vesEel neces
sary is different, and we have to make those changes. Those 
changes come slowly because authorizations and appropriations 
move slowly and exchange sales move slowly. 

We have had some problems with our exchange sale program be
cause of objections that have been raised by Members of Congress 
to the idea and have, in effect, caused GSA, because of pressure 
that has been put on them by Members of Congress, to slow down 
our exchange sale program. 

So all of those types of problems make it difficult to redeploy our 
resources. But you are correct that we have to, and are, moving to 
change the type of equipment and the deployment of our other re
sources. 

Right now, our largest concentration is between San Diego and 
Ventura. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. LEWIS. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kleczka? 
Mr. KLECZKA. No questions. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Commissioner, Mr. Lageman brought up the ques

tion with regard to the P-3, and we went out last Friday, as you 
know, and took at a look at that P-3 out here at Andrews. I wish 
you could have come along with us. We would have loved to have 
had you. But there was a story that appeared in the Washington 
Times this morning. I assume that you have read that? 

Mr. VON RAAB. Someone told me about it; I haven't had a chance 
to read it. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Take that down to him, and let the Commissioner 
take a look at it. 

The thrust is that-and I've got to say that I've gotten the same 
type of indicators from the Treasury Department myself-is that 
we have a problem within the Department of Treasury. 

I think that the Customs Service and you have been very sup
portive in trying to make improvements, but there is a problem 
within the Treasury Department, and evidently this impediment 
continues to exist regardless of what the situation is, regardless of 
what the facts are, and of course that has to do with Mr. McNa
mar. 

He came before this committee this last spring. He said that he 
didn't think the Customs Service had any responsibility as far as 
detection; he didn't think it ought to be done as far as the Treasury 
Department was concerned; and I fully recognize that the Customs 
Service is a part of the Treasury. 

What I would like for you to do, by the end of August, is to 
submit a report to me as to what you think the responsibilities and 
the jobs of the Customs Service are as far as detection, intercep
tion, and arrest, and why the Customs Service can handle that and 
do it well. 

I want your accurate assessment as to the support as far as car
rying out your responsibilities, and also I want to know what the 
attitude is as far as carrying out the detection responsibility as far 
as the Department of Treasury is concerned-the people within it. 
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I've got to say that if your assessment does not contain the 
degree of enthusiasm that I would hope, I am going to ask the 
Coast Guard to take a look at this issue. 

Mr. VON RAAB. This is the marine area? 
Mr. ENGLISH. This is marine and air. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Marine and air. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And it's not just detection; it's the whole shooting 

match--
Mr. VON RAAB. Right. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I wonder why, if the Treasury Department is not 

willing to support detection, interception, and arrest, in the air and 
on the seas, why the whole thing shouldn't be turned to someone 
who does have enthusiasm for dealing with it. 

We will see if the Coast Guard then can come up with any better 
assessment as to what they think they can do with it. 

I've got to say, I don't think that this program is going to work if 
we have a person who is the Deputy Secretary of the Treasury who 
simply doesn't want it to work. That's certainly the message that 
I'm getting and getting very clearly; and the article which ap
peared this morning in the newspaper underscored that very clear
ly. 

Mr. VON RAAB. There is a timing problem here; and I vf course 
will attempt to comply with your request. As you are aware, 
NNBIS is reviewing the same issue-that is, their respective re
sponsibilities within the executive branch for detection, et cetera
and I may be circumscribed in terms of presenting Customs' posi
tion until at least NNBIS has had an opportunity to address the 
issue as a general matter. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, what we are talking about is a possible orga
nization change. I want yoU~( assessment of that, and I want your 
assessment of the degree of enthusiasm and support that you feel 
the Treasury Department itself is providing as far as this program 
is concerned. 

Mr. VON RAAB. Right. 
Mr. ENGLISH. We are not looking at what NNBIS thinks about 

the matter; they will have their own evaluation. I'm asking for 
your evaluation within the Department of Treasury, not what's 
taking place outside with NNBIS or anybody else. I want to know 
your evaluation of the support-the attitude of the people within 
the Treasury. 

As I said, I've just got to say very candidly, I just don't think it 
makes any sense to continue to have this program in a department 
which has no enthusiasm for it. 

I would appreciate your evaluation by the end of August. 
Are there any further questions or comments? 
With that, we will recess until 1:30, when we will hear from the 

Coast Guard. 
Thank you very much, Commissioner; I appreciate your coming 

in. 
Mr. VON RAAB. Thank you. 
[Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon

vene at 1:30 p.m., the same day.] 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 

Mr. ENGLISH. The hearing will come to order. 
Admiral Stabile, we will let you lead off for the Coast Guard, and 

if you would care to summarize your statement, your complete 
written testimony will be made a part of the record. 

I want to take this opportunity to welcome you here this after
noon. I'm sorry about any inconvenience the delay may have 
caused, but we had quite a few questions for Commissioner von 
Raab, and, quite frankly, we will have several for you as well. 

So we appreciate your coming, and we appreciate your coopera
tion. Thank you very much. 

STATEMENT OF VICE ADM. BENEDICT L. STABILE, VICE COM
MANDANT, U.S. COAST GUARD, ACCOMPANIED BY REAR ADM. 
D.C. THOMPSON, CHIEF OF STAFF, AND REAR ADM. NORMAN C. 
VENZKE, CHIEF, OFFICE OF OPERATIONS 
Admiral STABILE. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Chairman, as you already know, I'm Vice Adm. Benedict L. 

Stabile, Vice Commandant of the Coast Guard, and on my right I 
have Rear Admiral Thompson, who is currently our Chief of Staff, 
having just come up from the seventh district, where he headed up 
the Southeast Interdiction Program, wearing three hats; and on my 
left is Rear Adm. Norman Venzke, who is our Chief of Operations, 
who has the Headquarters responsibility for the Drug Enforcement 
Program. 

I'm very pleased to appear before you today to provide an update 
on the Coast Guard's involvement in drug law enforcement. 

During the past several years, we have significantly increased 
the number of cutter patrol days devoted to drug interdiction. Our 
air operations have also been stepped up. 

We now average about six of our larger cutters on patrol at all 
times in waters off the southeast of the United States and in the 
Caribbean. 

We have also reprogramed some of our helicopter assets to make 
our flight deck equipped cutters more effective and formed a sur
face effect ship's squadron of three vessels in Key West, which 
became fully operational in 1983. 

Navy ships have been deploying with Coast Guard tactical and 
law enforcement teams, or Taclets, 'and Ledets, or law enforcement 
detachments, on board. 

These teams and detachments conduct boardings of suspect ves
sels from their Navy hosts in the same manner as they do from 
Coast Guard vessels. 

To increase further the number of surface assets available for 
interdiction, the Coast Guard has been routinely deploying Ledet 
personnel on Navy Pegasus-class hydrofoil patrol boats operating 
out of Key West. These hydrofoils are being used as pouncer ves
sels to interdict fast drug smuggling contact boats. 

New and more capable resources are becoming available to the 
Coast Guard. These resources will be brought to bear on the drug 
trafficking problem as quickly as possible. 

Our air reconnaissance capability has increased considerably 
with the receipt of 41 new twin-jet Falcon medium range search 
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aircraft. The first of six Aireye systems for our Falcon aircraft has 
just started flight testing at the contractor's plant in Ontario, CA. 
This sensor package will greatly extend the Falcon's search and de
tection effectiveness in both daylight and darkness. 

New radars are being procured for our fixed wing aircraft. We 
will replace our fleet of HH-52 short range helicopters with the 
more capabile HH-65 helos as they become operationally available. 

'rhese new ship-deployable helicopters, the HH-65, will markedly 
improve our at-sea surveillance capabilities because of their higher 
speed, range, and their modern sensors. 

Sixteen new patrol boats are being purchased to help our drug 
interdiction efforts in the southeast United States and Caribbean 
and elsewhere. Some of our older cutters are being replaced with 
13 new 270-foot medium endurance Bear class cutters, which are 
all helo capable. The remaining fleet will continue to be renovated, 
modernized, or replaced as necessary to ensure they remain safe 
and effective. 

Our research and development program has been looking into 
other tools. For example, we are evaluating aerostat-borne radars. 
This technology consists of a small, 25,OOO-cubic-foot balloon 
equipped with a surface search radar tethered to a 190-foot offshore 
supply type vessel, or support ship. 

The aerostat lifts the radar to a sufficient altitude to greatly in
crease its range. This aerostat platform is part of a coordinated op
eration, passing the surface target information it acquires to a com
mand and control cutter for evaluation and deployment of other as
signed units, both surface and air. The system recently completed 
an initial evaluation and is currently under an extended redeploy
ment. 

Preliminary tests show aerostats can be effectively used as force 
multipliers, allowing our ships to be used for target intercepts and 
boardings rather than for lengthy and limited searches. Our search 
aircraft are likewise free to perform other missions heretofore im
possible to accomplish. 

Aerostat will not replace our cutters and aircraft. However, it 
does allow us to use them much more effectively. 

Some trends in drug trafficking have been noticeable over the 
past few years. In calendar year 1982, the Coast Guard seized 174 
vessels carrying over 3.4 million pounds of marijuana. During 1983, 
our units seized 164 vessels carrying 2.3 million pounds. This drop 
in the amount seized has led to speculation that we have apparent
ly turned the corner on maritime narcotics smuggling. 

The drop noticed last year might be the result of a poor growing 
season which sharply limited production. These conditions did not 
recur this year, and indications are the present crop has returned 
to levels seen in the past. 

Recent seizure statistics confirm a resurgence in smuggling activ
ity. While the trend seems to be returning to the higher levels of 
seizures experienced in the past, it is still too early to draw firm 
conclusions. 

Weare also seeing two other trends which may signal further 
evolution and methods of smuggling. The use of secret compart
ments in mother ships has increased dramatically during the last 
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18 months but appears to have peaked out recently and may be de
clining. 

Perhaps our success in discovering them has convinced the smug
gling community the price of converting vessels and the resulting 
decrease in their cargo-carrying capacity is not worth the invest
ment. 

We have also noticed an increase in air drops where large trans
port aircraft drop bales to fast contact boats hovering in the waters 
off the western Bahamas. The speed and unpredictability of these 
operations make them extremely difficult to counter. 

Better intelligence remains the key to combating these methods 
of delivery and is an important factor in increasing our overall 
interdiction effectiveness. 

Our most critical need is timely and accurate information on the 
number, identity, location, and destination of vessels and aircraft 
bound for the United States carrying contraband. 

During the past year, improvements have been made in the col
lection, evaluation, and dissemination of intelligence. We have re
cently expanded Coast Guard intelligence activities by increasing 
our ability to process information from the Coast Guard, other Fed
eral agencies, and national intelligence community sources. 

We are also continuing our liaison with the law enforcement 
community's intelligence network. Only through the melding of all 
these available sources of intelligence can we efficiently identify, 
locate, track, and interdict smugglers. 

Part of our improvements in the intelligence area have come 
about due to our active participation in NNBIS-the National Nar
cotics Border Interdiction System-the Attorney General's orga
nized crime drug enforcement task forces also, and other ongoing 
initiatives, such as our current participation in NNBIS's Joint Sur
veillance Committee [JSC]. 

The JSC was formed to consider on an interagency basis the na
tional capability to provide surveillance and detection of inbound 
narcotics smugglers. The committee will also identify steps to be 
taken to improve capabilities, 

Yes, sir? 
Mr. ENGLISH. I hate to interrupt you, but we have a vote taking 

place. 
Admiral STABILE. I thought you might. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I'm sorry about that.. I'll be back. 
Admiral STABILE. It's quite all right, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank. you. 
[Recess taken.) 
Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral, I'm sorry for the inte!'ruption. Please con

tinue. 
Admiral STABILE. I was saying earlier, Mr. Chairman, that the 

proceedings this afternoon remind me of a typical day at Coast 
Guard headquarters; so I'm right at home. 

Talking about major initiatives, I'd like to go on to say, in addi
tion to the major ones that I just mentioned, we work and cooper
ate closely with the other Federal agencies on a continuing basis. 

Interdiction efforts cannot be focused in one or two agencies, 
since drug trafficking exploits all modes of transportation and pos-
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sesses vast numbers of resources within their vast crime organiza
tions. 

To combat the problem, coordinated efforts and active participa
tion at regular meetings among all the agencies are required to 
make effective use of all Federal law enforcement resources. 

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. I'll be happy to 
answer any question. 

[The prepared statement of Admiral Stabile follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF VICE ADMIRAL BENEDICT L. STABILE, VICE COMMANDANT, 
U.S. COAST GUARD 

G-OLE 
24 JUL 84 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am VADM Benedict L. Stabile, Vice 

Commandan~of the Coast Guard. It is a pleasure to appear before you today to 

provide an update on the Coast Guard's involvement in drug law enforcement. 

First, I would like to go briefly over some background on the nature of 

maritime drug trafficking, and at the same time present current trends that 

are being noted. Most maritime drug traffic destined for Florida, the 

Atlantic and Gulf Coast regions of the United States departs from South 

American or Caribbean staging areas. Marijuana from the Guajira Peninsula on 

the north coast of COlombia is the prime example. As seaborne smugglers 

proceed north, they normally pass through one of the four inter-island 

channels we call "choke points". It is in these areas that Coast Guard 

resources are most effectively employed. Smugglers successfully transiting 

these choke points head for the Bahamas, Florida or the Gulf Coast. Some 

vessels attempt to avoid the increased law enforcement pressure off Florida by 

transiting the Eastern Caribbean and offloading further north along the Mid

Atlantic or the New England seacoasts. There has also been some increase in 

drug smuggling on the West Coast, which could be a furtller reaction to 

increased enforcement pressure in the Caribbean. We have noted that as law 

enforcement pressure in the maritime region has increased, there·has been a 

shift to other modes and methods of transportation. There has been a decided 

increase in airdrop activity, the use of hidden compartments (compartments 

incorporated into the design of a ship for the express purpose of hiding 

contraband) end attempts by smugglers to circumnavigate our interdiction 

resources through counterintelligence and the use of their own surveillance 

aircraft. We believe these tactics confirm the fact we are having a 

noticeable effect on maritime smuggling because they make smuggling more 

difficult and expensive for the trafficker. The operational efforts to stem 

the overal~flow of drugs, therefore, have become increasingly dependent on 

the coordination of all law enforcement agencies' interdiction and 

intelligence gathering activities. 
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Coast Guard drug interdiction operations concentrate on large motherships 

which deliver contraband to smaller, faster contact boats well offshore. In 

addition to carrying large quantities of marijuana, our intelligence sources 

indicate that many carry quantities of hard drugs (primarily cocaine). 

However, we are seldom able to aeize these higher value, low volume, hard 

drugs because they are usually disposed of "over the side" prior to the at-sea 

boarding of the vessel. We have observed actions that confirm this. Analysis 

shows that while we must keep pressure on all facets of the maritime drug 

scenario, interdiction of motherships has the greatest potential for 

disrupting the maritime flow of drugs. In addition to removing other 

contraband (including hard drugs), one mothership seizure may remove as much 

marijuana from the market as would 10-20 contact boat seizures closer to 

shore. 

Since the mid 1970's the Coast Guard, in cooperation with local, state and 

other federal enforcement agencies, has increasingly employed its available 

resources in an attempt to stem the flow of drugs into the United States. 

Special operations were conducted specifically for narcotics intsrdiction, and 

as our experience grew, so did our success rate. The problem, however, 

continued to outpace efforts. 

In the early 80's, the Administration embarked on an aggressive campaign to 

reduce the availability and use of illicit drugs. A Feder~l Drug Strategy was 

developed to set national priorities, clarify agency responsibilities, and 

establish program goals and objectives for the prevention of drug abuse and 

drug tr~fficking. This strategy encompasses five interrelated programs: 

(1) international efforts to stop drugs as close to the source as 

possible, 

(2) domestic law enforcement, including drug interdiction, and health 

relsted activities, 

(3) detoxification tr3atment, 



(4) education and prevention, and 

(5) research. 
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The Coast Guard's role falls within the interdiction phase and is directed at 

illicit maritime traffic of controlled substances. 

During the past several years we have significantly increased the number of 

cutter patrol days devoted to drug interdiction. Our air operations have also 

been stepped up. In 1982 two large Coast Guard cutters were relocated to 

Florida from other regions of the United States to increase our ability to 

respond quickly to sightings and other intelligence. We now average about six 

of our larger cutters on patrol at all times in waters off the Southeastern 

United States and in the Caribbean. We have also reprogrammed some of our 

helicopter assets to make our flight-deck equipped cutters more effective and 

formed a Surface Effect Ship squedron of three vessels in Key West, which 

became fully operational in 1983. 

In 1982 Congress passed legislation clarifying statutory restrictions on the 

use of Department of Defense resources for law enforcement purposes. As a 

result, the Department of Defense now has greater freedom to support federal 

law enforcement agencies. DOD resources have been playing an important role 

in the federal drug interdiction program by providing surveillance and support 

services, such as using aircraft to search for smugglers and Navy ships to tow 

or escort vessels seized by the Coast Guard to the nearest.U. S. port. 

Additionally, Navy ships have been deploying with Coast Guard Tactical Law 

Enforcement Teams (TACLETS) or Law Enforcement Detachments (LEDETS) aboard. 

These teams and detachments conduct boardings of suspect vessels from their 

Navy hosts in the same manner as they do from Coast Guard vessels. To 

increase further the number of surface assets available for interdiction, the 

Coast Guard has been routinely deploying LEDET personnel on Navy Pegasus-class 

Hydrofoil Patrol Boats operating out of Key West. These hydrofoils are being-

used as "pouncer" vessels to interdict fast drug smuggling contact boats. As 

of the end of June the DOD has been involved in 23 vessel seizures. 
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New and more capable resources are becoming available to the Coast Guard. 

These resources will be brought to bear on the drug trafficking problem as 

quickly· as possible. Our air reconnaissance capability has increased 

considerablr with the receipt of 41 new twin-jet Falcon medium range search 

aircraft. The first of six AlBEYE systems for our Falcon aircraft has just 

started flight testing at the contractor's facility in Ontario, CA. This 

sensor package will greatly extend the Falcon's eearch and detection 

effectiveness in both daylight and darkness. New radars are being procured 

for our fixed wing aircraft. We will replace our fleet of HH-52 short range 

helicopters with the more capable HH-65 helicopters as they become 

operationally available. These new ship-deployable helicopters will markedly 

improve our at-sea surveillance capabilities because of their higher speed and 

modern sensors (including FLIR (Forward Looking Infra-Red)). Sixteen new 

patrol boats are being purchased to help our drug interdiction efforts in the 

Southeast United States and Caribbean. Some of our older cutters are being 

replaced with thirteen new 270 foot medium endurance "Bear" class cutters 

which are helo capable. The remaining fleet ~ill continue to be renovated, 

modernized, or replaced as necessary to insure they remain safe and 

productive. 

Our research and development program has been looking into other tOOls. For 

example, we are evaluating aerostat-borne radars. This technology consists of 

a small, 25,000 cubic foot balloon equipped with a surface. search radar 

tethered to a 194-foot offshore supply type vessel (support ship). The 

aero stat lifts the radar to a sufficient altitude to greatly increase its 

range. This aerostat platform is part of a coordinated operation, passing the 

surface target information it acquires to a command and control cutter for 

evaluation and deployment of other assigned units, both surface and air. The 

system recently completed an initial evaluation and is currently under an 

extended redeployment. 

The draft report on the initial phsse of this evaluation just arrived and is 

under review. The results of this test have been very promising. The 
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continuous large area radar coverage possible with this system can 

significantly enhance our law enforcement efforts. Our specific mission 

objective is to make better use of available resources by reducing the ship 

and aircraft time devoted to the search phase of the maritime interdiction 

process, thus freeing cuttera for contact intercept, identification, and 

boarding. During the initial aerostat evaluation, cutters and aircraft were 

accurately vectored to identify more targets of interest than has previously 

been possible. Prior to the aeroatat, our ability to search large areas was 

limited severely by the number of ships we could assign simultaneously to a 

given pass, or by the on-scene endurance of assigned search aircraft. 

Aerostat eases these constraints by providing a tool that easily searches hug~ 

areas for prolonged periods of time. Preliminsry test results show aerostats 

can be effectively used as force multipliers, allowing our ships to be used 

for target intercepts sud boardings, rather than for lengthy searches. Our 

search sircraft are likewise freed to perform other missions heretofore 

impossible to accomplish. As conceived, Aerostat will be used as part of a 

Mobile Interdiction Surveillance Team (~IST), which includes a helo equipped 

medium or high endurance cutter acting as Command and Control and at least one 

other chase craft. Aerostat will not replace our cutters and aircraft. 

However, it does allow us to use tnem much more effectively. 

Some trends in drug tra~!icking have been noticeable over the past few years. 

Ir Calend~r Year 1982 the Coast Guard seized 174 vessels carrying over 3.4M 

pc~<,ds 01 illarijuana. During 1983 our units seized 164 ves~els carrying 2.3M 

pounds of marijuana. T~i~ drop in the amount seized has led to speculation 

that we have apparently turned the corner on maritime narcotics smuggling. 

The drop noticed last year might be the result of a poor growing season which 

sharply limited production. These conditions did not recur this year, and 

indications are tha present crop has returned to levels seen in the past. 

Recent seizure statistics confirm a resurgence in smuggling activity. While 

the trend seems to be returning to the higher levels of seizures experienced 

in the past; it is still too early to draw firm conclusions. 
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We are al!o seeing two other trends which may signal further evolution in 

methods o~smuggling. The use of secret compartments in motherships had 

incrsased dramatically during the last 16 months but appears to have pealced 

out recen~y and may be declining. Perhaps our success in discovering them 

has conv~ced the smuggling community the price of converting vessels, and the 

resulting decrease in their cargo-carrying capacity, is not worth the 

investment. We heve also noticed an increase in airdrops whsre large 

transport aircraft drop bales to fast contact boats hovering in the waters of 

the Western Bahamas. The speed and unpredictability of theee operations make 

them extremely difficult to counter. 

Better intelligence remains the key to combating these methods of delivery and 

is an important factor in increasing our overall interdiction effectiveness. 

Our most critical need is timely and accurate information on the number, 

identity, location and destination of vessels and aircraft bound for the U.S. 

carrying contraband. During the past year improvements have been made in the 

collection, evaluation, and dissemination of intelligence. We have recently 

expanded Coast Guard intelligence activities by increasing our ability to 

process information from Coast Guard, other federa1 agencies, and national 

intelligence community sources. We are also continuing our liaison with the 

law enforcement community's intelligence network. Only through the melding of 

all these available sources of intelligence can we efficiently locate, track, 

identify and interdict smugglers. 

Along with expanding our intelligence collection programs, we have developed a 

etaff of trained personnel to exploit this information and ensure its timely 

flow to our operational commanders. We are establishing an intelligence 

coordination center here in Washington, D.C. to accomplish this. When fully 

operational, this center will maintain a 24-hour all-source intelligence watch 

to exploit all intelligence systems available to the Coast Guard. Although 

the ce~ter-!s still under construction, it is already producing intelligence 

products tailored to the needs of our operational commanders. Our Area 

Commanders' staffs have also been expanded by adding additional intelligence

trained personnel. These staffs in New York and San Francisco function as 
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clearingJ10uses that ensure the timely dissemination of information to our 

field co~nders as well ss to other law enforcement agencies. 

Part of ouJC improvements in the intelligence area have come about due to our 

active participation in the National Narcotics Border Interdiction System 

(NNBIS), the Attorney General's Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces 

(OCDETFs) and other ongoing initiatives. 

The Coast Guard has been involved since the very beginning of the OCDETF 

program. Our Chief of Operations is a member of the OCDETF Working Group, anj 

has participated in the decision-making processes which have defined the 

program. We have also provided agency coordinators to 11 of the existing 12 

task forces, and one of our officers will serve as Coast Guard agency 

coordinator for the Miami OCDETF when it forms later thie year. These agency 

coordinators vary in background and types of skills based on the specific 

needs expressed by the U. S. Attorneys heading each OCDETF. In addition to 

assisting in the investigation of the cases being targeted by the OCDETFs and 

coordinating requests for additional Coast Guard assistance, our coordinators 

have the opportunity to evaluate these cases for useful intelligence that, in 

turn, can generate additional interdictions. 

Our involvement in NNBIS likewise dates beck to the earliest days of the 

program. As I am sure you are aware, Secretary Dole is a member of the NNBIS 

Executive Board, and Admiral Gracey serves as a member of the Coordination 

Board. Three of the six NNBIS Regional Coordinators are Coast Guard officers 

who also command the Coast Guard District prim~rily involved. Additionally, 

the Director of the NNBIS Staff at the White House is a Coast Guard officer. 

We are very pleased with the results of NNBIS to date. It has provided us 

with a new forum for requesting assistance from other sources and agencies, 

and has also proven to be a valuable mechanism to facilitate the collection of 

intel~igen~ previously unavailable to us. 

We are currently participating in another major initiative. Under the NNBIS 

Coordination Board a Joint Surveillance Committee (JSC) has been formed to 
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consider~ on an interagency basis, the national capability to provide 

surveilla~ce and detection of inbound narcotics smugglers. The committee will 

also identify steps to be taken to improve capabilities·. To provide the 

necessary~nput, six working groups have been formed: 

Trafficking Patterns Group (Chaired by DEA) 

Detection Capabilities Group (Chaired by DOD) 

Deterrence Capabilities Group (Chaired by FAA) 

Reaction Capabilities Group (Chaired by Customs) 

Strategy and Reporting Group (Chaired by NNBIS) 

P-3A Evaluation Group (Chaired by Customs) 

In addition to these major initiatives, we work and cooperate closely with the 

other federal agencies on a continuous basis. Interdiction efforts cannot be 

focused in one or two agencies since drug traffickers exploit all modes of 

transportation and possess vast numbers of resources within their vast crime 

organizations. To combat the problem, coordinated efforts and active 

participation at regular meetings among all agencies are required to make 

effective use of all federal law enforcement resources. 

This concludes my prepared testimony, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy to anSWfr 

any questions you or the members of the committee may have. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Admiral. 
I've noticed that your responsibilities are primarily focused on 

surface threat. Do you have a threat assessment, and, if so, who de
veloped that threat assessment for you? 

Admiral STABILE. On the surface mode? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Yes. 
Admiral STABILE. That comes from a variety of sources. Current

ly, I would have to say the dominant influence on that is a mixture 
of our newly enlarged inhouse intelligence groups, both at head
quarters and the area offices in New York and San Francisco, and 
perhaps even more importantly, through NNBIS, the six NNBIS 
networks that have been set up around the country. 

But it is an amalgam of those units who draw, as I said earlier in 
my statement, on information from a wide variety of sources. 

Mr. ENGLISH. How often is that threat assessment updated, and 
who is provided copies of the document? 

Admiral STABILE. To the best of my knowledge, the assessments 
that we make are more or less continuous. I don't know that we 
have a single document that we produce. Perhaps Admiral Thomp
son or Admiral Venzke would know. 

Is that correct? 
Admiral VENZKE. That's correct. We have national narcotics 

interdiction-figures that come out every year, and also based upon 
intelligence that we receive from DEA, for example, and Customs. 
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Admiral STABILE. But is that correct, though, that we don't make 
periodically-say, quarterly-a formalized threat assessment? 

Admiral VE!'l"ZKE. No. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. Concerning the intelligence coordination with 

NNBIS centers, what is your view on the issue of DEA's continuing 
refusal to permit terminals for its NADDIS intelligence systems in 
the NNBIS offices? 

Admiral STABILE. I'm sorry, I missed the last part-to refuse to? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Yes-refusal to permit terminals for its NADDIS 

intelligence system in the NNBIS offices. 
Admiral STABILE. Admiral Thompson, could you help me there? 

I'm not aware of that being a problem. 
Admiral THOMPSON. Mr. Chairman, when I left the coordinator's 

role in the southeast NNBIS region, we had not had a NADDIS ter
minal available to us. So we were accessing EPIC telephonically. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is that having an impact? Would it be helpful if 
that NADDIS system was in those centers? 

Admiral THOMPSON. In my judgment, it would be helpful. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Is it detrimental to you that they are not? 
Admiral THOMPSON. Well, I think as the volume increases in 

terms of increased intelligence and accessing EPIC, in my judg
ment, it would be helpful to have it. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral, could you describe joint operations which 
are typically conducted between the Coast Guard and Customs, and 
could you give some examples of that? 

Admiral STABILE. I can probably give you some that are a little 
stale. Here again, I would invite Admiral Thompson to bring us up 
to date, since he just came from an area where there is heavy in
volvement. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Any of those that would be before this year, could 
you give approximate-roughly the dates, at least the years in 
which they occurred? In other words, I'd like anything that you 
have in 1984. If anything is previous to 1984, why, please identify 
whether it was 1983, 1982, or what. 

Admiral STABILE. On specific incidents, I'm afraid I'd have to 
provide that for the record, Mr. Chairman, but I don't know if Ad
miral Thompson can--

Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Thompson, do you know of some exam
ples? 

Admiral THOMPSO!'l". I'd have to ask you to repeat the question, so 
I can address it. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, what I was looking for was an example of 
joint operations where you have had coordination and cooperation 
between Customs and Coast Guard-any type of joint operations 
that have taken place. 

Admiral THOMPSON. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Could you give us some examples for, say, 1984? 
Admiral THOMPSON. I'm aware of a number of joint operations 

that were really orchestrated through the NNBIS coordination 
functions, and they were primarily maritime, but where we used 
Customs' air assets and C0ast Guard surface resources, and they 
ranged from a concentrated blockade type along the east coast and 
the west coast of Florida to operations down off Puerto Rico, they 



501 

were occurring quite frequently. There were usually names associ
ated with them-Operation Opstop and things like that. 

I could get a more comprehensive list and submit it, if you wish. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Yes, we would appreciate your submitting that for 

the record. 
[The information follows:] 



502 

The following is a listing of Southeast U. S. joint operations between USCG 
and USCS aviation and marine units since the National Narcotics Border 
Interdiction Systenl (NllBIS) vas estsblished: 

~ 

19-24 JUN 83 

20-28 JUL 83 

13-16 AUG 83 

11-14 SEP 83 

2-9 OCT 83 

24-31 OCT 83 

24 OCT-26 NOV 83 

1-13 NOV 83 

1-9 DEC 83 

6-15 DEC 83 

13-22 JAN 84 

1-17 FEB 84 

8-13 MAR 84-

6-16 ~1AR 84-

18-30 APR 84 

11-17 MAY 84-

16-28 JUN 84-

29 JUN-9 JUL 84 

1-10 JUL 84-

OPERATION: 

Nl'IBIS OPS 

NNBIS OPS 

NNBIS OPS 

NNBIS OPS 

NNBIS OPS 

NNBIS OPS 

GOLD PALM 

NNBIS OPS 

TARHEEL 

DEWDROP 

NNBIS OPS 

NNBIS OPS 

NNBIS OPS 

FIRST LIGHT 

NNBIS OPS 

NNBIS OPS 

NNBIS OPS 

QUICK STOP 

NNBIS Ops 

DESCRIPTION: 

Air/marine interdiction; Southeast U. S. 

Air interdiction; central and east 
Gulf of Mexico. 

Air interdiction; Puerto Rico and 
Virgin Islands. 

Air interdiction; Puerto Rico and 
Virgin Islands. 

Air interdiction; Florida west coaet. 

Coastal and herbor interdiction; 
Chesapeake Bay and Virginia ehore. 

Air interdiction; Puerto Rico "nd 
Virgin Islands. 

Air interdiction; Florida and Bahamas. 

Air interdiction; East Coast £rom 
Virginia to Georgia. 

Airdrop interdiction in S. Florida. 

Air interdiction; Florida west coast. 

Air interdiction; Florida northeast coaet. 

Air interdiction; Puerto Rico and 
Virgin Islands. 

Air/marine interdiction; Florida east coast. 

Air interdiction; Florida west coast. 

Air/marine interdiction; West Bahamas. 

Air/marine interdiction; East Coast from 
North Carolina to Georgia. 

Marine interdiction; Florida Straits. 

Air/marine interdiction; West Bahamas. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. I also understand that there is a lookout system for 
drug smugglers' ships in EPIC. Do you consider that information to 
be valuable in allowing you to employ your cutter resources in the 
right place at the right time to improve the probability of interdic
tion? 

Admiral STABILE. The information, certainly when I spent 3 
years down in Miami, was quite valuable. The lists that were pro
vided, which we also inputted to, were very, very useful in identify
ing the people or the vessels-the boats and the ships-that we 
spotted on patrol. 

We would get what we call "hits" from the EPIC lists that were 
quite useful to us, and I presume they continue to be useful. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Does that allow you to employ those assets at the 
right place at the right time? 

Admiral STABILE. I don't think the lookout lists, in and of them
selves, do, but other intelligence--

Mr. ENGLISH. What you are doing is steaming around out there, 
and if you spot somebody, well, then you can see if he happens to 
be on the lookout list, but it doesn't tell you wLere ~e is likely to 
be-where a suspect is likely to be and at what time he is likely to 
be there? 

Admir'll STABILE. That would be separate intelligence, which 
mayor may not be available through that system. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Do you get any of that type of intelligence from 
EPIC at all? 

Admiral STABILE. Do we now? 
Admiral THOMPSON. We did. Generally, it was on a regionalized 

basis, and then the information would be further developed by the 
local intelligence center. Again, I'm referring to NNBIS. But it was 
not predictive in a really general sense. 

If somebody put information into EPIC which then suggested 
that there should be a certain response in a given geographic area, 
that information would come to the NNBIS center. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So you didn't have any tactical intelligence-any 
routine tactical intelligence coming from EPIC; is that correct? 

Admiral THOMPSON. Well, there were estimates and generalized 
projections about the flow and shifts in the chokepoints and 
changes in the air patterns-those kinds of things. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That would be strategic, though, would it not? That 
wouldn't be tactical. 

Admiral STABILE. I think so, yes. 
Admiral THOMPSON. I think you are correct. It probably was 

more generally strategic than tactical. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Does the Coast Guard have on its cutters means to 

detect airborne targets as well as surface targets? 
Admiral STABILE. We have on our high endurance cutters, the 

378's, we have air search radars, but we do not have air search 
radars on any other cutters. 

We are currently looking-shopping around for portable equip
ments, you might say, that we might deploy on our other cutters. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I believe you have been testing a ship-mounted aer
ostat system, and I think, as you stated, they had pretty good re
sults from that. Would you, please, more fully describe the system 
and the experiences that you have had with it? 
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Admiral STABILE. Basically it's a takeoff on the Cudjoe Key oper
ation down in the Florida Keys. It's a ballo011-mounted surface 
search radar, which, by virtue of its increased altitude as compared 
to a radar that you could put on the mast of a ship, gives you a 
wider range of detection by looking at the horizon from a higher 
point. 

The information is fed to the vessel to which it is tethered. That 
vessel has mobility-it can move around-and the information is 
analyzed and then passed to whatever pounceI' craft or aircraft 
may be involved in the area. 

Obviously, all I can tell you is that you have a radar target going 
in a particular direction and an approximate speed at a given time. 
It will not tell you ne 'essarily what kind of a contact it is. So it 
still relies on some che..:k, either by aircraft or other vessel, to de
termine the character of the target. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It does identify, though, the altitude that aircraft is 
flying and the speed that it is flying, does it not? 

Admiral STABILE. Oh, I'm sorry. This is primarily a surface 
device. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Excuse me. As far as the air, dues it give you that? 
Admiral STA::iiLE. Some low flyers would be detected by this 

radar, but it is not designed primarily for that purpose. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Up to what height would they be detected? 
Admiral STABILE. It would depend on the range, but I would 

think anything that was flying-what?-500 to 1,000 feet would be 
susceptible to detection, but it is not enhanced for that purpose. 
Such devices could be built, but the one we have is not doing that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. It is my understanding that the system could 
provide that information; it could be built into the system. Is that 
your understanding also? 

Admiral STABILE. I believe-the technology is there, I'm sure. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Do you have a communications capability to pass 

the information on to NNBIS or to the appropriate Customs air 
support branch? 

Admiral STABILE. Yes, sir; our comms capability is very good. We 
are not communications limited, except that we have for a long 
time been wanting to make our communications more secure. We 
are working very diligently to provide secure communications to 
our law enforcement assets. We are installing equipments whereby 
we can talk to one another without being deciphered. 

Mr. ENGLISH. As I understand it, as far as your ships, they have 
that capability now, do they not? 

Admiral STABILE. Depending on which ship. Some ships do, and 
some don't. But before too long, all of our law enforcement assets 
will have a secure comms capability. 

Mr. ENGLISH. If you had a balloon radar system, like we have 
been talking about here, in the Windward Passage, for example, 
with a radar that could also detect the air targets, would it be safe 
to assume that the detection range for the air target would be sig
nificantly greater than that expected for the surface targets? 

Admiral STABILE. I am not sure of the answer to that, sir. We 
can get it for you. I don't know. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. It is my understanding that it probably would 
be a greater range than it would--
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Admiral STABILE. Could be. 
Mr. ENGLISH [continuing]. Even for the surface targets. 
[The information follows:] 



506 

Ship Tethered Aerostat Radar System (STARS) 

Air and Surface Search Expected Range Comparison: 

In addition to the obvious factors such as weather, sea state, radar power and 

sensitivity, and cross-sectional area of the target, there are several other 

factors that have an effect on the maximum radar range expected from a 

tethered aerostat mounted radar system. The range generally increases with 

the height of the radar antenna and the target, within the limits of maximum 

signal strength. However, in addition to the speoific characteristics of the 

radar, trade-offs are made to the configuration and characteristics of the 

antenna to make radar systems better for specific purposes. Additionally, the 

mounting of the antenna under the balloon, as in the proposed STARS 

configuration, limits its capability to detect aircraft at a higher altitude 

than that of the balloon. 

The radar systems proposed for STARS are still under study and the best 

configuration for optimal use against air and surface targets have yet to be 

determined. Therefore, it would be far too premature to make any comparison 

of air and surface search ranges. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. It would seem to me, if that is the case, that you 
could more effectively block the surface chokepoints. You would 
then have a higher probability of a drug smuggler trying to overfly 
that particular location and then coming in with even more in
creased activity and airdrops or landing in the Bahamas, for in
stance, down there in the Caribbean area. 

Could you comment on that? Would you agree with that assess
ment? 

Maybe Admiral Thompson would be the one. He has had a lot of 
experience down there. 

Admiral STABILE. He does, but I've been saying right along here, 
it is a bit like a floating crap game, and we have to constantly 
change our tactics and increase the number of tricks in our bag, 
because as soon as one type of system is in place in an area and its 
capabilities are known, the other side will devise ways to get 
around it, so I'm sure what you suggest is true. 

Do you want to elaborate on that? -
Admiral THOMPSON. Only to observe that if we were able to pick 

up low flyers with an enhanced radar, we wonld only be able to 
register those as potential targets. Then we would need an inter
cept, or sorting out capability, or a way of handing off that target 
when we lose it from our limited range scope to another scope, or 
some tracking device, to bring it further on up from the choke 
points to where you could, you know, get into the air interdiction 
aspect of it. 

Certainly it would increase the intelligence and the information 
beyond what we have now. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I think that's exactly the point. It would signifi
cantly increase the information that we have beyond what we have 
now, and it would still be a job then to intercept and to determine 
then whether that is indeed a smuggler. 

But it would not be that difficult to determine profiles, and that 
would be the manner in which you would identify the targets, 
would it not? In other words, if you have an aircraft coming 
through the Windward Passage at 1,000 feet, say. 

Admiral THOMPSON. He may be legitimate. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And he is not on a flight plan and doesn't have a 

transponder going, why, you would have a pretty good idea that 
was a fellow you would want to look at? 

Admiral THOMPSON. He would be a suspect. 
Mr. ENGLISH. He would be a high priority suspect, wouldn't he? 
Admiral THOMPSON. Well, there is a lot of flying through the 

Caribbean, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I realize that, but not many of them without 

transponders and without flight plans and flying at 1,000 feet in 
that area. 

Admiral THOMPSON. More than we would like to see, but definite
ly he would be a suspect. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I would also ask, Admiral, that the test results of 
the balloon system be made a part of the record, if you would, 
please. 

[Final Report: Proof-of-Concept Evaluation of an Aerostat-Based 
Marine Interdiction and Surveillance Team of July 1984 was sub
mitted. The report is retained in subcommittee files.] 

43-045 0-85--17 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Lewis. 
Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Admiral Stabile, on page 5 of your testimony, you mention new 

Falcon aircraft. What is the mission of this new type of an aircraft? 
Admiral STABILE. The Falcon is, as is the case with all of our air

craft, a multimission search and rescue law enforcement vehicle. 
Mr. LEWIS. Is it used for detection of surface craft and detection 

for interception of other aircraft coming in the passages? 
Admiral STABILE. Not so much intercept of aircraft. I don't be

lieve it's had any significant utility in that regard except in SAR 
cases, where someone has lost an engine, we will go out and escort 
them in on the remaining engine. We would also stand by in the 
event of a ditch, drop a raft, or whatever is needed to them, and fix 
the position for surface assets to provide assistance. 

Mr. LEWIS. Will these additional aircraft give you better alloca
tions throughout the various sections of the country? And, are you 
going to concentrate more on the Caribbean and gulf? 

Admiral STABILE. Well, we have increased the air assets in the 
southeast. We have added, for example, two of these Falcon jets to 
Puerto Rico. We had no fixed-wing assets there before at all, just 
helicopters. And we have, I believe it is, six Falcons at Miami Air. 
We have added additional helicopters to the southeast also. 

Mr. LEWIS. I see. 
Now do these type of aircraft work in conjunction with the 

module concept that Commissioner von Raab brought out today 
with the Customs Service? Do you assign aircraft to work with 
him? 

Admiral STABILE. They could be, but I don't know if they have 
been. 

Admiral Thompson, would you answer that? 
Admiral THOMPSON. When there are scheduled operations-com

bined agency operations-and there are frequently those down 
there-then the Falcon will be used along with our C-130 aircraft, 
helicopters, whatever we have, to provide any airborne surveillance 
we can to the maritime surface units-Florida Marine Patrol, Cus
toms, Coast Guard, whoever is out on the water. So we do work 
that system. 

Mr. LEWIS. I see. 
On page 7 of your prepared statement, Admiral Stabile, you 

mention the establishment of an intelligence coordination center 
here in Washington. Can I conclude that this is intended to serve 
all Coast Guard operations, not just drug interdiction, or is it just 
for drug interdiction? 

Admiral STABILE. It is for Coast Guard operations, and it is pri
marily designed to, at this level, look at the broad spectrum of in
telligence to interface with the intelligence community and to do 
analyses, not so much on the tactical level. But I would like my 
chief of operations to describe that for you. 

Admiral VENZKE. Sir, as Admiral Stabile mentioned, this will be 
a multimission type of intelligence center. It will be placed in oper
ation at Coast Guard headquarters in October. It will plug us into 
the various intelligence organizations around Washington, will pull 
the intelligence in, analyze it, and in some cases will be providing 
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tactical intelligence to the operating units. But this will fill a void 
that in Coast Guard operations has existed for very many years. 

Mr. LEWIS. Thank you for that information. 
Admiral Stabile, I'm sorry I was mispronouncing your name. 
Admiral STABILE. You should hear the way it is pronounced 

sometimes. 
Mr. LEWIS. Do you feel that you have sufficient resources? Is 

Congress supplying you with sufficient funding to purchase suffi
cient equipment and keep the proper personnel on station to oper
ate a good Drug Interdiction Program in the Southeast as well as 
the remainder of the country? 

Admiral STABILE. That's always a very tempting question to 
want to leap at, as you know. 

I think we have to be grateful both to the administration and the 
Congress for having supplied the upgraded assets that we do have 
and we are getting. . 

To say that we have enough-I really don't know how to answer 
that. I can tell you that we have more than we had before, and we 
have better than we had before. I think as the new assets and the 
upgraded ones come on line-the new systems, such as AIREYE; 
the HH-65 helicopters, which we haven't received yet; the 270's 
with their helo platforms replacing ships without them-all of 
these things, and the aerostat, will be increasing our capability to 
do a better job. Whether or not it will be enough only time will 
tell. 

I think we need to digest the increments of improvements that 
we are making, and we also have to get smarter in how we use 
them. We have a ways to go on that. We have a ways to go on co
ordination yet and in getting the maximum out of other agencies. 
The other agencies, such as DOD, are increasingly helping us and 
learning, and we are training them in what to look for. 

Whether or not it is enough, it's too early to tell. We are doing 
better, and we have a lot of good, new hardware coming on line. 
Thank you very much, the Congress, for helping us in that regard. 

Mr. LEWIS. Well, thank you, Admiral. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That's all the questions I have. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kleczka? 
Mr. KLECZKA. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral, in past Coast Guard testimony I've seen 

estimates that as many as 12 Coast Guard cutters would be neces
sary in the Yucatan Passage to provide an effective interdiction 
rate. Is that correct? 

Admiral STABILE. With that many, we could do more than we 
are, but I'm not sure that we are at the point where we would say 
that that would be the best investment of our resources. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I didn't ask you that, Admiral. I was asking 
if that's what would be necessary-it would take that many for an 
effective interdiction rate in the Yucatan Passage. 

Admiral STABILE. Does anybody want to field 12? That's so much 
more than we've had down there. We would be able to do more. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I need to know how much it is going to take to do 
the job; that's the question. 

Admiral STABILE. Someone yet has to define the limits of the job. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Say 80 percent. 
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Admiral STABILE. Eighty percent in the Yucatan? I think we 
have figures that would show the probability of stopping it in the 
Yucatan. I don't recall whether it would take 12 vessels. We can 
provide you with that number. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is that pretty much in the ballpark? Is 12 vessels 
pretty much in the ballpark? 

Admiral STABILE. I can't remember whether it was eight. We did 
do a study on that. 

Admiral Venzke, would you like to address that? 
Admiral VENZKE. Mr. Chairman, we did analyze the effectiveness 

of barrier patrols in the chokepoint, and it takes perhaps, :if I recol
lect correctly, four ships on barrier patrol, and that's assuming per
haps a 10-knot vessel coming through, in order to detect it-have a 
high percentage of effectiveness on detecting it. I believe that's per
haps the point you were asking. 

If that were the case, and you did have 4 vessels on station, you 
would have to have basically 12 ships, because there's 3 for 1. In 
order to keep one ship on station, as you know, it takes about three 
ships. 

If you deploy your vessels that way-of course, if you are using 
aerostat, that would change the bidding completely. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, that's the next question. You are anticipating 
where I'm heading on that. 

With the aerostat system assigned to the Yucatan, what would 
be your estimate as to the number of cutters that would be needed? 

Admiral VENZKE. Sir, basically, in order to get a better than 90 
percent coverage, one aerostat of the type that we are using at the 
pr.esent time is equivalent to three of our medium endurance cut
ters. So you are one plus to actually cover the entire Yucatan. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So I would assume that would mean that in order 
to give the same coverage that you'd have with those 12 cutters, 
you could do it with 3 or 4 if you had aerostats on. 

Admiral VENZKE. Sir, with the aerostat, of course, that is only 
good for detection of vessels. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That's what we are talking about-detection of ves
sels. 

Admiral VENZKE. And you need some chase vessels to go out and 
check out aircraft-perhaps shipboard helicopters, or in any event, 
some kind of chase vessels to go out and investigate the contacts 
that you have detected with your aerostat, because the aerostat 
will not tell you, as you know, what type of ship you have. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I realize that, but we were talking about that 
before with those 12. That's what you are doing with the 12, isn't 
it? Aren't you detecting people, or are you using those three that 
you were going to have out there-were they going to go out and 
chase as well as detect? Is that what you are having them do? 

Admiral VENZKE. Sir, backing up to the 12, there are 4 ships on 
station. Once you detect a vessel with one of those vessels, he is 
pulled out of line, and he is not able to detect effectively any more. 

Mr. ENGLISH. All right. So you don't have detection then. So you 
would rearrange, is basically what you would do. If you had the 
aerostats, you'd want one aerostat on station, and then you would 
need another vessel to chase; right? 
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Admiral VENZKE. You would need a couple of vessels to check, 
perhaps; one or two vessels; yes, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But as far as the coverage on detection-being able 
to detect them over this period of time, you could, in effect, with 
those 3 aerostats on cutters-3 to 4 aerostats on cutters-you could 
do the same work that you would do on detection with the 12; 
right? 

Admiral VENZKE. Sir, I'm not sure I understand the question. 
Are you talking about three aerostats in the Yucatan? 

Mr. ENGLISH. I'm talking about one in the Yucatan and-
Admiral VENZKE. And one on station; oh, yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You just rotate your ships, don't you? 
Admiral VENZKE. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And you couldn't rotate that aerostat off-
Admiral VENZKE. It's the same thing; yes, sir; that's correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. So, in effect, 3 to 4 cutters with aerostats on 

them could do the same work as those 12 cutters, as far as detec
tion is concerned? 

Admiral VENZKE. Not quite, but almost. It would take one-plus 
aerostats to be equivalent to three ships on station, because one 
aerostat will not cover the entire Yucatan. 

Admiral STABILE. The other thing, Mr. Chairman, is that the 
work we have done so far employs an offshore supply vessel that 
does nothing but sustain the aerostat. It is not a law enforcement 
vessel in and of itself. 

We have yet to get to the point where we could put an aerostat 
on a Coast Guard vessel. It's possible; it would have to be explored. 
We would have to see what the impact would be on other Coast 
Guard operations. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Yes, but you have been experimenting up until this 
point, have you not? 

Admiral STABILE. Yes, but with a leased offshore vessel. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All right. 
Admiral STABILE. I just want to make that point that when we 

talk Coast Guard cutters, it's different from the aerostat vehicle. 
Mr. ENGLISH. The point I'm getting to-and we'll kind of cut 

through it all here, Admiral, and you know where I'm going, and I 
want you to respond to that-it would appear to me, this being the 
case, that you are substantially reducing the number of ships that 
would be necessary to give you roughly this type of coverage in the 
Yucatan. You are going to be able to give roughly the same 
amount of detection coverage with a whole lot less ships. 

Admiral STABILE. We think so. As I say, it looks promising. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And if that is the case, then what you are talking 

about is substantial savings jn money and ships. 
Admiral STABILE. Yes, compared to trying to do it full blown 

with ships only; yes, that's correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So I guess then the real decision is whether we 

want to move in this direction with substantial savings or whether 
we want to do nothing, and there is no way you have the resources 
to put 12 ships down in the Yucatan now, do you? 

Admiral STABILE. I would say that's correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So it's a question-if we are really serious about 

dealing with this problem and doing something about it, about the 
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only answer that is left is to move in this direction, whether it's 
with this detection system or another type of detection system 
along these same lines. Is that correct? 

Admiral STABILE. Yes, sir. It's certainly a very promising system, 
as I said. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Given this fact and your past answers with regard 
to the aerostat system's potential, and the results of your 6-months 
evaluation, what is the Coast Guard's plan for procurement of this 
or some similar system? 

Admiral STABILE. We haven't resolved that yet. The evaluation is 
not complete. We have renegotiated a package to extend the oper
ation of the existing unit. We are exploring the costs for x number 
of systems. Weare looking at the effectiveness of the particular 
equipment that we have. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is it an OMB problem, just to again cut through it? 
Is that what your trouble is? 

Admiral STABILE. No, sir, I don't think so at this point. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Are you telling me that you are not satisfied with 

the tests that you have run and that the 6-month tests have not 
provided you the information that you wanted? 

Admiral STABILE. No, sir. I am saying that our evaluation is in 
its final stages and should be completed, I think, in August. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So it will be completed in the next few days then? 
Admiral STABILE. It should be--
Mr. ENGLISH. This month. I guess we are in August now. 
Admiral STABILE. Our assessment should be completed this 

month. 
What I was alluding to is that there are potential improvements 

to the particular product that have to be looked at also. There 
could be a better radar. There could be a radar that could pick up 
aircraft. We might require a different frequency or wavelength 
radar-that kind of thing. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I'll tell you what I think, Admiral. It seeems 
to me when we get off and start talking about "could be's" and 
"may be's" and "whatever's," I start kind of getting squirmy up 
here on those kinds of deals, because it starts sounding to me like 
this is a stall. 

The question I've got in my mind now is, what are you doing 
about those "could be's" and "may be's"? Are you indeed going out 
and talking to the suppliers and finding out whether there are any 
other radar systems that would do a better job, whether the par
ticular supplier of this aerostat-whether it can be modified to do 
these other--

Admiral STABILE. We are doing all of the above; yes, sir; and we 
are also developing resource change proposals to acquire additional 
systems. 

What I'm saying to you is that I don't know that our ultimate 
system lNilI be the one that we now have. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, the question--
Admiral STABILE. Excuse me. The ultimate solution which the 

Commandant will decide may be to request three, four, or five of 
the existing while we look for the better one. I'm telling you I don't 
have the answer right now. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I guess the question before you can even take 
those steps-first of all, you have got to decide to go with this con
cept, and I guess the thing that I-maybe I misunderstood you, but 
the impression I was getting is that that is where we are into con
siderations of system enhancement before we ever get to imple
ment the concept. 

Admiral STABILE. No, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Has the Coast Guard and the Commandant com

mitted himself to this concept? 
Admiral STABILE. We think it is a very valuable tool, and I don't 

know yet the extent to which we will apply the tool, how many sys
tems, or what the ultimate configuration will be. That's all I can 
tell you right now. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I guess then it comes down to the question of 
what else are you going to do? 

Admiral STABILE. How do you mean, sir? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, here you have got this system. We just kind 

of went through what we hope--
Admiral STABILE. We will be asking for funds for an increment 

in the system. I just can't tell you how many or what the ultimate 
system will be-whether we will go for the model A or we shoot for 
model B or model C, two or three of each; I don't know that yet. I 
just can't answer the question today. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I can understand that, and I think that makes 
sense. The question I'm trying to frnd out is whether the Coast 
Guard is convinced--

Admiral STABILE. We are not dragging our feet on the system, 
sir, if that's what you are worried about. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That's what I'm worried about. 
Admiral STABILE. No, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And the question is whether you have committed 

yourselves to the concept and it's a question now of which piece of 
hardware we put together that gives us the greatest amount of ca
pability. Is that what you are telling me? 

Admiral STABILE. He's telling me it's a great idea. Sure, it's a 
great idea. We are not denying that. I just can't be specific, sir, in 
terms of timetable, and numbers, and model. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We'd be very interested, whenever you get that 
August report-we'd be very interested in having a copy of that. 

Admiral STABILE. You know we have to do that for the budget 
process. We absorbed the cases of the one we have, so we do have 
SOlne problems there. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, we'd like to have it just hot off the press. 
Given the additional resources, Admiral, that have been identi

fied and introduced in the war on drugs-we talked this morning 
about the P-3's, and hopefully there will be five more joining the 
one that we already have. Of course, it has both air and surface 
capabilities. 

We have three large aerostat systems, or at least two in place 
now, and hopefully there will be one more. That will give us a 
3,600-square-mile lookdown coverage over the Florida and the Ba
hamas area. 
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We have the aerostat system that you have been working with to 
cover the choke points, and then 18 additional Customs interceptor 
aircraft that have been authorized. 

Also, hopefully we will have communications and air support for 
the Bahamian Government; increased and improved intelligence ef
forts; better coordination; coordinated use of AWACS and E-2C 
support; provisions for state-of-the-art helicopters for the Customs 
Service. 

One would assume, after going through all this list, that we 
would see a substantial improvement in the interdiction rate. 
Would you agree with that? 

Admiral STABILE. I would certainly hope so; yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Do you expect it? 
Admiral STABILE. Yes. 
If I may put a qualifier, in our own area of participation, I like to 

talk in terms of route denial. I can't guarantee that somebody 
won't use some other method to get drugs through. So our ability 
to forecast is based on the ability to deny certain routes with a cer
tain degree of probability. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. Let me question a little on that, too. I think 
that's a good point. It's one that we need to look at. 

Would you agree that the drug smugglers have been using, up 
until recently, the routes that they find to be the most convenient, 
the ones that are easiest for them to travel, the ones where they 
are less likely to be detected? 

In other words, these are the ones where we focused our atten
tion. The easiest route has been, up until a couple of years ago, just 
fly from Colombia, straight through the Windward Passage, right 
into Florida; you land on a dirt road someplace, you unload, and 
that's it. 

Now it's getting more complicated. It's a little more difficult. You 
have got air drops, and smugglers have got to find their boats 
among all those other boats out there waiting for their air drops, 
too. You've got all these little islands out there to land at, and you 
can unload, you know, on your boat. It gets more complicated now; 
it's more cumbersome, more expensive, and more difficult. 

So the more of these routes that we cut off, would it not be cor
rect to say that we are complicating significantly the job and role 
that the drug smugglers have to play? 

Admiral STABILE. Absolutely. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It's slowly getting where smuggling is not for the 

fellow that's just looking for a little easy money on the weekend to 
take a quick run down to Florida-or down to Colombia, if he hap
pens to have a pilot's license. 

By that simple fact, are we not reducing probably the number of 
people who are involved in this business? Namely, aren't we nar
rowing it down now to the real pros? The more pressure we bring 
on, the more likely you are going to have the real professional type 
involved? 

Admiral STABILE. Yes, sir. I'm glad you mentioned that, because 
frequently the detractors of the program say, "Well, your seizures 
are down; therefore, you're not doing as well." I think that's a bad 
measure. 
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I only brought up the route denial, because if we were to be 100 
percent effective, any smart person would stop shipping across the 
water. That doesn't mean we are ineffective, if we don't nab any
body. We are very effective in denying the route. So I think the 
measure on the part of our detractors is somewhat misguided. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I have a tendency to agree with you, but I 
would very quickly add, though, I think that you have to judge that 
success based on availability, price, and purity. 

Admiral STABILE. The overall success; you are correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That's what is going to really determine our suc

cess. So I think even if seizures are up, if availability is also up, 
and price is down, and purity is up, then it probably means that we 
are not doing very well. So I think it is misleading. 

Admiral STABILE. You have to look at the total system; you are 
correct. 

The other point I wanted to make was that when I was in Miami, 
I got an impassioned letter-an impassioned plea from a member 
of a community, and she probably wrote to other Federal people 
also, and said: 

Please help. Our community is going completely bad. Everyone down here is get
ting into the drug trade, and if you don't do something, my husband probably will. 

I think one of the things we have accomplished is, as you have 
suggested, we are keeping a lot of the honest people honest. I think 
we have helped in that area, and it is sometimes overlooked. It is 
very difficult to put a dollar value on. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That's a good point. 
One of the staff members just whispered to me-and I think it is 

a good point as well-that this is what we call deterrence. So you 
are having a real deterrent impact. 

Admiral STABILE. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. We recently read in the press about Sandinista and 

KGB involvement in drug smuggling efforts to finance Nicaraguan 
military activities in Central America. Has the Coast Guard, in its 
interdiction activities, seen any evidence on the surface to point 
that out? 

Admiral STABILE. Not that I'm aware of, Mr. Chairman, but I 
will ask my associates here if they have. 

My Chief of Operations says no, and he is closest to the general 
intelligence. 

Admiral Thompson? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral 'l'hompson, do you know anything on that 

area? 
Admiral THOMPSON. Not that I'd want to talk about in an unclas-

sified session. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, do you--
Admiral THOMPSON. There have been some suggestions. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, I know, but do you have any hard evidence to 

indicate that? 
Admiral THOMPSON. Not in my hip pocket; no, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. SO you don't have any hard evidence. You just 

heard-this was unsubstantiated rumor type stuff? 
Admiral THOMPSON. I've been to intelligence briefings where in

formation was available on that, but no--
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Mr. ENGLISH. I'm not asking for the specific information. 
Admiral THOMPSON. Not within the Coast Guard. I would think 

that intelligence is available in the intelligence community. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Yes; I guess the point I'm trying to make here-I'm 

not asking you for the information; I'm just asking you if you have 
hard evidence. Can you tell me that much or not? 

Admiral THOMPSON. I can tell you that in my NNBIS role, I saw 
support by island countries in terms of trafficking. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, we want to visit with you about that a little 
later, if we can. We will do that when we are not in public session. 

Mr. Lewis, do you have any questions? 
Mr. LEWIS. One, Mr. Chairman, for Admiral Stabile. 
The chairman was bringing up about the works and the oper

ations in the Yucatan and how well we are doing. I'm wondering if 
you have noticed, or anyone in the services has noticed, just what 
the drug traffickers are doing. 

We are getting better. We are supplying better assets, more 
equipment, while, at the same time, they have to combat what you 
are doing to a great extent if they want to stay in business over the 
long haul. We are getting rid of the weekend drug trafficker and 
pilot, but we still have a hard core operation. 

Have you seen any evidence of radar jamming and frequency 
jamming or counterintelligence operations from the drug traffick
ers? I'm sure that they must, to some extent. 

Admiral STABJLE. I am aware that there is a broad spectrum of 
counterintelligence going on. I was aware, when I was in Florida
for example, spotter planes would come out and fmd out where our 
Coast Guard cutters were, and a Coast Guard cutter is very easy to 
detect, as you know, with that orange stripe. 

I'm sure there are people who are watching when our aircraft 
take off, when our boats leave the slip, and so forth. 

In the electronics area, there's evidence that there is some so
phisticated monitoring going on, and that's why I mentioned the 
need for improvements in our secure communications. 

Mr. LEWIS. Admiral Thompson mentioned someone could be 
coming up through the pass at 1,000 feet and be legitimate. It could 
be legitimate and illegitimate at the same time. We could have sev
eral coming up more or less to fool your radar and also spread your 
troops out. Have you had any indications of this? 

Admiral STABILE. Yes; there has been evidence of sending in 
small loads on smaller craft with the knowledge that there was a 
high probability they would be caught, but essentially to pull our 
major unit off station. 'We are not unaware of those tactics, though, 
and our field commanders will frequently backfill with another 
unit on the chance that that is what is happening. 

In other words, we make our own assessments and look at what 
they might be doing and try to counter it. It's a tough game. 

Mr. LEWIS. Yes, it's war. 
Admiral STABILE. That's about what it is. 
Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, AdIniral. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kleczka. 
Mr. KLECZKA. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral, does your current bUdget-and I guess 
this goes back to what Mr. Lewis was saying-provide sufficient 
money for drug interdiction efforts without major sacrifice in some 
other Coast Guard responsibility? Do you rob Peter to pay Paul? 

Admiral STABILE. We have a history of doing that, sir. I would be 
less than candid if I said we didn't. But we have always had to sort 
priorities. 

Our history is replete with that kind of thing, where we have a 
shifting emphasis from one program area to another, and we have 
done some of that. I don't know that it has been unhealthy. 

The top priority functions of the Coast Guard I don't believe 
have suffered. Search and rescue, for example, has to be a top pri
ority, and I don't see that that has suffered. We wouldn't allow 
that to happen. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I thought the President established that drugs 
were top priority? . 

Admiral STABILE. Well, I don't think the President would say 
that he would rather I nab 100 bales of grass rather than save 
somebody's life; I don't think he said that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I would agree with that. Do you call each day, or 
every week to save somebody's life on all the cutters around, all 
the resources of--

Admiral STABILE. I think it is about 87,000 cases a year. We will 
not sacrifice search and rescue. I said when I was a field command
er and I will say it now, that I would rather let some grass get 
through than let somebody die or drown. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I would agree with you (ill that. As far as rescuing 
drug smugglers, does that come behind saving lives? 

Admiral STABILE. Yes, sir, unfortunately, we have been known to 
rescue drug smugglers. We had one last week, we think. 

Mr. ENGLISH. There are apparently hundreds of boats that go be
tween the Bahamas and the United States each week without get
ting into your profiles. Could you tell us some of the methods that 
are used in detecting and identifying these drug smugglers? 

Admiral STABILE. That is a very tough one because of the prox
imity of the islands. I would request that you allow Admiral 
Thompson to give us the latest on that since he just came from 
there. 

Admiral THOMPSON. First of all, Mr. Chairman, I am not sure 
that in that particular stretch of water that there is such a thing 
as a profile. We have found drugs in just about every type of vessel 
steaming in the Florida Straits, but typically you would expect fast 
boats to bring it in after airdrop, because they are at risk for short
er periods of time. They are the most difficult to encounter. You 
have to have an early warning system, either to observe the air
drop or get some information and try to have something in the 
area, either Customs, Coast Guard, that is already on patrol or re
sponding and then vector vessels in position to intercept them, a 
very difficult problem. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Would you find it helpful if we had the three aero
stat systems, at Cudjoe Key and Patrick and the Freeport area, if 
those had true surface detection capability with IFF capability? 

Admiral THOMPSON. They would certainly be helpful. The cover
age would be adequate from Freeport down to Bimini and west of 
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Bimini area is something we are curious about. We hope there 
would be overlap between Freeport and Cudjoe. That is really a 
heavy traffic area. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I believe the footprint indicates that you would be 
getting that kind of coverage, does it not? 

Admiral THOMPSON. I am hoping it does. I don't have a mental 
picture right now of the footprint of Freeport. It should be 
within--

Mr. ENGLISH. As I understand it, it would be in that. So it would 
be a significant improvement for you? 

Admiral THOMPSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. If you had that capability? 
Admiral THOMPSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What other resources are available to the Baha

mian threat? 
Admiral THOMPSON. Well, almost any law enforcement agency 

that has a vessel is asked to respond and join in coordination or 
individual efforts. We use Florida Marine Police, we used the local 
jurisdictions that have vessels on the water, alerts are passed up 
and down the line for inbound vessels so that they can even do 
some dockside boarding, follow them up the intercoastal waterway. 
It is a combination of resources. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I was thinking primarily of Coast Guard resources. 
Admiral THOMPSON. We have got patrol craft, we have patrol 

boats, 82 footers primarily, some 95. We have 41-foot utility boats 
and we have a couple of fast boats we call them. We have seized 
vessels that have been turned around and we are operating them. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The El Paso Intelligence Center is certainly this 
country's central location for drug related information. How useful 
has that been in providing prior information? I stress again prior 
information, which has led to seizure. 

Admiral STABILE. I think I would have to defer to my experts. 
We touched on that earlier when we talked about the lookout lists, 
and so forth. 

Admiral THOMPSON. I think you asked me the question once 
before at field hearings. I am not sure I gave you the right answer 
then, because I am not sure I understood your question. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We are talking about how many times has EPIC 
called the Coast Guard and said you have got a vessel coming your 
way, here is where we think it is going to be, here is the name of 
the ship. How many times has that happened? 

Admiral rTHOMPSON. I don't know the number of times. I can tell 
you it does happen, but I can't give you a percentage of time, but 
that information should be available. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Would you provide that to us for the record? 
Admiral THOMPSON. Yes, sir. 
['The inform~tion follows:] 

TACTICAL INFORMATION PROVIDED BY EPIC 

EPIC provides unsolicited, operationally oriented messages to the Coast Guard 
which are useful in interdicting narcotics traffickers. We do not have aetual num
bers of times where that particular type of information has been provided. However, 
EPIC has been sending an average of three messages per day to the Coast Guard 
containing information on suspect vessels which may assist in the seizure of the 
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vessel. These messages contain all information available to EPIC about the particu
lar vessel, and may include the location and suspected activity of the vessel. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral, you stated there is an interface between 
the Coast Guard and recently established Justice investigative task 
forces. Could you explain how this interface has resulted in Coast 
Guard interdictions? 

Admiral STABILE. I don't know about interdictions because that is 
not its primary function. You are talking about the Department of 
Justice task forces? 

Mr. ENGLISH. Right. 
Admiral STABILE. They-forgive me, you know they are jnvesti

gatiVE:' task forces. They are primarily designed, as I understand 
them, to try to get at crime rings, criminal activity. Anything that 
we e;et back from that organization that helps us in int~rdiction is 
a byproduct of that, whatever they learn in the investigations that 
are going on. I couldn't tell you offhand what, if any cases have 
resulted from that. That is seizure cases. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That doesn't have anything to do with interdiction, 
that is an investigative operation? 

Admiral STABILE. That is right. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What we are focusing on is your primary interdic

tion. 
Admiral STABILE. Yes sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What has been the cost to the Coast Guard to es

tablish the centers that fall under the Coast Guard's operational 
support? 

Admiral STABILE. He is also my budget guy. 
Admiral THOMPSON. I would be happy to submit that for the 

record. I don't have it with me. When I was in Miami we passed all 
the bills up to Washington and I am not sure. It is available, I just 
don't have it with me. 

Admiral STABILE. Could I provide that for the record? 
Mr. ENGLISH. Yes; you wouldn't have a ball park figure? 
Admiral STABILE. Yes sir, I won't vouch for this, but my congres

sional liaison sa.ys that UO billets, and roughly $2 million recur
ring, but we will verify that. 

[The information follows:] 

COST OF NNBIS CENTERS TO THE COAST GUARD 

The Coast Guard requested and received a program supplemental of $1.8 million 
for National Narcotics Border Interdiction System costs and is pursuing having 
these costs annualized. These costs include initial outfitting of offices (desks, cabi
nets, computers, copiers, communications equipment, etc.), office rental, vehicle 
rental, training, travel, and service contracts. 

NNBIS Center: Cost 
New York office ............................................................................................... $25,000 
Miami office: 1 

Intelligence operations center ........................... " ................................. . 
Law enforcement boarding teams ........................................................ . 

EI Paso office ................................................ " ................................................. . 
New Orleans office 1 ..................................................................................... .. 

Long Beach office: 1 

275,00 
375,000 
50,000 

500,000 

Intelligence operations center ............................................................... 275,000 
Law enforcement boarding teams..... ................................................... 100,000 
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Coast Guard Pacific area office..................................................................... 200,000 

Total............................................................................................................... $1,800,000 
1 Coast Guard heads these offices. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But you understand I am not looking for just 
Miami? 

Admiral STABILE. Yes, sir; the six centers. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And have you been reimbursed for all of that ex

pense? 
Admiral STABILE. I don't believe-I believe that came out of 

pocket. 
Mr. ENGLISH. All of it? 
Admiral STABILE. I believe so. 
Mr. ENGLISH. None of that has come back to you, no reimburse

ments whatsoever? 
Admiral STABILE. Reallocation of resources I think is the popular 

phrase. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Customs has invited the Coast Guard to participate 

in the P-3 program, I might say at my request, as it relates to the 
use of surface detection radar. What has been the Coast Guard's 
response to that? 

Admiral STABILE. I am not aware of that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You didn't know you had been invited? 
Admiral STABILE. With regard to surfa.ce--
Mr. ENGLISH. Admiral Thompson? 
Admiral THOMPSON. I think at one point the question was posed 

if Customs is operating an airborne P-3 radar system that has 
lookdown surface capability, would the Coast Guard be interested 
in that information, and I think our answer was that probably still 
is yes, and at one point there was some question-I don't know 
whether it was in a hearing or not-whether we would provide an 
operator for the radar while airborne. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The thing I am interested in, and it is my under
standing that you should receive a letter inviting-and as I said, I 
am the one that asked that you be provided such a request-Coast 
Guard officials be present at testing that the Navy has done at Pa
tuxent of the P-3. I would like for you to be fully aware of the ca
pabilities and test results that have taken place. 

Admiral STABILE. We would like to. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It is my understanding they had invited you and 

we would appreciate it if you would provide someone who would 
look over the shoulder so to speak out there, as the tests are being 
conducted. 

Admiral STABILE. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Well, gentlemen, I appreciate your testimony. It 

has been very helpful. I know this has been a long day for you. You 
have been very patient with US, with all the interruptions and 
delays, and I think that we have some very good information on 
the record. I might say there may be additional questions that we 
would like to submit to you in writing and if you would provide an
swers in a timely manner, we would appreciate that as well. 

Admiral STABILE. We will be happy to, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I might ask you one f'mal question. 
You are familiar, are you· not, Admiral, with the P-3? 
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Admiral STABILE. Yes, sir; I have flown one on one trip. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What is your evaluation of the capabilities of the 

P-3 as far as surface detection is concerned? 
Admiral STABILE. I really didn't have an opportunity to evaluate 

it because I was using it in a strictly transportation mode. I really 
don't know. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We will be interested in your overall evaluation of 
the Navy's test out there. We look forward to your participation in 
it. 

Admiral STABILE. Yes; sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. We will recess, subject to the call of the Chair. 
[Whereupon, at 3:30 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-

vene subject to the call of the Chair.] 



CONTINUED REVIEW OF THE ADMINISTRA
TION'S DRUG INTERDICTION EFFORTS 

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 6, 1984 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATr<"'-ES, 
GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, JUSTICE, 

AND AGRICULTURE SUBCOMMITTEE 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 

Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room 

2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Glenn English (chair
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Glenn English and Thomas N. Kind
ness. 

Also present: Senator Dennis DeConcini. 
Staff present: Theodore Mehl, professional staff member; William 

Lawrence, counsel; Euphon Metzger, chrk; and John Parisi, minor
ity professional staff, Committee on Government Operations. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The hearing will come to order. Since 1981 this 
subcommittee has been engaged in a mb-jor study of our Nation's 
ability to interdict illegal shipments of narcotics. This is the 17th 
hearing in that series. It has been a long process of gathering infor
mation, determining our status, assessing our options for improv
ing our performance, and getting those options off the ground. 

In the early days of our investigation, there was not much good 
news. Our interdiction agencies, the Customs Service and the Coast 
Guard, were in an unenviable position of having to do the best job 
they could with inadequate equipment and manpower. 

We are not declaring victory today. We have learned that the 
progress against drug smuggling comes in very small steps, but the 
tide may be turning in favor of our law enforcement efforts. We 
have always said that to be successful in interdiction we must be 
able to do three things: Detect smugglers as they approach our 
shores whether by sea or air, intercept them, and capture them 
with their cargoes. We documented that, for the most part, none of 
the three elements was present in our overall interdiction effort, 
but last Friday, the first airborne radar detection platform, the PSI 
F-15 system, was delivered to Customs by the Department of De
fense. It is bound for Arizona and Florida for integration into the 
war on drugs. Three more such systems are scheduled for delivery 
to the Customs Service in fiscal year 1985, with two more to follow 
in fiscal year 1986. 

For the first time, Customs will be able to deploy detection 
radars far enough out from our borders to give them a good chance 

(523) 
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of detecting, interdicting, and arresting the traffickers. The radars 
aboard the P-3 will also pick up boat traffic, so both Coast Guard 
and Customs will see far more targets than they ever have. The 
Coast Guard has tested another radar system, a tethered balloon 
system, and the results that have been reported have been excep
tional, a tenfold increase in the number of targets detected. 

Procurement for additional systems is supported by both the 
Congress and the administration. That last comment, by the way, 
"supported both by the Congress and the administration," is not a 
throw-away line. While there has been general agreement as to the 
nature and the size of the problem, there has not always been 
agreement as to the best way to fight this war, but as both sides 
developed their positions, it became clear that our objectives were 
the same and that we would get far better results by working to
gether as a team. 

The drug problem is not a partisan issue. In the House and 
Senate, Members of both parties have contributed their time and 
energies without the thought of politics. I say that with some pride, 
because we have made tremendous progress on a national problem. 
The list includes the ranking minority member of this subcommit
tee, Tom Kindness, as well as all the majority and minority mem
bers. Congressmen Daniel, Bennett, Pepper, Roybal, Fascell, and 
Shaw have also worked very hard. In the Senate we were joined by 
Senators DeConcini, Hawkins, Abdnor, Chiles, Stevens, Cochran, 
and D'Amato, just to name a few. 

These Members of Congress and their committees relaxed posse 
comitatus so the Department of Defense could contribute freely. 
We have all held hearings and invited each other's participation 
without party or House-Senate differences. We have backed the 
necessary funding to implement the new programs, always recog
nizing the limits of the President's budget. 

We all recognized that there were two needs to be addressed: A 
short-term remedy, getting resources dedicated to the war as quick
ly as we possibly could, and a long-term remedy, with all the com
prehensive planning and procurement problems being examined in 
the normal course of authorization and appropriation. 

The Vice President's National Narcotics Border Interdiction 
System, in coordination with the Treasury, Defense, Transporta
tion, and Justice Departments, has also responded. A major review 
of our interdiction resources and strategies has just been completed 
by them, and we eagerly await its recommendations. 

Turning to this morning's testimony, we will hear from Capt. 
Nick Schowengerdt, who is the staff director of NNBIS. He will be 
followed by Lt. Gen. Dean Tice, Director of DOD's Drug Enforce
ment Task Force; John Walker, Assistant Secretary of the Treas
ury for Enforcement and Operations; and by Anthony Broderick, 
the FAA's Deputy Associate Administrator for Aviation Standards. 

Mr. Kindness. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would just like to 

welcome our vntnesses this morning and thank our witnesses in ad
vance for their efforts to address and to resolve the problems that 
were raised in our hearings last March. 

I was very happy to learn of the reports that the first P-3 had 
been in the air, and I hope that its radar systems will be found to 
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perform at least as well as we had hoped, so that the enhancement 
that has been hoped for of our interdiction efforts can be achieved. 
I look forward to the testimony of our witnesses this morning. I ap
preciate your being with us. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Kindness. 
Capt. Nick Schowengerdt will be our first witness. Captain, we 

want to welcome you here today. 
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Mr. 

Kindness. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I understand you got in very late from New 

Mexico, very late last night, and we appreciate your coming before 
us and being our first witness today. 

STATEMENT OF CAPT. L.N. SCHOWENGERDT, JR., STAFF DIREC
TOR, NATIONAL NARCOTICS BORDER INTERDICTION SYSTEM 

Captain SCI:lOWENGERDT. I am pleased to be here, Mr. Chairman. 
In March of this year I had the opportunity to provide you with an 
overview of the Vice President's National Narcotics Border Inter
diction, or NNBIS, and there were at that time serious questions 
regarding the proper national assets which should be used for de
tection, and surveillance of drug smugglers. 

With that in mind, a Joint Surveillance Committee was formed 
under the NNBIS Coordinating Board to examine the issues of de
tection and surveillance. The Joint Surveillance Committee man
date was to consider, on an interagency basis, the national capabil
ity for detection and surveillance of inbound narcotics smugglers, 
and what steps can be taken to improve that capability, appropri
ate to the threat and consistent with other national priorities in 
both the short and long term. 

r would like to report to you this morning the results of our ef
forts. Within their study efforts the committee was also to consider: 

The report of the ad hoc study group, chaired by FAA to identify 
existing air surveillance resources, their characteristics and effec
tiveness, that we had asked FAA to do some months prior to the 
formation of the Joint Surveillance Committee. 

The threat, from airborne, maritime, and land smugglers, in 
terms of magnitude, routes, other characteristics, and trends, as a 
fundamental input to the question of the need for surveillance and 
how much surveillance would be enough. 

A recommended mix of Federal surveillance and interdiction 
assets as appropriate and cost effective and the funding, by agency, 
to provide the necessary resources. 

The role of alternatives to, or substitutes for, direct surveillance 
such as improved intelligence on specific smuggler actions or regu
latory changes to reduce trade alternatives, and we were particu
larly interested in digging deeply into this because, as we all know, 
surveillance is expensive, and if there are substitutes for surveil
lance that are less expensive, then we ought to try and find them. 

To accomplish the study effort, five subworking groups were 
formed. A threat assessment group was chaired by the Drug En
forcement Administration, a detection capabilities group chaired by 
the Department of Defense, a deterrence capabilities group chaired 
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by the Federal Aviation Administration, a reaction capabilities 
group chaired by U.S. Customs, and a strategy and reporting 
group, chaired by the NNBIS staff, the last group really a group to 
bring together the results of the first four groups and make a cohe
sive report out of it. 

Additionally, an ancillary group was formed under U.S. Customs 
to provide review of the P-3 evaluation effort. 

In general, the primary conclusions of the Joint Surveillance 
Committee, as extensively delineated by the subworking groups 
are: 

That the drug smuggling threat remains quite high. 
Second, that the success of interdiction efforts, although limited 

by available resources, is steadily improving. 
Third, that with improved detection capability and intelligence, 

available interdiction assets could be even lliore E'ffectively used; 
Fourth, that given DOD's current mission, priorities and avail

able assets, surveillance assistance currently provided by DOD 
cannot be significantly increased without decreasing military readi
ness; and finally, 

That interdiction is only one element of a balanced Federal strat
egy against drug abuse and drug trafficking. 

While these generalized conclusions are not unexpected, they do 
form the necessary basis for policy decisions to be formulated. The 
detailed conclusions were matched with recommended actions, re
viewed by the Coordinating Board of NNBIS, and passed to the Ex
ecutive Board for basic policy decisions necessary to trigger action. 

The first policy decision recommmended to the Executive Board 
: .. ecommended applying new detection aircraft first against the air
craft smuggling mode, but in doing so to choose assets which could 
be useful concurrently against other transportation modes, espe
cially maritime. 

This policy was recommended since the two substances most af
fected, cocaine and marijuana, likely could not be shipped by alter
native methods such as land or commercial cargo in sufficient 
quantities to fully supply U.S. demand without detection under ex
isting or programmed systems, and because general aviation air
craft currently pose our most difficult, most intractable problem. 

The second major policy decision recommended no change to ex
isting responsibilities of agencies to provide detection. Given cur
rent mission mandates and available assets across all agencies and 
departments, no significant benefits would be gained by centraliz
ing detection responsibility in any single entity, providing adequate 
coordination is provided by some other mechanism such as NNBIS. 

Contained in the decision matrix were a series of specific recom
mendations, 18 of them, and resource options as follow-ons to the 
policy decisions. 

The NNBIS Executive Board met under the chairmanship of the 
Vice President to consider the draft report of the Joint Surveil
lance Committee and the recommendations and conclusions I just 
delineated to you. 

The Board agreed that the nature and magnitude of the drug 
smuggling problem is such that the departments/agencies would 
move toward implementation, subject to the budget process, those 
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specific recommendations not directly affected by the Treasury 
studies. 

I might note here that the Joint Committee surveillance report 
itself and its table of options and recommendations are classified. 
When that report is final, of course, a copy will be provided to the 
committee, and you will see that in much greater detail. My report 
to you this morning in an unclassified form necessarily is a little 
more general than the specifics of the classified report. 

The Board also agreed that in view of three study efforts current
ly underway in the Treasury Department that bear directly on the 
issue of detection and interception and the resource mix to handle 
that, that the final selection and approval of an option should be 
deferred pending the completion of those Treasury studies. This is 
expected to be completed by Christmas of this year. 

The Board also agreed that the departments/agencies would 
move toward implementation, subject to the budget process, those 
specific recommendations not directly affected by the Treasury 
studies, so of the 18 specific recommendations made by the Joint 
Surveillance Committee, 14 of them would be moved toward imple
mentation immediately. There are four, then, that would remain 
pending the outcome of the Treasury studies. 

These recommendations generally involve improvements in 
interoperability, management, and focus of law enforcement efforts 
including recommended regulatory changes to aid interdiction and 
improve deterrence. 

The Board further agreed the Coast Guard would continue its 
present seaborne tethered aerostat acquisition program of up to 
eight aerostats and Customs would proceed toward procurement of 
the five follow-on P-3 aircraft at such time as the prototype proves 
acceptable. 

The Secretary of Defense indicated he would review the military 
threat across the southern approaches to the United States to 
ensure DOD surveillance programs are timely and sufficient to the 
threat. In light of this, the Executive Board felt implementation of 
a recommendation for Customs purchase of land-based aerostats 
would be premature. In the context of the review, should DOD 
change their mission priorities with respect to the southern ap
proaches to the United States, law enforcement efforts coordinated 
by NNBIS would want to fully integrate drug interdiction require
ments with any defense improvements. The Secretary of Defense 
fully concurs with this approach. 

It was also agreed the marginal utility of seizures based on detec
tion, and surveillance, as compared with that achieved through 
greater use of intelligence or other techniques, should be examined. 

Mr. Chairman, the Joint Surveillance Committee in effect has 
confirmed that which has been felt by those aware of current drug 
interdiction efforts. There weren't major surprises in OUr work or 
our conclusions. Improvements in intelligence, detection and sur
veillance would improve interdiction. 

Once the Defense and Treasury studies and reviews are complet
ed-and again I expect that by Christmas-and the number of 
asset improvements can be more fully defmed, their acquisition 
costs and projected benefits must be weighed against cost/benefit 
analysis for other elements of the Federal drug strategy to deter-
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mine how much should be allotted to this element. In the interim, 
NNBIS will continue its efforts to coordinate increased productivity 
within current and already programmed assets. 

That concludes my briefmg. I will be happy to answer any ques
tions. 

[The prepared statement of Captain Schowengerdt follows:] 
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Good morning Mr. Chair~an, Members of the Committee. In 

March 1 had the opportunity to provide you with an overview of 

the Vice President's National Narcotics Border Interdiction 

System. Serious questions existed at that time regarding the 

proper national assets which should be used for detection and 

surveillance of drug smugglers. 

With that in mind, a Joint Surveillance Committee was for~ed 

under the NNBIS Coordinating Board to examine the issues of 

detection and surveillance. The Joint surveillance Committee 

mandate was to consider, on an interagency basis, the national 

capability for detection and surveillance of inbound narcotics 

s~ugglers, and what steps can be taken to improve that 

capability, appropriate to the threat and consistent with other 

national priorities in both the short and long term. Within 

their study efforts the committee was also to consider: 

-- The report of the ad hoc study group, chaired by FAA to 

identify existing air surveillance resources, their 

characteristics and effectiveness. 

-- The threat, from airborne, maritime and land smugglers, 

in terms of magnitude, routes, other characteristics, and trends. 

-- A recom~ended mix of federal surveillance and 

interdiction assets as appropriate and cost-effective and the 

funding, by agency, to provide the necessary resources. 
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-- The role of alternatives to, or substitutes for, direct 

surveillance such as improved intelligence on specific smuggler 

actions or regulatory changes to reduce smuggler trade 

alternatives. 

To accomplish the study effort, five subworking groups were 

formed. A threat assessment group was chaired by the Drug 

Enforcement Administration, a detection capabilities group by the 

Department of Defense, a deterrence ca~abilities group by the 

Federal Aviation Administration, a reaction capabilities group by 

U.S. Customs, and a strategy and reporting group by the NNBIS 

staff. Additionally, an ancillary group was formed under U.S. 

Customs to provide review of the P-3 evaluation effort. 

In general, the primary conclusions of the Joint 

surveillance Committee, as extensively delineated by the 

subworking groups are: 

- that the drug smuggling threat is high; 

- that the success of interdiction efforts, although limited 

by available resources, is steadily improving; 

- that with improved detection capability and intelligence, 

available interdiction assets could be even more effectively 

used; 

that, given DoD's current mission priorities and available 

assets, surveillance assistance currently provided by 000 cannot 

be significantly increased without decreasing military readiness; 
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- and that interdiction is only one ele~ent of a balance~ 

Federal Strategy against drug abuse and drug trafficking. 

While these generalized conclusions are not earth 

shattering, they do form the necessary basis for policy decisions 

to be formulated. The detailed conclusions were matched with 

reco~~ended actions, reviewed by the Coordinating Board of NNB!S, 

and passed to the Executive Board for basic policy decisions to 

trigger action. 

The first policy decision recommended using new detection 

assets against aircraft, but choosing assets which can be useful 

concurrently against other trans?ortation modes, especiallY 

vessels. This policy is recomr.ended since the two substances most 

affected, cocaine and marijuana, likely could not be shipped via 

alternative methods (land or commercial) in sufficient qUantities 

to fully supply u.s. demand without detection under existing or 

programmed systems and because general aviation aircraft pose our 

most difficult problem. 

The second policy decision recommended no change to existing 

responsibilities of agencies to ?rovide detection. Given current 

mission mandates and available assets across all agencies and 

departments, no significant benefits would be gained by 

centralizing detection responsibility in any single entity, 

providing adequate coordination is provided by NNB!S. 
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contained in the decision matrix were a series of specific 

recommendations and resource options as follow-ons to the policy 

decisions. 

The NNBIS Executive Board met under the Chairmanship of the 

Vice President to consider the draft report of the Joint 

Surveillance Committee. 

The Board agreed that the natur.e and magni tude of the drug 

smuggling problem is such that our surveillance and detection 

capability could be improved and that an approach similar to one 

of the resource options of the report is probably the best course 

of action. However, in view of three study efforts currently 

underway in Treasury that bear directly on the issue of 

detection/interception resource mix, the Board agreed to defer 

final selection and approval of an 07tion pending the completion 

of the Treasury studies. This is expected to be completed around 

December. 

The Board agreed that the departments/agencies would move 

toward implementation, subject to the budget process, those 

specific recommendations not directly affected by the Treasury 

studies. 

These recommendations generally involve improvements in 

interoperability, management, and focus of law enforcement 

efforts including recommended regulatory changes to aid 

interdiction and improve deterrence. 
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The Board further agreed the Coast Guard would continue its 

present seaborne tethered aerostat acquisition program of up to 

eight aerostats and Customs would proceed toward procurement of 

the five follow on P-3 aircraft at such time as the prototype 

proves acceptable. 

The Secretary of Defense indicate1 he would review the 

military threat across the southern approaches to the U.S. to 

ensure DoD surveillance programs are timely and sufficient to the 

threat. In light of this, the Executive Boal:dfelt 

implem~ntation of a recommendation for Customs purchase of land 

based aerostats would be premature. In the context of the 

review, should DoD change their mission priorities with respect 

to the Southern approaches to the U.S., law enforcement efforts 

coordinated by NNBIS would want to fully integrate drug 

interdiction requirements with any defense improvements. The 

Secretary of Defense fully concurs with this approach. 

It was also agreed the marginal utility of seizures based on 

detection and surveillance, as compared with that achieved 

through greater use of intelligence or other techniques, should 

be examined. 

Mr. Chairman, the Joint Surveillance Committee i, effect has 

confirmed that which has been felt by those aware of current drug 

interdi~tion efforts. Improvements in intelligence, detection 
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and surveillance would improve inter~iction. Once the Defense 

and Treasury studies and reviews are com?leted, an~ the number of 

asset improvements can be more fully defined, their acquisition 

costs and projected benefits must be weighed against cost/benefit 

analysis for other elements of the Fe~eral Drug Strategy to 

determine how much should be alloted to this element. In the 

interim NNBIS will continue its efforts to coordinate increased 

productivity within current and already programmed assets. 

That concludes my briefing. I will be happy to answer any 

questions. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Captain. 
As a result of the Joint Surveillance Committee's report, can you 

now advise the subcommittee as to which department has the pri
mary responsibility for detecting air drug smugglers that penetrate 
U.S. borders? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. As I indicated in the formal statement, 
Mr. Chairman, we recommended no change to the responsibilities 
that have been currently held, and in cycling through that issue in 
the study group, when we looked for a statutory assignment of re
sponsibilities and so forth, of course we basically found no specific 
references in the statutes to that, but did agree in the committee 
that the responsibility for surveillance is a logical follow-on for the 
responsibility for interdiction. 

So, to the extent an agency has an interdiction responsibility, it 
must therefore have a detection responsibility necessary in order to 
carry out its interdiction responsibility. 

In the Executive Board that was discussed and acknowledged, 
and the only added material there, as I indicated in my formal 
statement, was that the Defense Department did agree to review 
the current status of surveillance and detection across the southern 
approaches of the United States from a defense perspective, so that 
if there were any changes that were required there, we would be 
able to integrate our law enforcement changes with DOD changes. 

So, setting aside then for a second the issue of responsibility for 
detection, and looking at the issue of what is this and how can it be 
best combined in a cost-effective approach, Defense agreed to 
review their current mission mix and capabilities along its south
ern approaches. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Captain, what I am asking, though, is as a result of 
this report, which department did you decide had primary responsi
bility for detecting air drug smu.gglers who penetrate the U.S. 
border? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Fo~ air drug smuggling, then, it would 
be the Customs Service, because they have the primary interdiction 
responsibility. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is what I thought you were saying through all 
that. But I wanted to make sure that was right. 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I might have missed the word "air" and 
I thought your question was more general. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It is air drug smugglers I am talking about. I recog
nize fully if we are talking about some foreign power flying in the 
United States that comes down to defense responsibility. 

CaJ.l-:::tin SCHOWENGERDT. Or for maritime smuggling, for exam
ple, Treasury and Transportation share responsibility. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What are the resources of the Customs Service; 
what resources are they going to have to detect air smugglers when 
they come across the border? What resources will the Customs 
Service have? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I think Mr. Walker will go into that in 
somewhat more detail in his testimony this morning, but the Joint 
Surveillance Committee, in its work, looked at the existing re
source mix, augmented by an additional P-3 capability, assuming 
that that aircraft proves acceptable to Treasury following the oper
ational evaluation, an increase in tethered aerostat capability of 
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the United States as a whole, with more in the Customs Service, 
and mixing that, then, with the current assets both for surveillance 
in the other agencies and interception within the Customs Service. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I know that we have talked in the past about the 
fact that we must not impair combat readiness with the assistance 
the Department of Defense provides to this overall effort, and I 
think all parties involved certainly are very sensitive to that issue. 
What role do you play in ensuring that we maximize the Depart
ment of Defense support but at the same time that we don't cross 
that line and impair combat readiness? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. NNBIS acts as the focal point, the con
duit, for all requests to the Department of Defense for their assets 
or utilization of their assets in the narcotics interdiction area, 
everything being coordinated through NNBIS, so that our requests 
are fully coordinated on an interagency basis on the civil side 
before they go to Defense. 

Then we work with Defense. General Tice's office and mine work 
very closely on a daily basis to insure that the things that we are 
asking for are not unreasonable, that they will not adversely 
impact readiness. And to the extent that Defense determines that 
they would, then our requests are not met. 

Mr. ENGLISH. NNBIS can no longer be considered a new initia
tive now, I don't believe. Are all of the centers, the NNBIS centers, 
now fully operational? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I know when we visited the NNBIS center in Long 

Beach, I was particularly concerned about the lack of air interdic
tion resources available to that center, and now we have been ad
vised that the Southwest region is becoming the second most active 
drug-smuggling area in the United States. Has there been an in
crease in aircraft and radar assigned to that region as a result of 
this new threat increase? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. An increase of radar assigned to the 
area? 

Mr. ENGLISH. And aircraft. In other words, have we put any addi
tional resources in the way of a detection capability into the South
west beyond the P-3 which will soon be out there? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. On a current operations basis, we have 
concentrated on prmriding surveillance and detection assets to the 
Southwest area when we can get them through Defense. Customs, 
of course, as you know, is reviewing their assignment of aviation 
resources across the southern tier of the United States as well, as 
they do frequently. 

The assignment of Customs air assets is flexible and responds to 
changes in the problem, so as they see a shift, then they are able to 
shift assets as welL 

Mr. ENGLISH. What you are telling me is that as this threat as
sessment has come out and as we have seen this shift take place, 
then Customs has been responding to that shift, with a shift in re
sources as well? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. They have been responding to the shift 
as they see the requirements to do so, and I think they can give 
you a better answer to that than I can. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. It would seem to me that an additional potential 
for the P-3 could be as a communications monitoring platform. 
Would you have the Joint Surveillance Committee look at that pos
sibility, of using it as a monitoring platform as well as a radar plat
form? In other words, give it ears as well as eyes? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Yes, sir, we can look at that. It has been 
discussed. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You have been looking at it from that potential? 
Has there been any determination made at this point? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Not that I could discuss in this forum, 
no, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kindness. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Cap-

tain Schowengerdt. 
May I ask first whether the switch is on on your mike? 
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. It is on; yes, sir. 
Mr. KINDNESS. I think it is a volume adjustment. I wasn't sure 

whether people behind you could hear all right. It wasn't carrying 
strongly. It is just fine up here, I guess, but back there I wasn't 
certain. 

Captain, on page 4 of your prepared statement you mention 
three study efforts underway in the Department of Treasury that 
bear directly on the issue of detection, interception, resource mix, 
and thus the Board decided to defer the final selection and approv
al of detection, interception, resource option pending the comple
tion of those studies. 

First, am I correct in assuming that the resources being consid
ered include resources which are maintained by agencies other 
than the Treasury Department? For example, the Department of 
Defense? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. It includes the resources that have been 
provided by Defense, by FAA, by Coast Guard, and so forth, to the 
overall surveillance and detection mix, yes, sir. 

Mr. KINDNESS. And am I also correct in assuming that whatever 
resources are ultimately selected, they or their products, by that I 
mean the information they would generate, would prevail in Treas
ury fulfilling their detection responsibilities? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. KINDNESS. That assumption is inherent in the study? 
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. KINDNESS. On page 5 of your statement, you indicate that 

the Board agreed that CustOIr.3 would proceed toward procurement 
of five follow-on P-3 aircraft "at such time as the prototype proves 
acceptable." Could you tell us, did Customs provide the Board with 
its criteria for determining acceptability of the performance of the 
first P-3? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Customs is in the chair for the P-3 eval
uation subgroup of the joint surveillance committee, and, yes, sir, 
they have provided their operational requirements and the plan
ning criteria for the operational evaluation being conducted within 
Customs, to the joint surveillance committee's P-3A evaluation 
group. 
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Mr. KINDNESS. And those criteria for acceptability of the per
formance of the P-3, is there anything unusual about them or ex
traordinary? 

Captain SCHOWENGJSRDT. They are I think what one would expect 
in the way of operational requirements or criteria for such an eval
uation, and look very good to the JSC's P-3A group. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Was the Board able to roughly determine the 
probability that the Customs Service might find the prototype per
formance to be acceptable or unacceptable at this early stage? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. No, sir. We really didn't approach it 
from that point of view. We approached it from the point of view of 
giving it a fair objective evaluation, but not trying to predict its 
outcome. 

Mr. KINDNESS. But there was at least at an early stage no indica-
tion that there was clearly an unacceptable product involved? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Oh, certainly not; no, sir. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Kindness. I think too 

this might be a good time to make a couple of points, Captain 
Schowengerdt. I wanted to do it at some point. I was going to do it 
with Mr. Walker. Since Mr. Kindness raised this issue, I think this 
is the time to do it. At this particular time we probably know more 
about the performance of the P-3 and the F -15 radar than we do 
about the people who are going to be using it, and I think that is 
the real key in looking at this issue. 

We have 20 years of evaluation on the P-3 by the Navy. The 
F -15 radar has undergone extensive testing by the Air Force even 
before the 2 months of testing that was undertaken by the naval 
people when the two units were finally combined, so we have a 
vast amount of material and information about the parts, both sep
arately and together. But I think that the critical point that is 
going to come now-and please speak up if you disagree with me
is the best way to implement this whole measure. 

It has enormous capability, and the question is whether we are 
going to be able to properly utilize that capability, whether we are 
going to be able to get it down to the point that we are maximizing 
that use and combining it with the other resources that are avail
able through the Customs Service, NNBIS, and everybody else. 
Also, we are going to undergo something of a learning curve, be
cause particularly the operation of radars is something of an art. 

It is not a science, and it will vary depending upon the skill of 
the particular radar operator as to what he is able to see, what he 
is able to get out of that particular system. So I think that that is 
an important point to make. At this point the spotlight is going to 
be primarily on the Customs people as they learn to operate this 
equipment. 

Would you agree with that assessment? 
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. In general; yes, sir. The man-machine 

interface is obviously critical. The testing of that equipment in a 
civil law enforcement context, as opposed to a weapons control con
text, is also important, however. But the system as a whole in
clqdes its people. The people obviously are going to have a learning 

43-045 0-85--18 
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curve, and we have just got to follow it all the way through and see 
how it works. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It is not only a learning curve from the standpoint 
of operating the equipment but also maintaining the equipment? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Making sure that they are familiar with the equip

ment. 
There is another question that I will probably raise with General 

Tice, but I will raise it with you too at this point. Did the Navy's 
technical evaluation, that is, the test that we have just undergone 
in the last couple of months, validate the confidential feasibility 
study contracted by Customs in regard to the detection ranges of 
the APG-63 installed in the P-3? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I will have to defer that question to 
someone who bas more technical knowledge on it than I do, sir. 

Mr. ENf,LISH. I believe we have a Navy representative. Maybe 
someone from the Navy could help you out on that. Captain? 

The question was: Did the Navy's technical evaluation, that is, 
the study that we have just undergone in the last couple of months, 
validate the confidential feasibility study contracted by the Cus
toms Service in regard to the detection ranges of the APG-63 in
stalled in the P-3? 

Captain PIV ARNIK. Generally, sir, the ranges we have achieved 
were in consonance with the study we did before the modification. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much. 
Captain Schowengerdt, I guess the Navy validated that portion 

dealing with the equipment. Now it is a question of getting the 
men from the Customs Service up to speed to what the Navy per
sonnel were who were operating this equipment, and that is what I 
mentioned. I think we are going to have to expect from the Cus
toms Service something of a learning curve here both in operation 
of the equipment, maintaining the equipment, the best procedures 
to use for interception purposes, the most effective way to operate 
this equipment. Would you agree with that? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. The 1984 Defense appropriations bill allowed $10 

million to reimburse the Navy for the E-2C support. Did the ad
ministration request a similar amount in the 1985 appropriations 
bill for that level of E-2C support? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I don't know specifically whether we did 
or not. I would have to ask Defense what they put in their budget. 

Mr. ENGLISH. If you want to ask somebody, you can, but it is my 
understanding they did not. That raised a question in my mind. 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. You would have to ask the Defense De
partment. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We will reserve that question and ask them to see 
whether that is going to cause any problem. I would hate to see 
that level of E-2C support drop off in fiscal year 1985 because of 
any oversight that was made in that area. We need to get some 
kind of reaction from DOD. I might call that to your attention. You 
might want to look into that. 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Perhaps I can answer your question an
other way. I do not expect any reduction in E-2C support in fiscal 
year 1985. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. So that problem will be--
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. How it is funded, that is something I 

am not directly concerned about. I am concerned about having the 
support and I don't expect any reduction in that support. 

Mr. ENGLISH. If there was any kind of oversight, why, the admin
istration definitely will move to address that problem and make 
certain that there is no falloff in that E-2C effort? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I think Defense is fully capable of han
dling the problem; yes, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Concerning the status of the third aerostat, have 
we reached an accord with the Government of the Bahamas, and 
when will it be deployed there? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. A formal accord has not yet been 
reached with the Government of the Bahamas. However, the talks 
are proceeding, and I am enco~raged that it will be quite soon. 

Mr. ENGLISH. How long do you think we should wait for the Ba
hamian Government before we have a final go ahead, before we 
start considering switching sites, for instance? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I don't think there is an issue of switch
ing sites to somewhere else. I think we are in good shape to go into 
the Bahamas, and the answer should be out in the very near 
future. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It is my understanding that negotiations on this 
matter with the Bahamian Government have not been easy, and 
that at least there is the appearance to some that the talks are not 
going as quickly as many people assume. I guess the question be
comes, how long do we continue to plod along before we decide, 
well, this thing has reached the point that we have to have a bal
loon up and therefore we start to consider switching sites. 

Can you give me some feeling, 6 months, 1 year, 2 years? What 
do you think that we are looking at before we start taking a look 
at other sites? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I don't think that is an issue that is 
going to come up, because the status (, ~ our current talks with the 
Government of the Bahamas is such that I believe we will be pro
ceeding with the contract, with the specific site in the Bahamas in 
a very short period of time. I am hesitant to give you a certain 
number of days or weeks because I can only speak for what our 
side does and feels. I can't speak for what the Government of Baha
mas does and feels, but I think it will be a very short period of 
time. I think we are talking days or a few weeks. I don't think we 
are talking months. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I would urge that at least you privately give some 
consideration that if it drags on beyond this point we simply have 
to start considering other options. I am hopeful that your confi
dence in this matter is justified. I know that the administration is 
making great efforts in that area, but I would hope that at least 
privately there is some consideration to that given, in case we do 
get into a stall position. 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Things have not moved as rapidly as we 
had hoped they would. In executive session or perhaps after the 
hearing, I could give you a little more information on the current 
status of our talks that perhaps would aid in understanding where 
we are right now. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Is NNBIS aware of any planning for improvements 
to the P-3/F-15 system as opposed to what the prototype is? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Changes in the follow-on aircraft that 
would be better than what is in the prototype? Specific details; no, 
sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. As I have always said, if anybody can come up with 
a better solution, we would certainly encourage that we move in 
that direction. 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. We would urge that they be very sensitive, though, 

to the timing. We feel that we have to get some of these resources 
on line. As we said, we think there is a short-term problem as well 
as a long term, and so considering the windows that we have dis
cussed as far as the aircraft coming on line, if any improvements 
can be made in that, we would certainly encourage it, support it, 
and think it would be a great thing to do. But if we start falling 
out of that, I personally would be concerned about that. 

The Coast Guard has recently concluded an operational evalua
tion of the small tethered aerostat system which is carried aboard 
a ship. Its evaluation, at least the evaluation shown to me, was 
very positive, and the capabilities of the system seemed to fit well 
into the drug-smuggling enforcement program. What is the NNBIS 
position on that program, on the tethered balloon on Coast Guard 
ships? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. We like it very much. We have had the 
same briefing you have had. Similarly, the Joint Surveillance Com
mittee was most impressed with it, and reached the conclusion that 
it should be continued, as did the Executive Board when they de
cided that the Coast Guard should continue with its current acqui
sition program. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It is our understanding that the increase in detec
tion moves all the way from 20 to 80 or 90 percent, which is a 
rather substantial increase in detection capability for the Coast 
Guard, and it is also my understanding that that is done with vir
tually no increased cost. Is that your understanding? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I think that is a fair evaluation, yes. 
The ability of that system to detect surface targets as well as air 
targets. But from a Coast Guard perspective, the surface target is 
substantial, and it is because it is a look-down radar up at suffi
cient altitude such as to make wave height and surface radar de
tection pr9blems that you normally encounter with a shipboard
based radar go away. So that the detection ranges jump way out by 
comparison for a similar sized target, including those targets with 
very little in the way of a radar reflective material on them, which 
is particularly encouraging, because the smaller smuggling craft 
tend not to be made out of metal, tend to be much more difficult to 
detect with surface radar. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is what my understanding was from the brief
ing that I was given, that a huge increase in the number of detec
tions, all the way from 3 to 4 up to 30 to 40 a day were being made 
as a result of this. It is my understanding that there are no plans 
to move ahead on procurement of this type of system for the Coast 
Guard until 1987. Do you think that that might be improved? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I think that that is incorrect. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Do you think we will be moving on it much sooner 
than that? That is encouraging. Will you provide for the record 
when you think procurement of that particular system might 
begin? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I think the Coast Guard might provide 
that for you; yes, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I don't believe we have anyone from the Coast 
Guard testifying today. Could you provide it for us? Acquire it from 
the Coast Guard and provide it for the record? We would appreci
ate that. 

The major deficiency in interdiction continues to be insufficient 
tactical intelligence upon which to base enforcement operations. 
Did the NNBIS report address this at all? I did say tactical intelli
gence. 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. The Joint Surveillance Committee did 
very much address the issue of tactical intelligence, the need for it, 
the current lack of it, and so on. Obviously one of the alternatives 
to major increases in physical surveillance and detection is to com
paratively increase your ability to gather, process, use tactical in
telligence. 

Neither is going to fully solve the problems. Somewhere there is 
a mix in between. It is easier for us, I think, at this stage, to find 
solutions to the physical surveillance problem in terms of off~the
shelf kinds of answers, but, generally speaking, it tends to be more 
expensive to use the surveillance and detection kind of a solution 
as opposed to the intelligence solution if the intelligence solution is 
available at all. 

Of course, that is a difficulty we have had with tactical intelli
gence. Some of it simply isn't there. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I think that is the point. There is simply no tacti
cal intelligence that exists right now but, in order to maximize its 
detection equipment, Customs needs tactical intelligence to go with 
it. The two systems work together, and I think that it is critical 
that we focus some attention on that, and work to see if we can't 
improve the tactical intelligence aspect. 

Also, for our files, not for the record, could we get a copy of that 
particular assessment of the NNBIS report? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kindness. 
Mr. KINDNESS. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much. 
Captain Schowengerdt, we appreciate your testimonny. It is help

ful to us. We appreciate it very much. 
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. Thank you. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I might say for you and all of our witnesses, Cap

tain, there may be additional questions that we will want to submit 
to you in writing. I don't know specifically of any that we will have 
to submit to you, but we may have some for some of our witnesses 
today so I will cover that right now. 

Our next witness is Lt. Gen. R. Dean Tice, who is the Director of 
the Task Force on Drug Enforcement for the Department of De
fense. 
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It is my understanding that he is accompanied by Comdr. Edwin 
K. Anderson with the U.S. Navy, who is Deputy Director of Oper
ations, Planning and Capabilities of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

We want to welcome you, General. We will be happy to listen to 
your testimony. 

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. R. DEAN TICE, USA, DIRECTOR, TASK 
FORCE ON DRUG ENFORCEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
ACCOMPANUW BY COMDR. EDWIN K. ANDERSON, USN, DEPUTY 
DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONS, PLANNING, AND CAPABILITIES, 
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF; LT. COL. PAUL O'CONNELL, DOD; 
CAPT. BILL PIVARNIK, CHIEF, FLIGHT OPERATIONS RI!:ADI
NESS BRANCH, OFFICE OF CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS; 
COMDR. ANDY MURPHY, E-2 PROGRAM COORDINATOR, Ol1'FICE 
OF CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS; COL. RICH GRAHAM, 1I1ILI
TARY ASSISTANT TO THE DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
THE AIR FORCE FOR MANPOWER; LT. COL. HARVEY POTHIER, 
CHIEF', POSSE COM!TATAS BRANCH AND CHIEF OF OPER
ATIONS, AIR STAn'; AND LT. COL. DENNY SHEPPARD, AWACS 
SPECIALIST, U.S. AIR FORCE 

General TIeE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
It is a pleasure to return before the committee and to represent 

the Department of Defense. 
I have a formal statement from Dr. Korb who is the Assistant 

Secretary of Defense for Manpower, Installations and Logistics that 
covers in detail the support we have provided. I would like to ask 
that this statement be inserted in the record. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Korb follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF 

DR. LAWRENCE J. KORB 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR 

MANPOWER, INSTALLATIONS AND LOGISTICS 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Chairman English, other members of the Subcommittee, I am 

honored to appear before you today to discuss current Department 

of Defense support of civilian anti-drug efforts. 

The Defense Department is contributin~ to the anti-drug effort 

to the maximum extent possible under current law, and under the 

resource and military preparedness constraints with which we must 

abide. Before addressing the specific issues affecting our sup

port to the civilian drug law enforcement community, let me put 

the DoD role in perspective by making a few preliminary remarks. 

Under the legislation passed in December 1981, DoD provides. 

Federal, state, and local civilian law enforcement officials with 

information collected during the course of normal military opera

tions, makes available military equipment and facilities, and 

provides training and expert advice. 

This law expressly forbids direct participation by members of 

the Army, Air Force, Navy or Marine Corps in arrest and seizure 

activities, or in any other form of law enforcement -- except, 

of course, where allowed under other statutory authority. 

And finally, the (;onsiderations of military preparedness and 

reimbursement must affect all of our decisions. National security 

cannot be undermined as the Defense Department meets its other 

responsibilities und!!"., the law. 

With this legal fra~~work in mind, I would like to outline 

the typical forms of major mi1.i~a;ry assistance being given to 

civilian drug law enforcement age"~::1.s~. Mos t of these forms of 

assistance have been provided hi ri(';:e"t months and are continuing 

today. 
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The military assistance to date has been provided alon~ all 

of our border re~ions, with the heaviest concentration in the 

South Florida and Gulf regions. Much of the 000 assistance has 

come from the Navy. Their E-2C radar squadrons are flyin~ 

surveillance mis sions in support of Customs Service requi'rements. 

Some of this support in the Gulf of Mexico has come from a reserve 

E-2C squadron operating out of New Orleans. Navy P-3 anti

submarine warfare aircraft support the Coast Guard in detection 

of traffickers in coastal as well as open ocean environments. 

All Navy ships operating in coastal and nearby waters are 

continually vigilant in seeking suspect vessels. In the Florida 

Keys, a six-ship Navy hydrofoil squadron has proven to be 

especially useful in support of civilian interdiction activities;

fortuitously, the ideal training for their wartime mission is 

virtually a "perfect fit" with the drUg interdiction effort. 

Some Navy vessels carry Coast Guard hoarding parties, which are 

called "TACLETS," or Tactical Law Enforcement Teams. The reason 

for these "TACLETS" is twofold: first, as mentioned earlier, 

since 000 personnel may not become directly involved in interdic

tion operations, the TACLETS conduct actual boarding of suspect 

vessels; second, maritime law enforcement is the responsibility 

of the Coast Guard. 

The Marine Corps has been operating OV-l0D aircraft in 

conjunction with the Customs Service. Although relatively slow 

and low flying, these "Bronco" airplanes are equipped with 

Forward-Looking, Infra-Red sensors. The so-called "FLIR" provides 

the aerial observer with exceptionally good nighttime vision, 
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adding a long-needed technological improvement to the Customs 

Service effort. 

The Air Force is also playing a s~bstantial role in assisting 

drug law enforcement efforts. In the Gulf region alone, Air 

Force C-130 aircraft have flown frequent training missions in 

support of the drug enforcement community during the past few 

months. B-52 aircraft on routine training flights add to the 

information base on suspect vessels. AWACS radar aircraft are 

also used quite extenshrely along the Southeast, Gulf, and 

Southwest border areas. 

The Air Force has also been providing assistance to \;he Drug 

Enforcement Administration in the Bahamas. There, a twin-engine, 

night capable, over-water helicopter unit has helped DEA and 

Bahamian authorities produce an impressive record of drug inter

dictions. As you know, Mr. Chairman, one Air Force helicrpter 

went down in the sea at the cost of the lives of three Air 

Force crew members and one DEA agent. Despite this tragic loss, 

we remain steadfast in our conviction to support the Bahamian 

authori ti es • 

In addition to providing aircraft support, the Air Force has 

also signed agreements with the Customs Service granting them 

acceSB to all information obtained in the combined Air Force/FAA 

Joint Surveillance System. In addition to this nationwide system 

of ground-based radars, the Air Force -- with the cooperation of 

the Navy -- has tied the balloon borne radar in the Florida Keys 

into the Customs Service command center in Miami. 
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The Customs Service and the Air Force are examining the 

possibility or collocating the Customs command centers in Air 

Force Regional Operational Control Centers at Tyndall Air Force 

Base. Florida. and March Air Jorce Base. California. This action 

would provide the Customs Service with direct access to the North 

American air defense command and control system. 

The Army has provided the Customs Service with eight heli

copters, four Cobras, and four Blackhawks. These aircraft have 

proven to be invaluable in the interdiction effort. Two examples 

of Army initiatives in Arizona typify how slight modifications 

in training programs benefit both DoD and civilian drug law 

enforcement efforts. The United States Army Intelligence SchOOl 

at Fort Huachuca has been working hard to make training 

programs more realistic and meaningful to its students. Of 

particular concern was the training or Mohawk crews and image 

interpreter/ground surveillance radar and sensor operators. 

Traditionally. most of the training was given in the classroom 

with "hands-on" efforts limited to facilities on the installation 

or flight paths which would not be like those expected on 

future operational missions. The Army, after extensive study, 

has implemented two programs. 

The first, entitled "Hawkeye," changed the flight path for 

Mohawk training flights. These training flights were flown On 

a loop north of Fort Huachuca. "Hawkeye" redesignated their 

flight paths to the south of the fort. where they have more 

utility in aSSisting Customs interdiction efforts. During these 
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flights, scenarios more commensurate with actual operational mis

sions are used. In addition to enhancing the realism of the 

training, the Army is able to provide valuable information to 

federal law enforcement authorities. A data base of image infor

mation has been developed. All collected information is compared 

to this data base and variances (such as new holes in fencing, 

increased usage of trails and roads, or alterations in terrain) 

are provided to appropriate law enforcement officials. Addition

ally, all aircraft crews are being trained to identify suspect 

low flying aircraft penetrating U.S. air space and a dual channel 

reporting system has provided realtime information to Customs 

officials in Tucson. 

The second program, called "Ground Hog," moved the training 

of ground surveillance radar (GSR) operators and sensor operators 

out of the classrooom for a four-day field training exercise near 

Yuma Marine Air Station. Students follow a tactical scenario in 

emplacing GSR and sensor equipment looking for evidence of 

intrusion. Typical intr'lsion closely approximates the efforts 

of enemy forces infiltrating lines or crossing defended 

boundaries. Direct communication is maintained with interested 

drug law enforcement authorities to point them to the expE!cted 

areas of intrusion. Additionally, the location is ideally 

Buited for visual observation of low flying suspect aircraft 

which is reported as well. This program provides about 160 days 

coverage of the designated area. 

The Navy and the Air Force, working with the Customs Service 
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and Lockheed, have configured a P~3A Orion aircraft with an Air 

Force F-15 (APG-63) radar system. If this system is effective 

in meeting Customs' needs, up to six P-3As could be similiarly 

confi~ured and loaned. 

The Army is prepared to lend Customs eight modified C-12A 

aircraft provided that monies are appropriated for C-12D replace

ment models which must be delivered to the Army before the others 

are lent to Customs. 

In each of these cases I have just cited, the Customs Service 

would be responsible for organizing its own maintenance and sup

port contracts. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the Administration's efforts to 

end drug smuggling are an ad'ded responsibility ass igned by the 

President to the Vice President. On June 17, 1983, Vice President 

Bush announced the formation of the National Narcotics Border 

Interdiction System (NNBIS). 

The highly successful South Florida Task Force served as the 

model and has become the blueprint for establishing similar 

NNBIS operations centers in New Orleans, El Paso, Long Beach, 

Chicago, and New York. 

The DoD has assigned highly qualiiied, technical people to 

these six NNBIS Centers to act as liaison officers. I believe 

the combination of skilled civilian drug law enforcement officials 

and military personnel, working together in an ever-improving 

operational system, will enable our nation to wage a successful 

fight against illegal drugs. 
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Because all of the missions undertaken in support of the drug 

interdiction program involve the expenditure of funds, I would 

like to mention the fiscal aspects of DoD assistance. 

With respect to reimbursement, it is our policy to help civil

ian agencies in identifying the types of assistance that can be 

provided on a nonreimbursable basis. Most of the assistance we 

have provided since passage of the new legislation has not 

required reimbursement. This is because the support has been 

incidental to normal military operations, or we have otherwise 

obtained training benefits that are substantially equivalent to 

our own training PFograms. For example, Navy P-3 or Air Force 

B-52 flights which accomplish military training are provided On 

a nonreimbursable basis. 

The legislative history of Public Law 97-86 repeatedly empha

sized that the new legislation was intended to clarify exisiting 

practices of cooperation between the military and civilian law 

enforcement authorities which were already permitted by interpre

tations of the Posse Comitatus Act; and authorized the occasional 

use of military personnel to operate sophisticated equipment on 

loan to civilian drug law enforcement agencies. 

It was not designed to transfer budgetary responsibility 

for civilian law enforcement functions from other agencies to 

the Department of Defen~e. To the extent that we do not obtain 

any direct training or operational benefits from the provision 

of assistance to another agency, and reimbursement would otherwise 

be required under the Economy Act, our directive requires 
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reimbursement. For example. in the straightforward loan of 

military equipment for use by a law enforcement organization 

to perform the mission of that agency. The Secretary of Defense 

has agreed to lend the U.S. Customs Service various types of 

equipment and has required only the reimbursement of marginal 

incidental costs. 

In summary. Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee. 

the Defense Department is proud of its role in providing 

support to this worthy goal. 

Mr. Chairman. I'll be pleased to answer any questions that 

you have at this time. 
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General 1'ICE. In addition to Commodore Anderson, I am accom
panied today by Lt. Col. Paul O'Connell from my office. 

From the Navy I have Capt. Bill Pivarnik, Chief of the Flight 
Operations Readiness Branch in the Office of Chief of Naval Oper
ations, and Comdr. Andy Murphy, who is the E-2 Program Coordi
nator ill the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations. And, from the 
U.S. Air Force, I have Col. Rich Graham, military assistant to the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Manpower. I also 
have Lt. Col. Harvey Pothier, representing the Air Staff, as well as 
Lt. Col. Denny Sheppard, who is the AWACS Specialist on the Air 
Staff. 

I guess I would make an opening comment that, as you know, I 
entered into this position in January 1984, and I think it would be 
fair to state that from my position the kind of interagency coopera
tion that I observe on this day if I were going to rate it on a scale 
of 1 to 10, is close to 9 or 10. I think that is rather fantastic when 
you consider we work with four Federal agencies and the four serv
ices within the Armed Forces. I think that I would just like to have 
my assessment on the record as well as wiLh your committee, sir, I 
think we have a very good communication capability between agen
cies that did not exist perhaps a year ago. 

As you know, the Department of Defense is a provider of re
sources in the drug enforcement business. Basically to two major 
users in the Federal service, that is, the U.S. Customs Service and 
the Drug Enforcement Agency. These resources involve air support, 
maritime support, equipment loans, and personnel. 

As you know, we have helped staff the six regional NNBIS 
region headquarters with military personnel to serve so they can 
advise the civilian law enforcement agencies as to what might be 
available from Department of Defense resources. 

We also are involved in providing information where the Air 
Force has granted Customs access to all info obtained from the 
combined Air Force and FAA joint surveillance systems as well as 
the balloon-borne Air Force radar at Key West and Patrick Air 
Force Base. 

I would underscore, however, that all of our support is currently 
provided within the constraints of the law: either under the Econo
my Act, or 10 U.S. Code 376 where assistance can be provided only 
if it does not affect the military preparedness of the Uni.ted States. 

In that regard, I would ask at this time that if Commodore An
derson, who has a short statement to make, if he could make that 
statement because it concerns the readiness impact on the use of 
E-2C's and the AWACS, sir. 

Commodore ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, it is an honor to appear 
before you today. I will give this short statement to support that of 
the one submitted for the record for the Assistant Secretary of De
fense for Manpower Installations a..,.d Logistics. 

When the Secretary of Defense and Assistant Secretary of De
fense (MI and L) act as the approving authorities, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff advise them of the impact on national security and mili
tary preparedness of specific requests for assistance from civilian 
law enforcement officials. 

Additionally, we are to advise ASD (MI and L) of the impact on 
national security and military preparedness of spedfic requests for 
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resources when those resources are assigned to a unified or speci
fied command. 

In the case of drug interdiction air surveillance, USCINCLANT, 
USCINCPAC, and USCINCRED are directly concerned with the 
use of E-2 and E-3 aircraft. We have closely monitored the con
tinuing requests for air surveillance support and have concurred 
with the present level of ten USCINCLANT, four USCINCPAC 
E-2C and 6 USCINCRED E-3A flights per month. 

We also concur with the CINC's and services that the current 
level of E-2 and E-3 aircraft support is the maximum which can be 
provided without negatively impacting military requirements for 
unit training and aircraft availability. 

We simply lack enough airframes and trained personnel to pro
vide increased missions. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff clearly support the President's initia
tive to stop drug trafficking. However, any increase above the cur
rent level of E-2 and E-3 assistance to drug enforcement will cause 
a commensurate degradation to military preparedness for the pri
mary mission of the units involved. 

Mr. Chairman, I will be pleased to answer any questions that 
you have at this time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. General Tice. 
General TICE. We are prepared to answer your questions, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Commodore, for a fine state

ment and again, General Tice, I want to commend you. 
I know you were out in New Mexico yesterday and made a late 

trip back last night, so we appreciate you making it to the hearing 
today. 

When the Department of Defense reviewed the proper role which 
it should play in the detection of drug smugglers, what were its 
principal considerations and conclusions, General Tice? 

General TICE. Mr. Chairman, the primary considerations, of 
course, were the constraints placed upon us by the law. In Dr. 
Korb's statement the readiness requirement is also enumerated as 
of paramount importance. 

Additionally, the Department of Defense is funded and organized 
basically to counter the military threat. 

The Department is acutely aware that drug smuggling is certain
ly a serious menace to our Nation and to our society. However, to 
date defending against drug smuggling has not been identified as a 
military threat, and therefore in accordance with the law we can 
assist civilian law enforcement agencies in the performance of 
their duties only in a manner which does not disrupt our funda
mental mission. 

I think that is the primary consideration that we deal with on a 
day-to-day basis when requests are given to the Department of De
fense for support. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What would be the impact on the Department of 
Defense had DOD been required to detect all low-flying aircraft to 
the United States? 

General TICE. Obviously, it would require funding and our struc
ture would have to be modified in order to undertake this mission. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Would that also have an impact on your ability to 
detect high-flying, fast-flying aircraft? 
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General TICE. It could have if you didn't resource it with an aug
mentation that would give us that capability. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So under current---
General TICE. Under funding levels, and current functional orga

nizations, there would be a degradation in our current mission ca
pability if we undertook this additional role. 

Mr. ENGLISH. You mentioned, General Tice, the reimbursement 
aspect, the requirements under the law, and you heard the concern 
that I expressed with regard to the lack of provision for additional 
funds, $10 million for the E-2C flights. Captain Schowengerdt 
didn't think that that was going to be a problem, that that could be 
worked out. 

Do you see that as being a problem for this next fiscal year? 
General TICE. I think there could be a problem on that because 

we use those funds to help stage the E-2C's out of Homestead, be
cause the transit time from Norfolk down there, is too long, and 
you would have no time on station. So, what we have been doing is 
deploying some of those E-2C's to stage out of Homestead, to help 
in the Florida and gulf area. 

1 think we will have to take a look and see what impact that has, 
and there could be the potential that we would have to require re
imbursement under the Economy Act, if there aren't specific provi
sions made for that funding. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Once you make that assessment and evaluation, 
that determination, we would appreciate it if you would also pro
vide us with the results. 

General TICE. We can do that, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Commodore, last year the subcommittee was ad

vicsed by the Chief of Naval Operations tnat in supporting the Cus
toms Service in its drug interdiction mission, the E-2C transit 
times are quite high, 4 hours from Norfolk to Miami, and these 
transit times are absorbed over and above the dedicated mission re
quirements. 

A most important consideration with regard to E-2C utilization 
in the national drug interdiction effort is: * * * the number of mis
sions which are required to fly in an area away from home stations 
and employment, according to the Chief of Naval Operations. 

My question is, How have you been able to deal with this impor
tant issue raised by the Chief of Naval Operations while supporting 
Customs in the coast and gulf coast area? 

Commodore ANDERSON. As the General mentioned, what we have 
been doing is providing advance base support. In other words, away 
from the home base, which is an additional cost. . 

Mr. ENGLISH. And that is what the $10 million has been going 
for, providing that? 

Commodore ANDERSON. The personnel and the equipment that 
goes down there to support those flights. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Kindness. 
Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Commodore Anderson, I don't mean this facetiously or in deroga

tion of the statement that you have given here, but it is a classic 
sort of position to take in budgetary terms, that anything beyond 
what is happening now will create problems. We all understand 
that. 
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Is there a way in which you could for the subcommittee be any 
more specific about the detriment to preparedness that would 
result from expansion of the number of hours of flight time or the 
number of flights? 

The number of flights, I think, I can visualize readily enough, 
but the expansion of hours of flight time is an area that causes me 
to become a little confused as to how one can draw a line. 

That may be strictly in terms of dollars, budgetary figures, but 
could you help me understand a little bit better how that line can 
be drawn with distinctness at the current level of activity? 

Commodore ANDERSON. The rationale that we used in looking at 
the program, whether or not we could afford to provide additional 
flights, was not based strictly on the fmancial aspects. 

We are constrained by a number of things. The first one is plat
forms available. That is, the number of aircraft that we have in the 
E-2C fleet. We don't have enough to fulfill all the requirements 
that are laid upon us militarily as well as those that are provided 
through the NNBIS Program. 

We have the requirement to do our own unit training in the mili
tary area. If we provide additional flights to the NNBIS Program 
we will reduce that kind of training for our military people. That is 
basic training as well as upgrade skill training. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Excuse me. 
In that respect there is, I take it, some degree of applicability of 

that flight time to training, particularly in upgrading, I suppose, 
but there would be the logistical problem of getting the right 
people there at the right time for that, I suppose? 

Commodore ANDERSON. That is correct. Plus those missions com
pared to the type of mission in the military aspect in which you 
use the E-2C aircraft, a low level of training. 

In other words, the enhancements to the fellow's skills are very 
low through the NNBIS type of flight versus what he would be 
doing coordinating between targets and fighter aircraft off the car
rier and that type of thing. 

That makes a difference there. Then there is the other aspect: Do 
you have the right crew available that needs the low-level training 
so that is can be utilized at that particular time? Of course, that 
doesn't always happen. 

Another part of this is the availability of spare part's. We buy 
only so many spare parts, and they have a 2-year leadtime. The 
spare parts that we have available to be utilized in 1985 are those 
that were bought in 1983. The buy was programmed for the flight 
utilization rate that we had at that time, which didn't include 
these additional flights with the NNBIS Program. Finally, when 
you add more flight hours onto the airplane, you start to shorten 
the service life of the airplane. When airplanes are bought, there 
are a certain number of hours for which they can fly, and that is 
their service life. We program that over so many years for our 
E-2C fleet. 

If we fly at a higher rate, the planes have a shorter life span and 
that is going to drive further requirements for aircraft at an earli
er l'ate in the military. 

Those are the factors that go into determining our ability to sup
port NNBIS besides the budget aspects. 
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General TICE. Mr. Kindness, I would add one other point. I think 
the average E-2C crew spends 8 to 9 months a year away from 
home station, from their families. The high cost of overcommitting 
those pilots and crew could have a very great implication on our 
retention. 

At one time the E-2C fleet had the lowest retention rate of per
sonnel. We just can't fail to recognize that even if you had the air
craft, the aircrew, the O&M, the spares, and everything else, that 
there would be an increase in personnel staffing or we would be 
giving the Navy an impossible mission to comply with with refer
ence to personnel retention. 

Commodore ANDERSON. For this past year the E-2C flightcrews 
spent 70 percent of their time away from home. 

General TICE. That would cause quite a retention problem, I sup
pose, and it would be expensive. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Thank you very much. I appreciate having these 
factors on the record to support that statement. Thank you. I yield 
back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Kindness. 
General Tice, in regard to the Bahamian support, I recall the De

partment of Defense sent an assessment team down to determine 
the immediate needs to increase the drug interdiction efforts there. 
They then asked the different services to provide helicopter sup
port and to establish a viable communications capacity. 

The Air Force was to provide the helicopter support while the 
Army was to establish a communications system. What happened 
to the communications support? 

Is it established, and if so by what agency? 
General TICE. The communications problem was taken from the 

Department of Defense. The State Department said they would 
enter into that decision and. we no longer pursue the requirement 
for communications within the Department of Defense for the Ba
hamian mission. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is there a communications network there? 
General TICE. It is a limited one, sir, but the original program 

was to place some secure voice and some other types of communica
tion into--

Mr. ENGLISH. Are you sure that there is part of that system 
being employed today? 

General TICE. No. 
Mr. ENGLISH. It is my understanding it is not. 
General TICE. There is no secure capability there at all. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So there is no communications system? 
General TICE. No. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And you are saying that the State pepartment 

then is the one that dropped the ball? 
General TICE. I am not sure who dropped the ball. At least in my 

office we were told that we no longer would pursue that issue. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Somebody dropped the ball. 
General TrCE. Sir, I don't know whether there are other wit

nesses here who can respond to that, but at least we no longer 
pursue that as one of the options for us. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The Air Force has been down in the Bahamas for 
well over a year, based on a declared emergency. The law states 

I 
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that declared emergencies cannot go on forever. When will they be 
removed? 

General TICE. We handle that on a 6-month-by-6-month basis. 
Under the provisions of the law, the Department of Justice is the 

one that says that this is an emergency area there and requests the 
Department of Defense to continue that support. We executed one 
of those joint memorandums of support in November, and so we 
have an agreement now between Justice and the Department of 
Defense to continue that support through May 1985, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. And that will be the end of the emergency? 
General TICE. I think somebody other than the Department of 

Defense makes that assessment about the emergency. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Are you aware, is the Department of Defense 

aware, of any permanent solution to this emergency? 
General TICE. We have approached no permanent solution other 

than perhaps the stationing of an additional aerostat in that area. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So, in effect, what we are doing now is just living, 

as one emergency ends, we declare another one and move on from 
that standpoint? 

General TICE. I would point out that that is one of the missions 
we have undertaken and support and there is a high level of corre
lation between the mission that the Air Force crews are undertak
ing in the Bahamas and what they would do in the event we went 
to war. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Captain Schowengerdt, have you got any ..!omment 
you would like to make on those last two questions? Could you en
lighten us somewhat? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. The communications package, Mr. 
Chairman, is a part of the overall proposals the Vice President 
made to the Prime Minister of the Bahamas about a year ago that 
included, among other things, tethered aerostats, so that as we pro
ceed on the tethered aerostat, we are also providing on the other 
issues. 

Nobody has dropped the ball, for example, in the communica
tions package. That is still very much part of our proposals to the 
Bahamas in our talks with them. 

The only thing changed was, instead of asking the DefenRe De
partment to provide the equipment, the State Department would 
provide the equipment on a purchase basis out of Department 
funds. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The State Department, are they proceeding on 
this? When can we expect that the communications package will be 
delivered? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. The communications package will be de
livered within 30 days after we reach agreement with the Govern
ment of Bahamas on the acceptance of that package. 

The Bahamas have not accepted the installation of such a pack
age. The United States, of course, cannot unilaterally go in and in
stall such a package. If the Bahamas accept, we will deliver within 
30 days. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What we have here is a case where the Bahamian 
Government doesn't want to accept it? 

Captain SCH()WENGERDT. I wouldn't say doesn't want. We just 
haven't reached agreement. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. That is an interesting situation. 
What about the business of the emergency down there? Do we 

have a permanent solution that you are aware of that is being dis
cussed? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. The permanent solution is an issue for 
us. We are aware of it. We would like to find some solutions to it, 
but the problem itself is in flux. 

I think we need to take that into account as we proceed. 
With the installation of the various items in the Vice President's 

proposals 1;.; the Bahamas, I think we will see changes in the struc
ture of the problem over time. 

We may need to continue a helicopter-based operation down 
there. We may not need to do that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It is my understanding that the DEA had money 
appropriated last year to purchase helicopters for this purpose, to 
replace the Air Force. Did they carry that out? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. To purchase one helicopter, and that is 
~nder a purchase contract. It has not been delivered. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It has not been delivered? 
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. No. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That was about 1 % years ago when they contract

ed that or appropriated the money for it? I guess the question 
comes to mind--

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. My backup just walked out. I don't 
recall the exact timing on it. I know that they proceeded with the 
money that was appropriated. They have in fact ordered the heli
copters due for delivery soon. It is on schedule. 

Mr. ENGLISH. This may be getting into an area here that you are 
not familiar with or don't remember that much about, but were all 
the funds that were appropriated by the Congress for the purchase 
of helicopters to relieve the Air Force of the problem down there 
for the use of the BAT team-were all of those funds expended for 
helicopters? 

If so, why has it taken 1 % years for the helicopters to be deliv
ered from the time the money was appropriated? It seems like a 
rather extensive period of time. 

Third, when can we expect that one or however many helicopters 
were purchased with those funds can be there so the Air Force can 
be relieved? Can you provide that for the record for us? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. I think that information can be provid
ed for the record; yes, sir. However, even to the extent that that 
helicopter support is purchased by DEA and put into the Bahamas, 
does not necessarily at this stage of the game, as far as I am con
cerned, relieve the need for the existing Air Force helicopter. 

We have a large problem in the Bahamas. The assets down there 
to fight that problem are not sufficient. I am not at all Sure that I 
would recommend at this point removing any of the Air Force 
assets, even with delivery of the DEA assets. 

Mr. ENGLISH. As long as NNBIS, the White House, and the De
partment of Defense all agree that they can continue to declare 
emergencies and keep those resources down there without prob
lems, that is fine. The concern that I have is that one of these days 
we get to the point that we can't continue emergencies forever 
down there and we have got to pull those resources out. 
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We don't have anything else to put down there. That is what I 
would hope that we would be moving toward, a more permanent 
solution in case we find ourselves in that kind of problem. 

We have all kinds of emergencies, of course, taking place all over 
the w.Jrld. You never know when the Department of Defense may 
need those resources some place. We would be left rather short. 

The other part of it is that it raises questions about the difficulty 
we are having with the Bahamian Government in moving, in what 
we would call an expedient manner, to deal with a number of these 
problems, whether it is a communications package or whether it is 
a tethered aerostat or whatever it might be. 

That is something that perhaps we could focus a little more at
tention on. I understand the Customs Service may very well be 
doing that and they are to be commended. I think that anything 
we could do in that area would certainly be helpful. 

Thank you. I didn't mean to put you on the spot there. I just had 
a question or two on that. 

Mr. Kindness. 
Mr. KINDNESS. No further questions, Mr. Chairman. 
I appreciate General Tice being here. 
Mr. ENGLISH. General, sf";veral months ago we requested that the 

Deprtment of Defense upgrade the two aerostat systems in Florida 
with an IFF capability. We did this pretty much on a verbal basis 
which may not have been satisfactory. 

Would you care to comment on whether or not you are aware of 
this request? 

General TICE. We accepted that as an informal request, Mr. 
Chairman, and made a preliminary examination. We think that 
the aerostat could take the additional weight without degrading its 
capability. The Tactical Air Command is currently looking at some 
prototype options, and Colonel Pothier informs me that they are 
willing to go ahead and start the second phase and do some testing 
there on that equipment after January. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Very good. That is encouraging. 
The Deputy Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Swafford, assured me last 

Friday that the Navy would meet the appropriations report lan
guage directing the Navy to provide three additional P-3's, config
ured as the prototype is configured, by the end of fiscal year 1985. I 
would like to get that confirmed for the record, if you could, Gener
al. 

General TICE. I received a statement from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Navy, Mr. Frank Swafford, and he indicated that pro
vided funds are appropriated in the fiscal year 1985 for the Navy to 
modify the three P-3 aircraft for the Customs Service, they will 
make every effort to complete the program before the end of the 
fiscal year. 

Mr. ENGI.JSH. What is the detection experience which the Navy 
has had with the APS-80 with respect to surface targets? 

General TrCE. I will have to take that for the record, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. If you would. 
General TrcE. We will do that. 
[The information follows:] 
Generally speaking the APS-80 has proved to be a good surface search radar. The 

APS-80 has the following parameters: at an aircraft altitude of 1,500 feet the APS-
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Mr. ENGLISH. That is an interesting situation, 
What about the business of the emergency down there? Do we 

have a permanent solution that you are aware of that is being dis
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Captain SCHOWENGERDT. The permanent solution is an issue for 
us. We are aware of it. We would like to find some solutions to it, 
but the problem itself is in flux. 

I think we need to take that into account as we proceed. 
With the installation of the various items in the Vice President's 

proposals to the Bahamas, I think we will see changes in the struc
ture of the problem over time. 

We may need to continue a helicopter-based operation down 
there. We may not need to do that, 

Mr. ENGLISH. It is my understanding that the DEA had money 
appropriated last year to purchase helicopters for this purpose, to 
replace the Air Force. Did they carry that out? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. To purchase one helicopter, and that is 
under a purchase contract. It has not been delivered. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It has not been delivered? 
Captain SCHOWENGERDT. No. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That was about 1% years ago when they contract

ed that or appropriated the money for it? I guess the question 
comes to mind--

Captain SCHOWENGERDT. My backup just walked out. I don't 
recall the exact timing on it. I know that they proceeded with the 
money that was appropriated. They have in fact ordered the heli
copters due for delivery soon. It is on schedule. 

Mr. ENGLISH. This may be getting into an area here that you are 
not familiar with or don't remember that much about, but were all 
the funds that were appropriated by the Congress for the purchase 
of helicopters to relieve the Air Force of the problem down there 
for the use of the BAT team-were all of those funds expended for 
helicopters? 

If so, why has it taken 1 % years for the helicopters to be deliv
ered from the time the money was appropriated? It seems like a 
rather extensive period of time. 

Third, when can we expect that one or however many helicopters 
were purchased with those funds can be there so the Air Force can 
be relieved? Can you provide that for the record for us? 

Captain SCHOWENGERDT, I think that information can be provid
ed for the record; yes, sir. However, even to the extent that that 
helicopter support is purchased by DEA and put into the Bahamas, 
does not necessarily at this stage of the game, as far as I am con
cerned, relieve the need for the existing Air Force helicopter. 

We have a large problem in the Bahamas. The assets down there 
to fight that problem are not sufficient. I am not at all sure that I 
would recommend at this point removing any of the Air Force 
assets, even with delivery of the DEA assets. 

Mr. ENGLISH. As long as NNBIS, the White House, and the De
partment of Defense all agree that they can continue to declare 
emergencies and keep those resources down there without prob
lems, that is fine. The concern that I have is that one of these days 
we get to the point that we can't continue emergencies forever 
down there and we have got to pull those resources out. 
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80 radar can detect a 10 square meter target with a sea state of 0-2 at a range of 20 
miles; at an aircraft altitude of 5,000 feet, the APS-80 radar can detect a 100 square 
meter target with a sea state of 0-2 at a range of 60 miles; at an aircraft altitude of 
20,000 feet, the APS-80 radar can detect a 1,000 square meter target with a sea 
state of 0-2 at a range of 100 miles (at a sea state greater than 3, the range is 20 
miles); and at an aircraft altitude of 20,000 feet, the APS-80 radar can detect a 
100,000 square meter target at a range of 175 miles (at any sea state). 

Mr. ENGLISH. Also, could you check and see if the APS-80 is still 
being used, and will it continue to be in the Navy's inventory for 
the foreseeable future? 

General TICE. We will do that. 
[The information follows:] 
The APS-80 is being used in the P-3B aircraft by some fleet and reserve units. 

The Navy anticipates that it will be in the inventory at least ten more years. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We would also like to know how long the APS-80 
has been--

General TICE. Scheduled to remain in inventory? 
Mr. ENGLISH. And how long it has been in the inventory? 
Commodore ANDERSON. It has been in inventory since 1963. 
Mr. ENGLISH. What is the Navy's operational cost with respect to 

the P-3 per flight hour? Do we have that? 
General TICE. Yes. 
We break it down to show $1,250 an hour for O&M. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That is considerable. 
General TICE. And depot repair of spares, $625; depot repair level 

of airframes and engines is another $248. So we are looking at 
$2,123 per flying hour. That does not include funding to crew the 
aircraft. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. Well, I believe that is somewhat below the es
timates that we had earlier, I believe. I think $2,200, something 
like that, was the estimate before. 

General TICE. This is based on current historical data by which 
we budget for the support of the P-3. 

Mr. ENGLISH. And could you tell us what the Air Force's mean 
time between failure experience with the APG-63 is? 

General TICE. That has been running historically between 17 and 
20 hours-for the total radar system. 

Now, the Patuxent River experience to date is three to five times 
better than that. But, understand, most of those tests have been on 
the ground and they don't have a lot of air time on that system 
yet. 

The antenna system has been running almost 75 hours between 
mean failure time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It is my understanding that the air time that they 
spent on the test at Patuxent is around 60 hours. 

General TICE. Yes; they have had 60 hours there. But what I am 
saying is in that environment where we have tested it out there, it 
has been three to five times greater than our experience in service. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But the point I make is that you mentioned you 
understood a lot of that was on-the-ground time. It is my under
standing they had 60 hours' flying time. 

General TICE. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So that is quite a bit of flying time in 2 months. 
General TICE. It is. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. What does the Air Force fund for operational costs 
on APG-63 per flight hour? What is the cost? 

General TICE. That is going to take a little more research, sir, 
and I would like to provide it for the record. 

M.e. ENGLISH. OK. 
[The information follows:] 
The Air Force does not budget operational spares requirements for aircraft sys

tems or subsystems on a cost-per-flying-hour basis. They fund and procure oper
ational spares as a result of an extensive evaluation of projectt!d demands for a sys
temwide flying program and pipeline times. Consumable part., are procured to 
repair internally approximately 90 percent of all the projected repair actions. In
vestment spares are procured to replace the remaining ten percent which cannot be 
repaired and also to fill the pipelines between the operating locations and support 
agencies. Historic consumption data is sued to make these repair requirement pro
jections. 

I recognize, however, that the U.S. Customs Service does not have any historical 
data upon which to base their operating cost estimations in this first year of P-3A 
operations. Therefore, the Air Force Logistics Command has computed an historical 
repair cost per flying hour that you can use as a guide in determining the APG-63 
radar suite operating costs. These costs include the APG-6S components as well as 
the ancillary components we supplied to make the radar work in a P-SA. Please 
recognize that these costs reflect the use of the components in the F:"'15 environ
ment and may differ significantly from that experienced in the P-SA. 

Mr. ENGLISH. And what was the Navy's experience on the MTBF 
with the APG-63 during its recently concluded 60-day technical 
evaluation? 

General TICE. Three to five times. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I think you answered that earlier with about five 

times. 
General TICE. Three to five times. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Did the Navy receive test criteria from Customs on 

the development of the technical evaluation, and were they includ
ed in the test plan? 

General TICE. Yes, sir; that was the reason in my opening state
ment that I made the comment that my assessment of the close co
operation between Treasury, Customs, and all the Federal agencies 
is working very well today. The Navy and Customs Service have 
worked informally together since the beginning of the conversion 
of the P-3 to satisfy the program requirements. Although we have 
no formal input presented by Customs for the tactical evaluation, 
communications between Customs and evaluators at Patuxent 
River attempted to include all the requirements, which Customs 
passed on to the Navy. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So you did not receive--
General TICE. We did not receive the formal request. But we 

worked it out. 
Mr. ENGLISH. You were in contact with them and were receiving 

that information informally as opposed to a formal presentation; is 
that correct? 

General TICE. Yes. 
I should point out, we have people on station that have been in 

the job quite a while. And, as you know, the informal relationships 
there can accomplish quite a lot. 

Mr. ENGLISH, General, that concludes the questions r have. 
r want to thank you all very, very much and say that r deeply 

appreciate the work the Department of Defense and your office has 
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been doing in helping make this program a success. You have all 
done a great job. We appreciate the great cooperation you have 
given us, as well. It has been very helpful to us. 

General TICE. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you, sir. 
Our next witness will be Mr. John Walker, Assistant Secretary 

for Enforcement and Operations at the Department of the Treas
ury. 

I think we know that fellow with you, Mr. Walker, but if you 
would identify him for the record we would appreciate it. 

ST). TEMENT OF JOHN M. WALKER, JR., ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR ENFORCEMENT AND OPERATIONS, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
TREASURY, ACCOMPANIED BY NEIL LAGEMAN, DIRECTOR, 
OFFICE OF PATROL, U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE 
Mr. WALKER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. The Treas

ury Department appreciates this opportunity to appear before you 
to address the subject of drug interdiction. 

On my immediate left I have Neil Lageman, who is the Director 
of the Office of Patrol for Customs. 

Since I last appeared before you, our Government has progressed 
considerably toward the development of an air and marine inter
diction system that, over the long term, will more effectively sup
press and deter the smuggling of drugs that is now penetrating the 
southern border of the United States. At the same time, we are 
striving, over the short term, to improve the overall drug interdic
tion capability of the U.S. Customs Service that is based on our 
current equipment and resources. 

In my testimony today, I will concentrate on two topics, first re
viewing our progress toward a comprehensive and effective inter
diction system for the foreseeable future; and, second, discussing 
some of the steps that have been taken to bring about short-term 
improvements. But before I do so, I would like to review with this 
committee where we were back in 1981 and where we are today. 

In 1981, our capabilities in all four phases of drug interdiction
detection, interception, tracking and apprehension-were inad
equate. Our interdiction capability is substantially better today. 
Very soon, we will have brought three of these elements up to a 
satisfactory level, and we will have made a solid beginning in im
proving the fourth. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take this opportunity to acknowl
edge the contribution that this committee, you Mr. Chairman, and 
the committee staff, have made to our progress. Before reviewing 
this progress more specifically, I would like to state briefly Treas
ury's policy on interdiction. 

First, Customs will continue to fulfill its responsibilities for inter
diction of contraband, including drugs being smuggled by air, land 
and sea. 

Second, regarding the air program, Customs will pursue all avail
able avenues for obtaining detection targets for interception, track
ing and arrest, including use of its own resources for that purpose, 
as well as the resources of other contributing agencies, including 
FAA, DOD, Coast Guard, and DEA. 
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Third, Customs will acquire the five additional P-3A aircraft 
fi'om the military, at such time as the prototype demonstrates its 
operational capability. 

Fourth, the administration will implement 14 of the 18 recom
mendations of the NNBIS Joint Surveillance Committee, The re
maining four are subject to validation by current studies before im
plemen tation. 

-Fifth, Treasury will complete several critical studies in this cal
endar yea .. '. These studies will enable Treasury to begin implement
ing a long-term approach balanced between air, land, and sea. They 
will also recommend appropriate long-term and short-term configu
rations for air and marine programs, and recommend appropriate 
agency roles for carrying out interdiction responsibilities over the 
short and long terms. 

I will now go into each of these topics in further detail. Treasury 
and this administration have been firmly and unequivocally com
mitted to enhancing our country's drug interdiction capability. We 
recognize that improvement of our Government's current ability to 
detect smugglers is essential to this task, and we will continue to 
seek every way possible to strengthen our effectiveness. 

Mr. Chairman, no one agency alone can perform the entire func
tion of surveillance or otherwise provide all intelligence necessary 
for target interception. The FAA, for example, because of its mis
sion, must have a radar capability. Defense, of course, must have 
an extensive detection capability for national security reasons. The 
Coast Guard also has a role in providing detection targets. DEA, 
the FBI and the intelligence community provide information on 
which interdiction can be based. 

The Customs Service has a major role, both because it is a con
sumer of air and marine drug target information and radar data, 
and because it has a substantial role in the development of targets. 
We envision that Customs installations, such as the existing Miami 
Command, Control and Communication Center, or C-3, or possibly 
the Customs presence at regional operational command centers, or 
ROCC sites, will remain the hub of interdiction activity, from 
which the interception, tracking and apprehension phases of air 
interdiction can be controlled. They must continue to be enhanced 
by data supplied by E-2C, AWACS, FAA and Coast Guard detec
tion assistance. 

I am hopeful that the procurement of P-3A aircraft will substan
tially increase our detection capability. Of course, the procurement 
of the remaining five of these aircraft must await the demonstrat
ed acceptability of the prototype. 

The technical evaluation of the P-3A by the Navy has come to a 
close. Now that it is complete, Customs will soon initiate an oper
ational evaluation that will assess the effectiveness of the complete 
P-3A detection system when used in the Customs environment 
against actual intruding suspect aircraft as well as prearranged 
targets. It will also measure the adequacy of Customs' arrange
ments for operating and maintaining the P-3A, which include sup
port agreements with private contractors, the Navy, and the Air 
Force. 
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I want to stress that the administration is committed to the P-3 
program, which will enhance the Customs Service's air detection 
and surveillance ability. 

Mr. Chairman, I am, therefore, pleased to report that during the 
operational evaluation the P-3A prototype will be in active service 
against drug smugglers by the end of this month. I would like to 
add that Treasury appreciates the effort and support that you, Mr. 
Chairman, and this committee and its staff have contributed to the 
P-3A project. We look forward to working with this committee in 
the consideration of options under which the P-3A's effectiveness 
in air interdiction could be further enhanced. 

Also, with regard to detection, Customs stands ready to accom
plish the deployment of a third aerostat for location in the Caribbe
an region. This administration continues to negotiate, through the 
State Department and NNBIS, with Bahamian officials to secure 
their agreement on a site for this aerostat. As of yet, the Bahamian 
Government has not agreed to award the lease for the previously 
planned site on the Grand Bahama Island. 

Customs has accordingly begun efforts to examine and to secure 
an alternate site outside the Bahamas. Regrettably, such a change 
in plans would delay our present schedule, which calls for the aero
stat to be fully operational by March 1985. 

We share this committee's desire to move, as quickly as possible, 
to close the gap in our existing radar net around south and east 
Florida. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to add at this point that recent com
munications with Bahamian officials lead us to be more optimistic 
than would have been the case a week ago, and we feel that future 
discussions can move very rapidly perhaps in this month towards 
the establishment of this balloon and toward use of the Grand Ba
hamas site. 

Since I last appeared before this committee, this administration, 
under the leadership of Vice President Bush in his capacity as 
Chairman of the Executive Board of NNBIS, has undertaken a crit
ical examination of the air surveillance function. Last April, 
NNBIS created a Joint Surveillance Committee to perform this ex
amination. The Joint Surveillance Committee forwarded 18 recom
mendations for consideration by the Executive Board which are de
signed to effect a reduction in drug trafficking. I understand that 
NNBIS has provided this committee a briefing on these 18 recom
mendations. 

The NNBIS Executive Board has already begun the immediate 
implementation of 14 of the 18 recommendations. Because the four 
additional recommendations require additional analytical work, we 
will proceed with their implementation upon verification by cur
rent studies undertaken by the Treasury Department. 

The Joint Surveillance Committee of NNBIS will continue to 
monitor these initial recommendations and continue to examine 
the detection function. The Treasury studies to which I have re
ferred will have a bearing on this analysis. They include a study 
that SRI is now conducting on various program reconfigurations 
for air and marine interdiction. Although this study is expected to 
be formally completed in December, preliminary results are due in 
October. A second study is now being performed by the Mitre 



566 

Corp., which is developing a preliminary design and cost estimate 
for a system of C3-ROCC sites. 

The administration intends to apply the results of these studies 
to the development of enhanced air and marine interdiction. We 
see this analytical work as essential to our implementation of long 
term, carefully designed, and cost-effective interdiction programs. 
We are aware that considerable resources will be required to fully 
develop and maintain our interdiction capability regardless of its 
configuration. Accordingly, our decisions, which will affect this Na
tion's interdiction capability for years to come, must be based on 
comprehensive information, analysis, and planning. 

With regard to the SRI study, we believe it essential that. uur 
Government carefully analyze the resources it has available tCI per
form the surveillance function and make a reasoned decision as tn 
future enhancement. SRI is, therefore, looking at ways to achieve 
an optimum configuration of detection resources, given a threat 
that is substantial and constantly shifting. 

I am sure you will agree that a balanced, carefully planned con
figuration of land, sea, and air resources is essential to our achiev
ing a truly effective detection capability. It is also important that 
we carefully consider the respective agency responsibilities in man
aging these resources. We expect to develop a comprehensive pro
posal based on the results of our studies. 

More immediately, it is essential that we continue our short-term 
improvements, as well. One significant improvement will be the en
hancement of our existing air modules. Weare currently deploying 
high-performance Citation aircraft at OUr Miami and Tucson air 
branches. Our air branches will acquire four additional Citations 
between October and December of this year. 

Because of the active support of this committee and Senators 
Abduor and DeConcini, we will also be receiving six C-12's from 
the Army as newer C-12's are added to their inventory during 
fiscal year 1985, and up to eight Customs l-Jgh-performance dual
sensor-ed turboprops in fiscal year 1985 as tracker aircrflft. 

Taken together, these additional aircraft will significantly en
hance our intercept capabilities and allow better strategic deploy
ment of our resources in accordance with our air threat analysis. 

To further improve our current interdiction capability, I am 
working with the Department of Justice to arrange for Customs in
telligence analysts to be placed in DEA offices abroad. In that 
regard, I can report that the Commissioner has had successful 
meetings with the DEA on this subject. This will promote earlier 
response to tactical intelligence. It will also allow better analysis of 
drug-related intelligence from an interdiction perspective. Given 
the multitude of ways drugs can be smuggled, and the size of our 
borders, the value of timely intelligence cannot be overemphasized. 

With regard to air interdiction, we are pursuing with FAA ways 
of making incoming aircraft more accountable as they cross our 
borders. As you are aware, two of the recommendations of the 
Joint Surveillance Committee addressed this topic. We are looking 
at further possibilities in this area. 

Mr. Chairman, we are working with the Department of Defense 
to accomplish this goal without affecting military readiness. 
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Our Marine Interdiction Program will immediately benefit from 
another step: The appropriation of an additional $3 million in Cus
toms funding for fiscal year 1984 to provide enhanced communica
tions support to Customs patrol operations. In fiscal year 1985, we 
will be spending an additional $7.13 million for marine modules. 

In summary, this administration is firmly committed to moving 
forward to develop a first-rate drug interdiction capability. We 
share this committee's view that enhancement of our current de
tection capability is essential to a substantial increase in our rate 
of progress. The actions I have described reflect our desire to devel
op and deploy resources and to allocate responsibilities in ways 
that will bring about the maximum benefit to law enforcement. 

When we achieve this long-range goal-and I am confident that 
we will-our achievement will reflect close cooperation between 
the legislative and executive branches of our Government in re
sponse to a pressing national problem. At the same time, we expect 
to see progress in the short term from the immediate enhance
ments in our current program. 

Mr. Chairman, we recognize that continuing changes in drug 
smuggling techniques will pose new challenges for us. We are de
termined to meet them through a carefully coordinated and truly 
effective Interdiction Program. We will rely on this effort, in con
junction with the other broad initiatives in drug enforcement that 
this administration has put into place, in dealing a lasting blow to 
drug-related crime in our country. 

Mr. Chairman, that completes my statement. I would be happy 
to answer any questions you or other members of the committee 
might have. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 
I might say that I am very pleased with respect to your efforts 

on communications. I understand that is an excellent effort and it 
is very encouraging to us. Also, the initiative with respect to plac
ing intelligence people overseas, I think that that is one that holds 
great promise for increased intelligence capability; and I think 
without question that that will substantially increase the overall 
effectiveness of the detection equipment that you have. 

You heard me ask the question earlier of the Navy whether the 
Navy's technical evaluation validated the confidential feasibility 
study which was contracted by Customs in regard to the detection 
ranges of the APG-63 as it was installed in the prototype P-3. The 
Navy said that it did meet all that criteria; it did perform that job. 

Were you aware that it had met that criteria and that it did do 
all that your study hoped that it would do? 

Mr. WALKER. My awareness is that it sUbstantially met the re
quirements that Customs laid out for it, although I also understand 
that certain tests that Customs had required were not performed. I 
would like Mr. Lageman to expand on that. 

My understanding is that the evaluation operated on targets 
nose to nose and on targets nose to tail, but not at angles off to 
either side, and that that had been requested. 

But, as to the performance that was witnessed, it performed well, 
as we understand it. 

Perhaps, Mr. Lageman, you could expand. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Could you tell us what tests the Customs Service 
requested that were not performed? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. Basically, there were some different azimuthal 
angles requested-target aircraft at different altitudes for those 
aircraft and the P-3 to operate at those different altitudes. They 
were not all performed. 

In written projections of the equipment, all of those were either 
met or exceeded. We anticipate incorporating that in our oper
ational evaluation really for our operational effectiveness. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I see. 
Of the tests that you were mentioning, could you give me-just a 

rough number percentagewise of the tests you requested-what 
percentage were done? 50 percent? 60? 70? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. I think better than 40 percent was completed. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Better than 40 percent? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Completed? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So you are telling me there was over 40 percent 

not completed? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. There was more than 40 percent that was not 

completed, as far as angles and altitudes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. 
Mr. LAGEMAN. Of the nose-to-nose and nose-to-tail, all of those 

were completed. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Could you tell me why those tests were not done 

that you asked them to do? Did you ask the Navy-was it that they 
ran out of time, or what? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. I think it was time. And also it was also Customs' 
and Navy's desire to make sure that any discrepancies on the air
craft were repaired or noted or fIxed. And it was mutual agree
ment, I think, that we went on with that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Was money an issue at all? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. No, not--
Mr. ENGLISH. Any money needed to perform the rest of the tests? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. Not that I am aware of. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Captain Pivarnik, can you tell us, was money a 

problem in completing the other tests? 
Captain PIVARNIK. I would point out we paid for the tests out of 

hide, and when you take things out of a hide it is always an issue, 
yes, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What was the cost of the test? 
Captain PIV ARNIK. I would have to get that for you for the 

record. I don't know exactly, sir. 
[The information follows:] 

The cost of the test is $300,000. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Neil, do you know the total cost of the tests? 
Mr. LAGEI~AN. I believe it was close to $500,000 the Navy had to 

absorb. I think that is why in the meetings we felt--
Mr. ENGLISH. So $500,000 was done and there were other tests to 

be made? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. That is right. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. In your opinion, Neil, of the tests run, were those 
some of the more extreme in terms of altitude and speed and so 
on? Were they some of the more difficult for the radar to pick up,? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. Definitely. 
Mr. ENGLISH. So we got the "toughies" out of the way, as far as 

testing; is that what you are saying? It wasn't the fact that the 
easy ones were out of the way? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. As far as size of targets and low altitude; yes, we 
definitely got those out of the way. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, that is helping us with some understanding 
on that. 

Mr. Walker, is there a logistic and maintenance system in place 
to support the Customs' P-3 aircraft and the F-15 radars? 

Mr. WALKER. Yes; there is, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Could you explain that to us in general terms? I 

don't want anything of a technical nature; just general terms. 
Mr. WALKER. We have numerous agreements in place to satisfy 

the various requirements of the P-3. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Could you provide those for the record, too, so we 

would have copies of that-or provide it for the file, rather? 
Mr. WALKER. We have a rather detailed answer that we can 

supply you which spells out the various agreements with respect to 
depot level maintenance, detection equipment, special tools and 
equipment, spare parts, publications, intermediate level mainte
nance, and organizational level maintenance, that kind of thing. 

Mr. ENGLISH. If you could submit that for the record, I would be 
happy to have that. I don't think there is any reason to go into 
detail now. 

[The information follows:] 
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To: U.S. Customs Service 
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;: ...... 

Refer to: PS/84-17882 
15 October 1984 

Contracts and Procurement Division 
1301 Constitution Ave., NW, Room 1144 
Washington, D.C. 20229 

Attn: Diana V. Mukitarian 

Subj: Letter Contract TC-84-59, Non~ersonal Technical Representatives 
Providing Assistance to the U.S. Customs Service for the P-3A 
Maintenance Plan; Firm Fixed Price Propos&l 

Encl: (1) Firm Fixed Price Breakdown with Premises, Basis of Estimate and 
Rate Sup~ort Data 

1. The Lockhe~d-California Company hereby submits its firm fixed price 
proposal for the subject letter contract, in accordance with FAR clause 
52.216-26 incolporated by modification 1 (one) thereto. 

2. For your ease in review, the following breakdown of prices for the Basic 
Program and Fiscal Year 1985 option portion of the contract, as well as for 
proposed follow-on options to continue the services of the two Lockheed 
representatives ordered through Fiscal Year 1986, are listed below: 

DESCRIPTION 

Basic Program 
First Year Option 
Total Contract Price 

First Year Second Option 
First Year Third Option 
Second Year Option 
Total Proposed Options Price 

Grand Total Price 

PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE 

9-17-84 thru 9-30-84 
10-1-84 thru 11-30-84 

12-1-84 thru 12-31-84 
1-1-85 thru 9-30-85 
10-1-85 thru 9-30-86 

3. The above prices do not include requirements for emergency purchases of 
aircraft related parts or supplies and cost reimbursable travel. Such costs 
will be separately reimbursable in accordance with Sections H-6 and H-7 of 
the subject contract. 

4. The total contract price remains valid through 30 November 1984. Prices 
for proposed follow-on options remain vall,d through the beginning date of the 
respective periods. Please refer to enclosure (1) for additional premises. 
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5. Lockheed's price negotiator for this contract is Ed Negrete. Contact 
him at (818) 847-2553. Contact Bob Nethery, contract administrator, at 
(818) 847-5368 if additional information is required. 

Copies to: (w/2 copies of enclosure) 

DCAA, Burbank, CA 

LOCKHEED-CALIFORNIA COMPANY 

.4.1,)&:J 
A. B. Heinrich, Manager 
Supply Division 

NAVPRO, Burbank, CA/KR, Irv Lester 

43-045 0-85--19 
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LOCKHEED-CALIFORNIA COMPANY 

A Division of Lockheed Corporation 

FIRM FIXED PRICE 

?-3A ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL MAINTENANCE 
SUPPORT FOR THE U. S. CUSTOMS SERVICE 

(RFQ 83-42755.6) 

THIS DOCUMENT CONTAINS TRADE SECRETS AND COMMERCIAL OR 
FINANCIAL INFORMATiON THAT IS PRIVilEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL. 
THE DISCLOSURE OF SUCH INFORMATION IS PROHIBITED UNDER THE 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT (5 U.S.C •• 552) AND OTHER 
STATUTE(5) PROHIBITING DISCLOSURE (e.g., 18 U.S.C. i 1905). 

ENCLOSURE (1) TO 
PS/84-17882 
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AWARD/CONTRACT h. CERTIFIEO FOR NATIONAl. DHENSE . dbJA TINy !JlAQ.& "," MQU 
, UNOER BOSA REG. 2 ANOIOA OMS AEG. I .,..., , 1 52 

2.CONrRACT lnoc. ",LIMI1t.) NU. I .... "I",=-t.c I~~...... J.6. :'0:." UI IT10N!~':CHA~!, HCoWUt.5I,,,RO.lII:.\OT NO. 

TC-84-59 , See Block 20C Pr 2124/CS-84-70 
5.IS5U~D OY CODE '-______ ,6 ... \OMINIST~A~O lSY ((otllt'!' tll.,.ltr", 5) eooe '-____ _ 
Department of the Treasury 
U.S. Customs Service 
Contracts and Procurement Division 
1301 Constitution Ave •• NIl. Room 1144 
Washinqton D.C. 20229 
1, NAME AND ADDRESS OF CONTRACTOR (No •• • CJuf. ell,., eel/a/ny. Sltglt' AI'Id Zl •• OELlyERY 

Lockheed - Cal ifornia Company 
2500 EmPl re Avenue 
Department 65-11 
Bldg. 170. Extension 53-68 
Burbank. Cal ifornia 91520 
AnN: M.R. Nethery 

o Faa ORIGIN 0 OTHER IS ... ,",/GUlI 

9. DISCOUNT FOR PROMPT PAYMENT 

NET 30 

10 SUBMIT INVOICES 
14eop .... l.tnt.wolh.,.. 

=CO~O~E~----------~F7AC~I~LI~T~V~C~OO~E~----~--~~ODAe~~~~J~E 

A;·;HSUT;~~;~K S;;nch CODE L_ -----;U·U:s~EC~;t~~: S;~~iB~e CODe L. __ . ___ _ 
Belle Chasse. Louisiana or air support branch Financial Services Division. Room 7131 
field locations as required. 1301 Constitution Ave •• Nil. Washington. DC 20, 

13. THIS A. ADVERTISED 
ACClJlSITION 1'8. ~t""OTIATEO PURSUANT TOl 

:~·b~7.~~J 010USC2304lall) [!] 41 usc 2521cHIOI 

15A.lrEM NO 158 SUPPI..IES/SEFIVICES 

Letter Contract 

1., ACCOUNTING ANO APPROPRIATION O.o.TA 

U.S. Customs Service 
031104/25.25 S&E 2040602 

ISC QUANTITV 150. UNIT ISE liN IT PAICE 15F. AMOUNT 

Total Arnoun 589.104 

This agreement upon execution by he parites. co stitut s a 

(FY 84 S36.1E 
(FY 85 $52.92 

letter contract within the meainin and intent 0 subpa t 16.603-3 
of the Federal Acquisition Regula ions. 

15G. TOTAL AMOUNT OF CONTRACT 1>1 S 89,104 
16 TABLE OF CONTENTS 

WI SEC OEseR IPTION PAGEISI WI SEC DeSCRIPTION PAGE(S~ 

PART I THE SCHEDULE "AAT'I - CONTRACT CLAUSES 

X • SOl.lCITATIONfCONTRACT FORM -2 X I CONTRACT t:L~""SES Is-zi 
X B ! SUPPt.IES OR SERVICES AND PRICES/COSTS 3 PART III LIST OF onCUMENTS. EXMI81TS ~,..o OT,",£R ATTACH. 

X C DESCRIPTION/SPECS ,wORK STATEMENT 4 x J LIST OF A 1T ACHMENTS '?R_<;? 
a PACKAGING AND MARKING PART IV - REP>l~SENTATIONS AI'oO INSTQUCTIONS 

Y E INSPECTION AND ACCEPTANCE <; I K I,AEPAESENTArtONS CERTIFICATlONS~ND I y F DEl.IVERIES OR PERFORMANCE _n OTHER STATEMENTSQF OFFEAORS 

X G CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION DATA '-10_ L INSTRS CONOS AND NOTICES TO ·')FFER 

y H SPECIAL CONTRACT REOUIREMENTS ----.,lL1L M EVALUATION ~.l,CTOAS FOR AWARD 

CONTRACTING OFFICER WILL COMPLETE ITEM /] OR 18 AS APPLICABLE 

17· CiI CONTRACTOR'S NEGOTIATED AGRe:EMENT (ContrGclo .. " ,... 

~~I~~.:ro:I:~'~~lg~~~:~~;:~~~~~lIlt.m, ~.~r:'I::~ ::;':~~.fl~(:'~ 
lortn or OtrlllrwlM 10lnllfl.d .oov. ,,"0 on .ny- contlnu.tlOn '""11 'a' tn. 
conlla,rltlon 1UI'a ""'In. Tn.· OOHlJ.IIIOn, of In. "Ioft"1 to tllil 
contract jlla.. n, '0110""',"9 oacum'flt'. (a,IIIn 
.... ., .and lellucII D,o."lon$,f'O"Mnt,· 
l,on oil ." .,ucnld or InCQ,gafU.a 0'1 
"'" I1h,,.,m J 

11. 0 AWARD fContrgeto .. /.J not ~q"lrrd 1<1 'IPI ItllJ' docu"'e'U.J Vour 
oUt( on 501l1:11"lon NumOlr ._______ __ • 
,n;l<u:ll119 tn •• 0Clllonl 0' cn,,,~, m.cr. Dy you w",cn .IooUlon, 0' cn,n,,, 
.r. MI lo,tl\ tn lull 'Dov., n n,rlDV .CCCOI.o IS 10 tn. II'!"', ",ho '00.' ,no 
on .n'1 conltnultlon In .. lS. Tnl, ....... '0 con,umm.I" tn. tonU'CI wn,cn can. 
,Inl 01 In. lollow,"9 oocymlnll. I" Inl Go~.tnml"'I·1 ,0llCII.lhon .nO lIout 
oft." .nd ID'lnl' ''''''''O:COIII,.CI, roo lu,ln., conu.cl"Io' ooe .. m.nl II n.I:U· 
"'y. 

20A. NAME OF CONTRACTINQ OFFICER 

Stanley H. Livingstone 
tiB. NAME OF CONTRACTOJ\ 'lie. DA~SIG"'EO 200. UNITEO STATES OF AMEAICA 20e. OATE SIGNED 

BV 

NSN 1540.o1·i!2·aOn 
PREVIOU5 EDITION UNUSABLE. 

BV --""-=".","',.:::n:-::,"'rc"',"".",,,=.==."","or'"n"',,:::,,--
U-1OG STANDARD FORM 2G (REV. 10-til, 

Pr's.cullCd 0'1 QSA 
fAR (.41 C~RJ 53.214(.) 
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STATEMENT OF WORK 

The Lockheed-California Company will provide one Airframe and 
one Avionic Technical Representative to support the operations 
and maintenance of the U.S. Cuztoms ~ervice modified P-3A aircraft •. 

The contractor will be required to provide a onetime marked up 
MRC deck that has been modified in accordance with the changes 
incorporated into the uses P-3A aircraft. Delivery of the deck 
is to be October 15, 1984. 

The contractor shall initiate emergency purchases of aircraft 
related parts and supplies at the direction of the contracting 
officer or his designated technical representative. 

The period, of performance will be as specified by the contract. 

The Technical Representatives will provide technical guidance 
and assistance to the USCS Maintenance Officer regarding maintenace 
and operation of functional systems, excluding the APG-63 radar 
and APG-63 ancillary equipment and AAS-36 IRDS. This guidance 
and assistance will be in accordance with Lockheed and applicable 
military specifications. Typical areas of expertise include but 
are not limited tOI maintenance requirements and methods; 
interpretation of service manuals/change documents; planning and 
coordinating the implementation of field fixes and aircraft modifi
cations, and historical failure data. 

One Technical Representative will be designated as Senior Repre
sentative, and will be the focal point for communications and 
adminstrative matters between Lockheed and the U.S. Customs Service. 
The Senior Representative will coordinate working hours and schedule 
requirements with the U.S. Customs Service Maintenance Officer. 

The Lockheed Representatives shall fly with the U.S. Customs Service 
for the purpose of problem definition/resolution and for transit to 
various sites in support of the aircraft when required and authorized 
by the CO, COTR or designated representative. 

The U.S. Customs Service will provide adequate office space at the 
principle base of operation NAS New Orleans, Belle Chasse, Louisiana 
and office furr.iture including telephone, desks, file cabinets and 
book shelves, as these facilities become available to U.s. Customs 
Service. This space will be private and lockable. 
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AWARD/CONTRACT 

••• w~ ~"T~59' _ •• , ~U. I"~ .r S; 'Bi~k' 20C r' p~~2i24/CS::84:7'O ,.~u • ., ( 'Y • 

....... D· '-______ -i4.jlliU'1llfNf~T& .. :LI;J.' U{OtMr'd1411 (rt'IIl, eooe -
Jrtmenl: of tile TrtIlIsurfc& 

II,~, Customs Service 
Contracts and PrccuremMt IHllisian 
1301 Constitution Ave., NW. Room 1144 
lIashington D. C. 20229 

, C;gN, ...... ' (""C., .D\IItt. Clt7, CO_f)'. 'flle..wI","" ~ooU' .O",V"., 
Lockheed - California Company 
2500 Empire Avenue 
l)apartment 65-11 
Bldg. 170, Extensfon 53-68 
Burbank, California 91520 
ATTN: "'.R. Nethery 

LO_!=OB ORIQIN ~ OTHER USc. lM&Gw, 
• glll;OUH ~M...,M ,tI.VMII.I"I"T 

NET 30 

10 S\JBMIT INvOICES 
14 cOJl'I.,.",d' .. otM,.. 

~co~o~a~----~----------'I~FA~C~'~LI~"'~C=OO=~~--------~----~:OOh!.~~~: ~' "G-4 

Af;"S~T;"';t"8;:nch CODE L_ l .. ·ti:s~"c~;~: S;;~i·~e COO~ L ___ . ---_ 
Belle C~sse, Louis'iana or air support branch Financial Services Division, Room 7131 
field locations as reouired. 1301 Constitution Ave., NIl, Washington, ac 2( 

13.. THIS A. AoveRTISED ,-. ",",,"lOJUt4 'N~ ... Ne .... -."'gl"RI ... -10'" QA A 

=-!;;:t I"cFau~;~~;,u I N(ir~, ~sc'm'eI!101 g3~i~m~i~ s~~EiC~040602 
1 SA. ITEM NO. 1!S8.SUPP'LIE$lSEAvICes 15C. QUAfrolTITV l!O. UNITI I!£ 'U~IT PInes. !!SF ... MOUNT' 

Letter Contract ITota I Amoun~ 589,104 
: (FY 84 S36,l 

This agree1ltent upon execution by ~e parites. co stitut+s a i (FY 85 S52,' 
letter contract within the meainir~' and intent 0 subpa'\'t 16,603-3 I 
of the Federal Acquisition Regula fans. ! I 

! ; I i 
'SQ. TaTA. AMOUNT OHCNT"ACT "', S 89,lQ4 

~esCRIPTIC"" 

x c ~ OE5eRIPT'ONtSPECS .v~OAI( S1'ATEMENT 4 x 
o PACI(ACiING ANO MARKING "".T ,\I - QEluU;;.SElIIl'Al'ION5 .:. ... 0 :NU'IiI",eT'QN~ 

-.X- ;::; CONTPIACT AOMINISTI'tA'f10N OATA ~lO_ L. IN$TRS C,:)NOS .J.:\IO .... "fleE.s tv i=F==-
v H SpeCIA~CON:TRACTA'!tOUIRI!"'!NTS ,'7'" EVAL.uATION j;olCTCA$ FO"" ~II~P::; 

CONTRACTING O",,!!I/WlLt COIUU7£ /7£11 17 OR 16 AS .,PPt/CJlHU 

1" 0 A¥fAIilO ICo'U,.,or .. " .. , .... fo&l'T4 ,., ... ~ f~u 40nm"'LI "ou' 
oU., i2nhh(.lUltofI ..... ".0.,. _____________ • 

onCI"'I''''' 1". tcI.IiIlllOPlI Of :""n9l' mea. oy yq .. "",ePl "1.10,110'" at e"''ft, .. 
". I'll fori" In 'ull "Do ••• " ".'IDY ,,"UU", .II to 111_ It ..... ' I.UIClIiOO .... ,"4 
0" "II"" cont,IIIUUQn "'.,UI T"" •• 1r1I COIl'!iIfI"' .... tft. t;on"K1 .. n,cn t;0'" ''''U Qf (1'.'.111110.111"'1'" ooelV'n.ntt. '" til. Ga.e1" ...... t·, 'QIIC,IIIIO" "flCI ""0'" 
oller. 4tla Itli Inll I •• ,a:eo"t,,,,\. "0 f .. ,~n ... (G"""Clldl GOC"."iII1«" ts«:fto ""Y. 

CON CTIN .Q, , 

Stanley H. Livingstone 
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AMENDMENT OF SOLICITATIOOIMOOIFICATION OF CON'mACT 

'Dept:Vot the TreasuryeooE '-------l 
u.s. Customs Service 
1301 Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20229 

•• N-AM Nt A 0 o 

Hugbes Aircraft Company 
Systems Support Division 
P.o. Box 9399 

2408, 
CODEL-___ _ 

"" 
Building Al/ MS 4B522 
Long Beach, CA 90810-0466 
ATTN: A. Smillie 

lOA. OQIFIC Tf 1'40 
I¥O, 

ONTAACT/ORO 

Tc-S4-12 
DtJBJl 'J1.llJJ 

CODE FACILITY cooe 
II, THIS ITeM ONLY APPLIES TO AMENDMENTS OF SOLICITATIONS 

o ThIIetxwonurnb:ltlOdlfOlk:lbltlOtllt~.Nffart1'lf",C8m 14. Thu:hour&nddll~lP!Iclfl:dforr-=iPtotOHort 0 "'b\llllnd:d~· [j ;. noIl)I.· -, 
Ottort must adtnow"«P rccoipt at thlJ OfTIItnOment priOr to ~ hour end ,",lit tPD:lfbd In the .oUdtarlDn or __ ~. bv oN at thO followlnQ rnott'lOd:a:: 
(.1 Bv~'-tll't;'tImlaend t5.tndl' .. tumlng __ ~of tM ~"'NInt:.ibl By .. du·IO\,,~{ng~'Of \hll#TIat'IdtrMtcnUlChcopy oflhontf;t 
oubmlttKJ; Of' (cJ BV lIOtt,.to Nttel' or telogram whldt ~udes II ~ to thcI cOliclDatlon end""""tMftt nurnbtt. FAILURE OF YOUR ACKNOWLEDG
MENT TO BE FlECEIVED A.T THE PLACE DESIGNA1lED fOR lMe RECEIPT OF OPFERS PRIOA TO THE HOUR AND DATe SPECIFIED MAY RESULT 
IN FtEJECT'ION OF YOUR OFFER. It by 'Ilrtua "f tltitetnMdtnlnt voudeaira toch&nQaon (1f1oreitAdylUbmlt1:ld.lUChd\;nljllmeyblme:do bY .~ot 
)aftft', providrld.eoch tltl,tgtam orJoturmalcnl1lfuwia to tho iOlldtation IIrld ttlla amtndmftlt. ~ b rec::.lwd p50r 10 tho OP:Mlng hour ~ dote JPldfkd. 
12. A\!coutiTli"a; P-KO APWi6\SRIATIOti iSATA. iJf,...;;;a,. 

Salaries and Expenses 2040602 USCS {py 1984} 031104/25.53 $70,000 
13, THIS ITEM APPLIES ONLY TO MOOIFICATIONS OF CONTRACTS/OROERS. 

IT MODIFIES THE CONTRACT/OROER NO, AS DESCRIBED IN ITEM 14. 
IN H 

C.1M ~u ALA R M ttTISe:..-r fU[ ( u OA M l 

D. 

E. IMPORT ANT: Contractor K,i is not. 0 is ff:Quind 10 sign this document r.nd return copies to tht luuioD oUice. 
t., OliCRIPTIQI't Qj!' AN!lNOMib"tj({Q6t'icAii6Ei {Ori8i\lU'Ili; Uc'.ciiO" "'''GlCI. &&lAi ;odd.itOIi/cCN\,.,....i.~iIi .. t;;;;a;;: tldiOirc r;;st"'} 

Reference:'relecon Between smillie Ii I.ohr1i on 9/11/84 'I,' 

The effort to support the P3A/F-15 radar, as outlined in the TWX 
to HAC dated 9/11/84, is hereby added to Tc-S4-12. The Goverments 
t~tal liability shall not exceed $70,000. The contractor is requested 
to submit a coat proposal within 30 days of this issuance. 

~~r:,\:C"I~fQ"'CM4f14f.II\ ... tt 1Or""~condltlan,o( tMd~ftt~"~ 11\ Item 9A Of lOA, "l'W1ItofCf1l~."'fI\&lftl\u\~~ ~ InflotU fovu. 

1 A.N AH I \o.t. $1 '"o?'Jtl'int) 1 I C tot,. TI 0 1 R pe-Or-pftftl) 

t , '" C. RIOft.:: 0 
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-
AMENDMENT OF SOLiCITATlo...lMODIFICATIO\\l OF CONTRACT 

"H~" 'u.uu. I' ~y. ," "~y~ 

2 ...... NO .... N:2r0' <""ON NO. 
r~/t' .. _'. ol.R:QUISI 'REg. NO; r 'RDJ'.' NO. '" .......... } 

9 !;!9/84 0146 

'o::pt.ovof the Treasl.lrroOE 

O.S. Customs Service 

7. A~""I"IIII eor",",,1 pV tor ODWr CILIIl tnot II 
CODe 

1301 Constitution Ave., N.W. 
washington, D.C. 20229 

'0 NAMLAND AUOHESS 0 CONTRACTOR f!WOo, .tt.Iotf., ro&Illtl'. 4~" 'IA4 'OOM} r!!!. fA. AMENDMENT O~ SO\..IClTATIO .... NO. 

Hughes Aircraft Company 
Systems Support Division to. OATt:;Q {lUllS. T4Jl HI 

P.O. BOx 9399 
Building Al/ MS 4BS22 lOA.. MODIf'tCAT:'i3N oil' CDNTRACTIOADEA. 

NO. Long Beach, CA 90810-0466 
ATTN: A. Slllil.l.ie Tc-S4-l.2 

lOG. OATt.D rB .. IT~ al 

CODE FACU .. ITY CODE 

11. THIS ITEM ONLY APPLIES TO AMENDMENTS OF SOLICITATIONS 

d:f\al •• -

Ofter,lTK.Itl ac:know~ to«:IlCl at It'll' emondnwnt prlOf' to thcI hovr ~ do. S09d'Iri.,:I In m. coIlCitition or Uatnllrd)d. by OM of tM fOlkwfinQ mathcx:ls: 
I.) 8'1 coftlgltillng I~ B and t~.1ItId Nltuming __ C1:IPia af thI ttrWndrNnC Ib' BV ICknowl«iOihg...etiAl; 01 ml, emondmont en tich COuv of tha offer 
wbrt'itl!ld; Of Ie) Ov·.,.,.te Mt12!t Of la\.tOtemv.nic:h Itldudts. mlnntt to tt..IlOlic:ltIllh:lt'1 artd arr.,v:hntnt numban.. FAILURE OF YOUR ACKNOWLEOG· 

~E~JJ~~:,~~~c;,:g8:6l~E:'';f;:v~r~~~7~:=~~v':!~~~~:':'E:S:J!!.~~~~~~O~E;:i~=':t:=~~ 
letter. ptcvidtd oech ~ICVI1Im Of letter makes ... t.r.nct 10 tho IOlIciUition end th'- amendtnonl. 1I'Id h tKaiwd prior to m. opening hcur and datil sqaciflod. 
12. ACCOUNTING Ar~D AiSPROPRIATION DATA tlfronrauNa, i 

Salaries and Expenses 2040602 USCS FY ~9a4 033803/25.25 $50,000.00 
13. THIS ITEM APPLIES ONLY TO MODIFICATIONS OF CONTRACTS/ORDERS, 

IT MODIFIES THE CONTRACT/OROER NO. ASOESCRIBED IN ITEM 14. 

8. !~~~~rc! ~!:~~~\'ii~~Tl~.~1Tl?TR£CfJ~.~'pt:~~J~'~f:r8 .r~l~~1.tb"fT~Dcr~~'1~Ri~~1~3~O~~A~Q£5 (NU:II .. cftcn," '" 1'41'''' 0","-

C. HIS $UP:PL..f;MENTAL.. AGRIE~MENT 15 ~NTE:RED IPeTO I URSUANT TO AUTHORITY 0 I 

E. IMPORTANT: Contractor ~ is not, 0 is required to sign thi. document and return ___ copies to the iS$uing office. 
1 •• otsCRIPTION OF AM£NOMtt'iT,rMOOIF":Afl6b, IOrpntr.a &; UCF.ctU)" .""~liliI'. IhCI"a"" toUclfGtfo"/C~""t ,~Ilhct _flirt' .hi,.. '4101'''., 

CHANGE ORDER #2 is being issued to authorize HAC to procure spares 
from commercial sources in support of the P3A/F-15 radar effort. 
The Goverments liability under this order shall. not exceed $50,000.00. 
The Contractor is requested to provide a cost proposal within 30 days 
of this issuance. 

Eauot ... D'O'<lI~d "ft'\.I'I,11I tnrn. Inti. condlt~"1 al Ute dOC~rI\'"' ""',enc,d In Item 'A Ot l<:lA ... "".tofo," Clu,nl'td. r.mlln.l.lnChf,nvec:l.n .... 'n full fOfU 
tMllfllC,. 

UA.NAM ANOTITI..E 0 SIaN P4 o"p-rift" ItA. NAM AND TlTL 01"' CONTRACTING 0 ICIER mHO'p"",) 

UD. CQNTAAC:TOR/O,. EROA 

NJN 7$40-01-1,2-J070 
PREVIQUS EDITION UN\:SAtU 

UC-OA 
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r--"'--~-----------"" i HUGHES 1 
~ __ .. __ ... _________ .. __ .J 

HUGHES AIRCRAFT COMPANY 
SUFPORT SYSTEMS 

P.O. BOX 9399 
LONG BEACH. CA 90811Hl399 

In Reply Refer To: 84H-CO-57-0044a/F3752-502 5 October 1984 

SUBJ: AN/APG-63 Radar Support, Lineba~ker Program, Contract 
Tc-84-12 

TO: Department of the Treasury 
U. S. Customs Service 
ATTN: Mr. Kirk Lohr1i 
1301 Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Room 1144 
Washington, D.C. 20229 

REF: (a) U. S. Customs Mailgram, dtd 09112184 f.J 
(b) u. S. Customs M~ilgram, dtd 06126/84 

1. In accordance with your request in reference (a) and (b) 
Mailgrams, Hughes Aircraft Company is pleased to submit herewith 
an original and three (3) copies of a Firm Fixed-Price Proposal 
for subject Radar Support. 

2. This proposal conSists of this letter and the following 
Attachments: 

Attachment I 
Attachment II 
Attachment III -

Statement of Work 
Pricing and Supporting Oats 
Terms, Conditions, and Assumptions 

3. This proposal is valid for 120 days from the date of this 
letter. 

4. This Contractor will be pleased to furnish any additional 
information required in regard to this matter. The cognizant 
Contract Head is A. A. Smillie, who may be reached at the 
letterhead address shown above, Bldg. AI, Mail Station 4B522, 
·or by telephoning 213 513-4822. 

HUGHES AIRCRAFT COMPANY 

o IAlrIee-a~ 
R. A. Needham 
Assistant Manager 
Product Line Contracts 

AAS:ad 
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PROPOSAL FOR 

AN/APG-63 RADAR SUPPORT 
LINEBACKER PROGRAM 

This data, furnished in connection with the 
Proposal shall not be disclosed outside the 
Government and shall not be duplicated, 
used, or disclosed in whole or in part for 
any purpose other than to evaluate the 
proposal; provided, that if a contract is 
awar.ded to this offeror as a result of or 
in connection with the submission of this 
data, the Government shall have the right 
to duplicate, use, or disclose the data to 
the extent provided in the contract. This 
restriction does not limit the Government's 
right to use information contained in the 
data if it is obtained from another source 
without restriction. The data subject to 
this restriction is contained in ALL PAGES. 



580 

ATTACHMENT I 

STATEMENT OF WORK 

Hughes Aireraft Company will provide the following technical 
services: 

I. Program Management for the AN/APG-63. P3 Aircraft, Radar 
Operational Support and Maintenance Program. Specific tasks 
will include the following: 

a. Utilization of engineering laboratories and AN/APG-63," 
P3 Aircraft Radar in-house support efforts to maintain 
current technical competence of field personnel on 
technical matters related to the AN/APG-63, P3 Aircraft 
Radar. . 

b. Coordination of the AN/APG-63 Radar in-house effort to 
achieve timely performance as it relates to the total 
sUpport program. 

c. Preparation and maintenance of a data system to monitor 
product effectiveness and to identify trends which may 
have adverse impact on program performance. 

d. Monitoring records of maintenance and modification 
activity to aSSist in the control of configuration and 
the quality of maintenance. 

f. Analyzing and reporting maintenance and performance data 
from the data collecting reporting system used for 
teChnical problems and management visibility. 

II. Field support of the AN/APG-63, P3 Aircraft and for equipment 
at the various field locations. Manning shall consist of one 
engineer. Specific field support tasks will include the 
following: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Perform scheduled and unscheduled maintenance on the 
AN/APG-63 installed in the P3 aircraft. Maintenance to 
be performed on site will be to the organizalional or 
direct support level consisting of alignment, 
adjustment, preventative maintenance, checkout, and 
repair necessary to proper operation of the eqUipment. 
Repairs to be performed will consist of fault isolation 
and fault correction by replacing lowest subassembly 
consistent with the workload, mission requirements, 
availability of spares, and the established maintenance 
.concept. 

Submit technical problem and failure reports to home 
office and U. S. Customs Service and recommend 
engineering changes to improve the product. 

Advise and assist Government system operator personnel 
in the operation and tactical utlll~ation of the 
eqUipment. 1 

Use Or dise!O!ure 01 ProllOSal dala is subject 10 
the restriction on the tille pase of this ~I 



d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 
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STATEMENT OF WORK 
Continued 

Advise and assist Government personnel in determining 
operational test requirements, determining objectives, 
planning missions, evaluating performance, and 
preparing test reports. 

Perform field level modifications as recommended by the 
contractor and approved by the Customer through the 
proper engineering change process. 

Participate in mission briefing and debriefing as 
required. 

Assist the Government maintenance personnel responsible 
for other systems in· resolving interface or integration 
problems with the AN/APG-63 Radar. 

III. Systems Engineering support of the AN/APG-63 Radar System. 
Specific Tasks will include the following: 

a. Engineering support to assist in the id~~tification and 
resolution of problems associated with the AN/APG-63 
System. 

b. Assist in the repair of failed, or suspected to have 
failed, units which have been returned to Hughes for 
evaluation and repair. 

c. Assist in Software Engineering support on an 
as-required basis. Software modifications will be 
accomplished as required to ensure compliance with 
performance capabilities specified by U. S. Customs. 

IV. Conduct On-site Training at NAS New Orleans, Louisiana for 
the AN/APG-63 System in P-3 Aircraft. Specific tasks and 
schedule are as follows: 

a. 11 September 1984 

o Introduction to complete system 
o Basic Radar review 
o Performance and slow speed modifications 
o Radar/Operator interface 

b. 12 September 1984 

o BUilt-In-Test 
o Preflight 
o System Configuration, testing and reliability 
o Sensor demonstration 

2 
lise or tf.stlosure 01 Pf01lOS3l data is subject to 
the restrictIon on tM title page 0' this proposal 
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STATEMENT OF WORK 
Continued 

c. 13 September 1984 

o Training flight 
o Hands~on training 

V. Coordination and guidance in determining optimum. spare parts 
inventory required to support the AN/APG-63 System. 

VI. Support Program Management to provide overall coordination 
for the logistics support effort. Specific tasks include the 
following: 

a. Program direction 

b. Customer and inter-group coordination 

c. Monitoring of performance against contract requirements 
and schedules 

3 

Use or discfosure of p~1 data is sublett to 
tPe restriction on the hlle paBe 01 this proposal 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
u.s. CUSTOMS SERVICE 

WASHINGTON 

Commanding Officer 
Naval Air Station 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70143 

Dear Sir: 

REfER TO 

FAC-8-0l E:T:A:E 

Enclosed is the FY 1985 Interagency Agreement, Custom Form 
236, for the NAS, New Orleans/U.S. Customs service support 
Agreement. 

It is requested that Blocks 12, 16, and 17 be completed, 
providing accounting data, and name and title of the responsible 
signatory. 

Upon completion of the CF-236, please retain copy 2 (yellow 
copy) and return copies 1, 3, and 4 to: 

Louis Mazza 
U.S. Customs Service 
Budget Division, Rm. 6328 
1301 Constitution Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20229 

Customs greatly appret .ltes the assistance rendered by the 
Naval Air Station, New Or:; _ans. Should you rc..luire any 
additional information, p:~ase contact the Ai· Operations 
Division on (202) 535-925:. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

C. \".J •• e Hamilton 
Director, Office of 
Financ~al Management 
and Program Analysis 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

NAVAL AIFt ST""'ON 

NEWORL£ANS LOUIS"';"'''' 701.43 
IN RrPI ... N[rtR TO 

7000 
80 
30 Jul B4 

From: Commanding Officer, Naval Air Station New Orle~ LA 70143 
To: Director, Air Operations Division, U.S. Customs Service, 

1301 Constitution Ave., Washington, D.C. 20229 

via: Acting Branch Chief, u.s. Customs Service, Air support 
Branch, Naval Air Station New Orleans LA 70143 

Subj: ADDENDUM TO HOST TENANT AGREEMENT 

Ref: (a) Department of the Treasury, U.S. Customs Service Itr 
FAC-8-01, EIPIA:S of 11 July 1984 

{b} OPNAVINST 4000.84 

Encl: (1) DD 1144 with proposed changes to support Agreement 

1. In accordance with reference (a) r enclosure .(1) is forwarded 
for signature. This reflects an interim change only, resulting 
from increased operational commitment and support. In accordance 
with reference (b), a review will be conducted as part of the 
regular cyole at least 120 days prior to the a eement 
anniversary date, to begin no later thsn 9 1985. 
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. SUPPORT AGREEMENT 
1" DOC:UNItNT IDINT'''II." (.oX" ... ) 

o Hew D "IIV'". NO. on .. tVI,ION NO • ..1. o T.~'NATJON 
l lu~,,"I..IER (,.,_e. Olliee a".w. ... 1;.",.,.,. w .... ) z... MAJOR CO ..... "J,jO CDDIt _Iaa. WDOADIHATII: COMWAHD COOl. 

NAVAL AIR STATION 
NOOOn 

NEW.ORLEANS, LA 70143 S. P'AOENT AORUEUI:HT MUWDI .. T' TI.IIl"'I-'''TION DATI 
N00206-82179-002 (lI""th -.,/Y_J •.. 

aEOORAPtUCAL AREA OR COUNTRY COOl!.: 
"'N~oi5%:~8~2~~~o~T NUW.C • 1 JUNE 1987 

I. RECEIVER (.V_. OWu ',.abo' .. ~,~. ~...., •.. OOOAACI"Il~TRIP NUNDeR 

U.S.' CUSTOM SERVICE -
NEW ORLEANS, LA 70112 lb. MAJOR COMWAND COOl! r" "DOllD'NAT: """WAMO COO. 

GEOGRAPHICAL AREA OR COUNTRY CODE: .. SUPPORT AGRI!.EJoCENT RESOURCe: 5UMMARY .. IUPPL.tER 
CATEGORy .. WAN YEARS ,. GftOSI ADDITIONAL. COSTI C:OO!:$ 

UILJTA"''' CIYIL."".N TOTAL NON·JlIl,WElU ... &A.eLI: R.U ... U ... c .... L.& 

A8 COnInon Servi ce 
AE COI1111on Servi ce 
Af 1500 SOU 
IIr I-Coll1TlOn Serv ce 
IIi COIlI1JOn Service 
AJ I r.nnmnn ~",.vir" 
AM COlTlllOrl Servi ce 
AD 1000 1000 
AP 8000 8000 
II~ 36000 ~6 000 
Al 5000 5000 
AW 7000 7000 
Al 1000 lOOlJ 
A7 I"n""""n S"rvi CIl 

RA re. ~. 

B8 ,;.;;...,,;;;:; ~p"'Jirp 

Be 3000 1200 J 
BE 000 J 
MA .'. 50,000 50,OUO 
MR Ann q~. ,uuu 

TOTAL 
6ct. RE.::'E;I"ER CAT A. ("1'Ia" apphe.tJ,., P'O,,'da .ball_ ,. ... n4Uftrd lI'I blo-cll. be •• «ad t;) 

\A.S,c..S l.AiX660021 /Z5.5~ A.Pc.403-4S~ 
7. SAVINGS ACCRUED/COSTS INCURRED/MAN ",EARS SAVI!.O/EXPENDEC TO P'ECERAL. GOVER~MENT 
, •• SAVINGS 17b. COSTS 171i:. WAN YEARS SAVED 7r1 • ••• I "'EJt.ft$ EXPENOID 

'Yt 'Y% "Y~ ,.,: 
e. rUNOINO AtiD REIMBURSEMEN" ARR"HGENEHT (lndud •• " d.,.II, cOftcamln, r,UI'nV,..h:tbat-• ..a.n, pto~";;. (t:rttdInj 

UDOI",lon •• l1li" It .. ItPp,~prl.'" "b"""'I'u~1t tf't~. ald:TfJ ....... bo "., lito." H/""","c,,. -.Jeh ~c1l1c.n q!~ , .... 
I,.,,' 01 OI,.." •• tlcwt IM'"'l 1lUPJ'«10ft.) 

. 
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~ 11. DOCUWINT IHNTI"IE,. (UZ" --) 

~ AGR!!M8fT . D Hew 0 ftCV1Cw NO. 0 "!lYIlION 140. Cl,. ....... TIOH 

• ....... Cf __ ...-'A ..... , • ..,...a) a.. M.uOA COMW"HD coo a: .1'''' IUDOnDI""ATa. Coe.ANO COO& ,-.- s. .. naleNT AOAl:il.Wl:l'tT NUuaEIq ... TIUUUN4TION OATI 
tIl4MItMdY .. } 

Sa. auPSRIIDt£D AORlEltlUNT MUl.IDER 

.-....,.,caL AREA 01'11 eoUNTR'I"CODl: 
, 

~IIVIIA {1u.-. OIU .. ,,..,,., • ...., ... ~ a.. DODUC/'SCITRIP NUI4IER 

-
1.10. MAJOR Co:.sMAflfD CODa; re. IUDO""'.ATI< """"'''''D ""DIl 

.. OO .... ~"IC.AL "REA OR COUNTRY CODC: .. SUPPORT AGREEM!:NT RltSOURCE SUMMARY .. IUPPL.IK" 
C ... ,.COOIllT 10. ... .., VIEARS .. OROII ADDITIONAL COSTI 

CODES 
UIL.ITAfIIV CIViL''''' TOT .... "O"'"CIMtlU"." •• LI' .EI .. au ... c ....... 

!If ·2000 2000 
MN 50.000 SO.OOO 
SA 1 920 000 1 920 000 

-SO CllII1IlI>n S"rvk .. 
ST 1 000 000 .OOC .OOC -

• --
." 
1---

; 

-.'. -
TOTAL 3,487,500 1200 3.486.300 

6d. R&~Eh'EA DIro 1\ ( ".n app/,cab' •• pro.''' • • '*11_ II~. '_04.-1111 IlI_It_ IS_, .. atd e) 

,. SAVINGS ACCRUED/COSTS IHCURR~DlMAN V~ARS SAVED/EXP'ENCED TO FE.DERAL. GOVEANM!:NT 

7 •• SAVINGS l'fI. COSTS I 'cO WAN Y!:AAS lAVED 711. WAN yEARS EXPE"DEO 

'Y: "", Fy: .v, .. FUNDING AHD REIMDUASlu!HT AARANC!MENT (1nchnt_ eI' .'~I. cOI"lcem'", "m,ft4/NI."'.-.n1 proc ...... ~ IIm"., ..... -.d tr .. ~prfl'Prl". ··.m~"..,.1t 1tW'u'. Iddr-o ..... .AI_ II., lAo .. la/llll'OfN: •• -Nell ~dn"',II, "'r Jo Ch. 
r"" .1 fW,enlaatt.oct hln, 1IVJI'P«,.d.J 
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*~ ';;r;:i09O: lH:-;;;;I; ';'~';·:;;;:=;':'::d:;;'l;::,!dii::; t;~:a=ri;.~: W::~-=I;:"~" 111, 

. ··.0 n. RecclylQI Ac1Iyf,t, .m provide tk. lur.:t,lnl Adl.ll,. awoJutlana er IIC9POI't ,.." ... d to ac:coapUsb h. 
IId.,lon. SltnftlclIIll CbMI_. lA the .ocft .. 'nl Act whr tuccUoe, cJ •• ," Ot GUppott "~I~tlS wUJ b4" M ..... Uod tiT 
Jbl RocshrJnl Actlyit, In III ~.., "'.t .,m Pftt'Il1t ''--I, DOdlt1cation 9f nHVTCO reCiUltftlimnl. 

b. It Is the .... ponllblUt, Dr DDdt o,.-acy ~dln. "u~t IItftd ... thl. '-""'Oft' 10 brine: an)' rC>qdhod or '.",.Ittl'd 
",""I'IIC in JluPPOrt to lh. IUln.Uon of P"lor 1.0 pnwl.UIlVutUucb. uUa.DrlU, 
1"II:h ISddltlOtlal/redueod IIUPPGrt. 

t:. Acth'ltle. P"OwWrtI ,.lmb\ltaablo 'eupport 10 tbl. e~t 'OUt flUblzUl • mo=.thl, Itdn:lh.l Dr CO"". to 

/laval Reserve SUpDOrt Offke ,..~ ... olblU"'s _. IF 1000.. • 
d.. 14CDpowft requirad b aappotl of th1a 0rve--cn\ tatW:b I •• "JtlCt to rftW'a, to 1M lCDC!IAII ar:t1ntJ \'IfiCG ter.alut..lGo 

oC lb •• .,NfMQt: (Zatft ~ ... U DC ~ I. NfII.lte4; cot., *fJleao").. 
... All tal .... ~a lb. =lJ coal of ""U:u tn'O,u.st la 1h:t.s • .,.,....."t ..,. baNd .. nn"Mt now ~cb JU7 

tte tl,u!JJllct tQ cbance few WlC'oc&troUabl. fOaaoaa. Web •• Coapualoa.al l.-paJatlaa. DOD cl1tcti .... , c~alllt11U1 
rate inc:rea." •• etc. 'rho .. acei"er wiU be llOC.1tled 1cau,diotal, of llU:h re,. ckaaC-a. 

f. "I'ble apHftlcnt ,,111 be rnl.w.-d, bla:ut1aUy at laut 120 dar_ pdor to ~. 1IUli.......". ute. It QIQ' be rmwd tit =, tiAl4' up= lb • • uw.eJ .eoQ!.ct b2 .-rilJac 01 ~ • .,.,uo. COOqm~ 
C. Tbl. opMmlmt mllJ be cmu:oUed. at. my t1=. by lDabAl coa.acot of dI_ partioa CQQCeIDe4. "ndo cpnalllOt mq 

.. hla bo c.&nr=.Uod by edits ... p~ ~ P'riD.& at leut lSO .sqa U"Iittcc utl« to the otha peItJ. 

:to La cu:_ 01 m()blll.l'4tioc 01" <fllttrr czctC'aCJ'. m.l. acrn=~t wlU Nmala In (ote" ~thta wppu.",. ~hU.lLle .. 
IUIblect to normal ClIllcdlaUoo pro'li$loca and"",U be IUbJKt IQ to"ri •• 01 that time. Thla ~1t01 wUl Dot bet 
tenninated U aueb .c:UeD Impal .... \lao eombet mJuloa. of the recdyJftl aeth1tt Il' iMtum.1Aod br blstJ,cr b"dquartwa. 

to. A:OIA'U(S 

(a) This reflects an interim change only_ It will be reviewed again. as part of 
the regular cycle. to CO'T.er.ce no later than 9 March 1985. 

lb) Funding approved BU~J~ct to the Av~ilabili~y or funds. 

( , STECKl.ER. CAPT, USN 
c ••.•• dndlng Officer 

"eo "Alltlt AMOOAQAMltATION 0,. RCC&!VIlJ\ 
-ROVff'(O ,lUTHOilll,1Y 

wayne Haml1ton, Diroctor 
,. ot- FinanciAl M9'>t ... Prog 

t».. DAT. 
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1. Under item number 4, Description pf Tenant, change number of 
civilian personnel to aapproximately 46".W 
2. Under item number 6, Mission ~uipment, change number of 
vehicles to uapproximatelY_17·.~ . 

3. Appendix II 

Suppprt Functlon 

(MA) Aircraft 

(MBl Aircraft Equipme'lt. 
& Components 

(SA) Aircraft (Supply) 

Under Tenant will add: "Provide 
agreed upon levels of support 
personnel as required by the Host 
and approved by higher author
ity." 

Under Tenant will add: uProvide 
agreed upon levels of support 
personnel atl required by the Host
and approved by higher author
ity. n 

Host Will - Provide logistiC sup
port as outlined in attachment 
(Al and other applicable direc
tives. 

Tenant Will - Coordinate logis
tics requirements in accordance 
with attachment (Al and appli-. 
cable local directives publish
ed by the host necessary to ef
fectively process reqnirements. 
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Specific Provisions for togistics Support 

1. For purposes of this enclosure. the following definitions apply: 

Oefi nit ions 

a. Agen~: The military service that provides supply to a governmental 
department, ureau', agency, etc. ' . 

b. PrinCipal: A governmental deparbr.ent, bureau, agency, etc., which 
obtains supply support from a military service. 

c. Initial suyport Reguirements: Those spares (repairables) and/or repair 
parts (consumables required for the initial lay-in at the Principal's operat
i ng sites. 

d. Programmed/Reelenlshed Requirements: Those spares and repair parts 
required by the Princ,pal's 0~eratin9 sites to maintain operating stock levels. 

e. Unprograrnned Requirements: R'~qufrerr.ents for any items for initial lay
in at a new or reactivated operating tr or for an increase in operating stoc~. 
levels, or from items not identified ~'a National Stock flumLer (~SN). 

Specific Provisions 

a. Budgeting and Funding 

(1) BUdgetinr and funding for initial su~port regu;rements. programmed 
or unprogrammed, wll be the responslb,l,ty of t e Pr,nclpal. 

(2) ; l~~etin9 and funding fo, 'holesale lead time stocks for replenish
ment require -[';ts pursuant to the dat~ provlded under paragraph 8b(1) will be 
the res pan; llty of t~e ~ent. 

(3) Budgeting and funding to reimburse the Agent for the r~plenishment 
spares/repair parts provided will be the responsibility of the Principal. 

(' The Principal 11'111 furnish funded MIlSTRIP/FEDSTRIP requisitions 
for a 11' "arrrned requl rements. 

!51 The princiral will provide appropriate procurement documents, citing 
obligated funds, for a 1. initial lay-in and unprogrammed l'equirements. ' . . " 

: "ccessorial casts incurred by the Agent will be added to the monthly 
bills sl'c:i','ed by the Agent's issuing/billing activities at a rate of 3 percent 
transpo':vt' 'n charge and a 3.5 percent packing, crating and handling charge for 
each lin' P~m of centrally procured material. For Navy Stack Fund items only, 
a 3.5 r' . charge for packing. handling and crating will be made. 

b. !:... ., t,m Oata 

(1) The Principal will provide the Agent's Coordinaton Representative on 
a quarts' basis (as of 1 January, 1 April, 1 July and 1 October). the following 
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program data: 

(a) Average n~mber of aircr~ft operating each month. estimated on a 
. quarterly basis. 

(b) Total flying hours expected to be eonsumed each quarter for each 
ai rcraft. 

(cl Number of sHes operating each model. and number of aircraft at 
each site, in six-month increments. 

(d) In additi6~ to the above; actual, completed flying hours Bnd number 
of aircraft operating each month will be required on a quarterly basis. 

(el The number of aircraft and/~r engine reworks or overhauls scheduled. 

(2) The Agent is responsible for the accumUlation and recording of demands/ 
usage data to accommodate the resupply of hlS "holesale stocks. 

c. Requisitioning and Issue 

(1) Requisition and issue documents will ~. PI epared and processed in· 
accordance with standard Department of Defense (00 I [Uniform, Material Movement 
and Issue Priority System (UMMIPS), Military Stanu w flequisitlon and Issue 
Procedures (MILSTRIP), federal Standard Requisitir" ar.:! Iss~e Procedures (FEDSTRIP), 
Military Standard Transaction Reporting and Accour [,; Procedures (MILSTRIP). etc.). 
The Agent will process the Principal's requfsition in the same manner as those 
requisitions originating within the Agent's ~n military service. 

(3) The princi~c' . operatf"R sites will ~Jbmit all requirements to the 
t, \'.11 Air S~atl0n SI.IPP ... flcer atew Orleans and, if unable to fill. requisitions 
~ .. ·Ii be passed to the J.~~. _' s appropri ate cognizant Inventory Control Point (!CP). 
Ma teri a 1 requi rements wi 1.1 be prov; ded in accordance wi th tile prov; si ons of 
paragraph 2b herein. 

(4) The Agent 
interchangeable Hems ..• ilOut re erence to t e requls1tlomng actlvlty. e gent's 
cognfZant ICP wi1) not direct issue of substitute items without prior approval of 
the requisitioning activity. 

(5) The AQer' r.~ the Principal mutually agree that ~he MILSTRIP/~EOSTRIP 
data elements listec; '" '" e appendixes (to this agreement) wl11 not be un11aterally 
changed and that char.1e Tnereto will become effective 30 days after approval by 
the Agent and the Pri d;., 1 • 

d. Credit/Excha . '~,Spare$ (Repairables) 

(J) The Age r,' I ,furnish repairable support on a credit/exchange basis. 



591 

Unserviceable repairables (recoverables) will be turned in for an appropriate 
credit. The precentage amount of credit may vary by line item. Transportation 
costs incurred In shipment/turn-in of defective repairables will be borne by the 
shipping activity, Credits will be allowed only for those items acceptable for 
USN rework. See Appendix B. Repairab1es will be turned in to the Supply Officer 
at NAS New Orleans at the same time that a new item is requisitioned. 

Agent's CognI
zant ICP 

ASO (2R. 6R, 8R) 

Approximate 
Credit %. 

65% or the 
difference 
between the 
standard 
repair cost 
and a new item. 

Receiving Activity for 
Defective Repairable 

Refer to current Management 
List-Navy (ML-N) and Master 
Repairable Item List (KRIL) 
(NAVSUP P4107) for item 
applicability and DOP. 

(2) Defective re~airable!\ for which a credit allowance cannot be made 
will be disposed of by t e usN receiving act1v1ty 1n accordance with current 
USN Survey/Oisposal Procedures and the shipping activity so informed. No 
repairable item will be disposed of by the Principal un1es' 4irected to by 
the Agent's ICP. 

e. Cataloging. Cataloging functions are not app1icab' 'e this agreement. 

f. Billing and Accounting 

(1) Billings will be prepared by the Agent's issuing/billing activities 
in accordance w1th DOD Instruction 7420:12; Subject: 811110g, Co11ect10n and 
Accountin, or Sales of Material f-c~ Supply System Stocks. 

\' ' 8ill1ng will be submi" :I<d monthly In accordanc r with the Agents 
billing ."I,~dule and will be on, ·t basis on Sn080. 8i',1ings will include 
complete ; :umentation 00 a1-1 r 'rsable issues and cred;ts for turned-in 
defective rep~irab1es accepted tor USN rework. As a minimum. documentation 
will include: . 

(al Reimbursable r ~ 

1. Requisition Number 

2. rlSN 

3. Quantit) 

4. Unit Pric 

5. Extended 

6. Fund Cod 

7. Accessori a I 
transportation costs as requi; 
Accessorial and/or Administrat 
of Materi.a1s. Supplies and Eo 

charge for crating, handling, packing, etc., 
by DOD! 7510.4 (Uniforms Policy for Charging 

! Costs incident to Issues, Sale and Transfer 
nt). 
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(b)~ 

1. Applicable shipping document number 

2. NSri 

3. Quantity 

4. Unit Price 

5. Credit Allowance 

6. Fund Code 

(3) Excess of Credits. If there should be an excess of credits over 
debits (reimbursments due the P,rincipan the Agent's issuing/billing activity 
shall settle such reimbursements between itself and the Principal's Coordination 
Representative. USN activities shall adhere to the ·Credit Cash Sales" pro
cedures prescribed by the Navy Comptroller (NAVCOMPT) ~~nual, Volume 4, Chapter 3. 

3. Disposal/Excesses 

11. - Incorrect dama ed shi ments. The Agent w111 provide the Pr1"~'Pdl full 
·credit for ncorrect or 9 s pmonts for which the Agent 15 thr (,~onsible 
party. Turn-in of such shipments shall be made to and therefore sh: . ~e 
effected by the shipping activity. These credits will appear on the monthly 
billing specified in paragraph 8f. DO Form 13458-1 (DOD Single Line Item 
Release/Receipt Documents) l:Iill contain the following notation in block "M": 

~TURNEO FOR FULL CREDIT 
. :~CORRECT /DAMAGED SHIPif' ~T" 

b. Excesses. ;: .. ter'iaT -provided under.:s agreement will be t~e property 
of the U.S. Custom! 'ervice.Any excessE-~gardless of the cause for 
generation thereof, may be returned to the U::.N through negotiated a·ctions. 

4. Packaging/Marking 

a. All items within the scope of tl .greement will be'packaged in 
accordance with requirements establlsheL oy the Agent. These requirements 
will be coordinated with the Principal e,nd invoked for both contractual and 
operational p.ackaging untess the Agent is specifically Tequ-ested to utilize 
the Principal's specifications. The princples of minimum tare, cube, and 
cost consistent with required protecti '1-'1 be adhered to. If the 
Principal's specification required matt.·a not available in the Agent's 
supply system, such material will be f~-nir~ed by the Principal. 

b. Unserviceable items returned b·· ,,~ Principal to the Agent's DOP will 
bE provided the same degree of physicac _"ction as required of, a serviceable 
item to prevent deterioration or damag". :l' ,·sable Transportation Packing Order 
(TPO) containers, fast packs and stant: .' .. ci<s, will bE utilized by the 
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Principal for shipment of Items to the OPO.· When required, resuable containers 
will be furnished by the Agent. Costs associated with replacement of reusable 
~ontainers. will be the responsibility of the Principal. 

• 0 

. c. All Shipping containers will be marked in accordance with MIL-STO-129 
unless the Prlnclp~l requires any special markings. If so, in?tructlons will 
be provided by the Principal to the Agent. . 

5. Trans~ortation. Mode of transportation utilized will be In consonance with 
the prlor ty indlcator of the reqUisition/passing order. Any accessorial costs 
for transportation of material will be indicated In the monthly billings prepared 
by the Agent's Issuing/billing activities In accordance with paragraph 8f(2)(a)~. 

6. Resources. Any resources requirements will be processed/provided in 
accoraance wlth 000 Instruction 4000.19. 

7. Security Classification. Project is unclassified. 

8. Limitation. This agreement Is limited to USN, Defense Logistics Agency (OLA) , 
and GSA managed items needed to support the aircraft utilized to perform the 
U.S. Customs effort. . 
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DEPARTMENT OF. THE NAVY 
NAVAL AIA' STATION 

NEW ORLEANS. LOUISIANA 70 t 43 IN REPLY REFER TO 

80:MCL:bw 
7000 
15 Nov 1981 

From: Commanding Officer, Naval Air Station New Orleans, LA 70143 
To: Commander, Naval Air Systems Command {AIR 1}O/A~Al. Washington, DC 

Subj: Proposed P3A Customs Configured Ai rcraft Support Agreement, forwardi ng of 

Encl: {ll Naval Air Station, New Orleans/U.S. Customs Service Interdepartmental 
Support Agreement . 
(2l Proposed changes to Support Agre~ment 

1. Enclosure (1) is the existing NAS New Orleans/U.S. Customs Service Support 
Agreement. Enclosure (2) is forwarded as a proposed addendum to this support 
agreement, reflecting changes to the host/tenant relationship resulting from 
th' "',,.,,' "".t;"., "..;t,""t '"~'~<t __ ,;?' ____________ 

M. C. LOReNV (J-
By direction V 

Copy to: 
AIMD (COR Scheider) 

-"'> Customs 

" 
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SUDQAOINIoTt; CQWNAHD C:)OE 

SUj:::U:JORT AGR£::JoIe:NT q!::SOu"CE SUM~ARY 
!UPOl..,!'R 

CATI!GOlity 
"iAN Y!:ARS Ie. :ORCSS .LOOI 'rIC,. ... 1.. ==STS QOU 

_'-IT ... ",,, :::VI:", A,.. I "'ON.~t::I".U".C".I..C .. C, .... u .. sc:. .... \.i! 

~8 COll11lon Serli Ce 
AE Cornoon Servi ce 
AF 750 750 
.;H J<m1On senl ce 
.~I CiJl1I!lOn Senlce 
AJ 1 Canmer. Service 
AM I :oamon Service 
l I ;nn ~liU 

AP I .1 iOO .. ,lOa 
AS I 1,500 ,500 

", I "00 1 ,UOlf 

AW I 5.000 000 
~y I ,,,n '" ~ (:'mmnn ,"rv; r~ 

~ r.,,,,,,,," ," .... h, -
38 Corrrr.cn Serr~c-: 
ac 'j 1.000 300 ~(j1l 

3E I 500 ;co 
"A 1,000 "JOO 
1-'8 ! .COO 2.000 

1. 51o,\lIN'=$ "'C=RI..!::;/'!:~S''S'~C:J~Q'EOtMAN "'~A~S i,.l. .... ~~;~X.?~ .... OE:. ~o =l:O~R"'L. !iO·.t!;AN ... E.S':" '"i 
••• I ... VINCi" • I' .... ;::'57'5 1' :' IoIAN Y~"A' , ... II!::' i ':::. l1li"''' '"'!:"'''' tx;r!:~;::.z:c 

oil',,!' .. y. I ,I ry: 

t. ·~NOIHC "He ~!:I..,eU"I''''~'''';" .4J11"'A/'tOE"'''-':- 1':tr::U"". at: 1'1r'.'" '::tftClrnt,,,, 'HII,tt,lr •• ';.,.;;;:.- .", ..... IIIIC.Ctz .... ("",<I"C 
:':IlIft.,_ .. ..-ttl 'IM _",.~_. ·..,.Uln ..... uo:lur :It"""- addT ....... • u_ 1i.'It !lIa_ ' .. f ... .".: •• ... ·~ie..., ." "clll".lIr __ " :. ,r.. 
n' ••• , ... ,_,..,_ )9 ..... ~r..,.J 
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$6. WAJOA C:O"'MAHO =:10£ 

01.. ~l!;jI".IH"'TlC" :! ... ':'~ 
(MOIl'" ..,dr •• , 

$I!OGAAiJI'WICAI.. "tIII~A 0'"' COUNT"'" COO~: 

eATt~AT~ ______________ ~ ______________ ~w~a~p~~~'E~R~ ____ ~ ________________________ ~ 

~OU ~'_. ____ ~~'~"~Y~~~A~.'~ __ -; ________________ -.~O~.=O~'S~'=O~C~'-~.'~OH~'~C~C~o~rr~'~ ________________ -1 

MF 

SA 
so 
ST 

... ,1.,-: ..... '" ClviLI"'N TOT"'- JO<IO_"CIW.U"IIC .... LC "1!:1~.u,,~I("'.l..t 

I 

2 000 ',JUU 
, ,OG ~ Jeo 

600 500 
Comoon Servi ce 

20,000 !:J,JUU 

I 

I 

-----:----===1. 
--i 

\. 

r------+------~------~--------------~--------------_+I--------·~ 
I 

rO";".A.L i 42,150 soo I 41,3: i 
! 
~ 
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••••• L ... a.lE:.NAV'l 

pD~.r;pa.1H1. ~'" to Uli ... rc ... .,clr Vlttlns oUt.,...,., ... i";':,nC'd i. "R""'.rV~ .,oell b"!."'!· . 

lS11f;:;n."'s~;:n:=::It~:.s,!lTa -J.l! ~!t~:·,,~~f!'i~;1G~~~i'!:~t~r.:lj::~~i\.~:!a~~~;I:a-:'~7.d ~ru'::O:'~~~t~S br 
tn. R.c.iri.nC AcUyh,. III • S\un" ...,., wiU pormh ~im.lr '!Iadllicatlon oC ,noU'C"Ce rt~&~r.u •• 

~ It I. eM ~.atU1t'f at •• ch .comey ,,,,,';'din, ,,,,,,port \&netor this Jl"ftnant to ~ritltt an,. requited Ot ,oqUut.-d 
.:,,1",_ :a ~ ~o Uta aUanUoQ ot ~~,. (tJ PfttY"i.d1cC/rfliucJltC' ~U"f.nJly .... = "ddlUonal/r'flduc" "~ 

c. AcUn~ prGW'td.LclC ~ttc.trubl .. ttfp'PMt !.D tbJ •• I'~.n.'- .. m 'J\AbtrUt .. =OUothlr ,'a,",-",' 01 etlan, :0 

Navo!i 1 Reserve Support Offi cer I .. "' ....... <l ••• r biUbsc ~.cum .. ,. SF 10.10. 
L )I&ft9O'"" roqaJ.tsd. J.D lliIppott 01 ~is .~.nt Yhi.ct:a , •• ubjC'CC ~Q I"ftut'l'l UI tlu. 1eadlall aa,iYir;y U:pOC !ltnCIinaU.OG 

ot 1b •• ~ac NONE (ZAl .... a\U:S1Mf ~ if OQ :saanpo • ., i. rwq;lSf.rvd. tIQ • .,. '~QCI.'''. 
.. AU. natH .~'1 the WIlt CO:5t ~t ~ic" ~a<ri :A thla "1",emor4l &rO ~H oct CUn'.-nt Mit .. _bl0 ma,. 

b .. '~i.ct :0 ~p ferr \&CCOQuoUllblllt 111'1144 ••• va u CaarSUQt1a( le«i,sfuiOCl. :JOO ~~i"d. C:OCULtft"diLl "illlt)' 
tate lac:re •• H. lite:.. 'th. nt<1th'e1" ..;,U ~ :5ou.tled l=madia,ol., aC luch ~UI =,lIn,os.. 

(. Th.t. aCJ"!Htll_t .w ~ rewrt._.d ~c:rzaielJ7 .at b •• , 1~ day. pn.Qt to me .ani., ..... ". da .... It;aq be f-" .. cI a' 
lay ::im. ~ m .. =aUl4l =I,,*.t in writiAc or d\. ~&I'fJ. .. ~Cftl'l~ 

Co "i'biSi llIiLftCICft\~., ~ c=ealhd at A4r =. 'If aQt= .. ~ COftaaat of the :ur.lt1 ... c:oaC:.ftled.. --nu. '~fllDt :all., 
abo be anc.U« try tim .... ;t/UT)" tlpca """'I ,t.l , ... , taO day. ~Utcs ddCic. (Q :b. •• .,tbn i'&rtT .. 

~ !:\ c .... o~ :I:IobiJiuuOQ o. OtA*" ~~~cr. ~ ... ~t:at wU1l'Q:11&U1 !.:s 'orc~ ";t.'1tn ~~pUat'. call2ab,Uti ... 
• u:br..cc:o Gal1D.al a.:ICdl..1UOfl prcYiai=_ .and -Min ~ aub,DCl :0 :r~n"" at ~t :t= •• Thi. ~ent wUl :lot ~. 
tr.m.ina,ad if IUC ad. :mpUts ~. c:ombat :J.!. •• lGft or :be :1tCcS.'fi"C acu'titr ." utc.,,'=t.c,.d ~ t;.lCft.ft ho"'adquan.an.. 

----- ------
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APPENDrx'r 

FACrLITIES ASSIGNED THE TENANT 

A Dart of Interdepartmental Support Aqreement Number Ilno206-78228-002 
between ~IAS, New Orleans and Air Support 8ranch. U.S. Customs Service. 
NAS New Orleans. louisiana. as of 1 October 1978. 

FACILITIES ASSIGIlEO THE TENANT 

1. TENANT shall have "sole use" of the following HOST owned facility, 
de 1 fneated with 1 egend on Draw; ng 'lumber PIIl-803, attached hereto and 
made a part hereof: 

Suilding 
'lumber 

-114 

000 Category 
Code 

mos 

3uilding Approx. 
Descriotion ~ 

U.S. Customs 7381 
Hangar 

TEliANT 
~ 

Office Spaces; 
Aircraft 14a intenance 

Z. TENANT shall have the right to use in coll1lton with the HOST all. 
roads, parking areas, and utilities. 

J. It is the responsiblity of the Tenant requiring an acquisition, 
construction, conversion. alteration. medication or rehabilitation of 
temp'orary or permanent facilities entirely for its own use, to program, 
obtain necessary authorization. and finance the work involved. 

4. Siting of any TENANT facility shall conform with the HOST's station 
master plan. and will be in accordance with an agreed upon locat; 
Standards of design or construction will conform to directives gc. ,'ning 
the HOST. Exceptions may be made by the HOST to those instances ,ere 
tactical or operational consideration would nat economically jus~,~y 
construct jon of facilities of higher standards. 

5. The HOST will retain plant account and Inventory responsibilities 
for HOST facilities Assigned for sole use by the TENANT. Accordingly, 
existing HOST facilities provided for the TENANT. regardless'of !ole use 
of anticipated tenure, will remain on the plant account of tne HOST, 
Responsibility for cyclical maintenance and structural repair will 
remain the responsibility of the HOST. 

6. The TENANT shall have sole use of any facility constructed by TENANT's 
funds for the duration of the TENANT's requirement. New construction 
sponsored. authorized, and funded as TENANT source MeON or O&M and built 
an HOST-owned Class I land, may be transferred to the HOST plant account 
deSignated for TENANT's use, or retained as a plant account responsibility 
of the TENANT. Specific determination will be made on a case-by-case 
basis. consistent with directives of higher authority. New construction 
of significant value or specialized nature may remain as a plant account 
responsibility of the TENANT. Consideration will be given to the requirements 
that cyclical inaintenance and structural repair is a responsibility of, 
the plant account holder {owner}. Specific definitions or ~~er responsibilities 
for the cyclical maintenance and structural repair of facilities is 
contained in Appendix rrI. 
7. Prior' to the il)itiation of any major structural change. alteration. 
,,. " .. ,."yvement ill any HOST owned building. the TENANT 511";', _~_ .. , .. 
written authorization and approval from the HOST. All permanent structural 
changes. additions. or installations accomplished and financed by the 
TENANT dUr'ing occupancy shall rem.::in In place at the d; -" ·~n. 
HO~'" , ~on vacancy or move-' . the TENANT. and sha:' 
cc' '~on comparable witt st of the building or 
st: ___ :.:ral change~, modi . 5, additions, alterat 
financed by the TENANT may "~ renoved by the TENANT. a L. . 
after giving notice or its intent. provided that. 1f reo.>v" i I, accampl ished, 
the building or structure be returned by the TENANT to H' -riginal 
condition and usability, upon the request of HOST. Al' .~ration 
costs associated with vacating a facl1 ity 14111 be borne OJ tile TENANT. 

. ppcmrx 
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b. This &greement is subject to modification or termination as 
mutually agreed in accordance with the following: 

0) Request for modification w111 be forwarded by one party 
tO'the other by written notice. Modifications to this agreement will 
De numbered. 

(2) Modification of the intention by either party to terminate 
the agreement will be by written notfce to the other party at least 180 
day!\.-in advance of the proposed date of termination. 

12. APPE~OrCES: The following appendices-are hereby made a part of this 
agreement. ' 

a. Appendix [ - Facilities Assigned the TENANT. This appendix 
provides a description and plot drawing of land areas and buildings 
assigned for use by the TENANT. 

o. Appendix II - HOST/TENANT Support Provisions. This appendix 
'I' .ins the functional categorIes of support appl1cable to this lntra-

~e Support Agreement. . 

?~OCEDURES AND INSTRUCTIONS. The HOST and TENANT will maintain 
;. "~' auras and Instructions now in effect. CI.onges affecting the HOST 
and/~r TENANT will be initiated under joint sponsorship. 

14 .. ~ATHER SERVICE (BJI: -Functional area is not under the command 
of the Commandlng Of TIcer, Naval Air Station New Orleans. TENANT is 
,- i sed to contact the Officer in Charge. Naval Weather Servi ce 
~ ironmental Oetachment New Orleans for support in this functional 
~";;a. 



F~:ICrlO~ 

(AB) ';n~nce & 
Accounting 

(At) "~IT Pickup" 
'\,'T!vDry 

(At) Custodial 

(All) Fire ProtectIon 

;"1) Pol Ice Pratec 

APP.EIlOIX Ii, 

U.S. CUSTOMS IIlTERDEPARTflEIiTAl SUPPORT AGREEMENT 

1R..!ill!:. 
:ovlde only those finandal and accounting services 

necessary to ensure proper reimburS61lent for all con
sumab I e5 consumed by the Tenant. 

ProvIde central fzed service for U.S. and yard mall. 

Provide :ustodlal services In office areas to the same 
ex tent provIded to Host and other Tenant Com:l/Ind personnel. 

Provide ;tructural fire protl!<:tlon services tc Include 
fire prr 'entlon measures and fire Inspections ~nthly. 
ProvIde 'nspectfon of Tenant fire extfngulshe,;s. 

Provide :ontrol of access to the St~tlon. vehicle re-
g ;stratlon, and law enforCllilent acttvitles for the StatIon. 
except In areas occupIed eItClusively by the Tenant, 
Provide arml!d assistance. Otl request of Tenant. 1" res
pandlng to IncIdents relating to tlte protection of 
government property. aIrcraft. lft!llpons. building. monies, 

/ide OQ accolllllodations to Ten1nt personnel at the 
! sta dard and with the same requirements as is pro
ld Ho t personnel. Adequacy of quarters to be 
ermined tn accordance with OPNAVINST 11012.2 series. 

TEHANT WILL BASIS 

Provide any flnancp and accounting Reimbursable 
. 'Jrmatlon, 'r •. ,ments required 
by the Host \., 'J~ .• ~ of Tenant 
requ I rement. 

Receive U.S. ma 11 at the IIl\s Post flonrelmbursable 
Office and yard mall In the Central 
Office, NilS Administrative Bldg. 

Budget and fund for actual costs. ReImbursable 
Provide Host "I tit requirements. 

1. Comply with Host evacuation and 
fire prevention dIrectives. 
Z. Tenant to provide rmnp patrol 
for parked aircraft to assure a fire 
free envIronment for aircraft and 
facilities, 

Nonre imbursab Ie 

Nonreimbursable 

1. Provide security as requIred by NonreImbursable 
approprfate Tenant directives, In 
those areas occupied exclusively by 
th~ Ten5nt. 
2. bJ!! responsible for and accomplish nonreImbursable 
personnel securIty actions for Tenant 
personnel. 
3. Be responsible for Tenant admin- Nonreimbursable 
Istratlve security programs, In-
cludIng respOflslblllty for safeguarding 
classifIed lnfonuatlon within the 
Tenant unit. 
4. Opera te personnel_ pass and tlonrelmbursabl e 
Identiflcatlon function for the Tenant, 
Comply wi th /fust directives Nonreimbursable 

APPENDIX U 

m o o 
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lAO) Transportation 

(APl ".j 1 fties 

Utility 
•• ~.; 'ltenance 

~ation of 
.i')n 
uments 

(AT) Fl ight 
Operations 

T \JILL 

de to eligible Tenant personnel on the same 
, as H. s t personneL 

TENANT WILL 

Provide estimate of eligible personnel to be sub
sisted by Host. Meals will be 'on a cost sales 
basis. 

Provide ma' ntenance service for Customs auto- Budget and fund for matpr' il' l~bor. 
'1otive equ' oment on a reimbursable basis for parts 
and labor f Jrnished by Host. 

, ')Vide all utility services to Tenant exclusive Budget and fund for utilities consumed at the 
, areas, to include electric power, diesel fuel activi,ty utility rate. 

'C' standby generator, water, gas, sanltar'Y sewage, 
an1 refuse collecticn. Bill the Tenart rronthly for 
ut i li ty con lumpt I on by ei ther meteri ng or engi neeri ng 
estimates, ·,hich have been mutually agreed to by Host 
and Tenant approvjng authorities. 

Provide mai~tenance of service distribution system, 
and routine inspections of util ity services • 

n"~vlde calibration of precision instruments upon Provide qualified personnel or reimbursement for 
'lost. Givillan services to the Aircraft Maintenance De

partment to calibrate precision instruments, in
cluding torqur, wrenches. Negotiate directly with 
Naval Air Logistics Center for calibration of items 
beyond the capability of a Type IV facility. 

1. Provide ail'field operational support and the 
following services: 

a. Flight clearance support In accordance with 
normal field operations. 

b. Post up-to-date flight and NOTAH information, 
~!~~h~EP~~~r6~~r~~i~n~~L!P), and airf.ield· status 

c. Tower and GCA operations in accordance with 
"1 fielc operations. 

Opera' ion of aircraft crash and fire equlp
lOd Si Ivage equipment as required. 
ower lnd GCA Operations after normal working 
f reI Jired for Tenant to accompl ish mission. 

1. Comply with Host flight regulations and in
structions. Furnish advance written notice to Host 
prior to planning or effecting installation of 
electronic systems to safeguard against possible 
interference with existing opera~ions for facilities. 

Reimburse Host for consumable suppl ies and material s 
consumed dur!ng operation. 

MSIS 

Nonreimbursable 

Reimbursable 

Reimbursab Ie 

Nonrebbursable 

Reimbursable 

Nonreimbursable 

Reimbursable 

IInI"U-'lnfY 

C7) 
o 
to-' 



. . !l,neerfng, 
'I Proper-t' 

1I.I_ll 

, I '''''!<' 'I"~ .,r .," "ant aircraft either 
C', '''# inve ed h a '. t~ble 

. '"ec.ts t:l 'h1 ... I i.IIS. 

. oord "al~ with Ten~il~ f<lt ImpleCll;!ntatlon or respect' 
,aster cOlltrol bills, hurrfcane bi 11s, etc. 
Coord'nale with Tenant In making hang~r space available. 

for stonge of alrcr(lft during hurricane condltloos . 

1. I'rovl~e b~slc structural "",Intenance, and nonnal exter
",I cyclical r~(lalr for all existing facilities. facIlities 
·"IPor construction, and any future construction "hen 
u'l!leted within the Tenant's Exclusive use are. IIny 

,dlltles constructed for Tenant us!' will be carried 
. the \lost Plant Account. 

Z. Perfon. additional maintenance/repairs on a request 
basis. aft\!r cost estimates are received and approved. 
J. Provide .. Inor constructlon/improvell1ent/al teratlon/ 
modification to Tenant exclushe use facilities In 
accord~nce with Tenant specifications, Dnd Host concur
mnce on a request basiS, after cost estllll!tes 3m received 
and ~prroverl. 
~. I'rovld~ within aval1able resources, facility planning. 
engineering design. drafting and reproduction. job planning 
and estimating, and budget planning for recurrlng/non
recurrinq work, Including contract procurem2nt, military. 
and minor constrl/ction. 
S. Provide maintenance of grounds within Tenant exclusive 
use a rpa as reques ted. 

. J. 

TENAJiLW.lL..'=. 

I. Conduct Investigations and report all 
findings in accordance with U.S, Customs 
requlatlons • 
" Coordinate with 1I0st for implementation 
(Or respective disaster control bills, 
hurricane bills, etc. 

1. Cudgel and fund for direct costs. 
2. lluriget and fund for direct costs of all 
Internal maintenance/repair work. Budget 
and fund for all direct costs of external 
malnteMnce/repalr work excep.rllng nonnal 
cyclical maintenance. 
J. Oudget and fund for all direct costs. 
, Work tha' '0'" "n "Ccomplished In-
nouse by fir.; '!' ;'. of workload or 
absence of e:)"" q discipline involved 
wl1l be acc~,npl ished through U.S. Customs 
channels. 
5. Request services as required. Budget ~nd 
fund for grass cutting and maintenance of 
paved areas within Tenant exc1us Ive use 
areas. 

6. Retain the right to remove technical 
assets Installed In the structural 
facilities which are not. carried on lIost 
records when said assets are no longer 
required In support of the Tenant mission • 

BASIS 

Honrelntlursab1e 

1I0nreintlursab IE 

Reimbursable 
Relntlursable 

Reillbursable 
Relnuursable 

Reillbursable. 

Reillbursable 

l\prEHOIX II 

0') 
o 
I:\:) 
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~ pri I:inQ ~nrJ reproouc tion, and photograph ic 
es wi hin exhtinq capilbiliti~s. 

.1~t I.hp rn.lnt ii, l'~ql/ired and wit.hin ~lation c.'pabfllty 
""hl ic ~. f.lir~ m.ltt.er<;. TIll, a~5i5tnncP. pertains t.o 

,,,"1 an I rxtprnal inforilmUGn pro.jects. This will he 
·'rdanop. with Jln~t puhlir /lfrairs r~ql/l.ltil1ns. nther 

ot tI ,·pcllvp.s, and 100..,1 ope,·~tinq procedures. . 
h' "'II' of clo<;p liaisn" with the Tenant cn<;urinq 

Ill·10(' "In:\I i·" Tn .,11 rrlJr.nllnity 

.. '"" ". 13 j1nd ott,· ;'".~i-lted $crvicp~ to rp.nnnt 
oe 1 1.0 t.hp '.lmr e~ tent as praY i'led Hnst I'ersor.ne 1. 

r ,. lu~t stltion flight ~afel.y proqr.ln in arcnr'lancc with 
d;t'!~\J 'firerti I~t;,. Provide adminlstt"Jt.ivt! c;1IJ'Port fut' 

.• ':flrltu"l r.'lm/Ilct-inq lirC:I,lft 11CClnent ;nYf:a r ti'1-1U:.JI: .. 

'1'l."tt:P. qrour.d o;afpty progr.1m fnr ioint 1It;f3 fi\("iliUp.'1. 

~'r,)'ddp .1hlc f.,eil iti~s ilnrf inst."IJr1lOnts to fro,... T~ri1nt. 
Pt·fJ·.tit1f' nf)t'lIlal ~ti\tion t;witr:hhnt'rd 5er'Vicp.s .1nrl p.l)slJre 

'liot Inn~ ,i'tol"':C ann loll o::a11s Jrc I'ropprly Jllthr>riz<'ll, 

1'1 nvf!.l~ nt' ";HI'POl"'t to d('l~i~n('tp.d renrlnt rr·'~ clIstndiilfl in 
ilcrnl"IV,nr:p wilh ;('lvy refJlJlf1tion~. Pr(Jviljp inc;tructinnc; fur 
'Mild I iOIJ ,1,'1 r.trw.lqr. 

1~I-1!J.!.."- BflSli 

~ ~nd fund for actual costs which Relmbursabl. 
c~, ,e read 11 y Ident if i ed. 

Haint.lln close 1 ia Ison with 'lost Public' NonreImbursable 
IIffairs Office. Retain .lpproval authority 
for all media rele~5es nertaining to Tenant 
rcrsonnel and .lctivities. 

Nonreimbursable 

CO(l:·rlinatp. lenant acti/i' i~, "ith 11.,,1 tlonrefmtw, '1:; ... :-": 

fl i'lht silf~tv dir~r:tnr ~'~1infi!:n 11" j .. ;nn 
wi '.h W\') :.ar;'t"{ L'1Wlf i 1 . 

Implement and cnQrdinatr> wi lh "·e r"lSt Nonreimbursable 
Qround St1fn ty program. flil Teflill"t i'ctivitip.s. 
IIpon acr.idenl or expOSllrp.. ~'",.,.,~ri~< wi 11 
r.ot he r.oosolirl~ted with tho<;~ of ~hc IIr'it. 
/III+- wil} be r 01"'flrt"'d hI the rl"!1;)nt thrllll,,};' 

COllnrand , 

L r!.1ke ~nOrrn it~ rt?qtd,'t'lfn/?ntt;. K;'in~bllrSj1bir: 

f'urlqet. and f:lOd for installations and/or 
relocations, special equipment, and all 
long distance dnd toll calls. 

['roy ide ffoo::t with 1 i~t of ,1ut) lorizerJ Uonndmbursablp 
personnel. Ora ... authoritcrl lllow~nr.e .,f 
eM) IMterial as a local blrler. Store ln~ 
protect in "ccordancp with 'I,vy rprlul.;',I"n~. 
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rUNcrr01! 

''''} I\ircraft 

• '''craft 
'pment ~ 

'···"nts 

'IQ."'.IL•L 

'ovid" nn-statlon material and freight handling. 
'ovid, services ~nd l1l~t~rial to p~c~ and crate 
'",lIPn owned n_iterla I for shipment 

rovld .. freight traffic managpment services In 
mlancT' with OS/l1I 4500.3 Military Traffic ll~n"ge
t Rpgul,'tions. ~ 000 4500.32R, Joint Military 
n<lard Tr"nSpnrtatlon ~ Movement PrBcedurlis (HILSTAMI') 

"prform Intennedi~te level maintenance labor within 
-t.~tfon capability when avaf1a~le. 

. f ar 
y 

r all ~ .... owned 
~'I'" nc ~tiv';~y. 

ide' v' usc of exl~L'n9 .,.as~rack on a permission 
is. I ermis5ion to use washrack will be obtained 

am Nav) . 

L Perform Intenlledlate level lr1iIinlenance labor within 
<'-atlon (arahility on lIavy o!'ned aircraft. Proylde 
""d an! test services on any assigned alrcrafts when 
'ilablf. 
a. rrovi~e technical asslst"nce for alrcrart ejec-: 

1n sc~c, within the station capability. 
b. Provide complete engine preparation (buildup, 

rOIllHtionillg. tear down) & Maintenance within station 
c~p~bI11 ~:I. 

c. I\s~p"'hl~. halance. dlsa;;e,,"'le r. crate propellers 
rnr alrcr,.rt within station ,..,Intenance capability. 

d. rahrlcate/l'lanufacture specHIc Items SUch 8S 
',vdraul Ie Hnes etc. within station capability.' . 

e, rrll'li"e "ircraft COIm1\JI\icatlons and Myiga-
r lonal sy~teOls nmintenance within station cap"billty. 

f~ fllrn!;h CO\1ImOf\ ground support e'lui~nt (starter 
qpnerators, jacks. work stands, etc.) for maintenance 
of aircraft whpn available. 

5. 

J_E!l.I\II.'!_~lll 

Oe responsible for all ,naterlal and labor 
cos~ Involved. 
PrOVide requ~~t for shipment accompanied . 
with appropri a te cos t as requ f red for 
r"""lletlon of Governllll!nt 01115 of lading. 

Proviele technical assIstance as required 
& within scope of Tenant ability. Sublllit 
funded r~quisl tlons for material ~ parts. 
IIrrange tor .. alntenance of peculiar systems 
beyond the Station cap~bl\lty . 

r"tHy /lIMO of requireOlpnts. Obtain 
supplies for washing a ircrart. Reimburse 
for supplies furniShed by Host. 

OI\SI~ 

RelmhursaMe 

Nonre hllbursab Ie 

Re Imbursab I e 

Provide technical assistance as required Reimbursable 
and withIn scope of Tenant abIlity. SubmIt 
funded requisitions for material A parts. 
/lrrange for ]1laintenance of peculiar systems 
beyond the station capability, Relmhurse 
!lost ~ased on actual cost of labor Material 
will be furnished by Tenant. 

a. Notify II",t. whnn asslstan~e Is requIred. 
b. Make ' , 1.5 known to IIos t. 
c. Make"· :ir ,r',s known to IIost. 
d. Provld" [''.\' '. dr~wln9S and speclflca

tlons. 
e. Make requirelllents known to IIost. 
L KotHy the supplying activity I)( 

requirements .. 
9. Make requIrements known to !lust. 
h. Deliver Items scnedul .. " for callhraUon 

to !lost prior to calibration "ate. Arrange 
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5urrn"T f..!!.NCnOff 

'f' 
'P' 

Ie 
d) 

(f-lr) COII.nunfcation5 
Equipment ~ 
. ""1!100ents 

1I0SLI!.Lt,l:. 
Provide services for Inspection Dnd repacking 

rachu'~~ withIn station caPDblllty. rrovlde 
t,ion ~ repair service of all life support 

',cnt nd systpms within the statlon capability. 
Pre 'life within Base/Station capability. call

ion of precision InstrumentS. Notify Ten"nt ~f 
; flue 'or r.al ibratlon under the measure program. 

"Ide co !f1f1pnts necessary to effect repair, 

P br • rh~ck surl'nv< fnr eleclronlc equipment 
"l,..r""ff" l' . '1 stnti"" 

t ~ P,vlo!~s rrojec~ ,';;cuI\CKER requlsltlons In 
rdance IIlth MILSTRIP & Ul'!HIPS procedures. 

dng criteria is 115 (0110115: 

1. Conslltlmhle material is issued al standard unit price 
"Ius surcharge. . 

Lor.ally repairable material, Including requests for 
"dltlo',' rep.,ir will be lssued nt fOOl standard unit 
:e ~ a!lllWin!J credit of 91n- for the non-RFI repal r -
~ being exchanged. 
'lot lor.~l1Y repairahle material will be accepted 

roOl the recriving activity accomfl~nled by a turn 
.locumcnt IDOIJ~Il-1) & annotate the amount of credit 
'ulhorlzed in accordance wi th IiIlVSUPSYSCOM 'nterdepart
"'ent~l Support IIgree",ent SUP 424-9-114/TreasurY 1C/I-81)7 
'; r/IIVM.'T1"ST 4400.21. 
'. '/lcee'S .rI~1 costs incurred will h'e added to lhe monthly 
ills ~uh.itted at lhe r~te of 3X'transportatlon & 3.51: 
r,lting " nand! inq charge for centrally procured materials, 

~nly a 3.11 cr~tlng " handling charge will he appiteti for 
System SU1Port (Stock Fund) items. 

6. 

liNII'!!. WilL 

for lhe r~Jlalr 5 calibration of equipment 
beyond Base/S ta t Ion capab liity. 

Prov 1 de bench cheCK surveys for C()l!J11Un lea
tion equIpment and components, and effect 
repair within Tenant capability. Audget 
and fund for compnents and civIlian labor 
(urn I shed b}' 1105 t. 

Provide all components necessary to ef~e'~ 
repair. Budget and fund for component" and 
civilian labor furnished by lIo;t. 

OI\Sn, 

nelnilursable 

Re'nilursahl~ 

f'r' . are & subml t requls i tion (DlJ13QO) cl ling !\elr®ursable 
JIll. ice Code 5G; turn In document (0n13~fl-1) 
citing rroject Code ZU2. perpetuating requi-
sition document number with suffix "r"; ~ 
maintenance action form (OPIfAV H90/~1l. 

In addition to requIrements In para. 2 "oove, lIonrelmbursable 
annotate 001348-1 with O.O.P. obtalnr,J from 
fiRIL & the statement "TURN IN FOR CREO[T 11111 
1511 ffllVSUr 424-9-114". 
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SUPPORT fUNCTION 

(SO) Ordnance 
Storaye/ 
Disposal 

(ST) PetrolelO1l, 
0115, lubricants 
& ChP.IIllcals 

IIOST WILL. 

\. Provide storage of Ten,ont )ljrotechnic supplies, 
a"munl tion , and other '~l i nv' ,."on r~quest. Storage 
to be in accordanc\! wit:. Navy re9u'->lons. 
Issue and receipt w, t I u~ v~""''; "annal II.", \i~ .;, :/19 
hours, IJednesrlay through Sunday. unless prior arrange
nll'nts Me made with the lIeapon~ Olvlson. Aircraft 
Hainten~nce Oepartment. 

l. I'rovide norlllal petroleum products for operatloo 
of ~;rcraft and automotive vehicles. Fumish 
deliveries from the In~tallatjon POL points to 
parked aircraft. 

7. 

TENllHT W 1l,1 

l'. Ma~e r\!'1ulrEOll!nts known. Provide 
qual I fled writing party to lIandle 
~ltl!lll for Issue, receipt, and 
etl1f!rgency rs:I!OvlIl. 

1. liotHy tile supplying activity of 
Il!qul rmants. lIudg<!t and fund for POL 
products fss\IO!d end for cI viii an personnel 
overtiOll! costs Incurred by the Host In' . 
doellverln9 POt to Ten6nt after field Is 
dosed. 

'll 
N~nreillbursabl" 

, ,IIDursab Ie 
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i:m:;UJE?I\r;i·~E~:.~L $U?PORT '\GR£t::~.nT FOR THE SUPPORT OF 
iHE AIR SL?~ORT g"A'IC" ,U.5. CIJSTCMS SERVICE) S'( THE 

:i,WAL ';1~ S7"\T1CN.~Eif jRLEANS. LOUISIANA 

1. ?~RPOSc: The pur~ose ~f this agreement 15 :0 define the authorities and 
responsitilities of th~ 'ia'/ll Air ~tnion :lew I}r'ieans ~nd U.S. Treasury 
Jepartment regardi~g administrative and logistical support of the Headquarters 
~egion 3. U.S. C~5tOf'\S $er·/i.:e, tlereindfter re:,:r(ed to as the Tenant. by 
,a·tal l.ir Sta~ior., 'leI )r~ci'''s, ,-o~j,luna, he'ehaf~er ref~rred to as the Most. 

Z. ';LT~O~\T'(: .. 
" ~. 'Jue ·~~n.;.;l .\000. D-:-' -la~~-j ·'eo:i!n:te,· 19~? 

.1. "'S ~greer.1cr.t lS ilc$t?'J .. r··1l ~ht! 2St.lt·iisnmf.:ot vf ·":.mc:h)na:/fundlo; 
respor.;ioCities of the "c~t ana,or 7en,lnt pr~scri~ed b'j .:urrp.flt directi'les 
from !"Ii,ner authorit:!. :,hel1 ch~n~es in these responsibilit1e~ are pronlulgati!,j 
01 si.l~erseding direc:i/es. this ~9r .. ~".ent will be dnlende<:l to reflect such 
~hanges, and req\.t~s~s for t·lnd;r,'.] 3JjustMents '"ill btl ~3-1e 3S required. 

:l. 7his agreernen~ ',;il\ bec;:)n-E "ff~cti'le lJpCn sisnature by ,>oth the 
:ommdr.di~g Cfficer, Nav.l 4;r Stdtlcn. :lew Grleans, louiSlana, and the 
!nti!rcep"~tillent31 SJp;;ort ,l.sree:nent Cc')rd;na~or, Logistics ~anagelToent 'Oivision, 
oJ.S. ':",stoms Service. ' 

.\_ r.E~C~:~T\t}i'I OF Tt::I.1NT: ';'he j'r ;;UPPt)r! Brlnch, U.S. Custo:ms Service, ;s a 
... nit of tne U.S. Treasury Cl:!paL _t. This unit ~~nsisL'·:,: 3pproximatel:l 20 
~j1ilidn ;erscnnel • 

•• MISSrCN STATEMENT: Tna :ni,"''l of the Air Suppor: :anch. U.S. Customs 
S~r'lice, is classified. 

s. I<I!SSI;:N EQU!PME~T: Vari;:'lls aircraft ,lnd .lpprc7 . .k .• tely 12 vehicles. 

7. !',l,C;UTl£S: Real lnd relat~d ;-erscoal property tenant e~clusi'le and 
. jcl!l~ use are set ~orth in Host-:"niln~ Real Estate .~ "ement. NF(!!l-35674. 

a. SER'IICES, SUPPUES ~NC' JT;UT:"5, The ,nst Jnd l-:nant 19ree to provide 
t~e serV1ces. supplies, utilities, fJcilitles, dsslstance, lnd data In 
accorC:Jnce 'Jfith .~ppendh n. Thi! ':'"nant shall fir. : 'he performance of 
.!11 funct.lons ..,itoln its iUlSSlon .,hi~h are not spe •. i' ·lly enumerated in 
.\;lpenci( 1:. ;1.11 5U;:;;01·t fJrrishe·j by the 'iost to :ne Tenant is reimbursaole. 
;'~rcraft maintenance supp"rt Is r!:stl'icted to )lavy ''\fr~J aircraft. 

9. PLAllN ltiG ~EQUIREl1E!iTS: Tenant ',;i 11 ad-Ii $~ the 
sUtion suppert requirements ill sufficient time t,; ;'~ 
to tnese Changes. 

10. ;:U1IDING: Tenant will provi de fundi ng :loculI",nt 
COIllPtroner-'for reirr.oursable '.orkiser'lices prior to 
of reint>ul'sab ie '~or\(/ser'li ces. 

Ii. ~t:v:~". tlE'/;S;ON. "9D;FICAT:OH.~~~'Y 

Q. This J-lreerreot shall be re'liewed blenniall 
~t~ eff~c~~ l~ne~S and ~ ''''-'''''''''/, anr.l t'''! ·j~~enni'· 

telative to changes in 
··l the flos t to respond 

advance to the Hos t 
rformance by the Host 

each party to evaluate 
. 'r:t modi fi cat ions, • 
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1. Changes in funding levels on Support A~r2ement - Resource Summary. Estimates based 
on support of eight aircraft. 

Categorl Code 

AF (Custodial) 

AO (Transportation) 

AP (Utilities) 

AS (Calibration) 

AT (Flight Operations) 

AW (Engineering) 

AY (Administrative Services) 

BC (Coi1ll1unications) 

BE (Material Handling) 

WI (Aircraft) 

MS (Equip. and Components) 

MN (Electronic Equip. and 
Components) 

SA (Aircraft/Supply) 

ST (Supply-Petroleum, Oils, 
Lubricants & Chemicals) 

2. Appendix II 

SU220rt Function 

(WI) Aircraft 

(MS) Aircraft Equipment 
(, Components 

.lQ1ll Reimbursable Nonreimbursable 

1,500 1,500 

1,000 1,000 

8,000 8,000 

36,000 ,36,000 

5,000 5,000 

7,000 7,000 

1,000 1,000 

3,000 1,800 1,200 

3.000 3,000 

50,000 50,000 

400.000 400,000 

50,000 50,000 

1,920,000 1,920,000 

1.000,000 1,000,000 

Under Tenant Will add: "Provide agreed 
upon levels of support personnel as 
required by the Host and approved by 
higher authority". 

Under Tenant lIill add: "Prcvid, agreed upon 
levels of support personnel as required 
by the Host and approved by h'gher 
authority" • 
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Host Will - Provide logistic support as 
outlined in attachment (A) and other 
applicable directives. 

Tenant Will - Coordinate logistics 
requirements in accordance with 
attachment (A) and applicable local 
directives published by the host nec
essary to effectively process require
ments. 

Mr. ENGLISH. What is your position on the current law which 
permits private boat owners not to report to Customs for up to 24 
hours after arrival from a foreign port, and then only by tele
phone? Has the Treasury Department made any request for legisla~ 
tive relief in this area? I know the Commissioner of Customs testi
fied before us that this was something that he thought was a prob
lem. 

Mr . WALKER. Yes; we are in the process now-we think it is an 
excellent idea; that it requires legislation. And right now we are 
still working on the legislation, refining it and perfecting it. We 
would expect it to be submitted by the administration in the near 
future. 

Mr. ENGLISH. How important is the availability of tactical intelli
gence to the accomplishment of your interdiction mission, in your 
opinion? 

Mr. WALKER. It is extremely important. You know, we have-as 
we have discussed so many times in these hearings, Mr. Chair
man-a vast border in this country. We cannot hope to erect a Ma
ginot Line of detection equipment and, given our resource limita
tions, such as you described earlier today, we have to be selective. 
We have to pinpoint and target our resources. 

So tactical intelligence is absolutely critical both in terms of air 
interdiction and in marine interdiction. That is one of the reasons 
why we have undertaken the initiatives we have in improving tac
tical intelligence, particularly the stationing of Customs analysts 
and intelligence officers abroad. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. 
I will put you on the spot just a little bit, Mr. Secretary. How 

good is the tactical intelligence which you receive from DEAat the 
present time? 

Mr. WALKER. Well, I suppose if it were perfect we wouldn't be 
seeking to put officers in their offices. I have no quarrel with DEA, 
because DEA's function, as I see it, is to participate, involve them
selves in investigations abroad, to try to develop cases and assist 
other countries in developing cases against drug traffickers. 

Institutionally, DEA is not oriented toward looking at the modus 
operandi of smugglers. That is Customs' basic interest. DEA pro
vides us with intelligence that they deem relevant to Customs' mis
sion. But, in my judgment, it is far better to have the Customs offi· 
cer there making that judgment, because Customs knows what it 
wants in terms of that kind of intelligence, and DEA can only spec
ulate. Therefore, we feel that we are much better off if we can 
have Customs officers performing this mission. 
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As is always the case between consumers of intelligence and pro
ducers of intelligence, the consumers will never say they are get
ting enough. And I am afraid we are in tbat position with DEA at 
the present time, or, I should say, prior to this new initiative-and 
that is why this new initiative is so important. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We have a Customs document that indicates in 
1983, of the 212 arrests made, only 2 were the result of prior infor
mation. 

Mr. W ALliER. I can't quarrel with that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. OK. 
The best detection resources in the world, of course, require good 

intelligence to maximize their potential, as we pointed out earlier. 
And now we are bringing all these new resources on line and they 
are certainly a lot more than the Customs Service has ever had in 
the past. 

Mr. WALKER. Right. 
Mr. ENGLISH. However, they will not be perfect. I don't suppose 

we will ever arrive at the point where we have a perfect system 
pulled together. But we are hoping that we will have a much im
proved intelligence operation, of course. 

Do you think that, given the new people that you are talking 
about, and the agreement that has been reached by the Treasury 
Department with DEA on this matter, that new people that will be 
put in place overseas-is that going to substantially increase and 
improve the amount of tactical intelligence that Customs will be 
receiving? 

Mr. WALKER. It will not improve it to the point where we can 
forget other avenues. We will have to rely on the intelligence com
munity. We will have to rely on the Coast Guard, Coast Guard 
sightings; continue to rely on regular surveillance techniques. 

I can't predict right now how this will work out, but we believe 
that there is a significant amount of intelligence just sitting be
neath the surface in the investigations that DEA conducts abroad 
that will be useful to Customs. I think that probably after we have 
this in practice for a period of time-6 months or so-that I could 
give you a much better answer to that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Earlier this year I went to Puerto Rico and was 
pretty much amazed at the ease with which drug smugglers could 
enter there without fear of detection. At that time, the DEA person 
there estimated that as many as 800 flights a year could be illegal
ly landing there. We have no detection capability facing Colombia, 
and that is only about 300 miles away. There was no indication of 
resources being available-interdiction resources being available. 

He also said Puerto Rico could be as large a transshipment point 
as the Bahamas-this is according to the DEA man that was there. 

Have we been able to accurately assess the problem? And, if so, 
how did we do that? 

Mr. WALKER. Well, Mr. Chairman, right now the strategic intelli
gence relative to Puerto Rico that has been generated by Customs' 
special operations and by DEA is considered to be adequate. We 
would like to improve tactical intelligence. In that regard, we are 
in the process of putting in a TPS-44 on to the southwest side of 
Puerto Rico in an attempt to monitor the area. 
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We have to take the report or estimate of the DEA SAC down 
there that 800 aircraft per year come in there with a little bit of a 
grain of salt. Our experience has not borne that out. But we do rec
ognize that obviously there is trafficking going on in Puerto Rico, 
and that the potential is very high. And, of course, there is an 
added problem of Puerto Rico: The fact that it is within the terri
tory of the United States, and once they get to Puerto Rico goods 
can be shipped by cargo to the United States without being subject 
to Customs inspection. So we have to be extremely vigilant with re
spect to Puerto Rico. 

Let me conclude by saying that we are on top of this problem. 
We want to find out exactly what the level of threat is down in 
Puerto Rico before we just blindly commit resources to the area. 

Frankly, my own view is that in addition to the TPS-44, that 
once we move the operational evaluation of the P-3A down to that 
area, that that also can be very useful in assessing the threat in 
Puerto Rico. 

Mr. ENGLISH. At this time, do you have a good enough feel for it 
that you can give us an estimate of what you think the current 
traffic might be down there? 

Mr. WALKER. We don't believe that it approaches the traffic 
through the Bahamas, but that there is a substantial threat. I can't 
really give it to you with any more certainty. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Is that more from the standpoint of a feel or guess
timate, or do we have strategic assessments that come from DEA 
or somebody else that would bear this out and give us hard figures 
to look at? 

Mr. WALKER. I would like to ask Mr. Lageman to comment on 
this in terms of any special operations that Customs may be aware 
of on this. 

Mr. LAGEMAN. One of the biggest problems, as Mr. Walker just 
mentioned, is we don't have a southern-looking radar, and that is 
why our TPS-44 will provide us, I think, some long-term ability to 
look south. 

Mr. ENGLISH. When will that be installed? 
Mr. LAGEMAN. It is really there. We are waiting for one tele

phone line now, I believe. It is there. It has the ability to be used 
now currently in a portable mode, but we want to hard-site it 
making it a little more permanent. We are in the process of select
ing two pilots, and we had already identified an aircraft that would 
be transferred to Puerto Rico but we came on to serious engine 
problems with it, so we are in the process of selecting another air
craft. It will be twin engine and will be able to respond to targets 
from the radar plus assist the other Customs officers there. 

Mr. ENGLISH. It is also my understanding, Neil, that the Customs 
Service has made a decision not to buy more Epare parts for the 
TPS-44's; is that correct? Will that be the exception, or what? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. That was the decision of early 1983. I think we 
will not only continue with the use of our TPS-44's but we will ask 
DOD for some assistance in some of the enhanced 44 portable-type 
radars. It is an active gap filler and we will continue to use it. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you. 
Is DEA providing assistance in developing that strategic assess

ment? 
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Mr. LAGEMAN. No more than the very viable threat they have 
provided for the NNBIS Joint Surveillance Committee. The strate
gic intelligence DEA will provide has always been, I think, ade
quate. It is the tactical intelligence that lacks so much. I think 
DEA is reassessing their 800 flights, annual flights. 

Mr. ENGLISH. As I understand it, that is our only strategic assess
ment from DEA-roughly 800 flights into that area. If I under
stand what you are saying to me, as of this point at least we don't 
have any other intelligence information, tactical, strategic, or any
thing else, that would in effect say that is wrong-you don't think 
it is right-but would in fact show that that is wrong and demon
strate that it is wrong. And until we get some results off the 
TPS-44 or get the P-3 with the F-15 down there to make an assess
ment, we really don't know; we are guessing. 

Isn't that right? . 
Mr. LAGEMAN. That is true, with the exception that last fall

from the summer through late last fall, we had three ongoing spe
cial operations with extensive southbound detection, and we were 
not able to substantiate anywhere near the DEA figures, so we feel 
that there is a general downtrend. But I think the P-3 and TPS-44 
are going to-and the location, Puerto Rico, is in itself always 
going to be a threat. 

We are going to be prepared, and hopefully through the Coast 
Guard coverage with their ael'ostats and with the P-3 we will all 
have a better look at what we have. 

Mr. ENGLISH. If I remember, that particular evaluation was pre
ceded by a great deal of press activity stating that this evaluation 
was taking place, and in fact we had members of the media out 
taking pictures of the setting up of where the radars were before 
they got operational. Isn't that true? 

Mr. LAGEMAN. There was some leakage. We had two others. One 
preceded that operation, and one after it. 

Mr. ENGLISH. OK. 
Staff just pointed out to me we also had similar special oper

ations in Florida where we didn't come up with anything. I don't 
think anyone would say there is nothing coming into south Florida. 
I think the point is, what we need is a real hard look at Puerto 
Rico. 

Mr. LAGEMAN. No question about that. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And just find out the problem we are dealing with. 
I agree, we shouldn't be shifting resources around willy-nilly on 

the basis of a guess. We need to get good, hard information both 
from a strategic and tactical viewpoint before we proceed. 

I am very delighted to note that Senator DeConcini has joined 
us. Senator, it is always a pleasure to have you join us on this side 
of the Hill, and we would be happy for any statement you care to 
make or any questions you care to ask Secretary Walker. 

l"!r. DECONCINI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I really think I should give up one of my committees on the 

Senate side and make application to be part of your committee. 
You have been kind enough to invite me here. I appreciate this op
portunity to be here and to hear the testimony of the administra
tion. Mr. Chairman, indeed, you are a legend on the issue we are 
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discussing here today and have discussed for some time. I am talk
ing, of course, about drug interdiction. 

I also want to thank Secretary Walker for his diligence. I know a 
little of what he has been through over the past many months, 
trying to put together a comprehensive drug interdiction policy at 
Treasury. There is no need to wash laundry, either, but I appreci
ate that effort, Secretary Walker, and the struggle you have gone 
through. 

I was not here for your testimony, but I have had the chance to 
read most of it. I am deeply appreciative of the fact that it appears 
that we are all on the same team now, and it is encouraging that 
we now have a quarterback, a fullback, linemen, and a commit
ment. We certainly have plenty of fans. We certainly have the 
same objective. 

That is one of the most encouraging things that has happened 
over the 2 years that Congressman English and I and others have 
been working at this drug interdiction effort. The administration 
has been most helpful. 

General Tice, who is in the audience, too, deserves great credit 
on behalf of the Defense Department for his willingness to get in 
and roll up his sleeves and do what needs to be done . 

• Just a couple questions, Secretary Walker, if I could. Your state
ment says that Customs will acquire the five additional P-3A air
craft from DOD at such time as the prototype demonstrates its 
operational capabilities. 

My question is, has Customs requested from main Treasury, or 
has Treasury requested from OMB, the funds for the modification 
of the next P-3's in the 1985 or 1986 budget? If so, how much does 
that amount to? If not, when do you intend to do it? 

Mr. WALKER. The funds have been or are in progress, I believe, 
in the 1986 budget, which has not yet been approved through the 
Department. But I don't have the specific numbers in front of me 
at the present time, but I would be happy to supply what our esti
mates are for those costs. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Would you, please? You intend to have funds for 
the next P-3's in the 1986 budget? 

Mr. WALKER. We intend to keep budgeting for the P-3 whatever 
that number is. 

Mr. DECONCJNI. Thank you. 
On this same subject of the fiscal year 1986 air program, I am 

informed Treasury may be asking for a major budget enhancement 
for the Customs air interdiction budget for fiscal year 1986. That 
would be welcome news from this Senator. 

Could you tell us what interdiction enhancement you may be re
questing from OMB? I know you can't reveal the dollars and what 
have you, but is that correct, that that is seriously under consider
ation? 

Mr. WALKER. Yes, it is; this is really the purpose for the SRI 
study that is underway now at the present time. We are not in a 
position right now to predict the outcome of that study. We hope to 
have some information in October. But we have asked SRI to look 
comprehensively at resources over the long term. This could entail 
substantial budget increases for 1986. 
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One of the options that might be considered is whether the F-15 
radar is the appropriate radar for, if not this generation of P-3's, 
maybe for the second generation of P-3's. Maybe we ought to go to 
a 360-degree radar. All I am saying is that that is an option. We 
are not pressing for it, but we have asked SRI to look at all aspects 
of this. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank you, Mr. Walker. 
I know yesterday in Las Cruces, NM--
Mr. WALKER. I might mention one other thing. We currently 

have an understanding with OMB that we may be coming in for as 
much as a 45-percent enhancement for 1986, which would be ap
proximately $20 million above our current level. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Thank you, Mr. Walker. That is encouraging. 
Yesterday in Las Cruces, NM, holding hearings there with the 

Appropriations Committee with Senator Abdnor; Senator Domen
ici, chairman of the Budget Committee joined us, and made a very 
strong statement that though there was certainly responsibility on 
Congress and the administration to do something about the deficits, 
to nickel and dime the drug enforcement effort was one of the big
gest mistakes. And he is a key member of the leadership on the 
Senate side and said he would do all that was necessary to see that 
the funding was there for the drug interdiction program. I was en
couraged to hear that. 

Mr. WALKER. That is encouraging, indeed. 
Mr. DECONCINI. You are talking about a $20 million or $25 mil

lion enhancement versus a $178 billion deficit. We are just talking 
about a small amount of money in that respect, but this is toward 
a most important effort. 

We have all spent the better part of a couple years here strug
gling back and forth, and it appears we are all onboard and have 
all made some changes and sacrifices. The tenacity of Chairman 
English is so outstanding that I think all of America owes him a 
great debt of gratitude. 

Now that we are all talking the same language, what institution
al structures, both management and deployment, have you estab
lished in main Treasury-not Customs; in main Treasury-to sup
port the new Customs air program and plan ahead for the new 
wave of P-3's and a second complement of assets that may be . 
coming along the line after this one is firmly in place? 

Mr. WALKER. Essentially, we have taken existing personnel and 
existing offices and worked and sought to mobilize them in the 
effort. 

I would like to introduce to you Treasury's Assistant Secretary 
for Administration, Terry Golden, who is also active and instru
mental in our effort. 

Terry, would you be acknowledged? 
Mr. Golden is working very closely on all the administrative 

budgetary aspects of the air program. He works very closely with 
my office in this regard and is fully supportive of our efforts. And 
in my office I have several full-time positions dedicated to this. So 
that is essentially the-but my office is the focal point. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Can I interpret that that may be part of the 
structural part of Treasury-not just totally Customs-now that 
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you are adopting 14 of the 18 recommendations, that we are going 
to see more emphasis right at main Treasury? 

Mr. WALKER. That is correct. 
Mr. DECONCINL Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you, Senator, it is always a pleasure to have 

you over here on this side of the Hill. Please, be welcome to join us 
at the present time, at any time. 

Mr. Secretary, it would seem that we would need to be a little 
more aggressive in the installation of transponders and beacons on 
suspect aircraft and boats. Do you have any plans in that area, any 
thoughts about what could be done in that area? 

Mr. WALKER. Yes; as far as Customs strategy is concerned where 
we have intelligence or have reason to believe that aircraft are en
gaged, we would seek to use transponders. But, more broadly, we 
feel that there is a real need for some rethinking of whether planes 
coming into the country all ought to be squawking a code on a 
transponder. In fact, this is one of the items that has been under 
consideration by the Joint Surveillance Committee. 

Mr. ENGLISH. This is what I will be talking to our next witness 
about, that very item. I think it is an excellent point. Anything 
that we can do to simplify the identification of the drug smuggler 
obviously will substantially enhance the system. 

Mr. WALKER. In our internal reviews, we have gone so far as to 
think of mandating transponders on planes with a fixed code for 
each plane. That would cost, we estimate, something like $300 mil
lion to do, and that would be a burden imposed on the private 
sector. Changing the four digits to six or eight digits would actually 
accomplish that. And we have even considered that. But that may 
not be necessary to go that far because many planes are not en
gaged in this traffic, and of course that would be a substantial 
burden on the private aviation industry. 

But stepping back from that, which would be to provide an abso
lute guarantee, if an individual transponder were mandated on 
every aircraft in this country, at least I think we ought to be con
sidering mandating a prescrib~d assigned code squawking when
ever a plane enters or leaves this country. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Well, what I was referring to-I think that that is 
a very good point and very valid one-I have a difficult time under
standing why a plane entering the ADIZ, for instance, should not 
be required to have a transponder that is squawking, and that 
would help a great deal if that were a requirement in filtering out 
the traffic coming from the Bahamas or elsewhere. I am also talk
ing about covertly installed transponders and beacons. That, too, 
would greatly simplify the problem if we had those. 

Mr. WALKER. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. More active use of covert transponders and beacons 

installed on boats and aircraft to identify suspects as they come in. 
Mr. WALKER. Yes. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I understand. 
The Stanford Research: Institute has been placed under contract 

by you to study the interdiction problem. 
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What criteria have they been given, and how long before you 
expect that they will provide a report? And what do YOll expect to 
do with it once you get it? 

Mr. WALKER. Well, the criteria are really lengthy, and I would be 
happy to provide a set of criteria to the committee. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We would appreciate that. 
[The information follows:] 
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Air Interdiction Program 

Statement of Work 

This atatement of work provides for a comprehensive review 
of the air interdiction program of the U.S. Customs Service 
and ita effectiveness in stemming the flow of illegal drugs 
into the country. In addition, the Btudy viII assess the marine 
program. 

Background 

Air Program: 

The major goal of the U.S. Customs air interdiction program 
is to stem the increasing flow of drugs into the United States 
by: (1) detecting and apprehending persons involved in the 
smuggling of contraband by private aircraft I and (2) providing 
aviation assistance to land and marine interdiction efforts 
as well as those of other law enforcement agencies. 

The U.S. Customs air program began in 1968, when Congress 
authorized Customs to begin using aircraft to assist in 
combatting drug and narcotics trafficking. At that time 
intelligence indicated that smugglers had begun to use light, 
private aircraft as a means of border penetration, particularly 
along the southern coast. 

At first. the role of Customs aircraft was limited to 
the nupport of investigations dealing with narcotics and 
contraband smugglir.g by land and sea. Over the 1970's, the 
Service acquired aircraft with greater capabilities and moved 
toward ar. interdiction program. For the most part, the Service's 
equipment during this period was suitable only for a -hot D 

interdiction strategy, relying on intelligence leading to 
court-ordered covert electronic tracking device installations 
and on close cooperation ~ith other federal, state, and local 
law enforcement agencies. By the end of the decade, it became 
clear that greater reliance on a Dcold u strategy, as ~ell as 
increased priority, ~as necessary in order to cake the air 
program effective •• 

Over the last several years, the Customs Service has developed 
Q more comprehensive air interdiction strategy, including enhancing 
available equipment and resources. The backbone of this strategy 
io the detection of intruding aircraft and identification of 
them as potential smugglers. To facilitate this detection, the 
Service uses strategic and tactical intelligence. Once a detected 
target is classified as -Buspect,· a suitably ~quipped intercept 
aircraft is launChed for intercept and tracking_ The final phase 
of the strategy is apprehension, the actual seizure of contraba~d 
and mrrest of ouspects. 
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Concerning current equipment, as of May 1984 the Cu&toms 
Service has the following equipment available for detection 
purposes, 

a.airborne rad&r (B-2 and AWACS surveillance by the 
Department of Defense, primarily in the Southwest and 
Gulf Coast Areas), 

o fixed radar (FAA/NORAD radar facilities)r 

o transportable radar (TPS-44 and similar mobile radar 
positioned where the smuggling threat is greatest), 

o Unattended Border Alert Surveillance Systems (UBASS) 
(located in the Southwest and Southeast United States, 
UBASS detects aircraft which have had a transmitting 
device installed), and 

o tethered balloon-borne radar (SEEK SKYHOOK located at 
Cudjoe Key and Patrick AFB, Florida, used to detect 
low-flying aircraft evading conventional ground radar). 

For interception and trackinq, the Customs Service 
currently has the following: 

o two interceptor ~ircraft, Cessna Citation II jet aircraft, 
located at Miami Air Support branch. A Cessna Citation 
I, with more limited capabilities, is stationed mt 
Tucson. 

o seven tracker aircraft, five King Air turboprops (Miami, 
San Antonio, EI Paso, Tucson, and New Orleans) and two 
Mohawks (Jackaonville and Houston). All are equipped 
with infrared oensors, the King Airs with infrared 
detection Bsytems and the Mohawks with forward looking 
infrared. 

o occasional assistance from the U.S. Marines, who provide 
tracking during special operations, using OV-IOO tracker 
aircraft equipped with forward looking infrared. 

For 8 P1rehension, the Customs Service has eight helicopters, 
four CObra Houston, El Paso, Tucson, and San Diego) and 
four Bleck Hawk (Miami. Jacksonville, and New Orleans) all on 
loan from the Department of Defense. 

Several near-term enhancements are planned in the equipment 
area. A tethered aerostat will be located in the BahamaB starting 
in fiscal Year 1985. The Customs Service will lease four intercept 
aircraft beginning in oarly Fiscal Year 1985. In addition, eight 
P-3 aircraft, equipped with F-15 radar. have been requested 
from the Department of Defense. Contingent on successful testing, 
delivery will start during Fiscal Year 1985. 
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Longer-term enhancements are also under consideration. 
The Customs Service is proposing establishment of two 
Regional Operational Command Centera, at March and T~ndall 
Air Force Bases. Also, during Fiscal Years 1986 and 1987 
the Service hopes to obtain 13 C-12 tracker aircraft from 
the Department of Defense and four additional Black Hawk 
heli,copters. 

To date, eeveral evaluations of the air program have 
occurred. The most recent was conducted 1n the Dummer of 
1983, a Blue RiDbon panel, operating under a contract with 
Hadron, Inc., prepared an overall assessment of the program. 
The panel reviewed such areas as aviation infras.tructure; 
command and control: surveillance I intelligence; suspect 
aircraft Dorting: security and communication: relationships 
with the Department of Defense: and performance and reporting. 

This study, however. focused on developing performance 
requirements for the air interdiction program, and did not 
attempt to measure the deterrence impact of an enhanced air 
program. 

By all available measures, the drug threat posed by 
airborne smugglers remains high. To illustrate, in September 
1982 the Customs Service estimated that 1.4 million pounds 
of narcotics would enter the United States in 1983 by air. 
The study also estimated that the Southeast and the Southwest 
~ould receive approximately 90 percent of the total contraband 
omugled in 1983 by private aircraft. 

The total drug contraband in 1983 was estimated to include: 

40,157 pounds of cocaine valued at over $12 billion 
brought in on 149 to 299 flights1 

1.3 million pounds of marijuana valued at over 
$1 billion brought in on· 596 to 1,194 flights; 

88 pounds of heroin valued at $52 million brought 
in on 24 flights} and 

10,000 pounds of dangerous drugs, principally 
methaqualone, valued at $5 million brought in 'on 
three to aix flights. 

In general, the contraband smuggler uses a propeller
driven fixed wing aircraft. He flies under visual flight 
rule conditions at an altitude from 100 feet above ground 
level to 18,000 feet above mean sea level with a true air 
.peed from approximately 110 to 320 knots. Ninety percent 
of the auspected aircraft are estimated to have an air speed 
capability under 210 knots. The majority of smuggling flights 
are made under cover of darkness without using navigation lights 
with penetration of the border at low altitudes. 
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Against this throat, Customs operations produced 250 
arrests and the seizure of 87 aircraft In F~ 1983. Drugs 
confiscated included 3,782 Ibs. of cocaine, 124,931 lbs. 
of osrijuana, and 86,836 units of other drugs. 

narino Programl 

The Marine program was instituted in 1974 when Customs Service 
Ganagers perceived tne rapidly expanding smuggling threat from 
Waterborne conveyances. A 1979 study by SRI International 
concluded that there are approximately 15,000 vessels used for 
Blnuggling with approximately 2,700 vessels dedicated solely to 
smuggling. The study further concluded that these vessels are 
responsible for carrying 18 million pounds of marijuana, 17,500 
pounds of cocaine and 350 pounds of heroin annually. 

The Customs Service patrol fleet currently comprises 
approximately 102 boats in 51 different locations. The vessels 
used vary from high performance boats to yachts, as well as 
lobster and shrimp boats used for surveillance. 

During Fiscal Year 1983, the Marine Program accounted for 
seizures of narcotics valued at more than $5 billion and other 
contraband valued at more than $60 million. The narcotics 
seizures included 83.1 pounds of heroin, 11,666 pounds of cocaine, 
and 2.2 million pounds of marijuana. 

The Customs Service has recently developed a new approach 
to marine interdiction organized around the concept of marine 
modules. The Service has established two modules, at Fort Myers 
and Fort Lauderdale, Florida and hopes to add as many as 26 more 
through Fiscal Year 1990. . 

Each marine module will include at least one radar platform 
vessel and two interceptor vessels. The platform ship will be 
a pleasure craft type or a work/crew type vessel from 50 to 60 
feet in length. The interceptors will be high performance 
racing type boats· in the 30 to 40 foot range. The platforms 
will be equipped with sophisticated radar capable of tracking 
10 6uspect vessels and with equipment capable of communicating 
with Customs Service stations and aircraft and Coast Guard 
vessels and stations. The platform vessels will be deployed 
based on intelligen~e and, once a suspect vessel is detected, 
will direct the interceptors. The interceptors will either 
intercept or tr,lck the suspect vessel wi th continued support from 
the platform vessel. 
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Tasks to be Performed 

Air Programl 

The contractor will conduct a comprehensive assessment 
of tho air progrem, including I 

i. Ass0ssing the likely impact in terms of aircraft 
intercepted, tracked or apprehended, of e~ch of the following 
aircraft types under current operating conditions over 
the period of a yearl 

Interception'l Cessna Citetion I, Cessna Citation II 
Trackingl King Air, Mohawk, C-12, Merlin 
Apprehension; Black Hawk, Cobra, S-76 

The assessment should indicate the principal factors 
controlling or limiting the capability of each type 
of aircraft. 

2. ~sessing the likely impact, in terms of aircraft 
epprehended, aircraft seized and pounds of specific 
drugs seized (cocaine, marijuana, heroin, and dangerous 
drugs) over the period of a year of the five 
configurations of aircraft detailed in attachment A 
and of other configurations to be determined by 
the Department and the contractor. 

The assessment should indicate the principal factors 
controlling or limiting the impact of each configuration. 

The assessment ohould also indicate the likely deterrent 
effect of each of the configurations. 

These impacts Dhould then be related to the nature and 
extent of the known and projected threat of drug smuggling 
by air. 

2a. Assessing how Duch of the likely impact of each configuration 
is attributable to air interdiction ectivities and how 
much is related to air support of other Customs Service 
interdiction efforts, particularly the Marine proQram. 

ab. Assessing how tt.e likely impact of each configuration 
vould be effocted byr 

" .. 
changing the baae location of the aircraft, And 

changing the percentage Of ~ffort devoted to eir 
interdiction activities vorsus air support of other 
CUB toms Service interdiction efforts. 
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2c. Assessing how the likely impact of each configuration 
would be effected by, . 

o adding two Regional Operational Command CentersJ 
or 

~ 0nhancing the capability of the existing command centers. 

The Mitre Corporation is currently conducting ae issessment 
of the ROCC proposal on behalf of the Customs Sl ~"vlce. 

3. Identifying the optimum mix, in terms of pounds of narcotics 
ueized over the period of 8 year, of air interdiction 
sctivities and ai~ support of other Customs Service 
interdiction activities. 

4. Identifying the optimum ratios, in terms of pounds of 
narcotics seized over the period of a year, of inte~ceptor 
aircraft to tracking aircraft to apprehension aircraft. 

5. Making recommendations to the Department and the U.S. 
Customs Service concerning the future directions for 
the program, including advising on appropriate roles 
for the various federal agencies involved in the effort. 

These recommendations will be based on the 
analyses described above, and will take into 
account cost/Denefit considerations, as well as . 
existing organization~l and personnel ~onsiderations. 

The assessment will consider, at a minimum, the following$ 

1. existing data and infor~atlon concerning the flow 
of illegal drugs into the country, including: 

point of origin of the illegal drugs1 

mechanisms for transporting these drugs into 
the country (i.e., land, aea, and air borders), 

2. current and planned equipment resources of the 
U.S. Customs Service; 

3. alternative air prog~am configurations, as agreed to by 
Dy the Department and the contractorl 

4. cost/benefit considerations; and 

S. current organizational and otafflng capabilities. 
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Harine Program, 

The contractor wil conduct a comprehensive assossment of the 
marine program including: 

.1. Assessing the likely impact, in terms of vessels apprehended, 
vessels seized and pounds of specific drugs seized over 
the period of a year of (1) the current equipment, locations, 
and strategy, and (2) additional marine modules. 

The assessment should indicate the principal factors controlling 
or limiting the impact of the options assessed. 

The assessment should also indicate the the likely deterrent 
effect of the options assessed. 

These impacts should then be related to the nature and 
extent of the nature and extent of the known and projected 
threat of drug smuggling by sea. 

2. Making recommendations to the Department and the Customs 
Service regarding future directions for the program, in 
the same terms and on the same basis as the recommendations 
rege.rding the air program described above. 

Sources of Information 

The U.S. Customs Service will provide a list of over 
100 documents that will describe and assess various aspects 
of the air program. It is expected that the contractor will 
already be familiar with a significant portion of these 
documents. 

In addition, it is expected that the contractor will 
ifiterview various individuals and organizations associated 
with the program, including not only Customs' field and 
headquarters staff but also appropriate Congressional 
staff and offices, Treasury personnel, and officials in 
the Department of Defense, White House and the executive 
branch. 

1>e11verables 

The contractor will deliver a vritten report detailing 
ltG findings and recommendations. The contractor viII also 
provide oral briefings concerning the findings to the 
Deputy Secretary, Assistant Secretary (Administration). Assistant 
Secretary (Enforcement and Operations), and Commissioner. U.S. 
Customs Service. 
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Mr. WALKER. The basic questions are: What is the proper config
uration of resources over the long term given improvements in 
technology that are with us today and maybe with us in the future 
of interdiction resources, both air, marine, and land, in order to 
properly address the interdiction threat? 

Second, which agencies of Government are best suited to manage 
these resources, all these resources, and they may be developed 
over time? 

We are looking at radar advances generally. We are looking at 
different kinds of configurations of interception and tracking and 
apprehension of vehicles. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I believe the last time Customs got a Stanford re
search report was in 1979. There hasn't been much more done with 
that now other than it being allowed to gather dust. 

Can we be assured that the information provided from this 
report will be used? 

Mr. WALKER. Yes; we are, in effect, holding our budget open, if 
you will, for 1986 in order to do the kind of review of the studies 
that are currently underway in time for the next budget cycle. We 
intend to fully incorporate the findings of the studies into our 
thinking in the Department immediately. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is very encouraging. 
I have just one last question here, Mr. Walker. As far as the De

partment of the Treasury is concerned, who has the responsibility 
of detection for low-level airborne drug smugglers entering the 
United States? 

Mr. WALKER. Customs has the responsibility, primary responsi
bility for detection. Customs must define the requirements for de
tection and must acquire detection targets. That is not to say that 
Customs is the sole agency for developing detection targets. Indeed, 
if I were to make that statement we were afraid we might lose the 
valuable assistance we get from everyone else. We want to keep ev
eryone's feet in the ring in providing detection targets to us. 

As matters presently stand, we are fully active in acquiring these 
detection targets and will, as far as I can see in the foreseeable 
future, continue to do so. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Are you concerned about the $10 million issue that 
I raised earlier with Captain Schowengerdt and with General Tice'? 

Mr. WALKEit. I am. We definitely don't want to see any diminu
tion in military surveillance coverage. Indeed, we have met with 
the DOD to review their readiness contentions, and we want to 
make sure that at all times, to the extent that air surveillance is 
not affecting readiness, that it is provided to us. So, naturally, if 
there are any budgetary questions arising Lll that area, we are con
cerned about it. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Very good. 
I want to thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. I appreciate your 

testimony here today. And, as I said, you brought us some good 
news, and in this particular effort it is extremely encouraging 
when we hear good news. I think that you have given the country 
a reason for encouragement in this area, that we can do something 
about stopping the flow of drugs into this country, and that this 
Nation's Government, the Congress, and the administration are 
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getting serious about it and are going to deal with it. So that 
should be good news for the Nation. 

Mr. WALKER. r think so, Mr. Chairman. 
r again want to thank you and other members of the committee, 

Senator DeConcini, and members of your staffs, for the work you 
have done. I also want to mention that we in the executive branch 
are fully committed to this effort, and that when it comes to drug 
law enforcement and smuggling of drugs, in particular, there is the 
highest degree of cooperation betweE'n agencies, more than has 
been seen in the executive branch at any time before. I have noth
ing but kind words for the cooperation provided by other agencies 
involved-the Defense Department, the FAA, the Drug Enforce
ment Administration, the Coast Guard, NNBIS-all of whom have 
mobilized to meet this challenge. 

r think the spirit of cooperation over the years has to be main
tained and encouraged if we are to successfully meet this threat. I 
would hate to see a time occur when, for some reason, agencies or 
bureaucracies slip back into more parochial attitudes about this. It 
is a problem that is much too large to be addressed by any single 
agency. 

We simply have to mobilize all the resources at our command in 
all the agencies that possess the resources if we are to meet this 
threat. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 
Our last witness is Mr. Anthony J. Broderick, Deputy Associate 

Administrator for Aviation Standards of the Federal Aviation Ad
ministration. I believe Mr. Broderick will be accompanied by Ray
mond J. Van Vuren. 

I want to welcome both of you here. We would be happy to hear 
your testimony. 

STATEMENT OF ANTHONY J. BRODERICK, DEPUTY ASSOCIATE 
ADMINISTRATOR FOR AVIATION STANDARDS, FEDERAL AVIA· 
TION ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY RAYMOND J. VAN 
VUREN, ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR FOR AIR TRAFFIC 

Mr. BRODERICK. Thank you very much, Mr. ChairmaIl. 
I am Anthony Broderick, FAA Deputy Associate Administrator 

for Aviation Standards. Among the offices reporting to me is the 
Office of Civil Aviation Security, which is the FAA's focal point for 
our efforts in support of those Federal agencies which have respon
sibilities for drug interdiction. 

With me today, as you indicated, is Raymond Van Vuren, Associ
ate Administrator for Air Traffic, who is responsible for overseeing 
air traffic operations throughout the country. 

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before the subcommit
tee to describe the FAA's efforts to assist in combating the illegal 
carriage of drugs by air. As the members of the subcommittee are 
aware, the FAA is charged with the responsibility of fostering avia
tion safety. Weare a technical agency rather than a law enforce
ment agency. Nevertheless, we have a serious concern with illegal 
drug trafficking because, apart from general social concerns, it can 
adversely impact aviation safety. 
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Those who transport drugs by air typically have little regard for 
the safety of others. The profits to be made from illicit drugs ap
parently outweigh for many of them the risks associated with poor 
safety practices. Contributing to that is the fact that profits from 
drug smuggling may substantially exceed the expense associated 
with replacing an aircraft used for transporting those drugs. 

In terms of an impact on safety, we have found that aircraft may 
fly low or without lights to avoid detection. Aircraft may be modi
fied illegally to increase the payload or range. Pilots may. not be 
certified to operate the equipment flown. In short, there is little 
doubt that those who smuggle drugs by air can pose a threat to 
aviation safety. 

Both the House and Senate, recognizing the potential safety 
impact of transporting drugs by air, have reported legislation 
which will stiffen the penalties for those who do so. H.R. 1580 calls 
for mandatory revocation by the FAA of airman certificates of 
those caught illegally transporting drugs, and, except in exception
al circumstances, prohibits the issuance of new certificates to such 
individuals in less than 5 years following revocation. The FAA has 
testified in support both of H.R. 1580 and of S. 2505, a comparable 
bill which has been passed by the Senate. 

Let me turn now to a brief discussion of the actions FAA has 
taken to support the Federal drug enforcement agencies in their ef
forts to combat illegal drugs. We work closely with the Customs 
Service and the Drug Enforcement Administration both at the 
headquarters level and at the local level to enable them to take ad
vantage of our technical capabilities. The FAA participates in the 
National Narcotics Border Interdiction System. We also have an 
employee assigned on a full-time basis to the El Paso Intelligence 
Center. 

In addition, our Civil Aviation Security Office maintains ongoing 
contacts at the staff level with all of these organizations. Through 
this kind of cooperative working arrangement, we have been able 
to identify areas where we have been able to provide support that 
assists these agencies in the detection of drug offenders. 

At the Customs Service's request, we have made available to 
them the technical capabilities of designated air traffic control fa
cilities in those regions of the country where drug trafficking is 
most prevalent. We have provided training to Customs personnel in 
how to monitor radar and coordinate with controllers. We have 
also provided them with radar displays, dedicated air-to-ground fre
quencies to their use, and made available to them FAA communi
cation capabilities. Direct lines have also been installed between se
lected flight service stations and Customs offices to bolster commu
nications. 

Through these measures, Customs' ability to monitor air traffic 
entering the United States has been improved for purposes of inter
dicting suspected or questionable operators. Also, we have jointly 
established an arrangement whereby FAA is alert for and relays 
flight information to EPIC on operators designated as being sus
pected of illegal drug activities. 

We are now working with the Customs Service concerning the es
tablishment of a command, control, and communications operation 
in FAA's San Juan, PR, combined center and radar approach con-
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trol facility similar to the CCC currently in operation at the FAA's 
Miami Air Route Traffic Control Center. Customs has also request
ed additional space for their CCC operation in Miami, and we 
expect to be able to comply with this request. 

The FAA is also working with EPIC to provide both a short-term 
and long-term enhancement of our ability to provide flight plan in
formation on a real-time basis. Installation is currently under way 
of a communication tie-in between EPIC and FAA's National Com
munications faciHty at Kansas City. An EPIC computer will be 
used to screen FAA communications for information concerning 
flight plans of interest to them. Longer range plans are underway 
to establish in 1985 an even more sophisticated computer tie-in be
tween EPIC and FAA's new National Automated Data Intercha.nge 
Network located in Atlanta and Salt Lake City. 

The FAA has also worked with EPIC to provide access to data 
maintained in our Airman and Aircraft Registry located in Oklaho
ma City. We have been discussing with EPIC the installation of a 
terminal at EPIC to access the computerized portions of our regis
try. We also have three individuals at the registry who provide 
telephonic assistance to EPIC and other law enforcement agencies 
concerning data maintained at the registry. 

One additional action we are currently considering involves a 
possible change in our air traffic rules concerning operating into 
the Air Defense Identification Zone, ADIZ, adjoining the U.S. coast
al zones. Part 99 of the Federal Aviation Regulations prescribes 
rules for operating civil aircraft into, within, or out of the United 
States through an ADIZ. Among the requirements is one calling for 
the filing of a flight plan. 

Aircraft operating at a true air speed of less than 180 knots have 
been excepted from this requirement. In 1982, this exception was 
withdrawn for aircraft operating in the ADIZ in the south Florida 
an~a-that is, south of 30 degrees north latitude and east of 86 de
grees west longitude. We are considering proposing a rule change 
which would eliminate the 180-knot exception elsewhere in the 
ADIZ. The Customs Service has indicated that it would be desirable 
from a law enforcement perspective to do so, as you heard earlier. 

In summary, we have taken a number of measures supportive of 
the efforts of the drug enforcement agencies which bear the respon
sibility for interdicting illegal drug traffickers. We will continue to 
do so. In addition to aiding in achieving the important objective of 
ridding our society of illicit drugs, stopping the carriage of illegal 
drugs by air will enhance aviation safety. 

That completes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. We 
would be pleased to respond to any questions you may ~ave at this 
time. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Broderick follows:] 

STATEMENT OF ANTHONY J. BRODERICK, DEPUTY AsSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR FOR 
AVIATION STANDARDS, FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: I am Anthony Broderick, 
FAA's Deputy Associate Administrator for Aviation Standards. Among the offices 
reporting to me is the Office of Civil Aviation Security, which is the FAA's focal 
point for our efforts in support of those Federal agencies which have responsibilities 
for drug interdiction. With me today is Raymond Van Vuren, Associate Administra-
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tor for Air Traffic, who is responsible for overseeing air traffic operations through
out the country. 

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Subcommittee to describe the 
FAA's efforts to assist in combatting the illegal ~arriage of drugs by air. As the 
Members of the Subcommittee are aware, the FAA is charged with the responsibil
ity of fostering aviation safety. Weare a technical agency rather than a law enforce
ment agency. Nevertheless, we have a serious concern with illegal drug trafficking 
because, apart from general social concerns, it can adversely impact aviation safety. 
Those who transport drugs by air typically have little regard for the safety of 
others. The profits to be made from illicit drugs apparently outweigh for many of 
them the risks associated with poor safety practices. Contributing to that is the fnct 
that profits from drug smuggling may substantially exceed the expense associated 
with replacing an aircraft used for transporting those drugs. In terms of an impact 
on safety, we have found that aircraft may fly low or without lights to avoid detec
tion. Aircraft may be modified illegally to increase the payload or range. Pilots may 
not be certified to operate the equipment nown. In short, there is little doubt that 
those who smuggle drugs by air can pose a threat to aviation safety. 

Both the House and Senate, recognizing the potential safety impact of transport
ing drugs by air, have reported legislation which will stiffen the penalties for those 
w}w do so. H.R. 1580 calls for mandatory revocation by the FAA of airman certifi
cates of those caught illegally transporting drugs, and, except in exceptional circum
stances, prohibits the issuance of new certificates to such individuals in less than 
five years following revocation. The FAA has testified in support both of H.R. 1580 
and of S. 2505, a comparable bill which has been passed by the Senate. 

We are pleased that our legislative committee, the House Public Works and Trans
portation Committee, in reporting out H.R. 1580, recognized that a proper role for 
the FAA is not that of a law enforcement agency but rather one of a supporting 
nature. In doing so, the Committee emphasized that the legislation "is not intended 
to place the primary responsibilities for enforcing the drug laws in FAA." The Com
mittee further observed that the new authority granted FAA would, in addition to 
aiding the national effort to reduce illegal drug trafficking, contribute to aviation 
safety by protecting "innocent airmen from threats to themselves and to their air
craft." We agree, and are hopeful that a conference committee will be able to com
plete action on this legislation so that a final bill can be enacted this Congress. 

Let me turn now to a brief discussion of the actions FAA has taken to support the 
Federal drug enforcement agencies in their efforts to comGat illegal drugs. We work 
closely with the Customs Service and the Drug Enforcement Administration both at 
the headquarters level and at the local level to enable them to take advantage of 
our technical capabilities. The FAA participates in the National Narcotics Border 
Interdiction System. We also have an employee assigned on a fulltime basis to the 
El Paso Intelligence Center. In addition, our Civil Aviation Security Office main
tains on-going contacts at the staff level of these organizations. Through this kind of 
cooperative working arrangement, we have been able to identify areas where we 
have been able to provide support that assists these agencies in the detection of 
drug offenders. 

At the Customs Service's request, we have made available to them the technical 
capabilities of designated air traffic control facilities in those regions of the country 
where drug trafficking is most prevalent. We have provided training to Customs 
personnel in how to monitor radar and coordinate with controllers. We have also 
provided them witn radar displays, dedicated air-to-ground frequencies to their use, 
and made available to them FAA communication capabilities. Direct lines have also 
been installed between selected flight service stations and Customs offices to bolster 
communications. 

Through these measures, Customs ability to monitor air traffic entering the 
United States has ben improved for purposes of interdicting suspected or question
able operators. Also, we have jointly established an arrangement whereby FAA is 
alert for and relays flight information to EPIC on operators designated as being sus
pected of illegal drug activities. 

We are now working with the Customs Service concerning the establishment of a 
Command, Control, and Communications (CCC) operation in FAA's San Juan, 
Puerto Rico, combined center and radar approach control facility similar to the CCC 
currently in operation at the FAA's Miami Air Route Traffic Control Center. Cus
toms has also requested additional space for their CCC operation in Miami, and we 
expect to be able to comply with this request. 

The FAA is also working with EPIC to provide both a short-term and long-term 
enhancement of our ability to provide flight plan information on a real-time basis. 
Installation is currently underway of a communication tie-in between EPIC and 
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FAA's National Communications facility (NATCOM) at Kansas City. An EPIC com
puter will be used to screen FAA communications for information concerning flight 
plans of interest to them. Longer-range plans are underway to establish in 1985 an 
even more sophisticated computer tie-in between EPIC and FAA's new National 
Automated Data Interchange Network located in Atlanta and Salt Lake City. 

The FAA has also worked with EPIC to provide access to data maintained in our 
Airman and Aircraft Registry located in Oklahoma City. We have been discussing 
with EPIC the installation of a terminal at EPIC to access the computerized por
tions of our Registry. We also have three individuals at the Registry who provide 
telephonic assistance to EPIC and other law enforcement agencies concerning data 
maintained at the Registry. 

One additional action we are currently considering involves a possible change in 
our air traffic rules concerning operating into the Air Defense Identification Zone 
(ADIZ) adjoining the U.S. coastal zones. Part 99 of the Federal Aviation Regulations 
prescribes rules for operating civil aircraft into, within, or out of the United States 
through an ADIZ. Among the requirements is one calling for the filing of a flight 
pL;ln. 

Aircraft operating at a true air speed of less than 180 knots have been excepted 
from this requirement. In 1982, this exception was withdrawn for aircraft operating 
in the ADIZ in the South Florida area (south of 30 degrees north latitude and east 
of 86 degrees west longitude). We are considering proposing a rule change which 
would eliminate the 180 knot exception elsewhere in the ADIZ. The Customs Serv
ice has indicated that it would be desirable from a law enforcement perspective to 
do so. 

In summary, we have taken a number of measures supportive of the efforts of the 
drug enforcement agencies which bear the responsibility for interdicting illegal drug 
traffickers. We will continue to do so. In addition to aiding in achieving the impor
tant objective of ridding our society of illicit drugs, stopping the carriage of illegal 
drugs by air will enhance aviation safety. 

That completes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. We would be pleased to 
respond to questions you may have at this time. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Broderick. 
One of Customs' greatest problems, especially in the area, of 

course, of dense aircraft traffic, is separating the lawful traffic 
from the smuggler traffic, and smugglers, of course, constantly 
have been taking advantage of that. 

The problem has r .)t been readily solvable because the FAA and 
Customs couldn't detect low-flying aircraft in many cases. They 
would simply come in under your radar. Customs is now operating, 
of course, with the first of the P-3's, with an F-15 look-down radar 
that will allow us to try some new sorting approaches. 

With that in mind, we developed several actions that we thought 
the FAA could take, and we would like to get your thoughts on 
them. Try to keep i.n mind from the context of south Florida-I 
think that is one area that most people are familiar with, and cer
tainly you all are. Could the FAA require that all private aircraft 
crossing the ADIZ from a foreign country be equipped with a trans
ponder and that a discrete code be assigned to each? Is that a possi
bility? 

Mr. BRODERICK. It certainly is, sir. As indicated by the previous 
witnesses from Treasury, we are taking a look at this idea to see if 
we should propose such a regulatory change. They did indicate that 
there are a few things that we need to sort out. One of them is 
cost. The second is effectiveness, compared to what we have right 
now. In othet· words, what fractional increase in the carriage of 
transponders would we actually see with such a regulation. At first 
blush it would appear that most people engaged in these kinds of 
flights would already have transponders. 
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A third consideration is the question of timing with regard to the 
enhancement of the air traffic control system, and the National 
Airspace System in general. Weare changing the transponder 
standard, and want to make sure that we don't levy a requirement 
on people that 1 year later would be changed, when in fact that 
requirement is of the order of magnitude that Treasury indicated. 
It is hundreds of millions of dollars in potential. 

Last, there is a serious question in some areas about the ability 
of the air traffic control computer to actually handle a large 
number of additional targets. As you and members of the subcom
mittee are well aware, for example, in the Gulf of Mexico area, we 
have about 700 or so helicopters which are operating back and 
forth to oil rigs. 

They can be involved in as many as 4,000 operations a day, most 
of which do cross the ADIZ. It is these kinds of complications that 
we are right now studying, and it is for these reasons that we 
haven't just immediately adopted such a project, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. I think it would be very helpful if we didn't do any
thing else at this point other than to require that all aircraft that 
are crossing the ADIZ be squawking. Is there any reason that that 
couldn't be done? I would think that if for no other reason than for 
safety reasons you are not going to have any aircraft that are going 
to be crossing that ADIZ that wouldn't have a transponder on it. 

Mr. BRODERICK. In fact, we don't require a transponder in VFR 
conditions for an aircraft to cross the ADIZ. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is what we are asking. We are asking that 
you change that. 

Mr. BRODERICK. There is no reason that we couldn't do that, 
except the practical question of requiring those people who do not 
now have a transponder to install one, and it is exactly that which 
we are looking at. 

Mr. ENGLISH. The only thing that you are asking them to do is if 
they cross the ADIZ they have to have a transponder. 

Mr. BRODERICK. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. And as I said, I wouldn't think that you would 

have very many folks that are ptesently crossing the ADIZ that 
don't have a transponder just for safety reasons. 

Mr. BRODERICK. I suspect that you are right, although it isn't a 
requirement, and that is one of the first things we are trying to 
study right now, to frnd out if in fact we made such a regulatory 
change, would that affect a large number of people adversely. I sus
pect you are right, though, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Then I guess the question comes down to when are 
you going to have a decision on that? 

Mr. BRODERICK. I don't know when we will be able to do that. We 
have started that project in terms of evaluating the number of 
people that do, and we are trying to find out what the best way to 
do it is. It is, frankly, rather difficult to get a good data base, and 
we are going to have to try through the aeronautical center. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Broderick, it is hard for me to understand, as I 
said. I think we are in agreement that you have got very few air
craft that are crossing that ADIZ that don't have a transponder, 
very few. 

Mr. BRODERICK. I suspect, sir, that is true. 
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Mr. ENGLISH. Then the question is, Why would you have a prob
lem with requiring all aircraft that are crossing the ADIZ, why 
would you have a problem in requiring those to be squawking? If 
they don't have a transponder, I think if for no other reason than 
for safety there is a serious question what business they have got 
going out there across that ADIZ. I don't think that you are going 
to be imposing much of a burden, particularly when you consider 
the fact that you are going to be tremendously simplifying the job 
of the Customs Service, particularly with the type of equipment 
that we have got coming on the line now. With that P-3 we are 
going to be able to do some real good if they are required to 
squawk, and if we can separate those that are squawking from 
those that are not squawking all of a sudden we have got a real 
good ill on a potential drug smuggler. 

Mr. BRODERICK. Mr. Chairman, let me ask Mr. Van Vuren to ex
plain how the air traffic control system deals right now with air
craft that cross the ADIZ that do not have transponders on them. 

Mr. VAN VUREN. Yes, sir; right now the Federal air regulation 
99 requires that a pilot must flie, if he io VFR, flie a DVFR flight 
plan, which would be the point of departure, the route taken, the 
altitude, and whether they do have transponder carriage on board. 
And we can assign a transponder. 

We have an agreement right now with the Bahamian Govern
ment, right now in the Bahamas, that between us and our flight 
service station at Miami and the one at Vero Beach, that we will 
assign a VFR subset coding to those aircraft, just in that one area 
there crossing that area of the water. 

However, right now if they are coming into that area, it requires 
that they must advise or report at all reporting points prior to pen
etrating the ADIZ. If there is no reporting point along that route, 
then they must advise us 15 minutes ahead of time, or any aero
nautical facility, that they are going to be penetrating. Normally 
that is the way we operate it. 

One of the other things that I might bring out that happens 
when you put a lot of different codes or apply a lot of different 
codes to our computer program as it exists today, our computers 
right now are about 20 years old, as I am sure you know, Mr. 
Chairman, and we are in the process of changing those. The prob
lem now is core storage, and capability to do tracking of large num
bers of airplanes. 

Mr. ENGLISH. But at this point all I am asking for is a very 
simple change in regulations to simply require that every plane 
that crosses that ADIZ has to be squawking. If he is not squawking, 
why, he is subject to a fine. Is there anything wrong with that 
problem? 

Mr. BRODERICK. That can be done. 
Mr. ENGLISH. The question I have in my mind is why it isn't 

being done, and if you are considering it, when you are going to 
have a decision on it. Because, as I said, that would greatly simpli
fy the situation as far as coming into high traffic areas in particu
lar. The P-3, with its capability, as well as E-2's, will substantially 
simplify the problem that they have, if you simply take that one 
little step. 

Mr. BRODERICK. Mr. Chairman, if in fact we can get any kind of a 
data base at all, we can certainly make that decision in the next 
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couple of months. All we need to do is to find out what kind of an 
impact it would have, so that we have the basis to go forward with 
a notice of proposed rulemaking. 

Mr. ENGLISH. So we can expect a decision from you in the next 
few months? 

Mr. BRODERICK. We can get you a decision on that in the next 
few months, sir. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Also, I understand that there is already a require
ment that all the aircraft, as I think you point out, penetrating the 
ADIZ must report their positions to the FAA. If so, it would seem 
that it is not being very actively enforced. If it were better en
forced, this would be a second helpful method in separating legal 
traffic from sugglers. Could you comment on that? 

Mr. BRODERICK. Mr. Chairman, I asked that very question a few 
days ago about the enforcement of this. I did not get an answer, 
and I expect within a few weeks to have a better answer as to ex
actly what the enforcement record is of people who have not fIled, 
either filed the appropriate flight plans or done some other viola
tion of the regulations. 

Mr. ENGLISH. We can expect that when, within the next month? 
Mr. BRODERICK. Certainly. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Would you supply that for the record? 
Mr. BRODERICK. Yes, sir; we will. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Customs interceptor planes, which are scrambled 

to respond to targets which the P-3 detects far out to sea, will need 
to be directed to the P-3's. You have testified that many of your en 
route centers already have Customs personnel in them who are 
trained to provide this type of assistance. In the event that there is 
no Customs employee present who is qualified to do this, will the 
FAA provide this assistance? 

Mr. VAN VUREN. Yes, sir; we plan on supporting the Customs 
mission anywhere we can. However, our overriding responsibility 
and mission, as you know, is safety of separating airplanes, and a 
controller's primary responsibility is to separate two IFR airplanes 
they are working at that time. If he has the workload, he or she at 
that time, sometimes they may not be able to comply with that, be
cause we do not staff extra people on the positions. 

We are training the Customs people right now. We have been 
doing that. We have them trained down in Miami center and spend 
about 6 weeks with those folks, training them, and now they actu
ally operate on two PVD's that we have set up for them for doing 
their vectoring in VFR conditions. Now, in IFR or marginal weath
er conditions, we at the FAA will perform that function, workload 
permitting-yes; we will. 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is helpfuL I appreciate that. 
Mr. Broderick, I appreciate your testimony, and we are going to 

be looking forward to those reports from you, and I am hopeful 
that you will give that very serious consideration. 

Mr. Van Vuren, I appreciate your coming too. It is very kind of 
you. 

Mr. BRODERICK. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. ENGLISH. That concludes the questions I have, so we will 

recess subject to the call of the Chair. Thank you very much. 
[Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon

vene subject to the call of the Chair.] 
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APPENDIX I.-LETTER TO HON. GLENN ENGLISH, DATED MARCH 17, 
1984, FROM WILLIAM H. 'rAFT IV, DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
ENCLOSING A LETTER FROM SECRETARY CASPAR WEINBERGER, DE
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE, TO SECRETARY DONALD T. REGAN, DEPART
MENT OF THE TREASURY, REGARDING MAINTENANCE COSTS FOR 
DOD EQUIPMENT LOANED TO THE CUSTOMS SERVICE 

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

March 17, 1984 

Honorable Glenn English 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman: 

I am writing to follow up on our telephone 

conversation of earlier this week. Enclosed is a 

copy of Secretary Weinberger's response to Secretary 

Regan's letter regarding the $11 million of 

maintenance costs for DoD equipment loaned to the 

Customs Service. 

Sincerely, 

'7~~tr.,~. / (. ~1iY ~ L~ 
William H. Taft, IV 

Enclosure 

(638) 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, THE DISTRICT Of COLUMBIA 

Honorable Donald T. Regan 
Secretary of the Treasury 
Washington. D.C. 20220 

Dear Don: 

16 MAR 1984 

Thank you for your February 6. 1984 letter commending our 
assistance to Treasury's snti-drug trafficking programs. I am 
also pleased with the Department's vigorous commitment to the 
President's drug policy. At the same time, we must balance 
the national defense priorities--as established by law and 
policy-with our capabilities to provide incidental assistance 
to the civilian law enfor~ement community. 

I regret that we are unable to assume maintenance costs 
for Defense Department assets on loan to the Customs Service. 

W
I find no military operational or training benefit that comports 
with the Congressional expectations stated in the legislative 
history of P.L. 97-86. Moreover, I am concerned that Congress 

,would perceive such actions as inconsistent with the strong 
\ views expressed during the consideration of P.L. 97-86. It is 

the clear expectation of Congress that DoD should not perform 
L;issions within the capability of civilian agencies (e.g., the 
aircraft maintenance functions Customs has performed during. 
the last two years). If we were to deviate from the expecta
tions of Congress. we would invite Congressional restrictions 
on the flexibility we now possess to provide assistance to 
civilian agencies. 

I continue to share your determination to eradicate drug 
trafficking as a major national problem, and we will continue 
to work toward that end within our legs 1 limits. 



ApPENDIX 2.-MARINE RESOURCE READINESS, U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE 
BRIEFING BOOK, MARCH 20, 1984 

MARINE RESOURCE 

43-045 0-85--21 

READ!NESS 

MARCH 1984 
(635) 
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MARINE INTERDICTIO~~ 
PROGRAM 

UaSa CUSTOMS SERVICE 
'Off ice 0 f Pat r 0 I 



637 

BRIEE'ING BOOK 

U. S. CUSTOMS SERVICE 

THIS BRIEFING BOOK PRESENTS AN OVERVIEW OF THE MISSION, 

OPERATIONS, AND ACCOMPLISHl1ENTS OF THE CUSTOMS MARINE 

INTERDICTION PROGRAM. 

MARCH 20, 1984 
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EXECUTIVE SUM~Aqy 

THE PRIMARY OBJECTIVE OF THE ENHA~CED ~ATIONAL MA~IN€ 

INTERDICTION PROGRAM IS TO INTERDICT AND DETER THE SMUGGLING 
OF NARCOTICS AND OTHER CONTRABMD INTO THE IIr1ITEI1 STATES. 

THE CUSTOMS MARINE PROGRA~ WAS FIRST INSTITUTED IN lq74 
WHEN CUSTOMS MANAGERS PERCEIVED THE RAPII1LY EXPANDI~G SMUGGLING 
THREAT FRO~ WATER~ORNE CO~VEYANCES. 

MARINE INTEROICTION RESOURCES CURRENTLY INCLUDE 723 CUSTOMS 
PATROL OFFICERS AND 116 VESSELS LOCATED I~ SOME 40 DIFFERENT 
LOCATIONS. TYPES OF VESSELS IN OUR FLEET VARY FROM HIGH 
PERFORMANCE ~OATS TO YACHTS, AS WELL AS THE USE OF LOBSTER AND 
SHRIMP BOATS FOR SURVEILLANCES. AT THE PRE5F.NT TIME, 25 80ATS 
ARE NOT OPERABLE. THIRTEEN OF THESE BOATS HAVE BEEN TARGETED 
FOR EXCHANGE/SALE A"D 12 ARE CURRENTLY REING SERVICED. OF THE 
12 THAT ARE BEI~G SERVICED, 10 WILL BE OPERATIONAL I~ 30 DAYS. 

TO IMPROVE OUR ENFORCEMENT POSTURE, THE OFFICE OF PATROL 
IS ESTA3LISHING TWO MARINE ENFORCEMENT MODULES. ONE WILL RE 
ESTABLISHED IN FORT MYERS, FLORII1A, AND THE OTHER IN 
FORT LAUDERDALE. THESE WILL BE FUNDED FRO.., OUR EXISTING FUNDS 
AND WILL UTILIZE THE LATEST STATE-OF-THE-ART TEut"lOLOGY ANI) 
RESOURCES FRO~ THE SEIZED/FORFEITEI1 AND ARANOONED PROPERTY 
PROGRAM. 

OVER THE NEXT THREE YEARS, WE ANTICIPATE THE IMPLEMENTATION 
OF SEVEN ADOIT!Of-lAL MODULES THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY WITHIN 
EXISTING FUNDING LEVELS. 



----------------
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THE FOLLOWTNG SE~TIO"~ P~E~ENT YHAT WE ~ELtEVE t~ II 4TRHLY 

'\IICCF.SSF!JL "A~TNF. T'ITERDTr.nl1'l Pqqr,RI\'I. OIITLPIEI) I\RF: nil: "'A~PIE 

RE'i()IJIl~E ') HY r.I.ISTr)·~~ flEG to"l ANI) I\N Ol/ERV IF.l/ OF THF. "ART tp: 

tl1')SIOtl, OI'lJECTIVES. PROJF.r.T P\.Afl,\, 1\'1[1 GOALS OF O\JR '1ARPIE 

INTF.QOJr.TION PRnr,RA~. 



'. 
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PROGRAM ~\ISSION AND OBJECTIVE 

The prir.lary objectives of our marine program are to 

interdict and deter the smuggling of narcotics and other 

contraband into the United states. Patrol officers assigned to 

marine operations seize merchandise and conveyances detected 

arriving in violation of our laws and arrest those persons 

detected violating Customs and related laws. 

The Customs Marine Program was instituted in 1974 \~hen 

Customs managers perceived the rapidly expanding smuggling 

threat from 'Iaterborne conveyances. Tnis perception was 

vaHtlated j n tr~ Stanford Fe~ear.-::h Jnst) tute (SRI) stl'rl1' which 

concluded that there are approximately 15,000 vessels used for 

s~uggling with approximately 2,700 vessels dedicated to the sole 

functions of smuggling. The study further concludes that these 

vessels are responsible for carrying 18 million pounds of 

marihuana, 17,500 pounds of cocaine, and 350 pounds of heroin 

annually. 

The Customs Patrol fleet current comprises 116 boats in 

40 different locations. This numher is indsed modest consid

ering the 95,000 linear miles of shoreline o~ the United states. 
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MARINE PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

o INTERDICT VIOLATORS OF HIPORT/EXPORT AND NEUTMJ;..ITY LA\~S 

o. BNFORCE PENALTI~S FOR NAVIGATION VIOLATIO~S 

o SUPPORT AIR AND LAND PATROL OPERATIONS AND THE FBI AND DEA 

o AS~IST STATE AND LOCAL h~W ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 

COLO INTERDICTION - Acting without prior information, Patrol 

officers apprehend violators in the act." 

SURVEILLANCES AND COVERT OPERATIONS - These are "plain clothes" 

assignments to identify, track, and apprehend known and 

s~s~?cte1 ~rnu~rlers and their cc~veynnces and co,trabcn1. 

INTERDICTIONAL INVESTIGATIONe - Marine officers gather facts, 

informa tion, and evidence contributing to deve lopTT\ent of cases 

on individuals and organizations smuggling controlled substances 

via waterborne conveyances. Development of confidential 

informants is a vital facet of this type of activity. Officers 

also collect and disseminate information to other enforcement 

agencies, as appropriate. 

UNDERCOVER OPERATIONS - An officer represents himself as other 

than a legitimate law enforcement officer for the purpose of 

acquiring intelligence or evidence in furtherance of an approved 

case or operation. For example, an officer might penetrate a 

smuggling operation and participate in an offloeding operation; 

in such a case, he '.~ould learn the identities of the violators 

and the salient factors of the smuggling operation. 

COHt·!ERCIAL VESSEL SEARCHES - Intensive searches of commercial 

cargo vessels in ~ajor ports of entry. Crew ~~~bers on such 

vessels smuggle cocaine and other controlled su~stances in a 

variety of secret compartments and stash locations on large 

ships. 
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COORDIl~l\TEO INTERDICTIONAL EFFORTS ~lITH CO.'\ST GUARD - 8ased on a 

mutual sharing of information, Customs officers and/or the Coast 
Guard seizes vessels carrying controlled substances. However, 

Patrol officers develop cases to penetrate shores ide smuggling 
operations for further arrests and prosecutions. 
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~ARINE SMUGGLING THREAT 

The preponderance of the narcotics smuggling addressed by 

the Marine Interdiction Program originates in South America, 

p~rticularly Colombia. Marihuana is loaded aboard motherships 

at the Guajira Peninsula, and cocaine is loaded aboard aircraft 

at clandestine airstrips for later transfer to vessels. 

Prior to the recent reallocation of Patrol's resources to 

the southeast, and the concentration of enforcement activity 

resulting from Operation l"LOP.IDA, the primary smuggling routes 

employed by the criminal organizations using reotherships were 

to transverse the '<ona and Windward passages or the Yucc.tan 

Channel. A course would then be set for the southeast coast 

of the.United States where the motherships would transfer the 

marihuana to large pleasure or fishing vessels for the ultimate 

run to the landing site (Chart 1). Aircraft laden with cocaine 

would generally fly their cargo directly into the United States 

utilizing small airports or clandestine strips. 

After the. enforceme:~t buildup in the southeast, a signifi

cant amount of smuggling was displaced to areas with less enforce

ment presence. customs also encountered changes in smuggling 

methods as a result of increased enforcement pressure. 

Motherships, in addition to the previously mentioned 

passages, began to utilize the G~adaloupe Passage to make the 

smuggling run to the New England coast which then began to 

experience a significant in~rease in marihuana smuggling. 

Other organizations began to develop distribution systems 

, along- the northwest coast, as- far north as Oregon (Chart 2) • 
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Mothership operators continue to use the southeast but 

there have been significant changes in some operations. Mari-

juana is often offloaded in the Bahamas, either to small fast 

boats directly, or onto stash sites in the islands. In either 

situation, the smaller fast boats make the final run to the 

United States mainland. This shotgun approach reduced the 

probability tr.at the organization would suffer the loss of 

the entire load. 

The buildup in the southeast also addressed the cocaine 

smuggling by aircraft. Increased air interdiction effecti~e
I 

ness produced a change in smuggling methods which impacted' 

the marine interdiction effort. Aircraft departing Colombia 

with cocaine began to land in the Bahamas and transfer the 

narcotics to the smaller fast vessels, similar to the mother-

ship operation. Additionally, Patrol began to detect a signi-

ficant increase in airdrops to vessels which would complete the 

run to the United States. 

The Marine Interdiction Program also addresses smuggling 

of heroin and cClcaine by commercial 'ressels. These vessels 

carry legitimate cargCl; however, the contraband is concealed 

in the cargo itself 01.' within the nOTlllally inaccessible ,areas 

such as the shaft alley. 
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HOTlIgRSIIIP LOADiNG OPgt{A'I'ION 
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-'-S P t) F.-t f ish e r ~ a n 

Lobster BOll1t 
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Sail Boat 

" 

'. ~ f'> 
, 
" 

?J 

~ 



650 

MARINE PATROL RESOURCES AND 
CURRENT BOAT DEPLOYMENT BY STATION 

FY 84 

BOSTON DISTRICT 

BALTIMORE DISTRICT 

PHILADELPHIA DISTRICT 
Philadelphia 

NEW YORK SEAPORT 
NEWARK 
REGIONAL TACTICAL UNIT 

MIAMI DISTRICT 
Miami Station 

NORTHEAST (I) 

'l'OTAL 

NEW YORK (II) 

TOTAL 

SOUTHEAST (IV) 

Ft. Lauderdale Station 
Key West Station 
West Palm Beach 
Key Largo Station 
Marco Island 

(Everglade City) 
Ft. Pierce Station 

WILMINGTON DISTRICT 
Wilmington Station 
~1orehead City 

CHARLESTON DISTRICT 
Charleston Station 
Beaufort 

CPO 

lR 

26 

19 
0'3" 

CPO 

48 
3R 

if6' 

CPO 

33 
12 
12 
12 

6 

2 
4 

10 
7 

25 
7 

BOAT 

o 

2 

o 
"'2' 

BOAT 

3 
o 
o 
3' 

BOAT 

6 
3 
3 
2 
3 

2 
1 

1 
3 

5 
2 
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CPo BOAT 

SAVANNAH DISTRICT 
Savannah Station 13 3 
Brunswick station 6 2 

TAMPA DISTRICT 
Cape Canaveral 7 1 
Pensacola 7 1 
Cortez 4 1 
Tampa Station 34 3 
Tall~hassee Station 4 1 
Jacksonville Station 10 2 
Cocoa Beach Station 7 1 
Ft. Myers station 13 3 
Clear Water 5 2 
Panama City 6 1 

NORFOLK DISTRICT 18 4 

SA"l JUAN DISTRICT 
San Juan Station 17 2 
Ponce Playa Station 6 2 
Fajardo Station 6 1 
Mayaquez station 7 2 

TOTAL "'Z7TJ '!)if 

SOUTH CENTRAL (V) 

CPO BOAT 

NEW ORLEANS DISTRICT 
New Orleans Station 31 3 
Houma Station (Morgan City) 6 2 
Lafayette station 7 2 
Dauphine Island 6 4 
Slidel 2 1 
Venice 2 1 

MOBILE DISTRICT 
Mobile Station 10 1 
Gulfport Station 8 3 
Grand Island 9 1 

TOTAL tIT nr 
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SOUTl-lWEST (VI) 

CPO BOAT 

HOUSTON DISTRICT 
Houston station 23 2 
Galveston Station 14 5 
Corpus Christi 6 1 

PORT ARTHUR DISTRIC'r 
port Arthur Station 6 1 

LAREDO DISTRICT 
Falcon Dam 13 2 
Brownsville 15 1 

TOTAL 77 12 

PACIFIC (VII) 

CPO BOAT 

LOS ANGELES DISTRICT 
Los Angeles station 4 0 
Terminal Island (Ventura) 19 4 
Ventura 5 1 

SAN DIEGO DISTRICT 
San Diego Marine station 11 4 
Oceanside 1 

SAN FRANCISCO DISTRICT 
San Francisco Station 19 3 
Eureka station 1 0 

PORTLAND DISTRICT 
Portland Station 8 0 
Coos Bay Station 1 0 
Astoria 2 1 

SEATTLE DISTRICT 
Seattle Station 16 0 
Bellingham Station 6 1 

HONOLULU STATION 15 2 

TOTAL 117 17 
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CPO'S BOATS 

TOTAL 723 116 

*The total number of P~trol boats varies frequently as boats are 
retired and newer equipment is acquired, primarily through 
forfeiture. 
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S POR TF I SIIErU1EN I CAll I N CRU S r S [R S 

These vessels are primarily used as rildilr. communicHti~n~. 
and surveillance platforms. These vessels have also been 
instrumental in undercover operations. 

53' HATTERAS 

28' CHRIS CRAFT 
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II I GIl- P ER FOr~MANC E/ I NTERC E PTOR S 

These boats are fast and maneuverable in moderate seas. 
They are used in conjuction with larger communications 
and surveillance platforms. Their speed makes them ideal 
pursuit craft in apprehending shuttle vessels. 

35' CIGARETTE 

30' WELLCRAFT SCARAB 
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SHALLOW WATER CRAFT 

These boats are used to locate and conduct surveillances 
on contraband stash sites. Their shallow draft provides 

/them with needed mobility in shallow waters. They are 
eas~ly "beached" for quick landings. Also, they can be 
trailered quickly from one location to another. 

25' MAKO 

26' FORMULA 
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EXAMPLES OF VESSELS ACQUIRED THROUG~ EXCHANGE/SALE 

35' CIGARETTE 

35' BERTRAM SPORTFISHERMAN 



REGION: NORTHEAST 

STATIml CUSTOMS 
FLEET # 

BALTIMORE 214116 WHALER 

302139 CORSA 

. 

UNITED 51 ATES CUSTOl1S PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

CIIRRHIT LOCATION AND 
OPERATIONAL STATUS 

DISTR ICT: !/!BA:lJ.LT.uI.:.ul1Ol.!J.RE"--____ _ 

REAson lXlHfJ 
VESSEL DAYS/H~S DOWN EXPECTED OPS OVERALL 
TYPEIYR OPERATED TIME RETIIRN COODITION 

DATE 

12'10S N[Jt.JE liOOO 

12MOS NOOE liooD 

-

# HHS III 
ENGHJE 

0 

(j 

MARCH 20,1984 

BIJIlGET IMAIf-.,'TENANCE 
SPEr: IAL OPS/OPS 
EFFECTED RY mWN 

PROBLEM AREAS TIME ffi LACK OF 
EQUI Pr1ENT 

TUNE-UP 0 

TUNE-UP 0 

c:r.. 
01 
00 



UNITED STATES CUSTOMS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

CURRENT LOCATION AND 
OPERATIONAL STATUS 

REGION: .!lIIlEW~Vi!!:OR~K _____ _ DISTRICT: .!lLNEo!!.tI...ly1![OR~K _____ _ 

REASON rowN 
STATION CUST!J>IS VESSEL DAVS/HRS DOWN EXPECTED !l'S OVERALL 

FLEET # TVPEIVR OPERATED TIME RETIIRN CONDITION 
DATE 

NEW YORK 39101 BERTRII11 N/A GOlD 

371169 CIGARETTE 0 6MOS POOR 

BOSTON WHALER N/A NIA EXCELLENT 
(JUST ACQUIREO> 

, 

I 
STATION VEHICLES (J( POOR ____ _ 

# HRS ON 
ENGnlE 

C!JtlENT : - FIINDED $25.000. BY HEAOOIIARTERS PATRIl FEllRIIAR'f 1984. SHQULD liE 811 LV !!PERIITI DNA! IN 30 DAYS. 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPECIAL !PS/OPS 
BUDGET IMAINTEIlIIOCE EFFECTED llY roWN 

PROBLEI1 MEA.') TIME OR LAr:K fF 
EIlIIIPMElIT 

N/A 
ENGINES- -NIA 

0') 

~ 

I 
I 
I 



REGION: SOlJIHEAST 

STATION CliSTOMS 
FLEET # 

UNITED STATES CilSTOMS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

CURRENT LOCATI ON AND 
OPERATIONAL STATUS 

DISTRICT: l!1BR:l!.!Il""NSl!LWIu..CK"---____ _ 

DAYS/HRS 
REASON DOWN 

VESSEL DOWN EXPECTED fPS OVERALL 
TYPEIYR OPERATED TIME RETURN CONDITION 

DATE 

# HRS III 
ENGINE 

BRUNSWICK 214115 80 BOSTON WHALER 32 HRS 3DAYS BAD POWER FAIR . 300 HRS 

2521LtO P&D (YR Il(H) 40 HRS 6DAYS NEW STARTER VERY alOD 110 HRS 
HIS IILATI ON 2 ENG . OF LORAN-C 
RADAR 

, 
. .. , .. . .... .. .. .... . . . .... ......... ...... . ......... ......... ...... 

. ..... . .. 
STATION ~HICLES ~._ .. _. POOR ____ _ 

COMMENT: . VEHICLES IN GOOn CONDlItON ...... .................. . ......... . 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPEC I AL OPS/OPS -, 
BUOGETIMAINTENANCE EFFECTED BY mWN 

PROBLEM AREAS TIME (Jl LACK OF 
EQUIPMENT 

BOTH BOATS NEED 
CLOSED HI CAllINS FOO 
COLD WEATHER;BOTH ARE 
TOO SMALL FOR ~UGH 
WATER. 

: 

." .- ' ..... ' . ..... 
' . . 

CT:> 
CT:> 
o 



UNITED STATES CIISTOMS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET . 

CURRENT LOCATION ANn 
OPERATIONAL STATUS 

REG ION: SOIJTHEAST DlSTR ICT: CHARLESTON 

REASON OOWN 
STATIOO CUSTIX'IS VESSEL DAYS/HflS DOWN EXPECTED (J'S OVERALL 

FlEET # TVPEIYR OPERATED TIME RETURN CONDITION 
DATE 

CIV\RLESTmJ 1752i2 70 SEA OX 17 HRS NOOE GOOD 

- . IlJlll9J 76 "'AKO 20 HRS !lOftE GOOD 

BEAUFffiT 224129 BOSTON WHALER 25 HRS NONE EXCELLENT 

"0 •• 262147 FORfIIULA NONE 30DAYS BOnOM GOOD 

CHARLESTON 272122 7HIISTOM ROAT 9G \IRS lRDIWS OIlT GEAR GOOD 
REPf\JRED; 
OPERATI ONAL 

.... ...... .... , ........ ...... NOW .. .... .. " 

272203 83 MAGIIIM 172 HRS NONE EXCELLENT 
~ . ..... . . .... . , .. .. ,- , .. ...... .. " ...... . . ~ ... -... 

421810 76 mST 168 HRS limE GOOD 
- . .... .. ," .. .. .. ..... ..... . . ..... ""'" .. 

.. . ..... .. . ...... . ...... .... . ....... ...... ...... -.. ....... -, 

-- -STTlTIOlIIJE\-\ICLES (l( ....... - POOR ____ _ 
Coooo: . ... .. ..... . ........ . 

# HRS ON 
H1GJNE 

140 HRS 

85 HRS 

100 HRS 

_ . 

200 HRS 
_.- .. -.. -
3000 HRS 

.... 

..... 

MARCH 20,1984 

BtmGET /I'lA 1 NTENAIICE 
SPEC I AL IPS/OPS 
EFFECTED RY D(J·/N 

PROBLEM AREAS TJr1E OR LACK (f 
EQUIPMENT 

COIlln USE 'NO IflI 
ENGINES 

. ....... . - . . 

..... , .......... . . 

...... ' 

. . . . . . ....... . .. 

0') 
0') 
I-' 



REG 100 : SOIJIHEASI 

STATION CUSTOMS 
FLEET # 

MIAMI 302172 

302173 

302175 

352157 

352158 

38116 

WEST PALM BEACH 302176 

302213 

STATION VEHICLES OK\-__ _ 

UNITED SfATES CUSfOMS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

CURRENT LOCAT I ON AND 
OPERAT roNAL STATUS 

DISTRICT: J1JAMI D1STRll:I 

REASON DOWN 
VESSEL DAYSIHRS DOWN EXPECTED OPS OVERALL 
TYPEIYR OPERATED TIME RETURN CONDITION 

DATE 

83 SCARAB 88 HRS 1DAY FUEL LINE GOOD 

83 SCARAB 32 HRS 2DAYS OIL MIXER GOOD 

83 SCARAB 48 HRS ° GOOD 

82 CIGARffiE 88 HRS 1 DAY REPLACE GOOD 
BATTERIES 

82 CIGARffiE 102 HRS 2DAYS REGULAR GOOD 
MAINTENANCE 

76 BERTRAM 16 HRS 2 DAYS ENGINE GOOD 
REPAIR 

83 SCARAB 102 HRS 0 GOOD 

80 SCARAB 144 HRS IDAY TUNE-UP 

POOR~ 

CarMENT: NEED FOR 4WD VEHICLES TO REPLACE TOWING VEHICLES THAT A~E OLD AND HIGH MILEAGE. 

# HRS ON 
ENGINE 

UNKNOWN 

UNKNOWN 

UNKNOWN 

UNKNOWN 

UNKNOWN 

UNKNOWN 

UNKNOWN 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPECIAL OPS/OPS 
BUDGETIMAINTENANCE EFFECTED BY DOWN 

PROBLEM AREAS TI ME ffi LACK (f 
EQUIPfIF.!IT 

TO FE REPAIRED WITH 
$183,000 RECENTLY 
TRANSFERRED 

~ 
~ 
t:-:l 



REGION: SO!ITHEAST DISTRICT: MIA!'\I DISTRICT 

REASON DOWN 
STATION CIJ.<;TCJ'lS VESSEL DAYS/HRS DOWN EXPECTED OPS OVERALL # HRS rn 

FlEET # TVPEIYR OPERATED TIME RETIIRN CrnmlTION ENGINE 
\ DATE 

KEY LARGO 2341% 75 SEACRAFT 0 30DAVS SURVEYEn- GOon UNKNOWN 
TOTALLED 
DURING 
CHASE 

313208 PHANTOM R HRS GOOD UNKNOWN 

362159 77 CIGARETTE 0 30DAYS BLOwt.J ENG I NE UNKNOWN 

- J ...... ... 

FORT LAUDERDALE 27261 72 MAGNI,., 11 HRS SDAYS ENG REIlLT - OIIT [f UNKNOWN 
2-WEEKS WATER GOOD 

. .... , .. ......... ....... . ........ ...... . ........... .......... ...... . , 

.. 362204 • Hl·CIGARETTE·····.· .. .. 20·HRS ·IDAY· ........ . . .. GOnD .. · UNKNOWN •. 

531206 79 HAmRAS 0 30DAYS RECYCLE RIEL FAIR IINKNn\-lN 
, MARCH 19 

.... ' .. ,- ...... . ,- .- -, ......... ....... , ...... ............ ...... .. ........ 
. ................ 

STATION VEHICLES OK'--__ POOR ____ _ 

ClfflENT: . ~ITH $183:000' RECENTI nRANSFERRED; . AI L' REPAI RnQ TAE' ARM VESSELS WilL' RE' ACCO!PllSHED: .. 

MARCH 20,1984 

PAGE 2 

SPEC IAL OPS/OPS 
BUDGET /MA INTENAtlCE EFFECTED BY roWN 

PROBLEM AREAS TIME OR LACK. [f 
EllIllf'I>1ENT 

NEED REPLACEMENT 

• 

.. . .......... .. . 
• 
. ............... .. ,-

................... . • ••••. _, .•••• 0' 

.. 
.. . . ... ..... . 

m 
~ 
C>:l 



REGION: StllIHEAST DISTRICT: MIAMI DISTRICT 

REASON OOWN 
STATION CIIST(»\S VESSEL DAYS/HRS DOWN EXPECTEIl IPS · OVERALL 

FLEET II TYPEIYR OPERATED TIME RETURN COND III OIl , DATE 

MARCO ISLAND 174185 82 MAKO 32 HRS 0 GOOD 

252121 79 NOVA ltO HRS 13D4YS ENG REPAIR - GOOD 
.... OPERATIOOAL 

KEYWm 302177 R3 SCARAB 8 HR." 29DAYS $I ltOO 
WORK ON ENG. 

EXCELLENT 

•••• w ••• SHAFT 

.. ·302227 .• 81.SC~RAB ... .. ·ltO HRS· . . 0· . . . .. . . EXCELLENT· 

. . .......... • .471154·· 80 TORRES· ••.••.•••.•• ·!ilt· HRS. ··0··· ............ · ·GOOD··· 

FORT PIERCE .•.••... · . 302m S3·SCARAll· ......•.•.• ·ltS·HRS· ··0··· ............ · . GOon " 

. , . . ... · .... '" -0'- .• , . ...... ... .... . -.. . ..... ,- - ...... -
. ............. __ . STJlTlOO ~HIClES (K········· POOR ____ _ 

CIl"MEIlI: M.l VESSEi.$ AIlOV£"$HOnLD BE Fill! Y OPERATIONAL WITHIN I\:IQ WEEKS:" ................. . 

MARCH 20, 1984 

PAGE 3 

SPEC IAL IPS/ors 
IIHRS (I'J BUDGET I"IA ItITENANCE EFFECTED BY OOWN 
ENGINE PROBLEM AREAS lIME m lJCK IF 

EQIlIPMENI 

UllKNOWN 

UNKNOWN 

UNKNOWN SHAFT ORDEREJl~ WILL 
BE !PEMBLE I 2-WJ(S 

. .. 

UNKNOWN . • •• 4 ••••••••••• ••••• .. ." 

UNKNrMIJ .. . ................ - . . . . . 
UNKNOWN . . . . ..... e', • " 

..... -... . ...... . ... ..... 

~ 
~ 

""" 



REGION: SOUTHEAST 

STATION CIISTOMS 
FLEET # 

NORF!l.K 224133 

252123 

302179 

I -
421211 

STATION VEHICLES OK~ ________ __ 

UNITEIJ STATES CIISTlJ1S PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

CIIRRENT LOCATION A~m 
OPERIITJONAL STATIlS 

DISTRICT: NORFOLK 

REASON mWN 
VESSEL DAYS/HR.'; DOWN EXPECTEIJ OPS OVERALL 
TYPEIYR OPERIITED TIME RETURN C{)}.lOITION 

illiTE . 
79 BOSTON WHIILER 16 HRS tlONE GOOD 

FOtlR $TAR IS ell RENTLY llEllJG SIIR~Y D BECAUSE 
OF SEVERAL PROBLEMS WITH ROP.T. 

82 SCARAB 16 HRS NONE VERY GOOD 

72 HATIERAS NONE 300AYS $7 000 TO FAIR 
REPAI~ 3WKS 
WHEN ARTED 
RET liNE ENG 
PORT ENG RE-
PAIR, IN.IEC-
TORS REBIIILT 
FUEL PllMP 
REPLACED 

·TURBO 
rHARGER 
REPLACEIl. 

--- --- --~ 

POOR ONE 4WIl 

# HRS rn 
ENGINE 

481 HRS 

129 HRS 
2 ENG 

NONE 

MARCH 20,1984 

BUffiET IMAWfENANCE 
SPEC I AL rFS/OPS 
EFFECTED BY IXlWN 

PROIlLEM IIREIIS TIME OR LIICK OF 
EQUIPMENT 

MALFUNCTI ON OF LI n ITED TO WEll THER I 
FATHOMETER, TRAILER IS COIIOITIONS 
TllO 91ALL WEEns 
BonOM PAiNT JOB. 0 

NEEDS SPRING TUNE-UP 
BOTTOM PAINT JOB. 
WEATHER LIMITS lISE. 
NO TOP ... 

PURCHASEIl nlO SEATS OPERATION SPRIflG-
THREE BAnERIES BOARD IS HELIl lIP 
SCREENS CAR PET SPOT-
Ll GHT ~ MERCATHOIlE 
IINTI- LECTROl..YSIS 
SYSTEM. .. 

0} 
C1':> 
01 



REGION: SOUIHEAST DISTRICT: 

STATION CUSTOMS VESSEL 
REET# TYPEIYR 

SAN .JUAN m186 82 MAKO 
, 

MAYAQUEl 371170 80 STAPLETON 

POKE 3?1210 ST~PLETON 

SAN JUAN 373200 82 MInNIGHT EXPRESS 

FAJAROO 38142 75 RERTRM1 

MAYAQUEZ 511201 FISHING TRAWLER 

PfNCE 25495 77 MilKO 

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

CURRENT LOCATI 011 AND 
OPERATIONAL STATUS 

PUERm RICO 

REASON roWN 
IlAYS/HRS DIJrIN EXPECTED OPS 
OPERATED TIME RETURN 
lAST 30 DATE 

70 HRS 0 N/A 

0 30DAYS CHANGING 
FUEL TANKS) 
READY 9Jot-l. 

90 HRS 0 

0 30DAYS TRAflSM I S5 ION 
I-WEEK. 

80 HRS 0 

0 30DAYS RECENTLY our 
OF ~IZURE 
2-3 ilKS. 

70 HRS 0 NIA 
_L-______ 

OVERAll 
CONDITION 

GOOD 

VERY GOOD 

GOOD 

GOOD 

FAIR 

GIlOD 

STATI III VEH I CLES (1: mill ENT POOR #3 FOP..lmillffi. 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPEC IAl rPS/OPS 
# HRS III BlIlXlETIl'1AINTENMlCE EFFECTED EY roWN 

ENGINE PROBLEM AREAS TIME OR lACK IF 
EQUIPMENT 

UNKNOWN ·OPERATION AERO/STAT 

UNKNOWN TANKS HAVE \1I\D TO BE 
CHANGED TWICEPQFIRST 
INSTALLATION OR. 

UNK!.lOWN '" 
UNKNOWN 

UNKNOWN NEEDS TRANSMISSlml 
MID WIRIIlG IH't..ACED. 

ENGINES AND TRANS-
MISSIOO BEING 
OVERHAULED. 

UNKNOWN NONE ·OPERATION AERO/STAT 

C[fflENT: THREE VEHICLES NEEDED FOR TowWG OF SMALL ROATS AND REPLACEMENT. ·oPERATION AEROISTAT IS ([lUliNG am #174186 AND #25495 

I 

I 

0) 
0) 
0) 
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UNITED STATES CIlSTf11S PATROL 
VESSEL FlEEf 

CIlRREIIT LOCATION ANn 
OPERATIONAL STATUS 

REGION: 'SOHTHEAST DISTRICT: illSAl.!JVA"",N~tlAf!.LH _____ _ 

REASON OOWN 
STATION CI15TO'1S I VESSEL DAYS/HIlS !lOWN EXPECTEO IPS OVERALL 

FlEET II TYPEffR OPERATED ,TIME RETURN CONnITION 
DIITE 

SAVANNAH ml94 76 RENKEN 8O/HRS NrnE VERY roOD 
IJ.IJENG 
HRS 2m 

26211J9 79 FORMULA lSOP/HRS NrnE GOOO 
9ENCi HRS 

353161 82 BERTRAM 65 HRS ZIJHRS FItEL LEAK Goon 

\ 

STATION VEHICLES ilK POOR __ --:-__ 

MARCH 20;1984 

SPEC IAl UPS/OPS 
II HRS 00 BU{X;ET ftP..AINl"ENAOCE EFFEi:TEIl IIY !JlWII 

ENGINE PROBLEM AREAS TIME OR lfiCf< ff 
EIl11lMtn 

2 ENG 
I 

2 ENG PROBLEMS WCANVA.C;, ' 1 
WOO~CHROME. NO 
RIUlG PROBLEMS. SIlO 
MOOTII TO IllCK 

, I 

470 ImSI M!NOO APPEARANCE I 2 ENG PROBLE~ CAIIVPS, 
I WOOD C ROME. trI 

8UllG~T PRIJI1\I£M. UIlO 
MIIITH TO IJlCK I 

I 

I 
C~EIIT: ___________________________________________________________________ . ______ __ 

Cl') 

~ 



REG ION: £QUTHEAST 

STATIm ClJST!lIS 
HEEf # 

TAMPA 302156 

31391! 

401100 

mnEZ 282171 

302191 

FORT MYERS 302178 

31\21·53 

601193 

coco BEACH 30211\0 

STAmm VEHICLE.I:) OK'-__ _ 

UNITEIl STilTES CIISTOMS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

CURRENT LOCATION AND 
OPERATIONAL STATUS 

DISTRICT: TAMPA DISTRICT 

REAS(}l OOI-IN 
VESSEL nAYS/HRS DOWN EXPECTED OPS OVERALL # HRS rn 
TVPElYR OPERATED TIME RETIIRN CONIlITION ENGINE 

DATE 

79 SCARAB 16 HR.<; ",rnE GOOD lIflKNOWN 

75 RERTRAM !IONE limE SIIRVEY POOR IINKNflWN 

77 PERFORMER N()IE 30nAYS SURVEY • POOR UNKNOWN 

77 CHRIS CRAFT 16 HRS NOOE MOVED m UNKNOWN UNKNOWN 
PANAMA CITY 

81 SCARAB RHRS NONE GOOD 1I~IK~IOWN 

R3 SCARAB 112 HRS NmE GOon llNKNCMN 

80 SCARAB 4R HRS NooE GOOD UNKNOWN 

78 SMITH 16 HRS lDAY MISC. GOon UNKNOWN 

81 COOSA 40 HRS NooE GOOD 
---- -- -~---- ----- ~------>--

POOR ONE 'lei1 CtE 

crmENT: ONE VEHICLE NEEDS REPLACEMENT FOR TOllING OF SMALL VESSELS. 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPEC IAL OPS/OPS 
BUDGETIMAINTENANCE EFFECTED RY DOWN 

PROBWI AREAS TIME OR LACK OF 
EQUIPMENT 

TAMPA tEEDS NEW 
VEH letE FOR BOAT 
TOWING 11SAGE. 

I 

1 

m 
0') 
00 



MARCH 20,1984 

PAGE 2 

REGION: SQIITHENiT DISTRICT: TAMPA D)~TRJCJ 

REASON OOWN SPEC IAL OPS/OPS 
STATION CIJSTO!1S VESSEL DAYS/HRS DOWN EXPECTEO IPS OVERALL # HRS OIJ B IJDGET /MA I NTEMANCE EFFECTED BY IXlWN 

FLEET # TVPEIYR OPERATEn TIME RETURN CONDIT 1011 EIIGINE PROBLEM AREAS TIME OR LACK If , DATE EIlUIPMEIJT 

CLEAQWATER 302192 80 SCARAB 60 HRS limE GOOD IINKIIOWN 

4~187 79 STRIKER NOIJE 30DAYS SURVEY POOR UNKNnWN 

JACKSONVILLE 451109 72 w\TIERAS 112 fillS 8IJAYS TUNE-UP; 
TRANSFERRED 

GOOD RDAYS; w\D NO CREW 

TO PIINf>MA 
CITY 

22!1108 78 AQIlASPORT I 32 !IRS 14nAYS ENG. PROBLEM GOOD UNKNfNN NOW IN IPERATION 
-

CAPE CANAVERAL 22413lJ BOSTON WMLER 32 HRS NONE GOOIJ UNKNnWN 

PENSACOLA 253145 RO FLETCHA NIJJE 30IJAYS ENG. PROBLEM GOOD UNKllO'l'IN NIM IN WERATlON 

TALLAllASSEE 253202 83 BffiTON WHALER 72 HRS lOllY RADIO REPAIR GOOD UNKNOWN 

STATION VEHICLES OK POOR ____ __ 
C~EIJT: ______________ ~ ______________________________________________ _ 

c:r.> 
~ 
<:C 



REGION: SO!!THEAST 

STATION CIISTO'1S 
FLEET # 

MOREHEAD 135195 

MOREHEAD 224181 

WILMINGTrJN 253m . 

272205 

MOREHEAD 302207 

WII}\lNGTON 481112 

STATIm VEHICLES rl< .... __ _ 

UNITED STATES CI~TOMS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

r.URRENT LOCATION AND 
OPERATIONAL STATIIS 

DISTRICT: .!!.WIl..I.LMwImNG;u.TO!.!!lNL-___ _ 

REASON OOWN 
VESSEl DAYS/HRS DOWN EXPECTED (JlS OVERALL 

. TVPElYR OPERATEn TIME RETIIRN COODIliON . DATE 

82 \lOSTON WHALER NOOE NONE EXCELLENT 

79 PANTERA NOOE 30DAYS ENGINE GOOD 
REBIIILDING; 
HULL PAINT-
ING; IlIJNNING 
NJlW 

79 RAIlALO 6 HRS NONE GOOD TO 
EXCELLENT 

83 MAlifUM NONE 21DAYS PROPSPACER 

811 SCARAB NONE 30DAYS CANVAS WORK; 
RUNNING NOW 

EXCELlENT 

74 PACEMAKER NONE 30Di\YS STRUT WORK; EXCELLENT 
ENGINE WORK; 
IS OOW RIJt.I-
N1NG· 

POOR 4 

MARCH 20,1984 

# HRS ON BlmliET IMA INTENANr.E 
' SPEC I AL IPS/OPS 

EFFECTED BY OOWN 
ENGINE PROBLEM AREA.l) TIME OR LACK OF 

EQlIIPMENT 

76 HRS 'l0 PRORLEMS EXCELlENT 
SHAPE 

2 HRS 

428 HRS NEW WIRING 

BEING SERVICED 

89 HRS EFFECTED SHORT TERM 
DAllY :JlERATlONS. 

1,026 HRS NEW CAINAS EOCLOSIJRE. EFFECTED J)\ IL Y OPS. 
PROBLEM WITH RADAR DID NOT ALLOW FOR 
& STRIIT PmK, JUST LONG TERM PATROl. 
COMPLETED. 

CDmENT: FOIIR VEHICLES FOR TOWING OF SMALL CRAFT NEEDED .TO REPLACf..J!l.GH Mil EAGE !lI DER YEHICI ES NOli BEING tITILIZED. 

i 

0) 
...;j 
o 



REG ION: SOUTH CENTRAL 

STATION CUSTOMS 
FLEET # 

MOBILE 155228 

DAUPHINE ISLAND 272219 

431218 

431167 

302144 

GULFPORT 272217 

24469 

145229 

GRAND ISLE 28241 

STATION VEHICLES OK~ __ _ 

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEEr 

CURRENT LOCAT I ON AND 
OPERATIONAL STATUS 

DISTRICT: ""'MO"'-'BI""LE'--____ _ 

REASON OOWN 
VESSEL DAYSIHRS DOWN EXPECTED OPS OVERALL 
TYPE/YR OPERATED TIME RETURN CONDITION 

DATE 

SKIFF 1HR 0 N/A GOOD 

WELLCRAFT 1l.5HRS 0 N/A GOOD 

CREWBOAT NONE 29DAYS EXTENSIVE GOOD 
MAl NTENANCE. 
SEIZED VES-
SEL NOW 
OPERABLE 

SHRIMP BOAT 26HRS NONE N/A GOOD 

SCARAB 23HRS NONE N/A GOOD 

WELLCRAFT 71HRS 1DAY RADAR REPAIR GOOD 

CHAPPERAL NONE 0 N/A FAIR. 

SPORTSMAN 2HRS 0 N/A GOOD 

LIVESAY 8HRS 0 N/A FAIR 
POOR ____ _ 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPECIAL OPS/OPS 
# HRS ON BUDGET P,'1!\INTENANCE EFFECTED BY DOWN 

ENGINE PROBLEM AREAS TIME OR LACK (f 
EQUIPMENT .. 

" 
" 

. 
" 

" 
" 
" 

" 

CDf"MENT: ANTICIPATED INCREASE IN PEPI DYMENT OF REGION'S VESSELS WILL CAUSE A FUEL SHORTAGE ESTIMATED AT $25,000. ACTION TO OBTAIN CREDIT FOR 
F~RFbIE~D~ SEIZED DIESEL FUEL HAS llEEN INITIATED WHICH, IF SUCCESSFUL. MAY AllEVIATE SHORTAGE. TWO VESSELS UP FOR EXCHANGE/SALE: ALFIN AND A 26' 
G AN 1. 

0') 
..;J 
f-' 



REG I rn l SOUTH CENTRAL 

STATION CUSTOMS 
FLEET # 

NEW ORLEANS 28288 

25220 

25221 

LAFAYETTE 252222 

LAFInE 313223 

HOUMA 214118 

23lj224 

SLIDELL 22m5 

VENICE 26282 

STATION.VEHICLES OK'-__ _ 

UN !TED STATES CUSTOMS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

CURRENT LOCATI ON AND 
OPERATI DNAL STATUS 

DISTRICT l NEW ORLEANS TEB 

VESSEL DAYSIHRS DOWN 
REASON OOWN 
EXPECTED DPS OVERALL 

TYPEIYR OPERATED TIME RETURN CONDITION 
DATE 

ALFIN NONE 29DAYS MAINTENANCE POOR 
PROBLEMS 

WELLCRAFT 7 HRS 0 NiA EXCELLENT 

WELLCRAFT 232 HRS 0 NIA EXCELLENT 

WELLCRAFT 15 HRS 0 NIA EXCELLENT 

LAFInE SKIFF NONE 0 NIA EXCELLENT 

BOSTON WHALER 16 HRS a NIA EXCELLENT 
8ENG HRS 

T-CRAFT NONE a NIA EXCELLENT 

BOSTON WHALER NONE a NIA FAIR 

FORMULA 35 HRS 5DAYS PORT ENGINE 
OUT GOOD 

POOR FA I R SHAPE 

# HRS ON 
ENGINE 

MARCH 20,1984 

BUDGETIMAI NTENANCE 
SPEC IAL CPS/OPS 
EFFECTED BY OOWN 

PROBLEM AREAS TIME OR LACK (f 
EQUIPMENT 

UP FOR EXCHANGE/SALE NONE 

~ NONE 

· NONE 

· NONE 

· NONE 
.. NONE 

.. NONE 

.. NONE 

ENGINE BEING 
REPAIRED (30 DAYS) 

~--- I-

O'l 
-:J 
t-..:> 



IINITED STATES CllSTflIS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

CIlRRENT LOCATION AND 
OPERATIONAL STATUS 

REGION: SOIlTHWEST DISTRICT: .u:HO-"'-US"-'T-'-"ON'-____ _ 

REASON noWN 
STAT[[}I ClIST!JlS VESSEL DAYS/HRS DOliN EXPECTED {]lS OVERALL 

FLEET # TYPEIYR OPERATED TIME RETURN COND!T!OO 
DATE 

HOUSTON 16625 BOSTON WHALER 0 0 SURVEYED POOR 

2211143 79 WELLCRAFT 20 HRS 0 GOOD 

GALVESTON 471131 70 CONCORD 25 HRS 20HRS RADAR REPA IR FAIR 
OPERATIOOAL 
NOW 

214226 79 SEACRAFT 20 HRS 0 GOOD 

214117 79 BOSTON WHALER 0 0 JUST Goon 
RECEIVED 

454118 71 IlATIERAS 0 30DAYS SllRVEYEll POOR 
252152 CHRIS CRAFT 0 30DAYS SliRVEYED 

CORPUS CHR ISTI 224136 81 BOSTON WHALER 45 HRS 0 GOOD 

-STATI{JI I£HICLES Il< POOR ____ _ 

COOENT: NEED VEHICLES TO SUPPORT MARINE ops. 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPEC IAL CPS/OPS 
# HRS ON BUDGET IMA INTENANCE EFFECTED BY mWN 
ENGH,£ PROBlEM AREAS TIME OR LI!f.K a= 

EmllPl'lENT 

- ~ 
eo 

, 

OPERATION COLllMBiA 



REG 1011: SOUTIl'tI£ST 

STATIOO Cll'im'lS 
FLEIT # 

FALCON DAM 17624 

234121 

BROI-INSVILLE 353160 

UNITED STATE.'i CUSTOMS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

CURREIIT LOCATION P.llD 
OPERATIONAL STATUS 

DISTRICT I J.lLAl!llRE;)1pO~ ____ _ 

REASON roWll 
VESSEL IrAYS/HRS OOWN EXPECTED OPS OVERALL 
TYPEIYR OPERATED TIME RErIlRN COODITIOIl 

DATE 

69 BOSTON WHALER 40 HRS 0 GOOD 

THlmnERB IRO FORMU\..A 10 HRS 0 GOOD 

VIKING 25 HRS 0 Goon 

-- ---_ .. _-- ---- ---_ .. - J 
STATIOO VEHICLES rI<..-__ POOR _____ _ 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPEC IAL rl'S/OPS 
# HR5 Ofl BUDlfT IMA ItJTENANCE EFFECTED BY roWN 

ENGINE PROBLEM AREAS TIME OR LACK (f 
EQIIIPMEIIT 

MfMSTAD !BAIL-

C~~EWi: ________________________________________________________________ _ 

::a 
""'" 



REGION: SOIlTHWEST 

STATION CU5TOMS 
FLEET # 

PORT ARTHUR 253215 

, ,. 

STATIO!! VEHICLES !l('-__ _ 

lINITED STATES ClI5TOMS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

CIIRRENT LOCATIO~ AND 
OPERATIOIIAL STATIIS 

o ISTR ICT: PORT ARTHIIR 

REA50!1 IlO'rIN 
VESSEL OAY5/HRS DOWN EXPECTED OPS OVERALL 
TVPE/YR OPERATED TIME RETURN CIlJDITlOO 

OATE 

83 BOSTON WHALER a 30DAYS NEEI1S PARTS: GOOD 
ROAT NEW Riff 
REQIIIRES 
MAJOR 
CORRECT IONS 
BEFORE IT 
CAN HE 
OPERATIOOAL 

, 

.. .. .. .. . pnnR ' POOR _______ __ 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPEC IAL OPS/OPS I 
# HRS rn BUDGETIMAINTENANCE EFFECTED BY DOWN 

E!JGINE PROBL£l1 AREA.l) TIME III LACK IF 
EQUIPMENT 

a VESSEL REPAIR llEING 
DONE ttmER WARRANTY. 

. 

CWMENT: ______________________________________________________________________________ _ 

~ 
Q1 



REGION: PACIFIC DISTRICT: 

STATION CUSTrJf1S VESSEL 
FLEET # TYPEIYR 

HONOLULU 42103 75 If.llFUTE 

19l!39 77 AQUASPORT 

-

UNITED $TATES CUSTOMS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

CURRENT LOCATION AND 
OrE.i1.ilTiONAL STATUS 

HONOLULIl 

DIIYS/HR., DOWN REASON OOWN OVERALL 
OPERATED TIME EXPECTED CONDITION 

10 HR!; 0 N/i\ GOOD 

10 HRS 0 N/A GOOD 

-- .. _-- --- -- - --- --

STATION VEHICLES U< XXX POOR ____ _ 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPEC mL OPS/OPS 
# HRS llJ BUDGETIMAI~ENANCE EFFECTEIl BY rowN 
ENGINE PROBLEM AREAS TIME OR LACK IF 

EQIl I PMENT 

2470 -FUEL 

35H2 "FUEL 

---- - --

CI11'ME~: "FUEL PROBLEM ONLY THAT THEY CANNOT OPERATE MORE OFTEN THAN CIIRRENT LEVEL OR RISK DEPLETING RI~lnS. 

~ 
c:7) 



UN ITED STATES CUSTOMS PAT ROL 
VESSEL FLEEr 

CURRENT LOCATI ON AND 
. OPERATIONAL STATUS 

REGIGI; "-'-PA ..... CI"-'FI..,.C _____ _ DISTRICT: LOS ANGELES 

~EASON roWN 
STATION CUSTOMS VESSEL DAYSIHRS DOWN EXPECTED CPS OVEllALL 

FLEET II TYPEIYR OPERATED TIME RETURN CONDlTlON 
DATE 

TERMHIAL ISLAND 1151187 67 HATTERAS 80 HRS 0 MIA GOOD 

363165 70 UNIFLITE NOT TO BE SUR-
OPERABLE VEYEDI 

EXCH/SALE 

2W4 76 SEARAY EXCHANGE 
SALE 

NOT OPERABLE POOR 

55IJ555 71 HOMEWIDE 120 HRS 0 EXCELLENT 

VENTURA 31309 75 UNIFLITE SUNK 30DAYS EXCHANGEI POOR 
SALE 

----- --

51 ATlGl-l VEH I CLES OK'-__ _ POOR ONE 4 wn 
C~~ENT~ NEED ONE 4 WD VEHICLE TO REPLACE POOR CONDITION VEHICLE NOW ON HANO. 

flllRS ON 
ENGINE 

8500 

NIA 

NIA 

.UNKNOWN 

UNKNOWN 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPECIAL [J'S/OPS 
BUDGETIMAINTENANCE EFFECTED BY DOWN 

PROBLEM AREAS TIME OR LACK (f 
EQUlPI'ENT 

PROJECTED $5,000 UNDERCOVER OPERATION 
DEF I CIT BY lAST SAN DIEGO/U\ 
QUARTER III FUEL COST. PATROL OOGOING 

FUNDED BY IPERATI ON UNDERCOVER OPERAT ION 
WU.VERINE LOS MJGaES. NO 

CURRENT [J'ERATHlG 
pmBLEM 

NIA VENTURA NEEDS I 
REPLACEMENT 31 FOOT 
VESSEL - NO I'ARI NE 
OPS AVAILABE JIJ THIS 
TlI'f 

C!) 
-;J 
-;J 



UNITED STATES CUSTOMS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

CURRENT LOCATION AND 
OPERATI ONAL STATUS 

REGION: .uPA-"'C .... IF....,IC"--_____ _ DISTRICT: -'--'PO"-'-RT ..... LA""N!!,..D ____ _ 

REASON DOWN 
STATION CIISTOMS VESSEL DAYSIHRS DOWN EXPECTED OPS OVERALL 

FLEET # TYPElYR OPERATED TIME RETURN CONDITION 
DATE 

ASTORIA 21465 78 GLASPY 0 4 MOS RECENT GOOD 
APPROVAL OF 
$~5Otl WILL 
G VESSEL 
IN OPERATI ON 
WITHIN 30 
DAYS 

STATION VEHICLES OK:GOOD POOR ____ _ 

C0I11ENT: __ _ 

~'.~*,~..4!~J_~,&...:1 ....;~ t! .... ~ 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPECIAL OPS/OPS ! 
# HRS ON BUIXiET IMAUIfENANCE EFFECTED BY DOWN I 

ENGINE PROBLEM AREAS TIME rn LACK OF I 
EQUIPMENT 

659 FUNDING GOOD AT THIS NO MARINE PATR01 
TIME AT THIS TIME IN THE 

PORTLAND AREA, DUE 
TO DOWN m[· , 

• ! 

I ~ 
00 

I 

I 

I 



~> 

IlNITED STATES CIISTOMS PATROL 
VESSEL ELEET 

CURRENT LOCATION AND 
OPERATIONAL STATUS 

REGION: .uPA"'-CI.u..E ..... IC'--_____ _ D ISTR ICT : -,SmA!.!...N .!LD I ... EG""'O'---___ _ 

REASO'l mWN 
STATION CUSTOMS VESSEL DAYS/HRS DOWN EXPECTED OPS OVERAll 

FlEET # TYPEffR OPERATED TIME RETURN CONDITlOO 
DATE 

SAN DIEGO 38102 74 BERTIWI 0 0 POOR 

26204 74 LIVESAY 48 HRS 30AYS CARBURETOR POOR 

224107 76 MAKO 32 HRS 3DAYS CANVAS GOOD 

24485 76 SEAMY 0 300AYS OIlT OF 
SERVICE POOR 

OCEANSInE 2R3216 81 RAYlINER 32 filS 0 GOon 

. 

---~-

I .. _______________ '------~ - - ---

STATION VEHICLES !l( __ _ POOR 2 TOW VEHICLES 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPEC IAL CPs/ors I 

# HRS rn BUDGET fo1A INTENANCE EFFECTED BY OOWN 
I ENGINE PROBLEM AREAS TiME OR LACK OF . EQUIPMENT 
i 

2225 NOT ENOUGH PREVENT IVE TOO SUM Ern PATROL 
MA INTENA1JCE RtlDS. OPERATION, WEll 

KNOWN IN S. D. AREA ! 

1450 ON EXCHANGE/SALE 

3511 ON EXCHANGE/SALE 

TO BE EXCHANGE/SALE NOT OPERABLE 

15 NO PROBlEM 

STAYI NG IIITH CIIRRENT VESSEl ON EXCHANGE/ 
liSE OF VE5.<;EL DIST. SALE LIST NOT SER-
W ILL BE SHORT ABIXIT VlCEABLE FOR lISE. 
$5,000 IN FUEL NEED REPLACEMENT 
EXPENSE. Ern ENHANCED PATROL. 

EEPA RINDS NOT 
AVAILABLE FOR 
EXTENDED PATROLS. 

ClmENT: N~ to REP~tT TWO VTHI~~nS flOW R~NG IllTItlZEhlOR TOilING. WOIILD LIKE THEf1 REPLACED IIITH VAN TYPE VEHIClES. FOR TOWING AND 
SIlRVIElLANCE. _ VEct SJlOW. _ NG liLT L 1IElL 0 R 100.00 11 S. 

~ 
(CI 



tlNITED STATES CtiSTOMS PATROL 
VESSEL FLEET 

CURRENT LOCATION AND 
OPERATIONAL STATUS 

REGION: ,-,~A,...Cu.IF ..... IC,--_____ _ DISTRICT: SAN FRANCISCO 

REASON OOIlN 
STATION CUSTOMS VESSEL DAYS/MRS DOlIN EXPtCTED IlPS OVERALL 

FLEET # TYPEIYR OPERATED TIME RETIiRtl CONDITION 
DATE 

SAN FRAI-[ ISCO 31311 75 LtlIFLITE 41 HRS 1RDAYS r.REW SHORT- GOOD 
AGE 

191Jn 75 mlFLITE 0 30nAYS NO CREW GOOD 
I -

52l1!m 62 MORO BAY 0 30DAYS NO ENGINE EXCH/SALE 

STATION VEHIr.LES OK'-__ _ PilllR -",,-3 ___ _ 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPEC IAL IPS/OPS 
# HRS III BUDGET IMA IIlTENANCE EFFECTED BY DOWN 

ENGINE PROBLEM AREAS TIME OR LACK OF 
EQlII PMEtlT 

3500 HRS RUPTURED STARBOARn NORMAL PATROLS OR 
TANK-BEING REPAIRED RESPONSE NOT BEING 

PERFIlRMEIl (lIE TO 
LACK· OF WlNPOWER TO 
MAN ROATS. 

OlITllOARD I USED TO COVER NffiTH 
SF BAY, NO CREW. 

POOR CONDITION NOT EFFECTING OPS 
AT PRESENT IiETWHEN 
NEW CfU'S URN 
FRO'! SCHOOL

8i 
A RE-

FtAW1ENT V SEL IF 
SN-IE TYPE WILL BE 
NEEIED. 

COfIMENT: THREE VEHICLES Will NEED TO BE REPLACED ASAP; VERY BAD COllnmON-liSEIl TO SUPPORT MARINE INTERDICTION. 

C) 
00 o 



REGHN: -FAClEI""C'--____ _ DISTRICT : 

STATION, CUSTOMS VESSEL 
FLEET # TYPEIYR 

BELLINGHAM 2m8 78 GLASPLY 

STATIOO VBIICLES OK ____ _ POOR J.:!:IHD. 

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS PATROL 
VESSEL flEET 

CURRENT LOCATION AND 
OPERATIONAL STATUS 

SEATTLE 

REASON DOWN 
DAYSIHRS DOWN EXPECTED CPS 
OPERATED TIME RETURN 

DATE 

IDAY 0' NIA 

OVERALL 
CONDITION 

EXCELLENT 

MARCH 20,1984 

SPECIAL CPSIOPS 
# HRS ON BUDGETIMAINTENANCE EFFECTED BY DOWN 

ENGINE PROBLEM AREAS TIME rn LACK OF 
EQUIPMENT 

641 BUDGET ADEQUATE AT VESSEL NOT CPERATED 
THIS TIME. 9l0ULD m MORE CFTEN IN THE 
I NCREASE OF I"AR I NE LAST 90 DAYS DUE TO 
PATROL ACTIVITY POOR WEATHER #lD 
DEVELOP WOULD II: HI GH SEAS· SUGGEST 
SHORT OF FUNDS THE AT LEAST 36-FOOTER 
LAST WARTER. TO HANDL[ SEAS. 

--- - -------- -----

CIH'lENT: ONE VEHICI E NEEDED TO REPlACE CURRENT FOUR WHEEL PRlVE NOW BEING UTlllZEp. OVER lOQ.COO MIl ES Ofl VEHICLE. 

" 

en 
00 
~ 
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MARINE ENFORCEMENT RESULTS 

In FY 83, Customs marine interdiction resources included 

723 positions and 116 vessels dedicated to the marine 

interdiction effort. Seizures valued at more than $5 billion in 

narcotics and slightly more than $60 million in general 

merchandise, monetary instruments, vehicles, vessels, and 

firearms were made. Included in these seizures were 83.1 pounds 

of heroin, 11,666 pounds of cocaine, and 2.2 million pounds of 

marijuana. This was accomplished with a total Marine budget of 

approximately $36 million. The Marine Program provided a return 

of $139 worth of seizures for every $1 in the operating budget. 

The Marine Program remains Customs most productive drug 

interdiction force, accounting for approximately 89 percent of 

the value of all Customs drug seizures. 



683 

U.S. CUSTOMS PATROL 
MARINE INTERDICTION PROGRAM 

During FY 1983 the Customs Service designed a new comprehen
sive Marine Interdiction Program. The program integrates 
enforcement tactics and techniques, logistic and maintenance 
requirements, and state-of-the art technology. 

The basic field organizational unit of the Marine Interdiction 
Program is the marine module. Each module is composed of one 
supervisor, eight marine enforcement sp~cialists, and one clerical 
person. Marine specialists will gather intelligence and operate 
large "tracker" vessels in an offshore capacity as a detection 
and communication platform. Vessels will be deployed based on 
intelligence. As suspect smuggling vessels are located, other 
marine specialist will respond with smalJ,. "interceptor" vessels 
to pursue and apprehend violators and their contraband. 

The staff of a module will address three types of cases: 
Customs marine interdiction, where Customs is the lead agency; 
support cooperative cases in conjunction with other agencies; and 
where applicable, smuggling by crewmembers of a commercial 
freighter. 

A marine module will be minimally equipped with a radar 
platform vessel and two interceptor-type vessels. A platform will 
be either a pleasure craft-type boat with a minimum 60 foot length 
or a working vessel with a minimum 50 foot length. Platforms will 
be equipped with a sophisticated radar system capable of tracking 
10 suspect vessel targets. Also, radar platforms will have equip
ment which allows them to communicate with CUstoms Communication 
Centers, Customs aircraft, Coast Guard vessels, and COast Guard 
land stations. 

The interceptors are high performance racing-type boats 
in the 30-40 foot range. Their speed will give them the 
capability to overtake any vessel which is shuttling bulk 
contraband from a mothership and most vessels which are carrying 
low-volume, high-valu'l contraband from offshore islands. Inter
ceptors are also utilized in undercover operations and for 
intelligence gathering functions. 

Based on intelligence, the vessels of module will be deployed 
to maintain· surveillance of a particular area via radar. As 
suspect vessels and/or rendezvous are detected, the radar platform 
will vector our interceptors to the suspect shuttlecraft. The 
interceptors can either make an open water boarding or tail the 
suspect to the off-l~ad point. The crew of the interceptor will 
notify the radar platform of the results of their actions. Then, 
depending on the size and location of the suspect mothership, our 
radar platform will either stop and board the suspect vessel or 
vector a Coast Guard vessel to the mothership. 

43-045 0-85--23 
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Program improvements include establishment of the radar 
detection net as an example of a new enforcement technique; 
achieving standardization and requiring 60-day and 6-month main
tenance checks, there by maintaining the fleet in readiness. Also, 
Servicewide training will be implemented botn to raise the skill 
level and numbers of certified vessel operators. 
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INTERAGENCY COOPERATION 

Discussions are underway with the Coast Guard to develop a 

new and more effective relationship between the Coast Guard and 

the Customs Service in the area of Marine Interdiction. 

Coast Guard vessels have been working the high seas and 

"choke points' learting from source countries with an increased 

degree of effectiveness. Intelligence information, 

substantiated by changing met?ods of smuggling, shows an 

increased trend to\~ard large quantities of narcotics being flown 

from source countries and airdropped to vessels or islands in 

close proximity to the United States. Small vessels are then 

shuttling the contraband over relatively short distances, 

through-areas not commonly patrolled by the Coast Guard. 

The enahanced Marine Interdiction Program is designed to 

offset this threat. The utilization of Customs vessels in an 

offshore detection net environment has been discussed with the 

Coast Guard and mutual agreement reached where both agencies 

would benefit from deployment. 

Customs and Coast Guard have agreed' on the following: 

o The Customs operated High-Frequency Radio 

Direction-Finding network known as 'PINPOINT" is 

providing valuable realtime information relating to 

activities of smuggling organizations. Coast Guard will 

'be implementing a system utilizing the same concept but 

with significantly greater effectiveness later this 

year. Both agencies have agreed that Customs will share 

its information with the Coast Guard prior to 

implementation of their system, and that Customs will 

deactivate PINPOINT upon a,ctivatio of the Coast Guard 

sy~tem, with Coast Guard sharing information with 

Customs from that point forward. 
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o laIC - The Coast Guard has established the Interdiction 

operations Information Center (laIC) in the Florida area 

to more effectively coordinate information and 

intelligence relating to Marine smuggling. Customs 

established a presence at the laIC facility during the 

test of the Marine Module concept by locating its 

Command and Control function within the laIC. 

MILITARY VESSEl,S 

The Navy has proposed a program in which Customs officers 

would operate from the Navy's Mark, III 65-foot patrol boats in 

support of Customs Marine Law enforcement'efforts. 

An evaluation study is presently underway by Customs Marine 

personnel who have visited the Amphibious Assault Station at 

Norfolk, Virginia. 

MAINTENANCE 

Vessel maintenance presently has no standardized format in 

the Marine Program of the Customs Service. Routine maintenance 

and breakdowns are handled on a single vendor contract basis or 

at marinas on a cash basis. An effort is underway to design and 

implement a standardized nationwide Service and Maintenance 

Program. 
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STARS-Small Tethered Aerostat Relocalable System 



688 

, " 



:;-

~ 
Co. 

'" E, 
Z 
H 
N '" H « ..., c 
H ~ 5 ..., 
UJ '" <0 '" « CI) 

'" UJ 
W > > 
0 '" u w 

"" u.. 0 
0 Po. 

I « :z: 
'" L? 

'" ~ « 

.689 

, 
\ 
\ 
~ o 
o 

,~ ." 
" . 

~_ .. ' I 

" I 

, ,/ 
I 

"- .. ' 



690 

Q 
w 

'" e:; ~. 

"" N .... ~ .., Q 

~ iii ~ 

~ 
.., 
'" .... 

w .., ~ 
;Ii 

S 
w :i; 

l!l Q 

0 !: :'i 
u '" 
u. ti c 
0 « ~ I « w g '" ex: ..: ::c ~ 

F 

~ 

/ 

\ « o 
o 

q~ 

j 

.' . . : .. -~- :-
\ ,l 
'. I .. ' 

« 

~ 



691 



691 

f· 
.. _ .. ., ... .6: 

.' I ! , . . . . . ...... ' 



ApPENDIX 3.-LETTER FROM REPRESENTA'l'IVE THOMAS N. KINDNESS, 
DATED OCTOBER 5, 1984, TO MR. JOHN M. WALKER, ASSISTANT SEC
RETARY FOR ENFORCEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, WITH 
RESPONSE DATED NOVEMBER 23,1984 
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Mr. John M. Walker 

NINETY·EIGHtH CONGRESS 

€ongre.s.s of the CJanitcd ~tatcs 
iRous£ of 'Rrprc.stntatill£s 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 

2157 RAYBURN HOUSE OffiCE BUILDINCO 

WA.SHIND10N, D.C. 20515 

October 5, 1984 

Assistant Secretary for Enforcement 
Department of the Treasury 
Washington .. DC 

Dear Mr. Walker: . 
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Upon review of testimony received by the Government Information Subcommittee this 
year from the Drug Enforcement Administration and the u.s. Customs Service, I would 
fi~c to pose some questions to you for the purpose of clarifying the Subcommitteefs record 
on the extent to whic::1 t~ctical intelligence for the. purpose of airborne drug interdiction 
is available and has been communicated by the DEA to the Customs Service. 

A summary of the relevant testimony will,. I believe, illuminate the problem in cur record 
as it stands right now. ' 

I 
- In his opening statement at the Subcommitteets June 14. 19S14. hearing, Chairman Glenn 

English asserted that tlof the 203 air interdictions made by Customs last year. our 
investigation reveals that none of the targets was detected based on tactical intelligence 
that had been received from DEA.II 

During that hearing. DEA Administrator Mullen testified that 

"From February 1983 through May of 1984, DEA developed over 59.000 separate 
piec~s of information relating to the movement of private aircraft in Latin 
America. After analyzing the information, a total of 990 aircraft were Identified 
as actionable targets. 

EPIC telephonically passed 851 of these targets .to the United States Customs 
Service. As a result, 38 of the aircraft were seized. Eight additional aircraft 
crashed en route.. DEA received no feedback on tile remaining 80S targets. From 
this, we must conclude that, (A) the target was intercepted but no drugs were 
found; (B) a response was attempted without success; or (C) there was no response 
possible." 

Finally, during the Subcommittee's September 6 hearing, Chairman English referred 
to '~a Customs documents that indicates in 1983, of the 212 arrests made. only two were 
the result of prior information." to which you replied: III can't quarrel with that.1I 

(692) 
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As you can see, our record is a bit muddled, and I do not believe that our Committee will 
be able to make accurate findings and well-founded recommendations unless we clear 
up the discrepancies. 

In posing the questions that follow, I trust that we are all relying upon the same definition 
of "tactical intelligence." In the Government Operations Committee's Interim Report 
on the War Against Drug Smuggling of October, 1983, "tactical intelligence" was defined 
as 

"information which provides actionable information before actual commission 
of a crime to the interdiction agency. Tactical intelligence should provide the 
user with information helpful in positioning resources at the right place at the 
right time to increase the probability of arrest." 

The last part of that definition is particularly important because it means that we cannot 
determine that a piece of information falls within our definition of "tactical intelligence" 
only if a seizure is made on that basis of information. 

Having said that, I would appreciate it if you would answer the following questions for 
our record in. the hope that I might better understand the basis for the apparent 
discrepancies in the testimony that we have received: 

1. Was the U.S. Customs document referred to during the hearing by Congressman English 
a special report or was it derived from an ongoing management or record keeping 
system? Please describe the process by which the statistical data was developed 
and authenticated. 

2. Please explain what is meant by the term "air interception" and how it is distinguished 
from a seizure or an interdiction. 

3. How can the number of "interceptions" be a useful indicator of the adequacy of 
intelligence to support the air interdiction effort. 

4. Please explain the procedure involved in conducting an interception operation when 
there is no prior information available. 

5. How many resources (personnel and aircraft) were dedicated to the air interception 
effort in FY-83? 

6. How many of the 212 interceptions led to interdict ions or seizures? Please provide 
the following information for each of the FY-83 interdictions or seizures made by 
U.S. Customs: 

a. identification number of aircraft 

b. location of seizure or interdiction (or nearest city) 

c. date of seizure or interdiction 

d •. Was there any information available on these aircraft in EPIC prior 
to the interdiction? 

e. What was the basis for the interdiction? 
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7. I recognize there are inherent difficulties in developing tactical intelligence on future 
drug smuggling activity. You have testified on several occasions, as has Commissioner 
Von Raab, that the U.S. Customs Service receives inadequate tactical intelligence 
to support its air interdiction effort. Please describe what level of tactical intelligence 
would be considered adequate for these purposes. 

TNK:jp:sc 

Sincerely yours. 

4 "7. l..,fJ/J I 
. JlYL .l;nttr, r.f!R/..y 
HOMAS N. KINDNESS 

Ranking Minority Member 
Government Information, Justice and 

Agriculture Subcommittee 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20220 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

NOV 231984 

Dear Mr. Kindness: 

Thank you f.or your letter of October 5, 1984, concerning 
apparent discrepancies in the testimony presented to the 
Government Information Subcommittee by Mr. Mullen of the Drug 
Enforcement Administration and myself concerning tactical 
intelligence to support the air interdiction effort. The 
enclosed responds to each of the questions you posed. 

I hope this will clarify these issues. However, if I can 
provide any further information, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

The Honorable 
Thomas N. Kindness 
Ranking Minority Member 

Sincerely, 

~~~ J M. Walker, Jr. 
istant Secretary 

nforcement and Operations) 

Government Inf~rmation, Justice and 
Agriculture Subcommittee 

Committee on Government Operations 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Enclosures 
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1: Was the U.S. Customs document referred to during the hearing 
by Congressman English a special report or was it derived 
from an ongoing management or record keeping system? Please 
describe the process by which the statistical data was 
developed and authenticated. 

A: The document in question is a product of an ongoing data 
collection system, the Aviation Operations Reporting system 
(AOR) designed by Customs to collect and evaluate program 
activity. 

System data input is obtained by completion of a CF-269 
(AOR) form that is required for each activity performed by a 
Customs aircraft (whether launch or no launch) and for every 
incident of arrest, seizure or violation which resulted from 
detection, intelligence or casework. 

This system is programmed rigidly from the established and 
ap~roved Air Strategy Design. A copy of the CF-269 is 
attached. 

2: Please explain what is meant by the term "air interception" 
and how it is distinguished from a seizure or an 
interdiction. 

A: An air interception takes place when a detected suspect 
target is located (visually or on radar) by the intercept
ing aircraft. An air interdiction consists of four distinct 
and independent functions: 1) detection, 2) interception, 
3) tracking and 4) apprehension. A successful interdiction 
mission is the culmination of all four functions and usually 
results in a seizure. 

3: How can the number of "interceptions" be a useful indicator 
of the adequacy of intelligence to support the air interdic
tion effort? 

A: Interceptions are initiated based on two types of detection 
functions. Unknown, based on routine detection capability 
in FAA, NORAD and scheduled airborne sorties. Tactical 
interceptions, based on specific information that an 
aircraft \~i11 be, or is proceeding northbound via a 
particular route. with tactical information Customs can 
establish a window of probable penetration and dedicate a 
detection resource to a specific area thus increasing 
detection as well as interceptions. 
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4: Please explain the procedure involved in conducting an 
interception operation when there is no prior information 
available. 

A: Customs utilizes stationary land based radar as well as 
limited DOD airborne radar platforms for the detection func
tion. When a suspect target is detected an interceptor air
craft is launched and vectored to the suspect target. 
Should the interceptor aircraft make contact with the 
suspect target either visually or on radar an intercept has 
occurred. 

5. How many resources (personnel and aircraft) were dedicated 
to the air interception effort in FY 83? 

A: In FY 83 there were 175 personnel and 65 aircraft assigned 
to the Customs Air Interdiction Progra~. 

6: How many of the 212 interdictions led to interceptions or [SIC. See Q.6, 
seizures? Please provide the following information for each :>.693) 
of the FY 83 interdictions or seizures made by U.S. Customs: 

a. id~ntification number of aircraft 
b. location of seizure or interdiction (or nearest city) 
c. date of seizure or interdiction 
d. Was there any information available on these aircraft in 

EPIC prior to the interdiction? 
e. What was the basis for the interdiction? 

A: For the testimony of JUlle 14, 1984, to the English 
Committee, statistics provided for Mr. Walker's testimony 
were derived from Customs automated "Aviation Operations 
Reporting System U which revealed that during FY 83 Customs 
intercepted 212 illegal targets, 23 of which indicated DEA 
involvement. Upon i~dividual review of these 23 incidents, 
2 were found to have resulted from prior DEA tactical 
intelligence as per the Committee's definition. 

A separate analysis has been completed using Air Operations 
Report data and available intelligence files. We have iden
tified 93 interdictions (including 27 Bahamian actions not 
included in the original 212 interceptions). EPIC data, 
which includes DEA data, was available On 75 of the 93 
interdictions. A breakout of the EPIC data known to be 
available at the time of the intercept is as follows: 

Tactical information (available and forwarded to Customs 
by DEA) 2 

Tactical information (available, but not necessarily 
transmitted to Customs) 6 

Curlent information (available on TECS query or request) 46 
Background information (only available on request) 21 
Unknown 18 
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Of the 93 interdictions, 65 occurred in the United States, and 
the balance of 27 in the Bahamas. A breakout of those results 
is as follows: 

u.s. Bahamas Total 

positive results 65 27 93 
Navigation Violations 8 8 
Aircraft seized/crashed 57 24 81 
Cocaine seized 3,625 Ibs 473 lbs 4,098 Ibs 
Marijuana seized 103,583 Ibs 25,165 Ibs 128,748 Ibs 
Arrests 112 37 149 
Bodies recovered 3 3 

We are including a computer print-out showing (a) identifica
tion number and type of aircraft, (b) the location of the 
seizure, the results, (c) the date of the seizure, (d) indica
tion of EPIC information known to Customs intelligence, and 
(e) the means of detection/basis for interdiction. 

7: I recognize there are inherent difficulties in developing 
tactical intelligence on future drug smuggling activity. You 
have testified on several occasions, as has Commissioner von 
Raab, that the U.s. Customs Service receives inadequate 
tactical intelligence to support its air interdiction effort. 
Please describe what level of tactical intelligence would be 
considered adequate for these purposes. 

A: On a single case basis, adequate tactical intelligence would 
be described as information that is provided in sufficient 
time as to result in a successful intercept, resulting in a 
seizure and arrest. 

On an overall basis, adequate tactical intelligence might be 
described as providing the type of intelligence cited above in 
a sufficient number of cases to: 1) tax Customs response capa
bilities to the limit, and 2) enable Customs to intelligently 
choose those targets most likely to result in success in those 
instances where Customs' ability to respond is exceeded. 

The ideal situation would be to have adequate tactical intel
ligence on every smuggling flight." 
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I N T E R C E P T S WIT H P 0 SIT I VEL AWE N FOR C E HEN T RES U L T S Report Oate 84/11/02 

REGISTRATION NR 
TYPE AIRCRAFT 

N7823L 
BEECHCRAfT A6S 

K37FL 
OOUGLAS DC-3A 

N120D 
PIPER PA-23-250 

N2611B 
AERO COOONDER 520 

N46680 
BEAGLE 206 SERIES 1 

N5725J 
CESSNA P206E 

H2346D 
PIPER PA-23-250 

F Y 83 Last Revision Date :84/11/02 

LOCATION 
RESULTS 

ST 

FT LAUDEROALE FL 
NAVIGATION VIOLATION 

CAY SAL BANXS llF 
AIRDROPPED ESTIMATED 100 BALES 
MARIJUANA/UNKNOWN AMOUNT 
RECOVERED BY BAIWIIANS 

DATE EPIC INFORMATION BASIS FOR INTERCEPT 

=========::====1:#==== ====================;::=========a= 

821001 BACKGROUND ONLY/ 
PRIOR FAA LOOKOUT 

821027 CURRENT TACTICAL 
INFO/LOOKOUT BASED 
ON ACFT MOVEMENT 
DATA 

GROUND RADAR 

GROUND RADAR/EPIC INTELLIGENCE/ 
CUSTOMS INTELLIGENCE 

LEESBURG FL 821031 CURo. •. !iT iACTICAL 
INFO/LOOKOUT BASED 
ON ACFT MOVEMENT 
DATA 

GROUNO RADAR/EPIC INTELLIGENCE 
1,135 LBS MARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED 
2 ARRESTS 

NASSAU BF 821102 
AIRDROPPEO ESTIMATED 960 LaS 
MARIJUANA/BOATS/LOAD/ACFT SEIZED 
CRew APPREHENDED BY BAIWIIANS 

FT LAUDERDALE FL 821102 
ACFT I'\IIRIJUANA DEBRIS/WEAPON/ 
BEEPER DETECTOR/DUFFEL BAGS 
SEizeD 

GAINSVILLE FL 821103 
NAVIGATION VIOLATION/PROBABLE 
LOAD SEEN IN ACFT /ACFT LOST NEAR 
CROSS CITY, FL 

HARSH HARBOR/ABACO I BF B21107 
CRASH-LANOED/2,OOO L8S MARIJUANA 
SEIZEDI2 ARRESTS BY BAHAMIANS 

BACKGROUND ONLY/ GROUND RADAR/PRIOR INTELLIGENCE 
PRIOR LOOKOUT BASED 
ON DEA/CUSTOMS DATA 

BACKGROUND ONLY FAA RADAR/PRIOR INTELLIGENCE 
PRIOR LOOKOUT BASED 
011 CUSTOMS/OEA DATA 

CURREII! INFO/FAA GROUND RAOAR/PRIOR INTELLIGENCE 
LOOKOUT BASED ON 
CUSTOMS DATA 

llEARLY CURRENT GROUND RADAR/EPIC INTELLIGENCE 
TACTICAL INFO/ 
LOOKOUT BASED ON 
ACFT KlVEMENT DATA 

~ 
o 
o 



INTERCEPTS WITH P 0 SIT I VEL A II E N FOR CEil E N T RES U L T S Report Date 84/11/02 

REGISTRATION NR 
TYPE AIRCRAFT 

N744V 
DOUGLAS DC-3C 

N7819L 
BEECHCRAFT A65 

H2614B 
AERO COI91ANDER 520 

N9199Y 
PIPER PA-31 

N6875D 
CESSNA 402C 

N1855B 
CESSNA 310C 

N56CH 
CESSNA 310R 

F Y 83 Last Revision Date :84/11/02 

LOCATION 
RESULTS 

ST DATE EPIC INFORMATION BASIS FOR INTERCEPT 

IIEST END/GRAND BF IS BF 821113 RECENT INFO/LDOKOUT GROUND RADAR/EPIC INTELLIGENCE 
AIRDROPPED 80-100 BALES BASED 0/1 DEA DATA 
MARIJUANA/440 LBS RECOVERED/ACFT 
SEIZED BY BAHAMIANS 

BIMINI BF 821114 CURRENT TACTICAL GROUND RADAR/EPIC INTRLIGEHCE 
1,500 tBS MARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED INFO/LDOKOUT BASED 
2 ARRESTS BY BAHAMIANS ON ACFT MOVEMENT 

DATA 

BIMINI BF 821116 RECENT INFOrLOOKOUT GROUND RADAR/EPIC INTRLIGENCE 
AIRDRDPPED ESTIMATED 1,25D LBS BASED ON ClISTllriS/ 
MARIJUANA/50 LBS RECOVERED/ACFT ACFT MOVE''ENT DATA 
SEIZED/2 ARRESTS BY BAHAMIANS 

FT LAUDERDALE FL 821119 GROUND RADAR 
AIRDROPPED ESTIMATED 43 BALES 
MARIJUANA NEAR BILLY'S IS/BF 
1 BALE RECOVERED BY BAHAMIANS 
ACFT SEIZED/2 ARRESTS BY USCS 

PEMBROKE PINES FL 821120 GROUND RADAR 
NAVIGATION VIOLATION/1 FUGATIVE 
ARRESTED/S8,OBO CASH SEIZED 

OPA LOCKA FL 821127 HORAD RADAR 
NAVIGATION VIOLATION 

FT LAUDERDALE FL 821203 FAA RADAR 
NAVIGATION VIOLATION 

-=I 
0 ...... 



INTERCEPTS WITH P 0 SIT I VEL AWE N FOR C E HEN T RES U L T S Report Date 84/11/02 

REGISTRATION NR 
TYPE AIRCRAFT 

LOCATION 
RESULTS 

F Y 83 lust Revision D.te ,S~/1l/02 

ST DATE EPIC INFORWITION BASIS FOR INTERCEPT 
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H5118C 
BEECHCRAfT 65·80 

H70Z 
PIPER PA-31 

N6126X 
AERO COfotlAHDER 560F 

N101KF 
PIPER PA-23-250 

"5440G 
CESSNA 404 

N60063 
CESSNA 2l0L 

H4994F 
CESSNA U206B 

HOUSTON TX 821204 BACKGROUND ONLY CURRENT CASE INFO/VISUAL 
1,300 LBS MARIJUANA/l WEAPON/ BASED Otl PRIOR SIGHTING 
1 VEHICLE/ACFT SEI2ED/2 ARRESTS LOOKOUT/CUSTOMS DATA 

BROOKSVILLE FL 821205 BACKGROUND ONLY/ GROUND RADAR/PRIOR WTELlIGENCE 
1,500 LBS WlRIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED 
2 ARRESTS 

PORTER/KING'rIOOO TX 
800 LBS MARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED/ 
1 ARREST 

QUlTWlN HS 
500 LBS WlRIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED 

OPELOUSAS LA 
NAVIGATION VIOLATION 
TARGET LOST /LATER FOUND ON 
GROUND 

SANDY POINT BF 
22 BALES WlRIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED/ 
2 ARRESTS BY BAHAMIANS 

MIAMI FL 
566 LBS MARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED/ 
2 ARRESTS 

PRIOR LOOKOUT/PRIOR 
FOREIGN SEIZURE 

821207 LOOKOUT BASED ON 
CUSTOMS DATA 
TRANSPONDER 

GROUND RADAR/CURRENT CASE INFO 

821209 FAA LOOKOUT BASED ON GROUND RADAR/CURRENT CASE INFO/ 
CUSTOMS DATA EPIC IHTELLIGENCE 

821210 LDOKOUT 8ASED 011 
CUSTOMS DATA 
TRANSPONDER 

821210 CURREHT TACTICAL 
LOOKOUT BASED ON 
ACFT MOVEMENT DATA 

821211 LOOKOUT BASED ON 
FLORIOA JOINT TASK 
FORCE DATA 

FAA RADAR/CURRENT CASE INFO/EPIC 
LOOKOUT 

GROUND RADAR/EPIC IHTELLIGENCE 

GROUNO RADAR/EPIC IHTELLlG,ENCE 

-;J 
o 
t-::) 



INTERCEPTS IIITH P 0 5 I T I VEL A 1/ E N FOR CEil E N T RES U L T S Report Date B4/11/02 
F Y 83 Last Revision Date :84/11/02 

REGISTRATION NR 
TYPE AIRCRAfT 

N153X 
BEECHCRAfT D50B 

N42LA 
BEECHCRAfT 050 

N14053 
PIPER PA-23-250 

"B6K 
BEECHCRAfT 0-185 

N3278P 
PIPER PA-23-160 

N48S9C 
DOUGLAS DC-78 

N139PH 
BEECHCRAfT E-18S T /P CONY 

LOCATION 
RESULTS 

ST DATE EPIC INFORHATION BASIS FOR INTERCEPT 

FT LAUDERDALE FL 821219 RECENT INFO BASED ON GROUNO RADAR/VISUAL SIGHTING OF 
HARIJUANA OEBRIS/ACFT SEIZEO/ ACFT MOVEMENT OATA OfF-LOAOING IN PROGRESS 
NAVIGATION VIOLATION/OBSERVED 
OFF-LOADING ON GRAND BAHAMA IS/ 
BF 

KILEEN TX 821220 
1,000 LBS MARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED 

LOOKOUT BASED ON 
JOINT CUSTOMS/DEA/ 
STATE INFO 
TRANSPONDER 

LORAIN OH 
NAVIGATION VIOLATION/ELUDED 
CAPTURE ON FIRST LANDING 

B21227 LOOKOUT BASED ON 
CUSTOMS DATA 

FT LAUDERDALE FL 830105 LOOKOUT BASED ON 
1,580 LBS HARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZW CUSTOMS DATA 
2 ARRESTS 

GEORGETOWN/GT EXUMA BF B30106 
4 BALES HARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED/ 
4 ARRESTS BY BAHAMIANS 

DODGE CITY KS 830107 
20,000 LBS HARIJUANA/ACFT /SEIZED 
3 ARRESTS 

CUTHBERT SA 830112 
1,500 LBS HARIJUANA/ACFT /SEIZED 
4 ARRESTS 

RECENT INFO FM DEA/ 
LOOKOUT BASED ON 
CUSTOMS/DEA DATA 

LOOKOUT BASED ON 
CUSTOMS/DEA DATA 

NAVY GROUND RADAR/CURRENT CASE 
INFO 

GROUND RADAR/EPIC INTELLIGENCE 

GROUr.D RADAR/PRIOR INTELLIGENCE/ 
EPIC LOOKOUT 

GROUND RADAR/VISUAL SIGHTING 

GROUND RADAR/EPIC INTELLIGENCE 

GROUND RADAR/EPIC INTELLIGENCE/ 
PRIOR INTELLIGENCE 

..;J 
o 
C¢ 



INTERCEPTS WITH P 0 SIT I VEL AWE N FOR C E HEN T RES U L T S Report Date 84/ll/02 
F V 83 Last Revision Date :84/11/02 

REGISTRATION NR 
TYPE AIRCRAFT 

N6890S 
AERO COHWIDER 680 

N7340U 
CESSNA T207A 

N2742J 
CESSNA 421A 

N3041R 
CESSNA 310S 

N9371R 
AERO COOONOER 680E 

N8423Y 
PIPER PA-32R-301 

N83562 
PIPER PA-34T-220T 

LOCATION 
RESULTS 

ST DATE EPIC INFORMATION BASIS FOR INTERCEPT 

;::11 ... = ............. 1:1.: ........... = = .... = .. 0: .... ===== ........ 1:1: .. 1:1 ........ = ...... 011. 

BRADY . TX 830113 LOOKOUT BASED ON FAA RAOAR/EPIC LOOKOUT/PRIOR 
820 LBS HARIJUAHA/ACFT SEIZED 
3 ARRESTS 

CUSTOMS/STATE DATA INTELLIGENCE 

KEENANSVILLE TX 
800 LBS MARIJUANA/ACFT/S3,912 
CASH SEIZED/l ARREST 

830114 BACKGROUND INFO GROUND RADAR/PRIOR INTElLIGENCE 
BASED ON CUSTOMS 

VENICE FL 830116 
1,500 LBS HARIJUAHA/ACFT SEIZED/ 
1 ARREST 

CROSS CITY FL 830117 
JETTISONED LOAD OVER GULF OF 
HEXICO/42 BALSE RECOVEREO/ACFT 
SElZEO/2 ARRESTS 

FT LAUDERDAlE FL 830117 
ACFT /l WEAPON SEIZED/ILLEGAl 
FUEl SYSTEM 

SPRING VALLEY NY 830120 
1,400 LBS HARIJUAHA/ACFT SEIZED 
3 ARRESTS 

BIMINI SF 830126 
ESTIMATED 9 BAlES SUSPECTED 
MARIJUANA JETTISONED AT SEA/ 
ACFT SEIZEO/2 ARRESTS BY 
BAHAMINIS 

DATA 

LOOKOUT 8ASEO ON 
CUSTOMS/LOCAL DATA 
TRANSPONDER 

BACKGROUND INFO 
BASED ON PRIOR 
I.OOKOUT 

LOOKOUT BASED ON 
CUSTOMS DATA 
TRANSPONDER 

CURRENT TACTICAl 
INFO 8ASED ON ACFT 
MOVEMENT DATA 

GROUND RADAR 

GROUND RADAR/CURRENT CASE INFO/ 
EPIC INTELLIGENCE 

GROUND RADAR 

GROUND RADAR/CURRENT CASE INFO/ 
EPIC INTEi.LIGENCE 

GRDUNO RADAR/EPIC INTElLIGENCE 

-.'J 
o 
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RESULTS 
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N711ES 
PIPER PA-23-250 

PTKXD 
BEECHCRAFT 18 

PTKZM 
DOUGLAS DC-3 

YV437CP 
BEECHCRAFT 200 

N5lZP 
CESSNA 404 

N9613R 
BEECHCRAfT D50B 

N3361/ 
PIPER PA-31 

FT LAUDERDALE FL 
MARIJUANA DEBRIS/ACFT SEIZEDI 
2 ARRESTS/AIRDROPPED ESTHIATED 
19 BALES TO VSLS NEAR IIEST END 
GRANO BAHAMA IS, BF 

830127 CURREN TACTICAL INFO GROUND RADAR/EPIC INTELLIGENCE 
/LOOKOUT BASED ON 
ACFT MOVEMENT DATA 

TREASURE CAY BF B30130 LOOKOUT BASED ON GROUND RADAR/EPIC INTELLIGENCE 
AIRDROPPED ESTIMATED 20 BALES U.S. MARSHALL'S OATA 
SUSPECTED MARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED/ 
2 ARRESTS BY BAHAMIANS 

EXUHA IS CHAIN BF B30209 LOOKOUT BASED ON DEA AEROSTAT RADAR/EPIC LOOKOUT 
AIRDROPPED SUSPECTED MARIJUANA DATA 
ACFT /MARIJUANA DEBRIS SEIZED BY 
BAHAHIANS FOLLOWING DAY 

GREENVILLE lIS B30212 
1,500 LBS MARIJUANA SEIZED/ 
STOLEN ACFT RECOVERED/4 ARRESTS 

MIAMI FL B30220 
AIROROPPED EST 50 BALES TO 2 VSL 
NEAR ELBOW CAY/BF /ACFT /DEBRIS 
SEIZED/2 ARRESTS BY USCS/2 VSLS 
2000 LBS MJ SEIZED BY USCG 

ANDROS IS BF 83D226 
AIRCROPPED ESr 25 BALES NEAR 
GREAT WHALE CAY/1l BALES (1,105 
LBS) RECOVERED/ACFT SElZED/2 
ARRESTS BY BAHAMIANS 

SPRINGFIELD MO B30312 
JETIISONED LOAD HEAR OSAGE BEACH 
00/676 LBS MARIJUANA RECOVERED 
ACFT SEIZED/2 ARRESTS 

LOOKOUT BASED ON DEA FAA RADAR/EPIC INTELLIGENCE 
DATA/TRANSPONDER 
STOLEN ACFT REPORT 

RECENT TACTICAL INFO GROUND RADRR/EPIC INTELLIGENCE 
BASED ON ACFT 
MOVEMENT DATA 

BACKGROUND INFO 
BASED ON CUSTOMS 
DATA 

GROUND RADAR/PRIOR INTELLIGENCE 

GROUND RADRR/CURRENT CASE INFO/ 
TRANSPDNOER 

-:i o 
01 
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N2240B KEY WEST FL B30313 CURRENT TACTICAL FAA RADAR/CURRENT CUSTOMS DATA 
PIPER PA-32-300 AIRDROPPED EST 15 BALES TO 2 VSL IflFO BASED ON ACFT EPIC LOOKOUT 

650 LBS MARIJUANA RECOVERED BY MOVEMENT DATA FH 
USCG/2 VSLS/ACFT SEIZED/2 CUSTOMS 
ARRESTS BY USCS 

NB124G BARSTOII CA 830314 LOOKOUT BASED ON FAA RADAR/CURRENT CASE lNFO/EPIC 
CESSNA 210K 603 LBS MARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED CUSTOMS DATA LOOKOUT 

3 ARRESTS TRANSPONDER 

N5437S CAT CAY Bf B3D320 LOOKOUT BASED ON VISUAL SIGHTING/EPIC LOOKOUT -1 
CESSNA 337B OBSERVED CIRCLING BOATS IN PREVIOUS ACFT 0 

aUTHERA IS AREA/CRASH-LANDED/ MOVEMENT DATA 0:. 
BOD LBS MARIJUANA/ACFT LATER 
SEIZED BY BAHN'lIANS 

N57B6J POLLOCK LA 830322 LOOKO~T BASED ON FAA RADAR/PRIOR INTELLIGENCE/ 
CESSNA T210K CRASHED/MARIJUANA DEBRIS/ACFT CUSTOMS DATA EPIC LODKOUT 

SEIZED/OUTFITTED FOR SMUGGLING 

N50233 RIVERSIDE CA 830324 LOOKOUT BASED DN FAA/NORAD RADAR/CURRENT CASE 
CESSNA U206f SUSPECTED OfF-LOAD IN ARIZONA/ CUSTOMS DATA INFO/EPIC LOOKOUT 

ACFT/MARIJUANA DEBRIS SEIZED/ TRANSPONDER 
1 ARREST 

N51BDE TURNER FALLS MA 830325 LOOKOUT BASED ON GROUND RADAR/CURREIIT CASE INFO/ 
PIPER PA-31-350 JETTISONED LOAD AT SEA AFTER CUSTOMS DATA EPIC LOOKOUT 

SPOTTING CUSTOMS ACFT /MARIJUANA TRAllSPONDER 
DEBRIS/ACFT SEIZED 

NI037F WILLARD NM 830327 GROUND RADAR 
DOUGLAS DC-6B 20,000 LBS MARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED 

7 ARRESTS 
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"J972G COTTONliDOD AZ 830329 GROUND RADAR 
CESSNA U,,06C ~'~~E~~ I-\\RIJUANA/ACFT/SEJZED 

"3CA 
BEECHCRAFT 65-80 

"91053 
CESSNA 207 

N5759X 
CESSNA 320 

N832B 
BEECHCRAFT 65 

N6624X 
BEECHCRAFT DEBONAIRE 

H6OO8C 
CESSNA T210N 

MIAMI FL 830402 LIlOKOUT BASED ON 
1,500 LBS I-\\RIJUAHA/ACFT SEIZED CUSTOMS DATA 
2 ARRESTS 

lIAKEEHEY KS 
400 LBS I-\\RIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED 
1 ARREST 

830409 LOOKOUT BASED ON 
CUSTOMS DATA 

fALfURRIAS TX 
583 LBS I-\\RIJUANA SEIZED IN 
FALFURRIAS, TX/ACFT SEIZED 2 
i\RRESTS IN MCALLEN, TX 

B30410 

CHANDLER AZ 830416 
1,500 LBS I-\\RIJUAt'<A SEIZED IN 
CHANDLER, AZ/ACFT SEIZED IN 
CASA GRANDE, AZ 

GULF OF HEXICO FL 830419 
FALSE REG HR/JETTISONED LOAD IN 
TAMPA BAY !DITCHED ACFT SOUTH OF 
APALACHICOLA, FL!DSCG RECOVERED 
UNKNOWN AMOUHT OF I-\\RIJUANA 

fREEPORT BF B30423 
LANDED/ABANOONED AFTER SPOTTING 
CUSTOO ACFT 
396 LBS CDC.\:~:!ACFT SIElZED BY 
BAHAMIANSI 

LOOKOUT BASED ON 
CUSTOMS DATA 
TRANSPONDER 

LIlOKOUT BASED ON 
CUSTOMS INFO AFTER 
INITIAL DETECTION 

BACKGROUND BASED ON 
PRIOR LOOKOUT FROM 
CUSTOMS DATA 

AIRBORNE RADAR/PRIOR INTEL/EPIC 
LOOKOUT 

9fEPER/CURRENT CASE INFO/EPIC 
LoAKOUT 

~AVY GROUND RADAR/PRIOR CUSTOHS/ 
OEA INfO 

NORAD RADAR/CURRENT CASE INFO/ 
EPIC LOOKOUT 

GROUND RADAR/PROFILE 

VISUAL SIGHTING/PRIOR INTEL 

-:J 
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N5913Y LABELLE fL 830427 NAVY AIRBORNE RADAR 
PIPER PA-23-250 600 LBS COCAINE/$10,OOO CASH/ 

ACFT SEIZEO/2 ARRESTS 

N6290Y SEBASTIAN fL 830502 BACKGROUNO ONLY GROUND RADAR/PRIOR INTELLIGENCE 
PIPER PA-23-250 NAVIGATION VIOLATION/ACFT BASED ON CUSTOMS 

CONfIGUREO FOR AIROROP OATA 

N5690Y HOMESTEAD fL B30504 BACKGROUND ONLY GROUND RADAR/PRIOR INTELLIGENCE 
PIPER PA-23-250 205 Las COCAINE/ACFT SEIZED PRIOR 'LOOKOUT BASED -::J 

3 ARRESTS ON CUSTOMS DATA 0 
00 

N6144F GOVERflORS HARBOR BF 830504 BACKGROliND ONLY/ GROUND RADAR/PRIOR INTELLIGENCE 
CESSNA 210H JrnISONED LOAO AT SEA/ESTIMATED PRIOR LOOKOUT BASED 

1,000 LBS MARIJUANA RECOVEREO/ ON CUSTOMS DATA 
~ ARRESTS/ACFT SEIZED BY 
BAHAHIANS 

N51025 BIMINI BF 830505 LOOKOUT 8ASED ON GROUND RADAR/PRIOR INTELLIGENCE 
BEECHCRAFT 65-80 OFF-LOAD OBSERVED/ACFT ABANDONED CUSTOMS OATA 

MARIJUANA DEBRIS/ACFT SEIZED BY 
BAHAMIANS 

N77711K NASSAU BF 830508 RECENT TACTICAL INFO GROUNO RADAR/EPIC INTELLIGENCE 
CESSNA 411 OBSERVED ESTIMATED 35 BALES LOOKOUT BASED ON 

JrnlSONED AT SEAlI BALE ACFT MOVEMENT DATA 
RECOVERED/ACFT SEIZED/2 ARRESTS 
BY BAHAMIANS 

N3525R WALLER TX 830509 LOOKOUT BASED ON GROUND RADAR/CURRENT CASE INFO 
PIPER PA-31-350 1,620 LBS ~.ARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED CUSTOMS/DEA/STATE 

3 ARRESTS DATA 
TRANSPDNDER 



INTERCEPTS IIITH P 0 SIT I VEL A II E N FOR CEil E N T RES U L T S Report Date 84/11/02 

REGISTRATION NR 
TYPE AIRCRAFT 

N41lEX 
CESSNA 404 

N35946 
CESSNA U206F 

N7571Q 
CESSNA 310R 

"5210E 
CESSNA A185F 

N6611B 
CESSNA T210M 

N2718P 
CESSNA 402C 

N36S 
BEECHCRAFT 65 

F Y 83 Last ReviSion Date :84/11/02 

LOCATION 
RESULTS 

ST DATE 

CLAYTON NK 830S09 
2,000 Las MARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED 
1 ARRF.ST 

FT LAUDERDALE FL B30512 
AIRDROPPED INTO SEA NORTH OF 
CUBA/ACFT /MARIJUANA DEBRIS 
SEIZED 

CLEBURNE TX B30S13 
2.2 lBS COCAINE SEIZED/2 ARRESTS 
IN CLEBURNE, TX 
AeFT SEIZED IN MEMPHIS, TN 

ANDROS TOIIH/ ANDROS I BF 
ACFT /ESTIMATED 2S-30 BALES 
MARIJUANA TDRCHED/! ARREST BY 
BAHAMIANS 

830515 

EPIC INFORMATION 

LOOKOUT BASED ON 
CUSTOMS/DEA/STATE 
DATA 
TR~.NSPONDER 

LOOKOUT BASED ON 
EPIC/CUSTOMS DATA 

TAMPA FL 
NAVIGATION VIOLATION 

830S22 LOOKOUT BASED ON 
CUSTOMS DATA 

BASIS FOR INTERCEPT 

GROUND RADAR/CURRENT CASE INFO 

GROUND RADAR/EPIC LOOKOUT 

GROUND RADAR/CURRENT CASE INFO 
(TRAIlSPONDER) 

GROUND RADAR 

FAA RADAR/VISUAL SIGHTING/EPIC 
LOOKOUT 

BIMINI BF 
1,300 LBS MARIJUANA SEIZED/ 
STOLEN ACFT RECOVERED/l ARREST 
BY BAHAMIANS 

830S27 RECENT TACTICAL INFO GROUND RADAR/EPIC INTELLIGENCE 
BASED ON ACFT 
MOVEMENT DATA/STOLEN 
ACFT REPORT 

CHILDRESS TX 830517 LOOKOUT BASED ON 
2,500 LBS MARIJUAIlA/ACFT SEIZED CUSTOMS DATA 

TRANS~DNDER 

AIR FORCE AIRBORNE RADAR/CURRENT 
CASE INFO 

::1 c:o 
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N3646H JACKSON MS 830620 AIR FORCE AIRBORNE RADAR 
PIPER AEROSTAR 600 600 LBS MARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED 

2 ARRESTS 

N333F8 
LOCKHEED 18 

WAYCROSS GA 
JETTISONED PART OF LOAD OVER 
GEORGIA/CRASHE/49 BALES 
MARIJUANA/2 BODIES RECOVERED 

830623 LOOKOUT BASEO ON 
CUSTOMS OATA 

GROUND RADAR/PRIOR INTELLIGENCE 
EPIC LOOKOUT 

N547RB 
CESSNA 404 

TALIHINA OK 830701 BACKGROUNO ONLY CURRENT CASE INFO 

N193lU 
CESSNA U2D6F 

N5439C 
CESSNA T210N 

N428Q 
CESSNA 402A 

N775Y 
PIPER PA-23-250 

530 LBS COCAINE SEIZEO/2 ARRESTS 
BY FBI IN TALIHINA, OK/ 
ACFT SEIZED/2 ARRESTS BY USCS 
AT HOUSTON, TX 

BIMINI BF 830710 
AIRDROPPED EST 20 BALES TO VSLS 
NEAR ORANGE CAY, BF /UNKNOWN AMT 
MJ RECOVERED/ACFT SEIZED/2 ARR 
8Y BAHAMIANS/1 VSL/3 ARR BY USCG 

MILLFORD GA 830710 
600 L8S COCAINE/ACFT SEIZED/ 
4 ARRESTS 

HOMESTEAD FL 830714 
PROBABLE AIRDROP TO VESSELS 
ACFT /MARIJUAtIA DEBRIS SEIZED 

BROWARO COUNTY FL 830718 
700 LBS MARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED 
2 ARRESTS 

BASED ON CUSTOMS/FBI 
DATA 

BACKGROUND ONLY 
PRIOR LOOKOUT BASED 
ON CUSTOMS DATA 

BACKGROUND ONLY 
PRIOR LOOKOUT BASED 
ON DEA DATA 

CURRENT TACTICAL 
INFO BASED ON ACFT 
MOVEMENT DATA 

CURRENT LOOKOUT 
BASED 011 DEA DATA 

GROUND RADAR/CURRENT TACTICAL 
INTELLIGENCE BASEO ON ACFT HOVE 

CURRENT CASE INFO/GROUND SENSOR/ 
JOINT CUSTOMS/STATE CASE 

AEROSTAT RADAR/EPIC INTELLIGENCE 

GROUND RADAR/EPIC LOOKOUT 

...::l 
~ 
o 



I N T E R C E P T S II I T H • P 0 SIT I VEL A Ii E N FOR C E MEN T RES U L T S Report Date B4/11/02 
F Y B3 Last Revision Date :B4/11/02 
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N3773B 
BEECHCRAFT E-18S 

HS73DY 
PIPER PA-23'2~0 

NI2DS 
CESSNA 3IDJ 

N920RB 
CESSNA P206C 

NSOOYC 
PIPER PA-3I 

N8S2C 
DOUGlAS DC-3C 

N87640 
DOUGlAS OC-3C 

BOCA RATON FL 
ACFT /MARIJUANA DEBRIS SEIZED 
2 ARRESTS 

830722 BAr.KGROUND ONLY VISUAL SIGHTtNG BY MARTIN CO 
PRIOR LOOKOUT BASED SHERIFF'S OFFICER 
ON DEA/CUSTOMS DATA 

BIMINI BF 830723 GROUND RAOAR 
23 BA!.ES MARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED 
BY BAHAMIAlIS NEXT DAY 

FREEPORT/GRAND BF IS BF 
ACFT/MARIJUANA DEBRIS SEIZED BY 
BAHAMIANS 

GREENLEE COUNTY AZ 
670 LBS MARIJUANA/ACFT SEIZED 
1 ARREST 

MONTGOMERY AL 
B1S LBS COCAINE/ACFT SEIZED 
7 ARRESTS 

830727 BACKGROUND ONLY 
PRIOR LOOKOUT BASED 
ON STATE DATA 

830727 LOOKOUT BASED ON 
CUSTOMS OATA 
TRANSPONDER 

830B03 

NAVY AIRBORNE RADAR 

GROUND RADAR/CURR~NT CASE INFO 

MOBILE RADAR/CURRENT CASE INFO 

BIMINI BF 830B04 BACKGROUND ONLY AEROSTAT RADAR/PRIOR INTEL 
AIRDROPPED EST 4,ODO LBS HJ TO 
VLSLS NEAR ELBOW CAY, BF /76 BALS 
RECOVERED BY USCG/ACFT SEIZED 
2 ARRESTS BY BAHAMIANS 

CAY CAL BANKS BF 
AIRDROPPED OVER 100 BALES TO 
VSLS/90 BALES (6,300 LBS) 
MARIJUANA RECOVERED BY USCG 

PRIOR LOOKOUT BASED 
ON CUSTOMS DATA 

830810 LOOKOUT BASED ON FBI AEROSTAT RADAR/EPIC LOOKOUT I 
DATA/BACKGROUND PRIOR INTELLIGENCE 
BASED ON CUSTOMS/DEA 
DATA 

-'J 
I-' 
I-' 
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N12B9D ST LUCY COUNTY FL B30B14 GROUND RADAR 
CESSNA 170A LOST DURING INTERCEPT /ACFT FOUNO 

ABANDONED/40D LBS ~RIJUANA/ACFT 
SEIZED 

N6S05Y SANDY POINT /GT ABACO BF B30BIB BACKGROUND ONt Y GROUND RADP.R/PRIOR INTELLIGENCE 
CESSNA 210N OFF-LOADED 40-50 PACKAGES TO PRIOR LOOKOUT BASED 

VEHICLE/l,OOO LBS HARIJUANAlACFT ON CUSTOMS DATA 
VEH SEIZED/S ARRESTS BY 
BAHAMIANS 

N20STB HALF ~ON BAY CA B30914 LOO''(OUT BASED ON FAA RADAR/CURRENT CASE INFO/EPIC 
BEAGLE 20S SERIES 1 LOST IN FOG BANK OFF-SHOR/ CUSTOMS DATA LOOKOUT ..:::J 

CWHED/2 BALES 1 BODY WASHED TRANSPONDER ...... 
ASHORE LATER I.\:) 

HK2469P WEST END/GRAND BF IS BF B30915 BACKGROUND ONLY GROUND RADAR/PRIOR INTELLIGENCE 
CESSNA 210 OFF-LOADED ALONG RUNWAY/ACFT BASED ON CUSTOMS 

ESCAPED/BAHAMIANS RECOVERED DATA n LBS COCAINE 

H4556F KEY WEST FL B3091S LOOKOUT BASED ON GROUND RADAR/CURRENT CASE INFO 
PIPER PA-32-2S0 SUSPECTED AIRDROP TO VESSELS CUSTOMS DATA 

ACFT !MARIJUANA DEBRIS SEIZED TRANSPONDER 
2 ARRESTS 

NBB52 HANKSVILLE UT B3D917 BACKGROUND ONLY HORAD RADAR/EPIC LOOKOUT 
DOUGLAS DC-7C 25,200 LBS HARIJUAHA/ACFT SEIZED PRIOR TRANSPONDER 

11 ARRESTS LOOKOUT BASED ON 
CUSTOMS DATA 

HI44KY CAPE ELEUTHERA BF B30922 LOOKOUT PLACED SAME GROUND RADAR 
PIPER PA-31 AIRDROPPED TO VSLS NEAR GREAT DAY AFTER EVENT 

HARBOR CAY, BF/SSO LBS HARIJUAlIA 
RECOVERED/ACFT SEIZED BY 
BAMAMIANS 



o 

I N T E R C E P T 5 WIT H p 0 SIT I VEL AWE N FOR C E MEN T RES U L T S Report Date 84/11/02 

REGISTRATION NR 
TYPE AIRCRAFT 

========================= 

N3ZM 
PIPER PA-31 

N3010P 
CON AERONAUTICS LA-4-200 

F Y 83 Last Revision Date :84/11/0? 

LOCATION 
RESULTS 

ST 

PANAMA CITY FL 
873 LBS COCAINE/$27,790 CASH/ 
ACFT SEIZED/3 ARRESTS 

DATE EPIC INFORMATION BASIS FOR INTERCEPT 

==================== ================================ 

830924 LOOKOUT BASED ON 
CUSTOMS DATA 
TRANSPONDER 

GROUND RADAR/CURRENT CASE INFO/ 
EPIC LOOKOUT 

BOCA RATON FL 830927 GROUND RADAR 
380 LBS MARIJUANA/I WEAPON/ACFT 
SEIZED/2 ARRESTS 

-."l ...... 
C&:l 




