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INTERNATIONAL DRUG SUPPLY, CONTROL,
AND INTERDICTION

THURSDAY, JULY 15, 1993

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in room
2226, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Charles E. Schumer
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Charles E. Schumer, Don Edwards,
David Mann, F. James Sensenbrenner, Jr., Lamar S. Smith, Steven
Schiff, Jim Ramstad, and George W. Gekas.

Also present: Andrew Fois, counsel; Gabrielle Gallegos, assistant
counse%; Rachel Jacobson, clerk; and Lyle Nirenberg, minority
counsel.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN SCHUMER

ﬁdr. SCHUMER. OK. %ood morning, and the hearing will come to- ,
order.

The Chair has received a request to cover this hearing in whole
or part by television broadcast, radic broadcast, still photographer,
or by any similar methods. In accordance with committee rule, the
permission will be granted unless there is objection.

And without objection, permission is granted.

Today’s hearing is the first of several that this committee will
hold examining issues in the area of drugs. As you know, we have
a significant part, clearly not all, of the jurisdiction in this area.
And I was fortunate enough to be able to hold a suminit on drug
policy a few months ago which had some very, very inferesting rev-
elations.

While, unanimity was not reached at that summit, there was a
growing consensus in a number of areas. And one of them, it
seemed to me, was that we ought to reexamine-our efforts at inter-
diction, at what drugs, the effort to halt the flow of drugs into this
country that start where these are grown out of the country and
go up to our borders.

That is really what we are examining today. In other hearings,
we will examine both on supply side and demand side, what is hap-
pening within our borders, the issue of controlling the supply of for-
eign illegal drugs at and beyond our borders. We invest over $2.25
billion a year in an effort to control the flow of drugs into our coun-
try.

1)
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And, of course, every day we live with drug violence in our
streets and casualties in our hospitals and drug lords at our door-
steps. And so there is one question that we all ask: Do our supply-
side efforts at or beyond our borders work? Are we getting the bang
for the buck?

And I am mindful of the fact that there are many different types
of efforts involved here. There is eradication; trying to prevent the
drugs from where they are grown. There is trying to break up the
drug cartels where the DEA has been very active and, in fact, has
had some success in, for instance, Colombia. And then there is the
Folicy of interdiction itself, the many patrols both by air, sea, and

and preventing the drugs from crossing the borders from out of the
country into the country itself.

I for one feel that a good amount of our interdiction dollars are
wasted.

Now, let me just—a fact that just sticks in may mind and deesn’t
go away, four-fifths of the illegal drugs, including almost all of the
cocaine and heroin, come from foreign countries. And this is the
fact that I would leave with everybody. It takes only 20 square
miles of poppy plants, four Boeing 747’s full of pure cocaine, to
enter the U.S. market and supply it for an entire year., That shows
%roudthe difficulty of the job, particularly when it is outside of our

orders.

If we are dealing with eradication—and eradication has worked
better with poppies than cocaine—if it is only 20 square miles, are
we going to be able to prevent the 20 square miles from being
grown at every place in the world? .

In terms of interdiction, if it is four Boeing 747’s or let’s say 40
containers on ships or 60 truck loads, arg, we going to be able to
stop all of those from coming?

And so now is the time to seriously reassess whether the billions
of dollars we spend to interdict and otherwise control the flow of
drugs and crime into this country are doing much good. If not,
should we continue to throw the good money after the bad?

It is my judgment—and I remain to be persuaded, and we will
have streng advocates of both points of view—that we should direct
some of this money to other parts of the supply-side effort, law en-
forcement in this country, breaking up of drug rings, out of this
country; and to the demand side, rather than spend the $1.6 billion
we do, or all of it, on the actual interdiction mainly spent by DOD
and Coast Guard. '

As I mentioned, we held a summit on this drug problem, on the
whole drug problem including this; and there, the goal was to bring
together people who, over the years, have been addressing the
meany aspects of this problem: domestic and foreign, supply side,
demand side, law enforcement and treatment specialists. And no
one there suggested we completely abandon our efforts to control
the supply of drugs flooding our country or that we ignore the
needs of our southern neighbors in helping resist the waves of
drug-related violence that threaten their countries.

But many question the value of continuing to invest large
amounts of our scarce resources into the foreign interdiction effort,
particularly in the expensive radar and other military-type of hard-
ware that don’t seem to be getting many results, In fact, ag I men-
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tioned, something of a consensus emerged at a summit, which was
rather than simply continuing our current strategy, we must find
better, cost-effective ways to spend the drug control dollars. We
have to examine every program, every priority in whick we are in-
vesting and see wherée we should go.

So with that, let me say that I welcome this hearing as the first
of a number of hearings in the drug area. My ranking minority
member, Mr. Sensenbrenner, suggested we have this series of hear-
ings, and I appreciate his concern and interest. And I will ask him
to make brief comments.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, let me say that as a member of the
former Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, I believe
that the international interdiction phase has been worthwhile.

In the last several years, the Congress and the two Republican
administrations jointly have changed the emphasis from an almost
exclusive supply-side reduction interdiction and police effort in the
United States to one that is balanced between supply interdiction
as well as treatment of addicts and education programs designed
to reduce the demand in this country.

The sum and substance of these two efforts has been to use the
law of supply and demand to try to drive the price of drugs on the
street up so that it is more expensive and so that the purity de-
clines and as a result, people who might be interested in buying
drugs would be dissuaded from doing so. And I support that type
of balanced program.

The real concern that I have is that if the international interdic-
tion efforts are defunded or significantly crippled, then, in effect,
what we are going to be doing is allowing more drugs into this
country. And I believe that it will be much more expensive to try
to interdict them once they are here rather than to try to stop them
at the source or try to stop them at the border.

I think that the cost of U.S. police activity is definitely more than
attempting to get crop substitution and crop eradication programs
in producing countries as well as to provide the sophisticated radar
techniques that are used on our southern border, particularly to try
to stop drugs that might be in the smuggling route when they ar-
rive in the United States.

Recent reports noted encouraging progress or declines in illicit
drug use for most sectors of the population of current drug users,
except for hardcore drug addicts. Current users of drugs have de-
creased 50 percent since 1979. Since 1988 current users of cocaine
decreased 45 percent and since 1985, by 80 percent. Since 1988,
current adolescent users of cocaine decreased by 76 percent and by-
86 percent since 1985. Adolescent drug use is now at its lowest
level since national data collection began in 1975. Yet hardcore
drug use remained relatively unchanged and thus represents an in-
creasing percentage of overall drug abuse.

In response to those results, my chairman is quoted as saying,
“These results confirm a need to change our priorities. We've been
doing a lousy job of reaching and treating the worst drug abusers.
That’s why I propose taking money out of international interdic-
tion, which has failed, and put that money into effective drug treat-
ment programs.” '
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Mr. SCHUMER. Couldn’t have said it better myself.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I am just taking words out of your mouth.
Over the last 2 years, interdiction is said to have removed about
a third of the total world production of cocaine. Between 1989 and
1990, in apparent contrast to statements by the GAO, the street
price of cocaine significantly increased and its purity decreased. Co-
caine availability decreased from 1989 through 1992 with slight in-
creases from 1990 to 1991 and decreases in 1992 to their lowest
levels. There were sssociated improvements in use; that is, de-
creased usage. The same was true with marijuana and the opposite
with heroin, increased availability and inc¢reased use.

An aim of interdiction can be summarized as: to decrease supply
and thereby reduce availability and increase price with a related
decrease in purity. There is much disadglreement on the efficacy of
interdiction. Even with successful interdiction, it may be that there
is more than enough supply of cocaine and heroin on American
streets. What we need is a combined, comprehensive approach of
interdiction, prevention, and treatment.

Federal treatment spending has doubled over the last 4 years.
President Bush’s first budget contained a 40-percent increase in
funding of drug control programs. And during his administration,
funding for drug programs increased almost 80 percent to $11.9 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1993.

Funding for domestic law enforcement increased 90 percent, for
international cocoperation and interdiction by 38 percent, and for
demand reduction by 99 percent since fiscal year 1989. Bush ad-
ministration initiatives included drug prevention initiatives in pub-
lic housing, funding for school systems, treatment services, re-
gsearch and the development of treatment protocols, and experi-
mental programs, as well as increased use of boot camps and the
expanded funding and encouraged use of community policing.

While the chairman calls for a change in priorities relative to
treatment, this has happened with Mr. Clinton deemphasizing and
cutting treatment and prevention as compared to the previous ad-
ministration. In fact, the whole war against drugs appears less im-
portant to the current administration. Recently when the Labor,
HHS, and Education appropriation bill was passed, $231 million
was cut from treatment and prevention. These cuts were made
with the acquiescence or at the suggestion of OMB.

The President was apparently unaware of the cuts and forcefully
repeated his support for treatment during the swearing-in cere-
mony for Lee Brown as drug czar, according to the Washington
Post on July 2, :

During the campaign, the President pledged to fund treatment
on demand.

Of the $231 million cut from the House-passed bill, $131 million
was cut from the Department of Education drug-free schools pro-
gram, $33 million was cut from block grants to States for alcohol
and drug treatment programs, and $67 million was cut from capac-
ity expansion programs aimed at directing treatment funds to
inner-city areas, that is, addicts and hardcore users.

The Post also notes that the cuts could have a crippling effect on
programs for cocaine and heroin addicts. The newspaper says that
Herb Kleber, executive vice president of the Center Jor Addiction
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and Substance Abuse, who oversaw drug treatment programs dur-
ing the Bush administration, stated, “This is a shameful retreat
from the fight against drugs,” and would deprive about 45,000 ad-
dicts of treatment services.

The Post also quotes an OMB official as saying that, “While the
drug programs are considered worthy, they are not as high a prior-
ity as Head Start.” ‘

In sum, an approach with solely treatment is unlikely to succeed.
One witness will make the following analogy: No one ever says deal
with gun viclence by only building more hospitals. Hardcore ad-
dicts are not very receptive to prevention, education;, or treatment,
especially when given outside the criminal justice system. Most
have already been in treatment at least once. The drug use will not
dg(lxrease as long as prices are low and the drugs are readily avail-
able.

A combined approach of the education, prevention, and interdic-
tion seems warranted, and special notice must be given to the bur-
geoning abuse of heroin.

Thank you.

Mr. SCHUMER. Thank you.

Mr. Edwards.

Mr. EDWARDS. I just want to compliment the chairman and Mr.
Sensenbrenner for scheduling these very important hearings. I
think it is something that our country needs badly, and I want to
compliment you on your summit. I watched it on TV, and it was
helpful.

1 want to apologize. I will have to be in and out, but I do want
to attend these important hearings.

Mr. ScHUMER. Thank you.

Mr. Ramstad.

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, I too appreciate your efforts and
those of the ranking member in holding this oversight hearing on
international drug supply and U.S. drug interdiction policy. I hope
it will help us focus on how to better coordinate our international
interdiction strategy among the various Federal agencies involved
in it and represented here today. .

As a member of the Hazelden Foundation’s National Advisory
Council and a grateful recovering alcoholic myself, thanks in large
part to chemical dependency treatment, I want to join you in call-
ing for increased emphasis on reducing the demi:nd for drugs, for
treatment, and prevention programs. I applaud National Drug Con-
trol Policy Director Lee Brown for his outspoken efforts to restore
the funds eliminated in the recent House-passed cuts in drug treat-
ment and drug abuse prevention programs—that the Clinton ad-
ministration officials had accepted. It was certainly refreshing as
one who said many times that people in Washington should act
more like they are at an AA meeting where people say what they
mean and mean what they say.

It was refreshing to hear Director Brown admit that he was, “not
in the loop” when the administration agreed to the $131 million in
cuts that Mr. Sensenbrenner referred to from the drug-free school
program and the other $100 million in cuts from treatment pro-
grams.
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This action, of course, came on the heels of the administration’s
directive in February slashing the staff of the drug policy office by
four-fifths mandating it be reduced to 25 positions. ]

And Director Brown also had something to say about that when
he said in this article from the Washington Post that, “T'wenty-five
people are simply not sufficient to carry out the mandate of this of-
fice.” So I certainly applaud Director Brown and his honesty, his
straightforward tallk, and straight talk in dealing with this problem
which certainly requires that kind of talk and action as well.

But it is no wonder that antidrug advocates are questioning the
administration’s commitment to continuing the antidrug effort, es-
pecially when the President pledged during last year’s campaign to
fund treatment on demand.

Finally, 1 believe, Mr. Chairman, it is important that we have,
as Mr. Sensenbrenner called it, a complete, balanced antidrug
strategy.

1 also want to mention something else in reference to the recent
cuts by the House. I don’t think many Members of Congress realize
that over the last 5 years, 50 percent of the aduit treatment facili-
ties in this country for chemical dependency have been closed. And
more alarming is the fact that over the last 3 years, 60 percent of
the adolescent treatment centers for chemical dependency in the
country have been closed.

So I think this is an alarming trend and something that we in
Congress need to be aware of and need to deal with if we are going
to realize any sort of a comprehensive or balanced approach, be-
cause we do need that balanced approach. I believe interdiction

rograms need to be reformed, not eliminated. We should not over-
ook the achievements of United States interdiction policy including
the encouraging results in Colombia, Bolivia, and Mexico.

I look forward to the testimony of the witnesses today. And hope-
fully they can help us in developing this balanced approach to deal-
ing with illegal drug use in the country.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

Mr. ScCHUMER. Thank you, Mr. Ramstad. And I think the com-
mittee values your experience. We hope to work with you and rely
on you.

We all want more dollars; we aren’t going to get as many as we
want. So we ought to get the best bang for the buck. I was men-
tioning to Mr. Sensenbrenner that eradication seemed to have some
good success in certain countries, and I tend to agree with that, My

ocus is going to be on the actual interdiction crossing the borders,
the DOD and Coast Guard activities, $1.1 billion. And we don’t
seem to get much bang for the buck on those.

Mr. Gekas.

Mr. Gekas. Recently I was listening to a talk show, and the
guest was the former drug czar—and the first, I suppose—Bill Ben-
nett. When asked questions similar to the ones being raised here
today, specifically, are we winning the war on drugs, he felt, very
candidly, yes and no; but on balance, he felt yes. And he cited
many of the trends that the gentleman—that my colleagues here
ont the panel have already put into the record.

He did, however, reemphasize—and I believe that is the core of
my position thus far—that the balanced approach, the three-
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pronged approach in this war, the assault on drugs through inter-
diction and law enforcement domestically and the treatment arena,
must be continued. I believe that he has summoned enough exper-
tise over the years in launching the original effort in the first place
that I want to place credibility on the opinions of the former drug
czar.

We have seen former treatment plans like the methadone heroin
syndrome fail largely because-——at least in the communities that I
have witnessed the events of that phenomenon—because the ad-
dicts themselves many times are neither serious about nor care
about the final solution to their problem.

And so, if we sacrifice some of our efforts in interdiction or in law
enforcement in return for accenting the treatment, which has a his-
toric failure quotient, I am worried that maybe we are missing the
point and sacrificing something that might be working for some-
thing that we have evidence may not be working.

In any event, I, at this point, subscribe to the three-pronged as-
sault and will wait to hear the testimony.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. SCHUMER. Thank you, Mr. Gekas. And I think you make a
good point, just as not all supply-side efforts work, neither do all
demand-side efforts work. And we have to be, I think, careful.

One of the other things we will have a hearing on later on down
the road is treatment in the context of the criminal justice system,
in prison, before and as a condition of probation.

Mr. GEKAS. We could come to New York. ,

Mr. SCHUMER. We could come to New York to do that. You did
once.

That was another thing at the drug summit where there seems
to be a growing consensus that that was the place where there was
the most effectiveness.

We are ready for our first panelist. And I know he has a busy
schedule. We are happy to have the Deputy Attorney General for
the Department of Justice, Philip Heymann. He comes to us from
having served in a number of high-level positions in both govern-
ment and academia.

Before being selected to serve as Deputy IG in Justice, Mr.
Heymann served as Deputy Assistant Secretary of State, Associate
Special Prosecutor for Watergate, Assistant Attorney General for
the Criminal Division, and an active faculty member at Harvard
Law School where I was fortunate enough to be in his first criminal
law class in 1972.

And, Jim, you can blame him a little bit for some of my views,
if you like. And he has also been at the John F. Kennedy School
of Government. And I want to personally thank Mr. Heymann for
coming. e was an excellent teacher and an excellent government
servant, and we are lucky to have him.

I know you are busy. Your prepared remarks will be read into
the }fecord without objection. And you may proceed in any way you
wish.
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STATEMENT OF PHILIP B. HEYMANN, DEPUTY ATTORNEY
GENERAL, U.S, JUSTICE DEPARTMENT

Mr. HEYMANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It only seemed like my
first year of teaching in 1972. It was probably my third or fourth
then. I was a slow learner.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the recent ap-
pointment of Dr. Lee Brown as Director of National Drug Control
Policy has, of course, started a a)rocess through the administration
to develop and formulate what this administration’s policies will be
on the major issues of supply, demand, overseas domestic prosecu-
tion, treatment, State ancf Federal.

A large part of that process will involve addressing the overscas
activities of the U.S. Government in its battle against drugs; the
subject of today’s hearing.

Therefcre, in testifying today, well before the completion, very
near the early stages of the executive process now underway, I can
state as clearly as possible the questions that I think we have to
address; but I will not be able to provide the answers to these ques-
tions.

First of all, they are very hard questions. Second of all, we wiil
have administration answers in due course.

Still, understanding what I think are no more than eight or nine
major questions is a very im%(,)rtant part of understanding the
issue of overseas enforcement. We are focusing——I am fecusing not
completely on supply-side questions. Of course, not because I re-
gard the demand side with any less interest than Mr. Ramstad,
Mr, Gekas, Mr. Sensenbrenner, and the chairman. It is very, very
important.

But today’s subject is supply side, and | am going to be focusing
on overseas, initially concentrating on cocaine and crack. I am not
sure that I see any great difference with regard to heroin, but I
think heroin is the drug problem of the future coming up quickly
on cocaine. And, therefore, we gught to keep it very much in mind.
Heroin is cheaper and purer than we have seen it for a long time
in the United States today.

As a number of the members of the committee have indicated,
the list of ways to try and deal with the supply of drugs from over-
seas include three major categories: eradication of the drugs; an at-
tempt to destroy the major organizations themselves or undermine
their capacity to engage in the activities that drug processing, pro-
ducing, growing, and distributing organizations have to engage in;
and interdiction of the drugs as they come into the United States.

I am going to be talking about those three things.

The first question is a very general one, and I am going to be
trying to state what I think are the seven or eight major questions
that are going to have to be addressed by the subcommittee and
by the executive branch.

The first question cuts rigat through both eradication and inter-
diction, to a lesser axtent, efforts to deal with the major supplying
organizations. And that question is: How ﬁckly and easily can our
efforts be replaced? How quickly can the drug lords compensate for
our efforts? It is clearest with regard to eradication and interdic-
tion. :
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I think you are going to hear from Peter Reuter. He has written
extensively on this subject. It is going to be very important for us
to decide on each of these questions. I don’t have judgments, and
the administration doesn’t have conclusions on all of them yet. It
is important to decide whether our success in eradication or in
interdiction results in a disruption of the drug business for a sig-
nificant period of time, not forever but for a period of months or
a year or 2 years, or whether it simply results in an increase in
the cost of what is, after all, only a very small part of the cost of
drugs on the streets of New York or Philadelphia or Los Angeles
or New Orleans. That is the cost of getting them into the United
States. The cost of drugs, Peter Reuter will remind you, at the port
of entry, is very small compared to the cost of drugs on the streets
when sold to an addict.

So we have to know whether either eradication or disruption—
we have to reach judgments as to whether eradication and interdic-
tion disrupt the drug traffic or simply increase the cost of a small
part of the total cost.

Now, let me switch to eradication. The second question: We have
to distinguish in eradication between voluntary eradication pro-
grams, crop substitution programs where we have to assess how
successful they are, recognizing that we are trying to compete with
a very lucrative drug in the case of coca and in the case of poppies
toco. We have to assess the evidence as to whether, when we pay
farmers, through a foreign government, not to produce either co-
caine or heroin, we are, in effect, simply paying them to close up
one set of fields and open up another or whether we are having a
real effect there. That is the big question with regard to that form
of interdiction.

There is involuntary interdiction which involves spraying or
movements into an area and cutting down plants. That works in
the sense that it does surely eradicate coca or poppies. But we have
to assess the political costs there.

The third question is take a hard look at what the political costs
are. They depend very much on where we are and the ccoperation
of the country and how severely the country is in internal turmoil
of its own.

Let me move to a fourth question. Socn I will lose count of them.
Interdiction of airplanes and ships. Here I want to call your atten-
tion to the fact that we are going to have to distinguish—and I am
sure the committee is aware of it and is going to want to distin-
guish between targeted interdiction—targeted interdiction is going
after a ship or plane which we have some reason, from investiga-
tions or intelligence, to suspect may very well be carrying drugs.
The same thing across the border with Mexico with vehicles or peo-
pie, that is almost certainly cost-effective and ought to be main-
tained. And untargeted interdiction, which is patrolling, largely
with military equipment, when we don’t have any particular reason
to believe that an identified ship or plane or vehicle is going to
come across with drugs.

Patrolling, whether it is on the streets looking for burglars or on
the seas looking for drug smugglers, always has a relatively low re-
turn of arrests or seizures to the cost of it. That is the nature of
patrol. But patrol does have certain advantages. It is the item of
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our overseas efforts that is most under question now, as the chair-
. man commented. It does have certain advantages. It does signify
a concern for our borders, and its randomness, when it does make
a hit, may tell us about new organizations that our previscus inves-
tigations and intelligence didn’t know about. That is something of
a bonanza, and it undoubtedly does increase the cost of avoiding
our ships and planes and radar. It makes drug smuggling more ex-
pensive.

I have, so far, talked about two of the three major areas, eradi-
cation and interdiction, trying to raise what are the major ques-
tions there.

The final area is the one where we are, in some ways, giving our
most attention now, and that is trying to destroy the major cartel
organizations, particularly in Latin America and Colombia. And
that requires primarily being able to capture, prosecute, and send
away for some period of time the leaders and a number of members
of those organizations. In an only secondary way, it involves seizing
their cocaine processing plants, seizing their money assets, using
mohey laundering statutes, using forfeiture statutes, money laun-
dering technique, investigation of money laundering techniques, to
get at the organization.

I think the major—much to my surprise and pleasure, it seems
to me that we are really quite effective at gathering information
and evidence abroad about the major trafficking organizations, par-
ticularly those dealing with cocaine.

I think the question that we have to look at very hard and that
the committee will have to look at also is whether we are going to
be able to successfully turn information or information gathering
capacities into a prosecution capacity. We are not very good at ex-
traditing people because Colomgia and many nations in the world
will not extradite their own nationals. It is a long tradition in
many nations. And that means that if we are going to successfully
get an organization, even after we have gotten the information
about them, we are going o have to be able to get prosecutions
abroad, for example, in Colombia or Bolivia or Peru.

We all know that those judicial systems are often very troubied.
Sometimes they have notable successes, but it means that this
strategy—in deciding about the value of this strategy, we have to
make estimates of our capacity to bring the judicial systems of Co-
lombia, Bolivia, and Peru into a state where they can prosecute at
least when aided by the United States, both in institution-building
and in furnishing of information.

To disrupt the organizations, we are going to have to rely on the
judicial systems of Colombia, Bolivia, Peru, and other countries.

I should note at this point that the amount of assistance that is
given to the building of judicial institutions abroad is relatively
cheap compared to the figures that the chairman mentioned for
drug enforcement. It may be $20 million or $40 million a year.
That turns out to be a crucial investment if we are going to rely
on this strategy. :

Let me just close by saying a word or two about prosecution, be-
cause prosecution in the United States—I have left out, in talking
about eradication, interdiction, breaking up the organizations, I
have said very little about prosecution. That is because our pros-
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eﬁutors don’t work overseas much. But let me just say a word about
that.

We are going to need successful prosecutions overseas. I have
just mentioned that. That is going to have to be done largely by
countries overseas. There is a great deal to be said for arrest and
prosecution of street dealers. It makes it hard investigating and
prosecuting street dealers, makes it hard for new users to make
contacts safely with street dealers, and it makes it hard for street
dealers to know who to trust. That is, obviously, going to be a local

_ function. The first is a foreign function, and the second is a local
function.

Prosecution will concentrate in two areas: One, the Colombian
cartels themselves have integrated to the point where they now
will bring the drugs into the United States, the cocaine, and carry
it past the port of entry to the city of final distribution. Those are
generally, I understand, Colombian-dominated organizations.

The transportation and handling in the United States are mat-
ters that deserve the very substantial attention of the Federal Gov-
ernment in its investigations and prosecutions. That has to be a
Federal function. It is interstate. We can’t rely on local prosecutors
and investigators to handle it. It is a major part of the enterprise
of bringing drugs into the United States and thus of the enterprise
of keeping drugs from coming into the United States.

Second of all, in our cities and in our towns, there are distribu-
tion groups which are sometimes business organizations and some-
times gangs. In Chicago and Los Angeles, and other cities, we are
talking about very large gangs of young people who handle the dis-
tribution business. In that area, I think the Federal Government
and the local governments have to work together. We have com-
bined task forces in operations addressing the local organizations
that distribute in the cities and towns of America, what is brought
in by a largely Colombian and vertically integrated operation. And
those joint task forces seem to me to be the right idea.

I guess I can close by saying only that I would like to pick up
a point Mr. Gekas made. This is an area, particularly the overseas
enforcement, where two things are necessary. I have been empha-
sizing one of them. The one I have been emphasizing is that there
is a hard set of factual questions, about eight or nine; and you have
to answer them. Or we have tc answer them and you, too, to get
a pretty solid idea of what you and we think about overseas en-
forcement.

But Mr. Gekas quoted the former Director of the drug programs,
Mr. Bennett, as saying yes and no as to the success of drug pro-
grams. There really is a half-empty, half-full quality to this ques-
tion. That is not very satisfactory. But there is the glass is half-
empty or half-full quality to it, as I am often reminded by the peo-
ple that are doing it.

Sometimes I look at the programs, and I say, my God, there is
no way we can make the glass full. There is not a good way to put
it. No matter how hard we try, we will never get our glass of en-
forcement to the place where it would stop what we want it to stop.

On the other hand, if you think what would lapse if we aban-
doned all overseas programs——which none of you is recommending,
I know—the glass suddenly looks half full. So when you are all
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through, we have to ask hard questions about it and then make
hard value judgments of a set o:ﬁprograms that will, for the fore-
seeable future, be half full and half empty both.
ank you, Mr. Chairman,
[The prepared statement of Mr. Heymann follows:]
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STATEMENT OF PHILIP B. EEYHANN
DEPTY ATTORMEY CENERAL
BEFORE THE SUBCONMITTEE GN CRINE AND CRININAL JUSTICE
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
U.5. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
" gowe 1s, 1993

Mr. Chalrman, Members of the Committee, the recent
appointment of Dr. Lee Brown as Director of Naticnal Drug Control
Policy has initiated a process through which the Administration
will develop its policy from the answers to a large number of
important and difficult questions. a iarge part of that process
will involve addressing the overseas activities of the United
States Government in its battle against drugs. . Therefore, in
testifying today well before the completion of the executive
process now under way, I can state the questions we will have to

address but cannot provide many of the answers.

Still, understanding the right questions is a very important
part of understanding any issue. Let me tell you what I think
they are with regard to the issue of programs at or outside our
borders to deal with the proylems of dangerous drugs. I will try
to define the issues starting with the growing and processing
areas abroad and moving towards the United States, initially
concentrating on cocaine and crack, turning to the growing danger

of heroin at the end.
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We are talking about efforts to reduce supply and efforts
that are focused abroad. A relatively coﬁplete list would
include eradication, attempts to destroy the major organizations
themselves or undermine their necessary resources and structures,
and interdiction of transportation of the drugs to the United
States. ’

There is an initial problem that is common toc both
eradication and interdiction. It is important to decide whether
success in either of these efforts does more than require the
producers and transporters of the dangerous drug to bear the cost
of replacing what has been destroyed or seized. An increase --

even a significant increase -- in that relatively small fraction

"of the cost of getting cocaine to the streets of Washington,

New York, or San Francisco -- cannot increase the street price of
cocaine significantly enough to bring about any sizable reduction
in use. This question must be addressed, however difficult it is

to reach an indisputable conclusion.

In dealing with eradication, it is important to distinguish
between voluntary eradication programs based in part upon funds
furnished for crop substitution or involuntary programs such as
spraying from the air. As to the former, we must assess the
evidence bearing on whether payments to abandon cocaine are in
fact only useful to shift the'locatlon in which cocaine is grown,
perhaps by the same farmers. Thet is not a problem with regard

to involuntary eradication, but here the political conseguences
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can be severe for any country agreeing to spray the coca crops,
even if the spray is a very safe herbicide. Assessing the
pﬁlitical cost in different countries even of acceptance of U.S.
assistance in eradication must be part of our process. In some
Latin American countries, for example, it can be a substantial
problem,

Interdiction of airplanes or ships moving across our ocean
borders or of individuals’ vehicles cressing the Mexican border
also has two forms. Targeted interdiction, where we know from
law enforcement or intelligence sources of the shipment, is far
less expensive in terms of its use of American equipment and.
people. It also can have a significant payoff, not only in the
drug seized and the cost that imposes on drug distributing
organizations, but alsc in the opportunity that comes with such
knowledge to pursue the networks in the United States responsible
for receiving, transporting, and distributing the drugs.

The other form is interdiction without advance information
by random patrol which like most other random patrol does not
produce a2 high ratio of successful seizures to cost. There are,
of course, other benefits to random patrol. It signifies our
concern for our borders; its randomness produces sejzures that
can tell us new information about new organizations; and it
undoubtedly imposes costs of avoidance that increase. at least
marginally, the cost of drugs on the street. Still, we must look

carefully at the relative benefits and costs of untargeted
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patrol.

A third and final set of options involves efforts to destroy
the major organizations operating sbroad. It is essential that
any country’s use of the military or the poliée to help disrupt,
dismantle or destroy trafficker organizations must be done in a
fashion fully consistent with fundamental principles of human
rights. Therefore, destroying a powerful drug dealing
organizatlion requires successful prosecutions and the seizure of
equipment and proceeds.

As to successful prosecutions, I believe that the United

States is now quité effective at gathering the necessary
information and evidence even ab;oad. But successful prosecution
also requires honest and effective prosecutors, courts, and
prisons. These are often lacking, to a greater or lesser extent,
in the countries of Latin America. The alternative -- .
extradition proceedings followed by trial in the United States --
is often barred by the practice of some civil law countries of
refusing to extradite their nationals. éeizures of processing
plants_are rarely permanently disabling. Seizure of even
substantial funds may only temporarily affect the capacity of a
drug dealirig organization, but can nevertheless be effectively

.*disruptive to the operations of such an organization.

What I have described so far largely bears on the use of
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several resources other than prosecution. Our prosecutorial
resources should be allocated among the tasks of pursuing major
cartels or other drug organizations asbroad; the distribution
network in the United States which recelves those drugs and
transports them to the city where they will be used; the gangs or
other organizations which handle distribution from the vertically
integrated drug producing and transporting syndicate; and the
dealer on the street whose prosecution can make it more difficult
for a purchaser to find drugs -- this sllocation presents a
separate set of questions. In the absence of effective
extradition or other means of apprehenéion -- consistent with the
principles of international law and practice -- only foreign
prose%utots may actually be able te conduct prosecutions of some
members of trafficking organizations, and local prosecutors must
play the equally crucial market disrupting r&les reflected by the
last. The federal government can assist in both areas, but may

not be able to play a leading role.

However, setting aside the uncertainties asbout federal
prosecutive efforts at those two extremes of the narcotics
trafficking and distribution chain, it is easy to recognize a
crucial federal role to the investigation and the prosecution of
those who, for example, receive drugs at a port of entry and
transport them to the place of sale. The interstate character of
the transaction and the likelihood the crucial information will

conme from investigations of activities abroad make the resources
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and assets of the federal government indispensable in this area.
As to the category of sizable organizations or gangs managing
distribution in & city such as Chicago or Los Angeles, we must
look more carefully at the allocation of responsibility between
federal, state and local prosecutors. A variety of federal/local
drug task forces are at work in this area, reflecting the present

sense of joint responsibility.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, these seem to me
to be the major questions with regard to interdiction and other
oversess activities of the United States in the field of drug
enforcement. They reflect the problem of cocaine and their
formulation reflects, in some ways, the problem of cocaine and
the location of distributors and transporters in Latin America.
The situation may differ in relatively minor respects, if we
attend to the growing and frightening problem of heroin. So I
think that is enough of the description of the questions that we

must address. I look forward to responding to your questions.
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Mr. ScHUMER. Thank you, Mr. Heymann, I will try to keep my
guestions brief, because I know you have to hurry along.

First, when will your review bé completed and will the adminis-
tration announce its policies on this issue? _

Mr. HEYMANN. I would like you to check with Director Brown
when he is here. I believe he said that the first cut that would be
made public would be due sometime in September; and the pro-
gram for the year 1994 would be available later in the year. But
he is the one who set the deadlines.

Mr. SCHUMER. The second question I have is: Are you looking at
any major reorganization of this effort?

For instance, on the interdiction, we have about five different
agencies all doing different types of interdiction. Even overseas, we
have the State Department in the INM program. We have DEA,
And a lot of it—some of it stems from necessity.

You can see that you somehow need the State Department going
overseas, but you alse need law enforcement. Some of it is good old-
fashioned turf.

Without some central direction from Mr. Brown, from the White
House, and, I guess, from Justice as the primary agensy involved,
these kinds of turf, not only battles, but just synapses that make
the effort less easy to prosecute get in the way.

Is the administration considering any changes there? Are you
looking at that? Is that part of the first review or second Teview
or anything?

Mr. HEYMANN. I think the answer is that it will be a part of the
second review. I think we ought to get an idea what are the major
ingredients of the policy and look at organizational structures in
light of the major ingredients of the policy.

I should say that anyone who knows the Attorney General as
well as you do knows that she is a virtual crusader against duplica-
tion of Federal efforts. I have been around: the Federal Government
so long that I have become accustomed to multiple Federal agen-
~ cies doing very similar work. She has experienced that as a hard-
ship for 15 years as DA of Dade County. And she is a crusader on
this subject. So we are going to be looking at organizational duplic-
ity.

Mr. SCHUMER. That is good news. The final question in the area
that I am most interested in terms of the eradication efforts, which
were cut by a third, I think, in this budget—and the prosecutorial
efforts are relatively cheap. I think it is only $20 to $40 million in
the prosecutorial effort, although it is a long-term job.

On the other hand, the interdiction efforts are up to $2.1 billion,
which dwarfs it. You mentioned the two types of interdiction, one
targeted and one random.

Do you have any idea where the cost breakdown is there—ap-
proximately?

Mr. HEYMANN. I think you will get more precise figures from Mr.
Wankel of DEA. But I think that you will find that about two-
thirds to three-fourths of the cost are in random interdiction, and
a quarter or a third of the costs are on targeted interdiction.

Mr. SCHUMER. Would it be your guess there is more bang for the
buck in the targeted than the random?
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Mr. HEYMANN. I would want to look at it. But I think, at the mo-
ment, that is the general sense, yes.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Sensenbrenner.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Heymann, I appreciate you coming here. And I also appre-
ciate your candor in stating that since this is a new administration,
you really have not sorted out exactly how to approach these ques-
tions.

Let me say, I hope that this is a top priority, because the sooner
these matters get sorted out, the better we will be able to deal with
this scourge that is plaguing our society.

Mr. HEYMANN. It is a top priority, Mr. Sensenbrenner.

Myr. SENSENBRENNER. Good. That is good news. Let me make
three points and ask you to amplify them.

From my experience on the former Select Committee on Narcot-
ics Abuse and Control—I will confess that most of my efforts on
that committee have been in the heroin area because 1 have seen
heroin usage increase as cocaine usage has decreased. And I have
taken several trips to Southeast Asia to look into matters. The first
concern that I have is that coordination between the various Fed-
eral agencies dealing with this problem isn’t very good. And this
is more so overseas where turf battles seem to be more accentuated
than in the United States or within our borders.

And I would hope that when the administration announces its
policy, people from the Departments of State, Justice, Transpor-
tation, and Treasury—Transportation having jurisdiction over the
Coast Guard—and Treasury over the Customs Service and other
relevant agencies, get together and get the message of whatever
the policy is and who is in charge and what the chain of command
is to the folks overseas as well as the folks who are in the United
States and who are on the borders.

There have been some pretty dicey turf fights that I have seen
develop in Southeast Asia that serve no useful purpose to refight.
But it seems to me that semebody ought to call the shots when
these things develop, whether it is an ambassador or somebody
else; and that Washington should be able to quickly back up what-
ever type of decision is made or consult with whoever is in charge
of making the decisions so that the turf fights are kept to a mini-
mum. .

My second concern is that very frequently foreign policy concerns
work at cross purposes to drug interdiction overseas. I can use the
two examples of Burma and China. When the military coup oc-
curred in Burma, the United States foreign policy was to keep the
military government in the deep freeze because of their ignoring of
the election results: A lot of the heroin production and the original
refining of the poppy seeds simply moved across the border from
Laos and Thailand into Burma.

When the United States and the People’s Republic of China have
had foreign policy disagreements following the massacre on
Tiananmen Square, the favorite export routes of heroin have been
tBhrouI%hkthe southern provinces of China rather than out through

angkok. ,

So as our Government’s influence with the Burmese and Chinese
Governments has gone down, the production and transportation of
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heroin in those countries has gone up. And there ought to be some
way that we can work on a dual-track basis where,we can continue
to pressure the Burmese and Chinese Governments on the issue of
democracy without completely blowing our influence on the issue of
drug production and drug transportation.

Now, the final point I would like to make is that there is an in-
creasing tie between drug trafficking into the United States and il-
legal immigration. Illegal immigrants that are attempting to sneak
across our borders have been used increasingly as mules and car-
riers simply because the drug lords really have nothing to lose if
gsome of these folks get caught at the border by our interdiction op-
eration.

And there is no way that we can slacken our efforts in attempt-
ing to interdict drugs without it having an impact on people who
are illegally crossing our southern border. Those things are becom-
ing increasingly tied as Siamese twins and to try to split them
apart, in my opinion, is an impossibility.

you.

Mr. HEYMANN. I will try to be brief in responding.

I agree with all the concerns that you are expressing, Mr. Sen-
senbrenner. My only qualification about the concern with regard to
multiple agencies is that I think that the concern is least when we
are in the foreign country where DEA seems to have been given a
clearly controlling role. And it becomes greater as we approach our
borders from the foreign country. When you get to borders, there
we have a variety of agencies doing the same thing and perhaps
sometimes all over each other.

Ag you know, the State Department has undertaken or is under-
taking a major reorganization, with Senator Tim Wirth now having
a responsibility, a major responsibility, here. I hope and believe
that will help.

It will also help a little bit on your second question. There is a
real conflict unavoidable between concern about human rights or
other aspects of foreign policy and narcotic dealing with our effort
30 put pressure on a counfry to stop narcotics dealing from its bor-

ers.

As to human rights and narcotics dealings, Tim Wirth has both
of them now under his responsibility.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I have already discussed some of these
matters with him.

Mr. HEYMANN. So you have him in a position where one person
has to decide on those issues.

The illegal immigration of drugs, they go together with Asia and
from our southern borders, and they are creating a major problem
in our prison system. They go together. And 25 percent of our pris-
oners are illegal aliens who have been convicted for something else,
not immigration. And most of them were involved in some way
i)vithi drug smuggling. And it is a very heavy burden at the prison
evel.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Thank you.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Edwards.

Mr. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I join my col-
leagues in welcoming Mr. Heymann back into the Department of
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Justice. We missed you, and we are delighted that you are the Dep-
uty.

Mr. HEYMANR. Thank you, Mr. Edwards.

Mr. EDWARDS. I herald with joy the announcement made by the
Attorney General—and, I am sure, subscribed to by you, Mr.
Heymann—that you are going to take another look at the whole
problem of drugs in America,

Let me tell you, statistically and emotionally and economically,
we are not doing a very good job. We are filling our prisons; we are
building new prisons. We built 29 new prisons, and they are over-
crowded. And prisoners are piled on top of each other, and fpeople
are not getting treatment. Diversion is impossible because of these
mandatory sentences,

So violent criminals are being allowed to plea bargain and walk
the streets while first-time nonviolent drug offenders are locked up
for long, long periods of time where they come out of prison violent
even though tﬁey didn’t go in that way. The average that we have
added to drug sentences by mandatory sentences is 4 additional
years per prisoner.

It is not working, and I am glad that you and the Attorney Gen-
eral are going to help us take another look at the issue.

Mr. ScHUMER. Thank you, Mr. Edwards.

Mr. Ramstad.

Mr. RaMsTAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Heymann, one thing that struck me as a former member of
the Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control and the
hearings that we had with the various agency officials, was the du-
plicative efforts involving interdiction: DOD, DEA, and branches of
the Service—

Mr. HEYMANN. Coast Guard, Treasury, Customs.

Mr. RamMsTAD. Exactly. Stumbling over themselves, not because
of any fault of their own, rather because I don’t think that the re-
spective missions were clearly delineated.

And I am just wondering, given the fact that the Defense Depart-
mient receives the lion’s share of Federal funding for interdiction ef-
forts, what your feelings were about having DOD direct and coordi-
nate our interdiction strategy.

I mean, is DOD the correct place where the strategy should be
directed? Should it be directed elsewhere? Should it be decentral-
ized? More centralized? How do we coordinate it better?

I don’t think we are doing a good job. There is too much duplica-
tion of efforts.

Mr. HEYMANN. Mr. Ramstad, I am sure that I don’t know enough
to answer that question well.

do think we need a single coordinating point with regard to
interdiction. DOD is not the agency that has the expertise on
drugs, on drug flows, on drug dealers, on all those issues. My own
reaction, which may be, for the moment, parochially, Justice ori-
ented or perhaps Lee Brown oriented, is to want the control of that
to be in the hands of people whose major work is narcotics.

DEA controls the assets, and we probably can’t tell them very
well how to use the interdiction assets. But I think someone else
ghould tell them where to use them and what the targets should

e.
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Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Heymann, I couldn’t agree more. And that
was one point that came home even with respect to eradication ef-
forts when members of the select committee were in the Middle
East at Syria, Lebanon, the Bekaa Valley—one of the biggest pro-
ducers of poppy seeds—Israel, Pakistan.

In that Middle Eastern visit, drug officials from those various
countries also were confused and requested that if we do one thing,
that the efforts be more coordinated and the responsibilities better
defined. So it is refreshing. And that is where—as I pointed out to
Chairman Rangel in those hearings—I think that is where the re-
sgonsibility more properly lies. So I am really glad to hear you say
that.

The only other question I have of Mr. Heymann is what grade
Schumer got in that class?

Hey, I don’t want to put you on the spot.

Mr. HEYMANN. I want to assure you that the chairman of this
committee, whoever it is, would have gotten a wonderful grade, at
least in retrospect.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Heymann was in my third year that I took
a course from him. The first year it was criminal law from Profes-
sor Bell, I was going to say, as I realized it after, what grade I got.
But I won’t since he was not the teacher.

Mr. Mann.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Heymann, thank you for being here today. I
guess I want to know just how big this glass is that is half full.
And I was struck by the portion of your written testimony that
seems to concede that the eradication interdiction efforts that we
can reasonably expect ourselves to be able to pursue don’t have
much impact on use.

Mr. HEYMANN. I meant to raise—I meant to say that there is a
gquestion there. I didn’t intend to give an answer to it, Mr. Mann,

Peter Reuter, when he testifies before you later today, will em-
phasize a relatively small part of the cost of drugs on the streets
is attributable to the cost of growing them, which is obviously rel-
atively cheap—cheap land, cheap labor—or even attributable to the
cost of getting them into the United States, which we make much
more expensive by interdiction efforts. It is just that a great part
of the cost is attributable to the difficulty of bringing the drugs
from a seaport, Miami, some place else, to Cincinnati or Cleveland
or Des Moines.

And that means that you have to worry about whether increasing
the cost of the small part-—doubling the cost of the small part will
make much difference.

But I don’t know the answer to that. You would have to make—
you would have te reach some judgments about that.

Mr. MANN. My background is in city government in Cincinnati,
and it is clear that the police officer on the street thinks that, for
instance, it doesn’t matter how many polize officers you might add
to a force as long as there are people in our socicty for whatever
reason—and we need to explore those reasons—who want to use
the stuff and pay for the stuff, then there iz going to be somebody
else to take the risks assecciated with providing this stuff and mak-
ing a profit from it.
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So my answer to the question, which I suppose is intuitive as
much as anything, is that this set of efforts doesn’t have much to -
do with our drug problem. What we really have to approach-—and
this is why I have been very pleased with some of the comments
of the Attorney General and Mr. Brown—is why people are using
drugs and what it is about their lives that leads them to want to
spend what resources they have on using them.

- And I am convinced personally that unless we address that ques-
tion, we are going to continue to have a tremendous problem in
this country.

Mr. HEYMANN. I think that is a crucially important problem, Mr.
. Mann. But the half-full argument is disconcerting for me. It has
some validity: to-it. If I imagine no efforts against the major cartels
in Celombia, no efforts to eradicate, no efforts to interdict, or no
substantial efforts in any of those areas, I could picture a flow of
. drugs that would be much greater and much more dangerous than

'we are now facing. So there is a half-full quality to it.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Gekas.

Mr. Gexas. I thank the Chair.

There seems to be something in the questions and the testimony
that shows a disparity between current White House policy with its
budget recommendations and what we feel generally should be the
effort. Has the White House briefed you on its general policy in this
area? Or——

Mr. HEYMANN. I have sat down and had long conversations with
the—with Director Brown, with Lee Brown.

Mr. GEAS. I understand. You mean just in the last 2 weeks?

Mr. HEYMANN. Yes. I assume it was in the last 2 weeks. Maybe
i’i;u was 3 weeks, but I have had long conversations with him about
this.

Mr. Gekas. Did you gather from that or infer or learn from these
discussions that, indeed, there is going to be legislation to come up
to reauthorize the drug czar’s office and all the things that we have
been determining?

Mr. HEYMANN. 1 think that you will find a somewhat reshaped
program that is very vigorous in its attack on the drug problem in
all dimensions, in treatment, in prevention through education, and
gerx much so in supply. And I think it is going to be domestic and

oreign. i

Mr. GEKAS. So when we leave these hearings here today, we will
be, as you would perceive it, continuing the war on drugs in the
same parameters that we have established before and the same .
target areas?

Mr. HEYMANN. With an effort to, as the chairman has said, Mr.
Gekas—with an effort to learn from experience and get the dollars
where they matter most. A very—no reduction in interest, but an
effort to get the dollars ‘where they matter most because dollars are
getting scarcer.

Mr. GEKaS. Tell me.

Mr. HEYMANN. I know.

Mr. SCHUMER. The reporter will show mutual commiseration.

Mr. GEKAS. One of your characterizations which has continued to
astound me, because I have heard it in many different ways, is
ithat a foreign national walks—brings the substance with him,
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walks into our country, and goes to a target city practically
unmolested.

Are you talking about somebody who comes in legally first? We
know about the porous borders.

Mr. HEYMANN. No, I didn’t mean to talk about an individual. I
am told by the people who have been studying drugs for some time,
that the organization of the delivery of cocaine is vertically inte-
grated as if General Motors were owning and running the dealer-
ships in Cincinnati themselves, and that the same organizations
having the ability to hire and fire and kill people who work for
them not onlg buy the drugs but process them, process them in Co-
lombia, get them across the ocean and the sea to the United States,
and move them from the port of entry to the city where they end
up.
I am not talking sbout a mule—I mean I am not talking about
the same person carrying it in a briefcase. I am talking about a
complicated organization that is well enough—that is fpowerful
enough and modern enough to move the drugs all the way from——

Mr. GEkAs. Colombia to Columbus?

Mr. HEYMANN. Very well said.

Mr. GEKAS. Thank you very much.

I have no further questions.

Mr. ScHUMER. Thank you, Mr. Gekas.

And thank you, Mr. Heymann.

Mr. HEYMANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the second panel come forward.

Let me say that we scheduled a break at approximately 11
o'clock and a resumption at 12:15. We are going to try to get
through this panel so they don’t have to wait for the break.

Sc I am going to ask each of our people testifying, we will read
the entire statements into the record. We will limit each of them
to 6 lﬁinutes, and then the questions we will try to keep limited
as well.

Let me introduce our panel.

First is John Walters. He is currently a visiting fellow at the
Hudson Institute. He served as Deputy Director for Supply Reduc-
tion the Office of Drug Control Policty for the Bush administration.
In that position, he was responsible for developing policy coordinat-
ililli efforts essential to diminishing the supply of illegal drugs in

erica.

Mr. Peter Bensinger is president of Bensinger, DuPont & Associ-
~ ates, a professional consulting firm providing services to private in-
dustry, national and community organizations, and government on
a host of drug-related issues. He served as the Administrator of
DEA for the Ford administration.

And Dr. Peter Reuter who, as Professor Heymann mentioned, is
the senior economist in the Rand Corp. and co-director of the Rand
Drug Policy Research Center. Since 1983, he has worked primarily
on drug policy issues and published a number of papers and stud-
ies on drug endorsement.

And Dr. Reuter is accompanied by Dr. Jack Riley who has writ-
ten publications on drug policy. We are going to give each of you,
Mr. Walters, Mr. Bensinger, Mr. Reuter, the 5 minutes.

And so, Mr. Walters, you may proceed.
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STATEMENT OF JOHN P. WALTERS, VISITING FELLOW, THE
HUDSON INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. WALTERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I won’t repeat my tes-
timony. I have tried te give you——

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Reuter and Mr. Riley are going to share their
time. '

Mr. WALTERS. I tried to give you a background for where I think
we are, given my experience, and some detail on supply, interdic-
tion, and its relation to demand reduction. But let me make a cou-
ple of general points, partly in relation to what happened earlier
at this hearing. :

First of all, there is no glass empty, glass half-full here. We have
drained this glass big time. And the problem that you have and the
reason that you see the cuts and the failure to create a policy and
the talk about weakening a lot of areas is because the political
pressure on an aggressive war on drugs has diminished. And the
reason it has diminished is that use by the vast middle America
has fallen through the floor. Now, 85 percent of the cocaine use in
1985; half the level of drug use overall in adolescents that we were
most worried about in the 1980’s when we heard reports of crack
in the elementary schools. Those declines have been greater. I sup-
pose that one of the reasons that the treatment centers have closed
is that they don’t have clients.

We didn’t get everything that we asked for from Congress, and
the current administration is reducing what it asked for. If you
want to treat drug use effectively, you have to pay for and put the
money where the drug addicts are. Now, 80 percent of drug capac-
ity is being used, and 20 percent isn’t, because the treatment slots
aren’t targeted where the drug users are. I put some focus on that.

If we jput more money in here and cut it from some place else,
let’s make sure we are getting quality treatment and we have ac-
countability. We have sent up proposals for that. There is a re-
markable reluctance to make treatment focused and worked. And
if it is not needed, we ought to stop wasting the money. Because
if you waste the money, people won’t support it and junkies are
going to come in last unless you have a good case to make. And
they just did a couple of weeks ago.

Second, supply reduction, and more directly the interdiction
issue, we do have a drug problem. We still have 6 million addicts
in this country, and we are not doing a very good job of reducing
those in contrast to casual users.

How do we do that? We don’t use supply reduction. We have to
use treatment. That is the only thing that reaches them. I will
point out, as I did in my testimony, most substance-dependent indi-
viduals have been through treatment already at least once. It
would be helpful if it worked a little more effectively.

Secend, what we need to do is remember that drug addicts spend
most of their disposable income on drugs. When it gets more expen-
sive, they use less. When we had a decline in cocaine flow in 1989
and 1990 through interdiction efforts, the number of people who
showed up in emergency rooms and died according to medical ex-
aminer reports due to cocaine overdoses dropped by 20 percent.
The single biggest decline in drug use that we had in this period
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was for cocaine, and it was caused by supply efforts, not the dou-
bling of treatment money. '

Third, it is important the message that we send to them. Thirty
percent of the people in treatment now are referred by the criminal
justice system. We need strong laws. The Federal Government does
not put users in prison; it puts traffickers in prison. State and
locals do put users in prison, but there is a lot of deferral. And we
are talking abcut reducing mandatery minimums and changing
asset forfeiture l¢:'ws, and the House just cut treatment.

1 think what we are looking at here is the end of drug war. Now,
I don’t think that is necessarily %;)od. I do think we need to restruc-
ture, given the successes that have been made. But we have to
focus on what is éoing to work. Addicts are sensitive to supply. And
the question is: Can we reduce supply, and can we do it better do-
mestically or abrnad? But the previous drug strategy tried to do
both; encourage ¢smmunity policing and encourage attacks on orga-
nizations in this country which exist.

" But none of those—with the exception of certain areas; the
Chambers brothers in Detroit—did these programs significantly re-
duce the availability. The changes we saw in cocaine were as a re-
sult of interdiction and source country efforts. That is where you
have to go. It is easier to interdict when the cocaine is in the metric
ton quantity than when it is in the one-tenth of a gram quantity.

Can we do it? Yes, we can do it. But it is a question of, are we
willing to pay the price? Can we eradicate the coca in this counfry?
Of course we can. You use Round-Up on your lawn. It can be ap-
plied to the coca fields abroad. What is the diplomatic cost? It was
thought to be prohibitive in the past.

Let me make one more point on interdiction. We also have the
ability to stop small planes that bring the most cocaine from South
America. We diminish it when we patrol. But the question is: Are
we willing to pay the cost? We have to be willing to say: What are
we willing to achieve?
~ My argument and my plea to you is, there are a lot of things that
we can do that are incrementally effective. You've got to be willing
to say: Does the population that is paying the price today for drugs,
not the vast middie class but the inmer cities—particularly black
inner-city young people who are being killed and having their lives
ruined and their communities destroyed—do they deserve their
kind of hell?

The cartels are taking several hundred thousand dollars a month
out of inner cities and sending it to Colombia. Do you want to have
urban renewal? Stop the cocaine trade. That is sucking the money
out. That is where the food stamp and welfare money is going. You
have to be willing te stmen intelligence, which the Congress
cut. And you have to be willing to strengthen the organization and
the determination and the mission of interdiction.

And T don’t believe that law enforcement can direct DOD assets.
1 urge you to look at these assets before you go to the floor and
offer to gut the DOD budget for interdicticn. Go to the command
centers. Talk to the people in the field. Many of them want to do
a better job, but they are constrained because of rules of engage-
ment, mission, and interdiction.

I will stop there.
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[The prepared statement of Mr. Walters follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN P, WALTEs‘xs, VISITING FELLOW, THE HUDSON
INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. Chairean sad Membars of the Comsdttes I am plmased to vestify before you
today. As you knov, I am hera today as & private citizen.

IETRODUCTION

In ordar to understand the topic of this hearing brnsorly, it 1 ldportant to
;stablish_ita context -- thevdrug war: where ve are today and how:we got
era, .

On September 5, 1989, President Buah delivered first major telavised

address. ' The subject wae illicit drugs, vhich the President called "the

gravest threat facing our Nation today." Every major public opiniofl poll
shoved thar by a vide margin Americans regarded the drug spidemic ?n the

¥avion's most serious problem.

four years ago more than 14 willion Americans vere current, active ugers of
such druga as cocaine, marijuana, and heroin. Nearly 2 million adolescen:s
vore ueing drugse. i

The drug epidedic was fueled by unprecedented guantities of cocaine flecding
across cur borders, bringing uver-lowar street prices that fostaered the
geduction of nev users. Abroad, naroo-terrorists in Coloabdiz vore on the
varge of bringiag one of Latia Amsrica‘'s oldest demosracias to ies;knauo vith
the brutal murders of e Presidential candidate and soas 100 judges, iancluding
seven cupreme coasrt Jjustices. [

Throughout mest of the 1980's, the Nation's response to the drug threat had
bean vigorous and well-intemtioned, but it vas not alveye vell coordinated.
Federal agencias vith responsidilities for lav snfcrcemant, inmterdiction, and
demand reducticn had overlapping responsidilities end often worked at crosa
purpoges -~ 2023tiEss sTuptiiy iB 20 called turf buttles. Coesunities hit
hard by drugs often lacked tbe means and support for mcbilizing ageinst the
thesat, Many staces had yet to mershall effectively their own resources to
. ¢ight drugs or to torm a preductive and effactive zllience with the Federel
governwent. Imsutficient attention was paid to drug prevention in the
5¢hools, and Federal support for drug treatment and research lnnqutahod. Much
remained to be done ny the Unitsd 5States to work with source and transit
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countries such as Pern, Colombla, and Hexico %o control the cultivation,
tanutactars, end expert of drugs.

Presidect Bush's 1983 gpeach to the Americaen psople signelled not just & call
for gev resources with which to fight drugs, but also a new approach. To
develop and courdinate the implementation of this nev approach, the Office of
National Drug control Policy (ONDCP) vas created vithin the Exacutive Office
of the President. The Office Was authorized by the Anti-Drug Adbuse Act of
1988 to davelop and advise the President on & national qrug control strategy,
2 consolidated drug control budget, and other managenent and organizational
153ues. :

The September 1589 Strategy and each succeeding Strategy ware grounded on four
key principles that made explicit the Bush Administration's understanding of
the nature our Nation's drug probles;

1. The assence of the drug problem 1s drug use. Our ultimate goal, and
the @seasure of our success, &ust be to reduce the number of Americane sho
use drugs, Heretofore, our progress in fighting drugs vas frequently
peagured in terms of the number of arrests, conviction rates, and
quantities of drugs seized. These are useful indicators, but thay address
only the symptoms, not the problem itself: drug usg. Too 1ittié attention
had been given to such indicators of drug use as drug-related deaths,
injuries, and levels of drug use among various populations.

2. Bacausa they are tha heart of the probles. drug users sust bd held
dccomtable. Although thera ars many reasond individuals offer for taking
druge ~- guch as unomployment, boradom, pser pr re, homelesaness, and
depreesion -~ by aad large, drug use 1o the result of bad decisiens by
individuals exezolsing free will., An important means of persuading
individualz got to use drugs is to make it olear to them that using drugs
vill lead inevitably to specific adverse consequences and sanctiédne. Thege
®ay and should include & zange of civil end criminal psnalties, gton lose
of protessional license to court-ordered drug tresatment, as vollicn socisal
ganctions trom family, school, employer, and coemunity,

3. To be effective, the Nation's esti-drsg ufforts sst integrate atforts
to reduce the supply Of as well &s the demand for illegel drugs., No single
tactic, pursued alsna or to the detriment of others, can ba stfective in
reducing drug use. Ratber, to be fully effective, prevention amd treatament
prograas need the support of programs to raduce the supply and ayailability
of illegal drugs. I ehouléd also note, that a portion of che supply
reduction effort contributes directly to reducing the depand tO!iilIqul

deugs in tvo vays:

o by discouraging use through the threat of apprehension and,
punishpant, amd !

o by directing substance-dopsndent imdividusle who enter theicriminal
justice systew to undertake and cocmplete treathent prograas.

The remainder of the supply reduction effort contributes to rudu%inq drug

75-765 0 - 94 -~ 2



30

uge only if it can reduce the availability of illeqal drugs -- that ig,
make them more difficult to obtain, more costly, and lass pura.

4. Ve sugt have a national, not just z Federal suti-drug eftort. Any
naticnal drug control effort that faily to energize and support Stats and
local officials, the private sscior, families, religioss institutions, and
commurity iniciatives, 1 unlikaly to get the job done. Part of the uqht
involves radaral resources expandsd by Federal authoritiss., but an even
bigger part of the fight involves Pederal, State, local. and non-
govarnnental rescurces expanded by comgunities, neighdorhoods. echools,
vorkplaces. and individeale.

In reaporse to the Matiomal Drug Control Strategy, nore msney, attantian,
fainking, ressarck, lagislative and govarnsent action, coopariative effort. and
personnel were applied to the drug prohlem than at any time in ocur history.
More citizens mobilized in their communities to bsttle drugs. Xord scheols
iaplemanted drug prevention prograss. More drug uasre vera abdle to obtain
treatment., And efforts to arrest traffickers, eradicate domsetic drug croys,
and intardict incoking 4rugs vere intensified.

President Bush bolstersed the National Drug Control 3trategy by seecking
unpracedented increasss in Faderal funding for virtually every facat of the
war oo drugs. His firet budget slone prcposed a 40 percent increade in
funding for drug comtrol programs. During the Bush Ad-i.uhtutxm::l Sunding
for druy prograss increased by aearly 89 percwat to $11.9 billiom Ia £ 1993,
Funding for domestic law enforcement graw by 30 percent, for intecnatioual
cooperation and interdiction by 38 percent, and for desand reductign by 99
percent since FY 1969, The Push Administration projocted a budgst of $11.4
billion, an 11 percent increase over thé FY 1993 appropriationm, to support the
National Drug Control Strategy in FY 19%4. \

From the first to the fourth and lzst National Dng Control strltm & number
of initiatives vers launched, iaciuding:

o Creation of & 5100 ailliom por year grant program to help covqunitiu
mobilize against dregs.

o Increased funding for drug prevemtion in public housing cmndltiel froa
88 million in FY 1939 to §175 millioa in FY 1993, .

o Fanding requests that would have doudled Federal funding for whool
systems ravaced by drugs and drug-related crims.

o Doubled funding for 4rug treatment services and ressarch. and proposed
and signsd inta lav iegiglation that izproves state strategic planning .
for dzupy trsatment systeas.

o Initiated the developmeat of model drug trsatmont protecols uul gtandarde
of mare Por treatmeant providare.

o Pionesred multi-aodality frug treatasnt campuses and amrium’tnl
prograns lategrating drug traatment at Job corpl training cantlan.
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o Expanded funding and encouragement for community poliocing approsches by
local lav enforcement,

o Increased the use of significant elemonta of the U.G. Armed Forces in the
fight againat 1illegsl druge.

o Expanded cooperative programs with Colombia, Mexico, Bolivia, Peru, and
other source and tranmsit countries.

o Increased the usw of boot camps and other altermative sanctiong for drug
offendars.

o Greatly lucressed the aradication of domestically-grown marijuana crops.

Thera is alvays a temptatlon tO §9sess progreas or tailure in the fight
againet druga by vhatever happang to De the 1latest piecs of good or bad news.
But a stratagy designad to fight a national drug prodles requires a more
systematic svaluation of its progress, It reguires that wa look beyond vivid
anecdotal reports or piecemeal statistical data such a8 the nuamber of arrasts,
the amount of seizures, or the number of petple treated. Thig information is
important, but as noted above, the only real qauge of hov va are doing is the
numbar of Americans using drugs. '

Against this bench mark there haz been siguificant progress. The aumber of
current users of drugs (that is, persons rsporting uss of an illicit drug
during the past month) declined steadily in the 1980's and continued to
decline in the 1980's. Indesd, the wumber of curromt drug users im nov half
that in 1$79. Since 193¢, the mumber of Amsricans vho ceported ueing cocsine
vithin the past ®0Bth is down by 43 parcent, BSisce 1985, it has deslimsd by
almont 80 parcent. As impressive as these statisties are, declines in
adolescent drug use are aven wora impressive. ‘The aoabar of adolesceate who
use cocaime on a currest Dasis das declined by 76 percent aince 1988, and by
86 parcoat zince 1948. Adolegcent drug unske is nov at tha loweat level since
' national data collectica began in 1378 :

Behind these statiatics ic a s¢a change in Americans’ attitudes tovard drug
use., For yesara we squivocated over vhether drugs vere bad or siaply a
litestyls choice. A Tims wagesine cover from the esrly 1940's portrayed
tocaine 2o the contemporsry equivelent to ths martiazl, and a number of States
dacrininalized the use of marijuzna. Our national leadsra did not spaak about
the drug problem, nor unite the Nation in an effective course of adtion
ageinst it. .

But through the leadersbip of Presidest Bush, President and Mra. Reagan, key

Democretic ang Republicam Hembere of Congress, the Partnership for a Drug-Free

Anerics, and mauny others =~ gnd arter many lives vers lest or ruiged -- the ,
Nation fipally msde up its =ind, ¥e've come to understand that drug use not

only i3 dangerous, it is wrong, and that Aarug use makes had parsnts,

unreliable co-vorkers, poor students, and erratic citizeus.

The 1992 data shov, as expsctéd, there are two distinct fromts in ﬂhn war on
drugs. Tho National Drug Control 3trategy vas designed to curtail ‘the epread
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0! drug use DY dramatically reducing casual use -- the vector by which thia
pathology spreada. Racent data confirm that ve have basn successsiul bayond
expactation on this front ~-- and revsals how vrong the critice and legaiizers
vere. Hard-core iddicted users -- those on the second front -- nov prodably
constitute over 50 percent of ali current drug usece. Bince they are more
resistant to conventional anti-drag use ceasurss than casual ugers, prcgress
in this area will be difficult. Despite a doubling of Federal treitmert
tundénqlzigga 1988, the available avidence indicates tha addiot population hags
not declined. .

BUPPLY REDUCTIOX, INTERDICTION, AMD DRUG USR

Your area of interast today is the interdiction and international portion of

vhat is usuglly called our supply reduction effort. Interdiction attacks the r
supply netvorks that link domestic and international trafficking operaticns.

Interdiction algo complementa investigative efforts. Post seizure analysis

can determine the source of the narcotics and help initiate successful

investigations of tralficking organizations, Alzo, controlled deliveries and

intormant devalopssnt can lead to the traffirking kingpins and their monay e
launderora.

In gesural, our interdiccion offorts cresta numerous problams for tratfickers:

o Beiging large amounte of drugs from mid- and lover-level traftickers hes
a direct impact oa the profitability of their operations, and may aven
cause them to go out of business, Iaterdictiag drugs consigned to lower-
lavel dealers creates pistrust vithin the trefficking chain of
distribution and makes the supply of drugs to thelr customers ercatic and
unreliable.

0 At higher levels, trafficking organizations caa absorb greater losses
from interaiction seizures as part of their operating coet. At these
levels, 8 particular interdictios success ie wore of a nuisance to drug
tratficking organizetions than a thraat to their existence. Howaver,
even hers interdiction crentes uncertainty, increases the coat of doing
busineas, and raises the chance of getting CAUYRT and punished. If
interdiction efforts &re gustaired over long periods of time, the
accuaulated losses and incressed difficulty of doing business begin to
affect aven high lavel traffickers.

o Fros an investigative standpoint, individual intardiction efforts that
lead to the seizure of druga at cur ports of entry provide lawv
enforcenent vith the necsesary physical evidance to progecute high-level
domestic and foreigm traffickers., Such prosecutions aliminate
traffickars and their agents and support our geal of disrupting
tgattickinu oparations end dismgntiing the organizations that coptrol
them, i

Perhaps of groatest significance overall, interdiction efforts preiout
substantiel quantities of drugs £ros reeching our atrssts. The chart below
shovs, the hundreds of tons of illegal drugs stopped from reaching our
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comgunities bY Fedoral agenciss working at. or near our borders ~- it does not
include even greater ssizures eade sbro&d in a cooperative effort vith onr
alligs, gome of yonr other vitnesses may be sble to provide more detijled and
¢irrent data 1n this regard.

" PEIERAIAVITE DEEG SEIZRE SYSTEM
{in i lozress)
IY 1550 Y 1931 7 1932
HEROIN 818 1.3% 112
oaANE 107,300 109,500 137,800
MARIANR 277,450 307,845 354, 9%

* FDO8 coutains information about drug seinuwes wade within the jurisdiction of the Undted States
by the DEA, FBI, Custass, a5 wvell as seritics seizuvee by the Coist Guard. Drug seifires rode by
nthee Tsdernl sgmcies are inclixded in the FOGE vhan custody of the diuy ovidance v trenefarved
to cne of the toxr agencies above. Hmmee, FIRO otatistics veflect the cosbined Federal drug
esdzure stfort.

THB ANDEAN STRATEGY

Our internationa) drug war exigcs to reduce the availadbility of druge here at
nowe, The Andean Strategy, as it i8 Known, has three crucial objectives:
attack the mejor cocaine trafficking organizations headquartersd in Colembix,
diszupt the main traneit routes {air, river, and road) ot the cocaine trade,
and establigh sufficient anfovcement presence in key coca groving areas in
Peru and Bolivia to sustain & eajor reduction in the aale and proceseing of
the coca lsaf and thursdy substantially reduce the incentives for illicit coca
tarning. To this source country effort was jolned a partnership with Central
hmerican and Caribbean nations, vith particular emphasis on Hexico, fo attack
a;condgry drug production areas and attack cocaine shipments from the Andes to
the U.8.

¥hat happened? Colombia mountad and sustained {agairet all predicticns) i
campaign to put the Yedellin Cartel out of businese. ‘fhere vers scae ups and
dovns -~ the edcaps of Pablo Escobar being the worst setdack ~- put the
Madellin Cartal, genarslly described as the most powerful criminal
organizatics in the vorld is 1988, has been almost cospletaly deatroyed. The
courts and arimimal justios system is rebuilding after assaszainations on 2
vida coale by the cartels, 2ttacks on the Cali Cartel wers launched for the
tiret time, and greater resourcas vera deployed against the aie traffic that
* is the transportation beokbone of the cocaine industry. No natian ean attack
the cocaine trade's senior and key managesent 2s Colomble can, and ag 4t haa.
.Its peak pressure on the Hadellin leadership im lato 1989 and eariy 1990
resulted in sharply reduced coceine availabdbility in the U.8. -- and a
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corresponding dacline iz cocaine use and in desths and emargancy room
admiggions relited to cocaine uas.

Boliviay enforcemant eafforts over the last four ysars have gona from
incenasequantial deatruction of small coca-farmar leaf proceussing pits 26 a
auatsined disruption of traflticker oparations throughout the Chapars. Hajor
Bolivian trafticking organigations have been idencified and apprekended, and
towns previously used by tratfickers ae frse oparating aress have besn raided
and Hrought under govermmeat control. As much as a 50 percent disruption in
the flov of coca products out of Belivik may have occurred last vear, vwith
reports of Colombiana arrivieg to reconstruct damaged Belivian cperations,
Corruption and weak political commitment have required constant attention, but
have been managed in alwost all cases. Aczording to the World Bank, the
coca/cocaine trade in Bollviz has dropped trom 26 percent of Gross Domestic
Product in 1387 to only 2 percent in recent years, s

In contrast, Peru's pertotrmance, by any standard has besn disappointiag.

Corruption, an attack of & V.5, military aircraft om & 4ruy survejillance

misgion (k1iling one arev kember and severaly injurimg another) by the

peruvian air force, and President Fujimori‘s inadility to place subordinates -
it charge of fashioning 4pd carryiug out anti-drug programs, have all hart

results,

Nonetheless, even in Paru, some progress was macde, The police and the army
have conducted nusercus operations in coordination -- something that many did
not beligve possible just 3 few years ago. At various times, tratficker atr
tlights have beon disrupted by Peruviam air force patrols, forcedovns, and
even shootdovns, And governasot authority hzs been extended to airfields
praviously under the control of the traffickers. President Fujimori, can do
pore. The U.5. has nmot and lg not giving nim a choige: cut the cocaine flov
ar ve vill step all our aid, trade, and support fov Peru. It is time to be
wmore forceful vith Peru, :

The U.S. hes led the croation of anti-drug initiatives thvoughout the vorld,
but none have grown more than our drug conttol partzerahip with Haxico.
Hexico vas the largast producer of opium in this hemisphera and the largest
producer of marijuans in the world, in 1989. Since then Maxico has cut its
harvestable poppy preduction by 50 parcent, end its estimated marijvana
production by moce than two~thirds.

Of even greater importance Hexico seizsd alasst 40 metric toms of doceine laet
yoar == gecand only ko ks U.8, in worldvide seizures -~ and rouqh}y
squivalent to L0-i6 peroent of actimstaed U,.3. consumption. H

In 1993, Nexico also arcrestad the hesds of some of the lacges: traffioking
groups knovn to oparste vitkin its borders, including s seaior sember of the
Hodellin cectel, And, the Calizas Adminjetration has taksn scme of the awet
extansive anti-corruption oeasurss ever seen. Last year 270 police personnel
vars referred for promecuticn on chargas ot corrupiion, abuse of apthority,
and drug-related criges.  The year bafore, 3,000 Nexican Customs Polige vore
tived. Yes, cotruption is still & problem, but Kexioaan érug enforgement heg
{aproved dresaticelly.
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DRUG AVAIIABILITY

As I noted at the beginning of thia testimony, aside frem the tvo aspects of
our supply reduction sfforts that contridbuts directly to reducing dsmand,
supply raduction activities must be judged in terms of their coat
etfecsiveness in diminishing the avsllability of illegal drugs. 8o what do we
kno¥ about treads in the availlability of illeyel drugs?

Availability estimates have been produced every year by tha U.S. Government in
tVO0 formats:

0 The International Karcotica comtrol Strategy Report (INCSR), raquirad by
the Foreign Asaistance Act, has bean produced annuzlly by the Depactment
0f State 1n coneultation with U.8. Embagsles, DEA, 00D, CIA, ORDCP, ae
vell as other offices and agencies of the U.5. Government. The INCSR
iddresses the major source and transit country situations as they relate
to cultivation, production, and transit of drugs.

o The dational Narcotics Inlelligence Consumers Committas (NNICC), an
elaven-agency group chaired by DEA, has produced an annyal report that
sddressss the availadility of drugs in the United States.

Theae tvo agsessment reports have been fully revieved by the primary drug lav
enforcement, treatment, and interdiction agencies to develop a umifjed
Judgaert vithin the U.8, Jovernment coszunity using the best information and
analysis. In addition, for cocaine, a private-sector ressarch firm has
produced the best existing modol of availability and use. relying on all
cugrent use data and the cocaine supply data noted zbove.

A primary element in producing astimatne of the arounts of drugs antaring tha
United States ig the asscasment of tho quantitiss of dru¢s produced overgess
and svailabla for export. Both the coeca and opium production estimates have
rofloctad aaximum production poesidle with limited {aformation to account for
variations in orop yields and loss factors from cultivation therough final
praoceceing. Gtudies are well undsr vay to define mors precisely cocm and
coceine processing lnsses caused by fectors includings wveather, dissase,
innacta, leaf harvesting and drying inefticisncies, vaatae, epoilage,
sradicativn, local comsusption, comversion lossss, local corsumption and
seizurss. As thesa factors &9 defined, they ohould ba inecluded in ths
production sstisate pethodology to provide a more accurate picturs of
availadle coceins., gtudies are alsvo undsruay to size opiui cultirvation in mevw
areas &nd mors accurately esticzta opius yields.

Figures on drug seizures cannot bo taken as direct evidanca of the asount of
drugs entering the United Btates, because the porcentage of drugs that evades
geizure 1s genarally mot knmownh. Thare vag & ti@e vhen the prevailing viev vas
‘that selzures nlvayZ repreaonted 10 perceat of ths total amount of illegal
drugs ohipped and the more that was seized the more the total estipmted flow
vas 8aid to increase. ¥o still hear such bageless pseudo-analysis Iroz time
to time by would-be drug oxperts. Ia fact, higher geizurss may reflect better
intelligence, improved intsrdiction techniques, increesed interdiction
resources, and luck. They 4o 2ot necessarily izply commensurately increasing
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amountd of 4rugs actually entering the Unitsd States.

Tllicit drug prico and purity ars some of the bogt current indicators of drug
svailability in the Unitad States. When &n illegal drug's aveilability
decreases, its purity declinos and its price riges. Hovever, price and purity
catlect the interaction of supply and demand. As demand falls (as it has in
terms of the number of users of most illegal drugs in recent years), supply
reductions have to gucesd demand declines to rsduce availadbility, Vo also
knov that increased prices for illaegal drugs tas with other products) tends to
diminish consumption and traffickers may try to reduce purity as means of
keeping prices lov when supply fails to keap pace vith demand.

30 what do vo know about the tremds in availability for the most dangerous
drugs wa have scught to comtrol?

Barola . 4

Worldvide opium producticn rezmains neer its tistoric high over the past dacade

oc more {although it bhas besn below the actual 1989 peak)., Heroin ia the U.S.

has gemerally increased in purity and decreased in price in recent veacs. The

volume consuned in this sountry remains small -~ in the tens of metric tons, "
and totalling approxiantely eeven psrcemt of vorld opium productios. Thers

sy be doms incrsase in U.3. heroin consumption. W¥e do not have tmdicatiors

ot an opidomic, and moot nev umers of heroin seam to be coming froa the paol

of older, heavy cocaire users, but thare ire signa of increased availability

and incrsaned une. ] ‘
i
In sy view v¢ do not yat Bave an effective means of asrshuilling intelligence
and attacking sho domestic haroim traffioking organizations in g manmer broad
snough to disrupt supply nationally, Increased heroin seizures have not kept
pace vith ootimated incresses im supply. Iaternational covperation may offer
sone opportunities, but gives the scope of the problem internationally and the
political eitunticn in the mejor produciag countries, particulerly Burms, I
believe the mest roglistic maane of attacking supply is to focuo on domestic
hecoin trafficking crganizations. In that regard, the key to any Beroln
supply, or demsnd reduction affort, is the New York City metropolitan ares
vhore consunption 15 wost Reavily concentrated.

Zarijuana

Mapijusna is a supply reductica success story. Througd aggressivae
interdiction, greatly exparded Mexican eradication erforts, and cu ovk
axtensive domestic ersdication program, marijuana’pricss have risen enagply.
In tho last coapla of yeara, iz asany places, the cost of marijuana-by veight
has excesded gold. This decline in availability hag been parallalled by &
decline in use.

Indoor cultivation efforts im this country and greater ssuggiing froa abroad
ave & groving trafficker response. DER has sought to target “indoor grovs“
and it reaxing to be gean it this and other aspacte of this dmntic and
foreign succass story will be susteined. The price resaine high, But hes
dropped & DAt recently. :
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Coceine

After rising repidly in the 1980'e coca cultivation scems to have peaked in
1990 and declined slightly, with estimatad potential cocaine production
peaking in 1991.

Cocaine seizures vorldwide have grown steadily from approxinataly 200 metric
tons in 1939 to vell over 100 matziz tons for 1932, Seizures at or near the
U.5. border wers roughly 1CC metric tons for 1989, 1990, and 1391. ‘hey
increassd to roughly 140 metric tons in 1992,

But the real grovth in seizures has been the result of our partnership vith
acurce and transit countries in Latin America, In particular, ve and our
alizes are exploiting the air interdiction vulnerabilities of traffickers
throughout the hemisphere. Seizures of cocaine in Latin Amarica heve grown
from 57 metric tons in 1988 to over 200 matric tens in 1§91 apd over 180
matric tons in 1992. This means that, depending upon the analyiiz model used,
batvean 10 and 50 percent of eatimated porential cccaino production is now
gtopped botween source countries and the U.5, Or put another vay, the bast
analysis preaently availuble indicates that less than half tho potential
cocsine production, now reaches the U.S.

Let me quickly add thres points:

o the estimates ure imprecise and po law entorcement or naticnmal swmcurity
official I bave sver served with would clais otherwise;

© even with a substantial decline in thz supply of cosaing reaching the
U.3,, there is gtill enough reaching our shores to poge 3 serious
problem; and

o the most sohbering lesson this dava ofzars, may be how wuch morh ~ocaina -
- ¢heapar and purer -- could be on ouUr akreets.

Re 1 noted earlier, current cocaine use has dropped by alzost 80 psrcent since
ity poak tn 1985. ¥rices goenerally lel) and purity ircreased through 1988.

In 19%9 and 1990 purity dropped am¢ pricea rose. Cocaine prices remained
relatively stable at the vholesale and retail levels during 1991, Wholesale
and reteil cocaine purity levels, hovaver, imcreassd significantly in 1991.

o Yholssals (XG) coceime prices nationvide imcraased 13 psrcent since 1988;
retail prices have increased 21.5 percent over the sasé period. (Table 1)

o Average vholesale purity has remained ralstively comstant -- !fcn 1]
parcent in 1988 to €7 percent inm 1991, At the retail or graa laval,
cocains purity dacrcased 2roa 70 parcent to 5% parcent in 1991 (Table 2}
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DEA data for the first three querters of 1992 show roughly stable prices from
1991 at the kilogras, ounce, and grez quantities, but declining pupity:

o at the kilograa level from 85 percent, to 83 percent, %o 81 p"ceu: tor
the three ¢uarters, respectively;

o at the vaace level from 77 percemt, to 72 porcent, to §9 xmcs?t, and
o at the geea level from 69 pcrcent. to 6§ percent, to 53 mzcon?.

You vill note that ths third-gmerter 1992 parity is lower at sach lgvel than
any previone yearly average ia tahla 2.

Taken togethar, this dats suggest that cocains aveilability in lhe L.s‘ has
declined hatvesn 1989 snd 1992, with & slight increass between 1990 and 1991,
befora declining to the lovest lgval of the period ia 1392. Kost lgportantly,
thesa declines in the supply of cocains dirgetly parallal 2 Dltft‘ ot
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cocaine ase. The sama relaticnship soous to exiat in regard to marijuana and
the inverss (i.s., increased availability and increaced use} vith haroin.

Certainly these data do not allov us to jump to the conslusion that supply
reductions causad demand reductions. The data are frugtratingly lipited and
must include significant areas of approximation where we all would like
precision. gome of this data ¢ subject ¢n vevision and some of your other
witnesses may have such revisions, based upon further analysis., But I balieve
it i3 reasonable and prudep: to note that -- as limited dnd as {impezfect am
the data are -- the successes of our supply reduction efforts not only nave
been real, they sesm to be snsociated vith reductiors in current drug use,

COHCLUaXON

Cagual drug use has droppsd dramatically, dut nard core 4rug use has not.
¥ith this backdrop, the Administration and its new Drug Czar have baen called
upon to take money out of drug interdiction and invernatiopal anti-drig
programs and put 1t into treathent, Interdiction it a costly failire, many
no¥ say, and the money can be better spent treating addicts.

This argument is hardly pew, of course. I heard the sams advice vhile gerving
in the White House Drug Czar's office during the Bushk Adainistration. Indzed,
vore and bettar treatment is needed -- that's why Federal treatment spending
doubled during the last four years. Bat, those who argua that we should pay
for wore drug treatzen? by taking dollars 4way from drug interdiction ignore
the sgsential fact that va cannot substantially rednce drug use -- vith or
without pore treatment -- unless the supply of drugs is controlled,

It used to be common sanse that drug use wouldn't decline 80 long as drugs
vere plentiful and cheap. Indeed, dproponenta af qun contzol make much the
same argument with respect to urban violence. And, making cigarettes
dif€icult and mors aexpsnsive to obtain has long been 2 stzple of the anti-
swoXing cruside. Interdiction is one wvay, and in sowe cages the oaly way, to
roduge the avallability of lllegel drugs.

There is aven avidomoe interdiotion works. For ths past two years,
intezdiction end intersetional aupply reduction rsmoved sbout 2 third of the
total potentis) world production of cocaine ~- an amsunt roughly equal to
total esticated U.8. comsuzption. During 1989-1890 it forood street prices up
significantlys use vast dovn, es 4did cocaiue-relatsd hospital emergency room
admissions and deaths. In addition, for the laat ssveral years, marijuama
interdiction and orvadication effurte have driven the streot price tp ths lovel
uf gold by veight == asd cut uge over §0 percent since 1993,

§0 vhy are critics calling for ao end to interdiction end {ntermational
programs? Because URey AssuBe supply reduction is peripheral to rsducicg hard
cora 4rug uea. WiLh RArd core use still & problew, it seess easy to call for |
a 8hift of interdiction dollara 0 4ollars for mora treatsent slots.

But thess proposals ave pupsrficial end dead wrong, Hard core usery are gore
-= not less -- price sensitive tham casual users. Capusl users buy:
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{nfrequently and can afford to pay much mors than haavy users. Hesvy ugers
spand egsonti&lly all their money on Arugs. Yhan pricas go up, they must uge
legs cocaine, Often, they then encountsr the difticulties of vithdrawal. The
result 18 fever deaths and & poverful incentive (second only. perhaps, to the
threat of incarceration) to enter treatment.

¥nile an effective interdiction program is critical to any credible national
drug control stratagy, current interdiction programe do not produce what they
could. That is because they ars allowed to be only half-neasures at bdaat,

For exanple. the Dafenge Department receives the aingls largest ghare of
rederal interdiction funds. Yet, DoD gees it3 role ay strictly subsrdinate to
that of the numerous lav enforcement agencies engaged in tracking and
arreating traffickers -- and lav enforcement agencies seek to kesp it that way
vhet bahaving bursgucratically. ¥e have come@ as far as ve can vith
interd{ction by bureaucratic conasmsus -- and it's not tar ancugh.

Throvwing our borders open to drugs is an extremely dangerous course, 3o, how
about a real debate with optiong that vould make & real difference? How
about some real national leadership to protsct the young, inper-city lives
that are aoot at risk today? Hare are three examples:

1) The chespest and Zastest way to reduce cocaine availability on our streets
ig to stop the small airoraft that tramsport it north from South America, It
is nov possible to gort and track thase alrecraft vith a high degree of
zccuracy. Wa shouid deploy additional resources to datect, tura back, force
dovn, and if necessary, shoot down guch aireraft. Stopping these flights
vould dramaticelly -- and immediately -— cut the cocaina flov.

2) Assign DoD raspensidblility for dirsoting all interdiction operations. And,
make it clgar that ite mission is oot merely to 2saist lav anforcement
agsnciles, put the brosder task of subatantislly disrupting the flow of cocaine
iato this countsy. To do this, law onfozcement interdiction neesds to be
subordinate to the DoD-led wission of cutting the flow, nat the other vay

around,

3) Beof up essistance to Latin Amepica. Although it 1a difficult to vork
vith fpraeiga partnerz at tiees, anti-drug stforta by these countries are cheap
and cost-effectiva. Latin Amatice receiveg approxisaetsly four peroent of
Federal anti-drug apending, yet it sccoumts for tvo-thirds of the cocuins
ssizures, and virtually all the kingpin apprshenssons,

Interdiction 18 & poverful vespon, those sericus about fighting the scourge of
drugs vill mae it -~ agaressively.

Thank you for this opportunity to comtribute to the record snd I vill be happy
to ansver questioms.
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Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Bensinger.

STATEMENT OF PETER B. BENSINGER, PRESIDENT, DUPONT &
ASSOCIATES, INC.; CHICAGOU, IL, AND CHAIRMAN, ILLINOIS
CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION AUTHORITY

Mr. BENSINGER. Thank You, Mr. Chairman.

1 have 10 points, I will try to make them briefly.

The first would be the importance of this subcommittee. The
House Select Committee on Narcotics started when I was Adminis-
trator of DEA. I would note that my tenure did extend through the
Ford, Carter, and about 8 months of the Reagan administration. So
I did spend 5%2 years as head of DEA, and the select committee’s
attention was important. In its absence, the work of this sub-
committee’s importance increases.

Interdiction is a necessary deterrent. It needs to be coordinated,
prioritized, closely directed, well supervised, and closely monitored.
But it has less impact than domestic and international drug law
enforcement investigations and should not receive dispropoertionate
funding. Today it does: $2% billion for interdiction internationally
compared to domestic law enforcement at DEA of three-fourths of
a billion dollars just doesn’t make sense.

Two, policy and the type of direction for the multiple agencies is
probably as important, if not more important, than the budget. 1
disagree with John Walters on the point he made that the Coast
Guard or Customs should not be receiving direction from drug law
enforcement. I think it should. »

You have people putting out patrols, Coast Guard, Customs, Air,
Navy, deployments that are coordinated with training schedules,
ports of call, various other agendas, and not enough responding to
intelligence and informants. Instead of 60 percent of the Defense
Department being based on patrol, I would reverse it and say that
two-thirds should be based on specific intelligence and information.

Crop eradication has been a meaningful deterrent. It worked
when I was DEA Administrator, in Turkey with the French Con-
nection, and in Mexico with tlie opium poppy eradication. I do not
think it will work as well in Latin America or Southeast Asia, 1
would put this money in the beefing up of foreign judicial joint in-
vestigative resources. Phil Heymann’s point is correct: $30 to $40
million of investment for helping those countries develop a institu-
tional criminal justice system is prebably the kind of investment
we need to make.

The Defense Department’s role is important. I think they need
to be directed, not self-directed. I think their mission needs to re-
spond basically to trafficking networks as well as to training, sup-
ply, and interdiction.

I would add that the comment on the criminal justice treatment
within our prison systems is important. We tailked about that ear-
lier in your summif. I won’t go into it in detzil here. The point to
which resources are deployed, prioritized, is essential. And I think
in the administration’s assessment as to what they do internation-
ally, there needs to be control; there needs to be direction; there
needs to be prioritization and response.

I think the interdiction efforts of illegal money are very impor-
tant. The forfeiture on both sides of the border are very important,



42

not just the drugs. I think one of the points that all of your wit-
nesses will make is price and purity are important. And as you in-
crease the price to the traffickers doing business, that helps the
American public. As you reduce the purity, that will cause fewer
overdose and injuries. As you increase the price, that will probably
result in fewer users.

I would say that as you hit the traffickers’ networks, in their
pocketbooks, at their laboratories, that will be an effective, I think,
utilization of U.S. resources and priorities.

I would not abandon international eradication. I would not aban-
don crop destruction. But I would use it where it can have a major
impact, where the countries control their geography, and where you
can have a significant disruption to the traffickers. I don’t think it
will ag:ply in Latin America across the board.

And in terms of interdiction, again, I would keep it as one of the
legs of a four-legged table along with enforcement, international ef-
forts, and prevention and treatment.

I would not abandon interdiction, but I would have it better di-
vected and more closely supervised. And I think the resources of
$12 to $13 billion and $2%2 billion—$2¥% billion in interdiction is
probably not the appropriate percentage.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of reappearing in
front of you and this committee.

Mr. ScHUMER. Thank you for your very concrete suggestions. We
appreciate that.

The prepared statement of Mr. Bensinger follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF PETER B. BENSINGER, PRESIDENT, DUPONT & ASSOCIATES,
qu., CHICAGO, ILLINOIS, AND CHAIRMAN, ILLINCIS CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION
UTHORITY .

Chairman Schumer and mexbers 0 the Subcommitted on Crime and
Criminal Justice:s I appraciate the opportunity of appearing befors
this Subhconmjttee today and of sharing ay views at this oversight
hearing on international drug interdiction and eradication.
Interdiction is a necessary deterrent, not ah unnecessary
hd ‘ wvaste of monay or effort. Interdictlon neads to be coordinatad,
prioritizaed, closely dirscted, wall supervised, and closely-
zonitored in the Adaministration.

Crop eradication is also a meaningful deterzent that has
proved to be very successful in certain situations, such as the
Turkish opium control program linked te Prench connection herecin
and tha apiun poppy eradication program in Mexico in the 1970s.
Crop eradication pm&rmu in Southsast Asia, for opium, and latin

Azmerica, for cocaine, have been less succazafyl. In today's clinmate
of cosaine eupply, cooa leaf eoradicaticn is not likely vc ba a
{ ' significant geto:me to traffickars. Far gqreatar impact will
result Zfrow destruction of ococaine laborxtoriaes, tracking of
precursor cbu'uic;hj,’“!onign caset forfelture implementation, U.S.
military equipmant and training contributions, and in-eeuntry
intelligencs linked to trafficking networks.

Tha role of m_mtmo Dspartment should be & major one,

inciuding eguipsent supply, training, surveillance and high zeax
intexdaiction, as well ag arss yeconnaigsance anda in-country foraign
, support consultation coordinatad with ths Drug EZRfOrcement
1 Adninistration.
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The Customs 3ervice sbould maintein a strong interdiction ‘
effort linked to ports of antry and coordinsted with the Coast
Guazd regerding Lnéorbat!on of illegal drug activity. We muet
improve coordination of the interdiction efforts. There ars major
aeparate and distinct agencies all involved with airplanes, ships
at sea, intellliganca collection, and reconnaissance capabilities
ard regcurces<-the Wavy, Air Porce, Marines and Army, the Coast
Guard, the Customs Service, and the Drug Enforcemant
Adninigtration. The extent te vhish rescurces are progranmed
collactivaly for depleoyment, investigations and dintelligence
congidered and then prioritized, transportation and reconnaissance
vessols deployed, and traggicksrs followad, tracked or apprehendad,
is a significant issue. That such efforts should be made and at
what level is one of the purposes of this hearing. Such efforts
ghould be made to drive up the cest of trafficking in drugs, to
chtain edditicnal Iintelligance, te diaminish in some nanner the
supply of illagel drugs, and to demcnstrate this country's
cogmitaant, domeatically and @ intsrnationaily, to conmbat
internaticnal drug ewuggling into the United States.

ef grester signiricance is the interdiction, intelligenss and
enforcemant of the tuo;nl noney flow., Thia interdiotion effort,
this onforcement affert, this Iintolligence effort, this
internatienal cooperstive effort leo geing to heve a greater impact
on the druy trafficking networks tham either crop osubatizutien,
szadication or intexdictien.

We Lalieve dmnti..c drug enforcemant wmust ramain a top
" priority. We anticipate increased commurity policing in our major
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oities, a reducticn in the tolaranca for hanigun and assault weapon
violence (and legislation is needad on both), increased prevention
anrd education efforts, and greater flexibility in sentencing.

But to abondon intarnatienal eradicaticn and interdiction
sfforts, and te utilise only two lege to the drug—cor.:::l- table,
would be & mistake. Prevention and treatment, anforcenent and
education ara essential, but & contlinuing presance and commitment

£o lnterdicticon and aradication i3 vital.
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Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Reuter. You and Mr. Riley can split the time.

Mr. REUTER. I would ask that Jack Riley talk about some new
work that he has done on the effectiveness of crop control pro-
grams. I will talk briefly then about interdiction afterward.

Mr. SCHUMER, Please proceed, Mr. Riley.

STATEMENT OF KEVIN JACK RILEY, CONSULTANT, RAND
CORP.

Mr. RILEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have two poinis to make
on these programs. Then I will turn the microphone over to Peter.

The first point is that source country control programs and, in
particular, eradication and in-country interdiction can significantly
disrupt cocaine production for 2- to 3-year periods.

The second point is that these policies would have to be imple- ®
mented on a much larger scale than they currently are. And, subse-
quently, this 2- te 3-year disruption of cocaine supplies would come
at a high cost both in terms of budgets and social costs to the An-
dean nations.

What I would like to focus on is what happens after a given
source country program like eradication is implemented.

Previous Rand work indicated that these programs are ineffec-
tive in reducing drug production in the long run. Economic theory,
the cocaine market structure alluded to by Phil Heymann and oth-
ers in previous testimony, and a decade of experience with source
country programs would seem to support this point.

Longrun arguments gloss over two important facts. The first is
what happens in the intermediate states before the long run is
reached and the other is how long it takes to get to the long run.
It turns out that the cocaine industry takes about 2 to 3 years to
adapt fully to programs such as eradication and in-country inter-
diction. And this gap means that supply can be disrupted substan-
tially in that 2- to 3-year pericd.

I define this period of disruption as the “medium run.” It is im-
portant to remember that the industry will fully adapt and policy
effects will be diluted in the long run. But this medium-run gap is
good news.

The bad news, covered more fully in my written testimony, has
three comnponents. The first is, as 1 said before, it takes relatively
large policy interventions to create this medium-term gap in pro-
duction. The cocaine industry absorbs small interventions with
ease, but it is less adept at adapting to larger policies. Second, sur-
prise is a key component. If the policies are advertised in advance,
the traffickers have time to adjust, and the benefits are lost.

And, finally, but by no means least important, these types of
interventions will impese dramatic social and economic costs on the
societies in the Andean states. Thus, while the policies may curtail

roduction over the medium run, they will do so at social and
udget costs that we are only just beginnin§ to understand.

Mr. ScHUMER. Thank you again, Mr. Riley, for succinct, on-the-
money testimony.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Riley follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF KEVIN JACK RILEY, CONSULTANT, RAND CORP,

Mxr. Chaizman and mesters Of tha Committea I am grateful for the
opportunity to testify today., I am a postedootoral faellow in public
palioy otudies a4t the RAND Graduate $ohocl and a consulzanz At RAND.
The views I am 8bout t0 expross ase my owns thay do N0t necessarily
zeflect thoss OF RAND or of RAMD'S researzch sponsort.

Previouy RARD wozk hae dezonotrated thac efZorts to Limit the
imouny of ¢ocsins production sre likely to be frustrited by the market’e
dynanios ovar tha long zun, Receat RANC research, howsves, hae
indiceted that drug production can be sigrificantly diszupted over the
zedium tezm, albeit only unds: exactiag cirsumstances, and only atsendsd
by high Budget and scuiel coats., These results smerged by adapting
RAND' & sizple aodel of the cocaine trzads, vhish genexated enly long rzun
zesulis, to reflect the lags snd deslays that govesn the cocalne
production ¢hain. It 13 izportant To nots that pemmanent diszuption
still is not poesible Decause ultimately policy intexvention does
notling to chenge the basic structure and underlying economics of
coceine production. Naverthelesw, & two to threw yeer dlsruption mighs
be of significant use to policy makers, particularly if it is paized
with zn expsnalos of doagpsiic creatmsnt, prevention, and liv gnforcemant
prograns that attack dsug demend,

2¢ sos hew o medium term diszuption of cocainm proeduction can ba
gsnerated, consider what happens whan 508 of cha coes zxop in Bollvia,
Colompiz and Deru ig¢ oxedicated in one 3ix month parloed. Simulation
rasults indicate that rsteil drug prices in tbo United States cise moxe
than 166¢, snd i=tercmdiete proéduct prizes (leaf, psete, base and saport
cocaine) zise by even largar parcentages, During thet six month pariod,
cocalaw outpct fallep by approximately 40% as traffickoes sre abla to
oounterssst scmw OF gradication’s impact through moze efficient
proceasing. Sevorthaleas, tha higher prices signal the tralfickars,
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Processqzs and farmars that thers are profits to be asraed from doug
production and, aa ths parsicipantc begin to undertake naw production,
ouUtput AXPARAs back to the pre-policy lwvel., That i8 whara tha simple
story onas: policy zesults in mazket signals that encouregs moxe
participation, 80 that over the long run policy is ineffective at
cuztailing productics.. .

Ir tusns ¢ut, however, that it may take cocaine indusszy
traffickera, processors and fazmers 2 racher zubstoncial amount of time
to undsrtake new production and thus for the cocaine industry to regover
from evadicatlon, In parsicular, productisn cannot imcrease uztil =he
faxsers locate asw land, clesr it, plant new oxops, and re-gstabllsh
narket links with processors and txalfickers. It is precis&ly the lag
rotwosn eradication and zecovexry that generates the mediun term
ddezuption of production.

The 08t impartant lag in she recovery process 1s tlhe coce plant
izseli. Depending on whether the plants are started frem seads oz
sesdlings, cocs plants teke 18 %0 24 months to mature and provide full
narveats. Rxzadication induves sdditional lags by forcing farmsrs to
locata and olear additionsl land, Othor pointa in the productlen chain,
for example, the bullding of processing labozatories and the training of
personnol, ars vulnsradble to dieruption ae woll. Typioally, heweres,
the lage scaccisted with ladoratories and perscnnel axe on the order of
daye and weeks rather than mntr;n and yease asecolated with coca leaves.
*n the 304 eradication scanario praviously decoribed, cocalne production
13 %0% of normal at six months; 584 of normsl et one year: 76% of normal
at 18 months; §7% of normal at two yearss and 1014 of normal at two and
one-half yoars. The majority of the delay in the return to full
proguction can be attributed to deleye in Dringing coeca plante into
production.

T notod eaxllier that in nrder to bw auccessful, thaado pollcies must
ba implamsntad under specific circumstances. At best, thase turn cut to
be vory difficult ciroumzcancis to créate. The most important condition
4s that tha intexvention Dgeds to come as a surprise.  If the
traffickors anticipata the polley, then they can taks steps in advance
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to mitigate iss iopact. Keeping oparations on tha scale of those
necessaxy %o cubastantislly alsrupt production e seszet vill prove
diffioult, however. 0econd, bettex knowledgo gkout the size ond the
strusture 5 the of the market is needed. In paxcigular, if the
veeffickars hold invertory -- be it of cocs fields or of finished
s0¢slne w= the aiza of the poliay intesventiorn £eeded to czeate the
desired discupticn will vasy acoordingly.

It zurns cut that foroed sxadicecion ad in-ccuntry iatesdlesion
ire reletively effective at gonerating market disruptiona, voluntasy
eradication 43 an intermediaste cuse, and crop Jubstitution relatively
ineffective et markey disruption. Tha cparation end impact of
arsdicazion was covered warliar, and will not bo repeated herws,
In-coustry interdiction has its effie=ts through massentially the sams
rachanisus as ersdicstion, though for im-country iaterdiction to
sugcessfully discupt production the seisuresd must be epRated in avery
tims period. Sustalned in-countsy interdiction suans ZaImars,
processors and traffickers aust produce twice as muchk Of s«varything to
deliver the pre~interdiction amount of cocaine. Volunzary sradioation
and crop substitution tend to opesrate mose Slowly than orzadication end
iaecountry intsrdiction, end thus it is difficult to imagine the
policlas craating sazket "disruptions® in very zhort periods of time,
The spsed with which their impact is folt notwithstending, veluntary
qradicatice and orcp subetitution do affoct cocaine magkets in tha sars
way that erxadioatiom and inwcountry interdiction do.

8incs a spevtium 0f policles are capedble of gemerating medium term
rarket dlierupticns, what distinguishes thea &re thalr sttendant budget
and acolel costs. . Raturning to the forcsd aradication example, 50%
eradication might Da accomplished for soxwvheze betwesn 3200 miliicn and
91 bildlon. Inwcountry imtsediution ef 30% could probably be
acoorplished for 81 billlea to 62 billion, but ghose expsnses would te
incurred amnueily. Crop subetitution proves o ba very impaactioal:
879 Dillion in asaistance is reguized to achieve & 1% reduction ia
output, and msarly ¢1 trililom is requized to achieve a 30 xeduction,
firally, a $0% vedection in output tircugh voluntary erxedicetion would
zoat on the order of 8¢ billica.
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Pven disragarding the certeinty of grest poiitical opposition to an
sxpansion of eource country coRtrol programs, the policles carsy greac
externs) gosts that have yet to ba fully zesognised. Sradicazion,
vhether manual or ljerbicidal, would have 3aknown buy palpable
anvizonpental effects, including shemical damege and further
deforestacion in the region, Any sedium term diaruption would foster
tremendous movemant throughout the region as farming and processing
disperse to azaae where thexe 1s lesa policy prossurs. Sustained
policies force an overeagoumulation of produgeive infrastruoture that
leaves the cocaine industzy poised to repidly expand produstion when e
implemantation of the policy falters. But pezhaps the oot ;mport'mt
canseguence would be the effmsct Of large~scals policy impiemuntazion on
politisal violence,

History provides us with ona compelling axample of how policy
irplementation ¢an lond to incremental policical violsacs. The 198§-30
orackdown on Golambian rezining capacity wae s milestons because it
mazked one of the largest afforts to suppress the drug =sads., Althsugh
the effort wae one of the .axgest on zecoxd, it way 6Tili substantially
cruller than the 508 scale that I talked about hore teday.
Nevertheloss, the polioy was successful from the Perspectiva thxs U.5.
retall cocaina pricse indresosd on tha OrXdar of 60% in the aftexmath of
the crickdown. Howaves, congomitent with tha incrasse in pricas way a
subatantial incrsase in drug industry violence in Colowbia., The
Colerbiun drug lords imitleted & full-scale attack against the atate in
an sffort to intimidate policymakers thst is still belng felt in
Colepbia todey. If the types of policles that I diascugsed heze today
sre inplumented, it would have to bs msaumsd that a viclent response
would zeeult 2gain. 3ince the policies I have discussed would ba
Lmp2 4 0 the And region, it is likely that the viclence
would gpraad to Bolivia angd Peru. Acdizivnally, 8ince many of the
polieies T dlscusssd iavolved targeting the famming cesmmuniey, is is
possirle thut tha violance would nuve fn to populatien segments that had
hozetofore bees ocalm,
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In suEmATY, SOURGE SOUNLZY cocaine cOntrol programs coar in theosry
be expsndsd to dipzupt cocaiae produstion for pariode of two to three
yeaza, raaulting in & sigalficent Lmpact on Sho availability and usge of
coatine in the United States, BRxpension of mource gountry ountrol .
prograxs, howaver, ls constrained Y twe relevant faotoxe, fizat, the
scale of programs required to achliave a glgnificant B'ndm:eicn in cocaine
availabilivy weuld bring unguantifieble, but 1lkely very lazge, sccial
eogts throughout the AnGRAn ragion. The madest programs currently 4n
plaos, which have very little effect 3n drug productlon but which havs
subgtantisl politicsl snd aconcmdo effects in the region, are noxhars
ncar the size OF the progzaxs asaeded to siguificantly disrupt drug
preducsion. 5econd, eoxperieace indicates that gousse countzy policy
F be effcotively meintained over time. Simply put, the
cocaing industry adjuete wary effectively to policy messuves. Thus,
source country contr<l programs are likely <o remain as marginal
coatcibutors to U.8. efforts $o contsdl cocdine use.
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Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Reuter.

STATEMENT OF PETER REUTER, CO-DIRECTOR, RAND DRUG
POLICY RESEARCH CENTER

Mr. REUTER. 1 want to briefly talk about interdiction and start
by referring to an interdiction success story, which is marijuana.

Colombia remains the low-cost marijuana producer in this hemi-
sphere, and probably in the world, with farmgate prices per pound
being about $10. We import almost no marijuana from Colombia.
Most United States marijuana consumption is produced in Mexico,
if it is foreign, or produced domestically. That is undoubtedly a
tribute to the interdiction program which has made the smuggling
of Colombian marijuana sufficiently expensive that even $100
farmgate prices aliow Mexican producers to compete in the United
States market.

The trouble with the success story of interdiction on Colombian
marijuana is that, in fact, there t"1rned out to be a substitute avail-
able. If cocaine could be cut off, it is much less likely that there
would be alternative sources in this country or perhaps in Mexico.

But looking at the difference between marijuana and cocaine
points to why we have had some success with marijuana and why
it is likely to be difficult with cocaine. Marijuana is very much
cheaper per kilogram, and transportation—risky transportation
costs can make foreign producers noncompetitive with domestic
producers.

Given the very compact character of cocaine, the transportation
costs do not seriously disadvantage the foreign producer. And so it
is extremely unlikely that we will be able, with interdiction against
cocaine, to substantially raise the import price above current levels.

Having said that, I think it is still important to put the interdic-
tion budget in the context not simply of the Federal drug control
budget, but of the national drug control budget, which is a fictional
thing. But if you do a back-of-the-envelope calculation, this
amounts to about $25 to $30 billion, because most of the money is
spent and raised by State and local governments. In that context,
a $2.2 billion interdiction budget, which accounts for maybe 10 per-
cent of the price of cocaine in the streets, is not obviously out of”
proportion. ‘

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Reuter follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF PETER REUTER, CO-DIRECTOR, RAND DRUG PoLICY
RESEARCH CENTER

Mr. Chairman and members of the Camnittee, thank you for the
opportunity to appear here today. I am a senior economist in RAND’‘s
Washington O0ffice and Co-Director of RAND’s Drug Policy Re'search Center.
The views I will express, however, are my own; they do not necessarily
represent those of RAND or any of its research sponsors. .

over the last eight years I have conducted a number of studies of
drug policy, mostly focusing on the interactions bétween drug
enforcement on the one hand and those involved in drug production,
smuggling and distribution on the other. To-day I will draw on those

A

studies to analyse the conseq of iner efforts at source

country control and border interdiction, focusing primarily on hew such
increases affect U.S. cocaine consumpti;:m. Testifying with me is my
colleague Kevin J. Riley, who has just completed a study of che likely
short~term consequences of eradication, in-country interdiction and cros
substitution programs.

Sinceé others more knowledgeable than I can testify about poliitical
conditions impeding implementation of source country control programs, I
will restrict my testimony to the long-run effects of successfully
implementing those programs. In particular, I shall argue that even if
source country governments are willing to support them, these programs
offer little prospect for notisably affecting U.S. cocaine problems,
though they may cause short term disruptions in the availability of
cocaine.

With respect to interdiction I shall argue that it has a
significant effect on the avrailability of cocaine and marijuana, enough
to justify something more than just a token program. However, the
analysis also raises doubts that the program should be expanded.

ANALYTIC FRAMIWORE: RESKS AND PRICES

The analysis here focuses on °*risks and prices*. Its basic
assumption is that supply-side programs focusing on parts of the
distribution system distant from the consumer can only affect the price
paid by the consumer. Such programs cannot restrict the physical
availability of cocaine in the U.S. There are simply too many farmers,
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refiners, exporters and smugglers for enforcement to directly limit the
amount available for U.S. consumption to, say, 100 tons per annum. The
question then is how the international programs affect the risks and
other costs of drug suppliers and how that in turn will affect retail
prices in the U.S.

Each kind of supply-side program {except for enforcement against
retail markets) directly affects a particular sectdr of the cocaine
production/distribution system. For example, crop eradication raises
the risks and costs faced by farmers: that should be reflected in the
prices that refiners have to pay for leaf in order tec induce enough
farmery to stay in the business. Refinery destruction, by raising the
risks and costs of refiners, should increase the difference between the
price refiners pay for leaf and the price they receive from exporters <
when they sell the refined product. Similarly, interdiction raises the
risks and costs of smugglers and should increase the difference between

import and export prices. Programs may have indirect effects.on other

sectors but the primary effect is sector specific.

The important consequence is not the induced change in prices
received by participants at different points in the distribution and
production system but on the final price paid by consumers. Aas the
price of smuggling services rise, it is reasonable to assume that there
will be an increase in the retail price of the drug. Though that may
have slight effect in the short-run on consumption of addicted users, it
may have a more substantial long-term effect by reducing the rate at

which new users become heavy users.

Prices

An analysis of the price of cocaine at different points of the
production and distribution system points to the inherent limits of
international programs, particularly those that focus on the farm
sector. Table 1 presents the price chain for 1990, the most recent year
for which I have prepared this analysis. The figures are very rough;
for example the price of leaf required to produce a kilogram of cocaine
may be énywhere between $500 and ‘'$1500. Nonetheless, three points are

very clear and not likely tc be affected by any measurement problems.
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Table 1

COCAINE PRICES THROUGH THE DISTRIBUTION CHAIN
(PER PURE KILOGRAM ¥QUIVALENT, 1990)

At the farm - $375
Export (Colcmbia) $4,000
Import (Miami}) $20,000

wholesale (1 kg. in Chicago) $30,000
Qunce (Chicago) $45, 000

Retail (1 gm. units) $135, 000

Pirst, leaf production accounts for.an absolutely trivial share of
the final price of cocaine to U.S. censumers; probably much less than 1
percent of that price. Second, even by the time the cocaine reaches the
point of export the price is a still less than 5 percent, indeed perhaps
only 2 percent, of the retail price. Third, smuggling costs (including
the profits of smigglers) account for less than 12 percent of the retail
price. Most of the cost of getting drugs to users is accounted for
paymencs'to dealers near the end of the distribution system, probably
because they bear most of the risks (both from the c¢riminal justice
system and from cowpetitors) per gram. Only if international programs
can dramatically increase the risks and costs of thege upstream
conponents of the cocaine industry will they be able to make a
difference in the United States. In the remainder of my testimony I
wish to suggest why such a difference is unlikely to be attained.



56

SOURCE COUNTRY PROGRAMS ~

why should growing and refining be inexpensive compared to the
costs of distribution within the United States? FPirst, the factors
involved in production and refining are very cheap. Bolivian farmers
charge very little for their land or labor, compared to their American
counterparts; their alternative earnings opportunities atre very weak.
The refining sector also uses very low cost factors of production.
Second, the risks imposed by source country governments appear to have
been quite modest. Farmers face little threat of losing their crops,
refiners and distributors even less risk of going to prison, though
in-countrv seizures of refined drugs have gone up substantially.
Despite our concerns that convicted drug dealers face tco slight a
prospect of prison time in the U.S., dealer risks of incarceration are <«

almost certainly much higher here than in the source countries.

The Ferm Sector

Can farmer costs be greatly increased through eradication? The
experiences of the few intense eradication programs does not justify
much optimism. Mexican opium growers were subject to an effective
eradication effort in the mid-1970s. At the time they were growing
their poppies in large, open and accessible fields. Initially the
program was successful and reduced the production of opium in Mexice,
all of which was destined for the U.S. heroin market. Since the
distribution channels from other production sources could not readily
expand, this had a significant impact on American heroin consumption.

Within five years, though, the Mexican industry had reestablished
itself, with smaller fields, located in more remote areas and better
protected from aerial spraying. Though Mexican opium farmers had higher
production costs than their Asian counterparts, this does not seem to
have led to any significant increase in the price of U.S. heroin.

American marijuana producers have similarly adapted ES the
increasing intenisity of the domestic eradication effort, meving their
ﬁlants iﬂdoora (thus lowering their exposure) and using better growing

techrniques to increase per acre (probably per square foot) yields.
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Prices, adjusted for higher THC contert and inflation, have risen only
modestly?t.

These experienceé suggest the likely effects of intense eradication
on the coca industry. Very exposed areas such as the Upper Huallaga
Valley in Peru or the Chapare region of Bolivia, where coca is grown in
large open fields, may be essentially eliminated from coca growing.

More will be grown in areas, such as the Brazilian .jungle, in which
eradication is much more expensive and difficult. No doubt the leaf
price will rise as farmers have to use less productive land and spend
more time getting the leaf to refiners etc., but it seems highly
unlikely that it will rise enough to increase U.S. cocaine prices
noticeably. A tripling of the leaf price, so that $3,600 were needed to
purchagse the leaf for a kilogram of cocaine, would still increase
cocaine prices in the United States by less than 2 percent.

s It is of interest to consider whether coca eradication could
produce the medium-term disruption achieved by the Mexican program. Two
differences seem impctCBnt;. First, a good deal of coca is grewn for
other markets; big cuts in production would lead to less use of coca
products in the source countries ‘rathet than the United States, since
demand there is more sensitive to leaf price chanées. If reports from
Brazil and Colombia about local consumption of refined products there
are correct, then that may be a substantial quantity. The rising share
of Latin cocaine product apparently destined for European markets also
presents a potential buffer for U.S. consumers. Second, production is
more dispersed, making it more difficult to eliminate mest of ic in a
short period of time. A *pre-emptive® strike against the exposed areas
is unlikely to cause disruption comparable to that achieved in Mexico in
the mid-1970s8. As just suggested, the development of jungle production
in Brazil, where the plants are under t¥iple jungle cancpy, adds to the
difficulty now faced by the eradicators.

1the scat:emenc’ab.ouc purity and infiation adjusted prices is based
on published DEA price reports, Anecdotal evidence suggests that the
official prices now substantially understate actual prices; there are
also reports of bouts of scarci;y in various cities.
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Crop substitution programs offer no more long~term promise. They
rest on the assumption that, through provision of improved —
infrastructure, subsidized fertilizer/irrigation, perhaps even price
supports, legitimate crops can be made attractive to the peasant farmers
who are current growing coca leaf. That assumes the price of coca leaf
will stay fixed. However, the elasticity of demand for cocaine in the
U.S. with respect to the price of leaf in Bolivia is essentially zero.
Cocaine refiners will be willing to pay very much more for coca leaf if

. they need to and will be able to fully pass on that increase to U.S.
consumers with only negligible reduction in consumption. Peasant
farmers will be better off with substitution programs that improve their
productivity but the flow of cocaine will be only very slightly

diminished.

Refinery Destruction

Since the mid 1980s, as the limitation of crop eradication have

become mere cbvious, the U.S. government has promoted programs aimed at
destruction of cocaine refineries. Thus the U.S. Army, at the
invitation of the Bolivian government, sent in troops and equipment in
the summer of 1986 t$ assist Bolivian military and police units
eliminate local refineries (Operation Blast Furnace). The U.S.
government also regularly reports the number of refineries destroyed in
source and transshipment countries.

The rationale for these programs is that, by raising refiners’
costs and eliminating refining capacity, they will lower the demand for
illicit leaf and thus lower leaf price. With lower leaf price peasants
will have less incentive to grow coca. At the same time these programs
have the considerable attraction of not imposing direct costs on peasant
farmers. Thus they generate less political unrest.

Alas, there is again less to this than meets the eye. Cocaine
refineries are not like cil refining plants: they need involve no
significant capital plant, frequently being constituted instead of very
simple equipment, located in a primitive shack. This was the kind of

facility turned up by Blast Furnace. They are easily and cheaply
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replaced. Refinery destruction is probably little more than the
elimination of a specific location for a short periocd of time.

The official em:husiasm for refinery destruction’ bears some
similarity to the American military attitude toward the destruction of
Viet Cong "arms factories® in the early 1960s; these factories were in
fact very ad hoc and temporary structures, using indigenous and scrap
materials to fabricate primitive light weaponry. Neil Sheehan, in his
recent book on the Vietnam war? rotes that field U.S. officers had "the
impression that the words ‘Viet Cong hamlet’ and ‘VC arms factory’
conjured up in [the general’s] mind World War II images of a Germafl
barracks and a munitions plant.® (p.1l1). Some major cocaine refineries
have been found, with true barracks and landing fields, but forcing
refiners to be more covert offers no prospect for raising refining costs
to a noticeably higher share of the retail price, given that small
refiners do successfully compete in the industry currently.

Operation Blast Furnace is a case in point. The immediate effect
of the operation was indeed a decline in leaf price; according to press
reports, leaf price fell by 70 percent. However, consistent with rapid
restoration of refining capavity, Figure 1 shows that leaf price had
risen to almost 90 parcent of its earlier level zix months after the

completion of Blast Furnace.

INTERDICTICH

Source country programs attract more political attention but it is
interdiction that gets the resources. Using the questionable figures of
the federal drug budget, interdiction expenditures (primarily for
Customs Service, the Department of Defense and the Coast Guard) améum:ed
to $2.2 billion in FY 1993, compared to $950 million in FY 1988. There
is reason to be skeptical that so much is actually being spent but

difficult to cume up with alternative estimates.

" 2ghechan John Paul Vann and the Bri§ht Shining Lie New York, 1989.
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Let me now turn to the accomplishments of interdiction with respect

to each of the two drugs targeted; marijuana and cocaine.

Harijuana

Interdiction has ¢learly been successful in raising the price of
marijuana. Though Colombia remains the low cost producer of marijuana,
with 1988 farm gate price per pound of $10 it supplies a trivial share
of the U.S. market. Instead that market is supplied p%imarily by
Me:ican and U.s. domestic growers, who have much higher production
costs; the Mexican farmgate price is estimated to be $100 per pound.

The explanation for this shutting out of the low cost preoducer is
not hard to find. Maritime and air interdiction have managed to make
Colombian smuggling risky enough that the cost of transportation is
prohibitively high. The declining tonnage of marijuana seized by the
Coast Guard and Customs, particularly away from the U.S. border, is
indicative of this.

Domestic and Mexican production are subject to relatively stringent
law enforcement. That makes them high cost producers but the difference
in transportation costs is sufficient that they can still underbid the
Colombian growers and shippers. However, the result is that marijuana
has become substantially more expensive than it was in the early 1980s;
even after adjusting for increased potency, as measured by the
percentage of THC in the marijuana. The higher potency is itself a
result of the interdiction effort, since it places a premium eon
maximizing the revenue per acre.

The higher price for marijuana is more remarkable because it is
clear that the demand for the drug has been declining. Many fewer
people are using marijuana and, in contrast to cocaine, there has also

been a substantial decline in the number using it heavily.

Cocaine
For cocaine the story is much less clear., Smuggling costs account
for about 12 percent of the cost of getting cocaine to the final user;

the per kilo margin of $16,000 includes the costs of paying Panamanian
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border officials, plane pilots and covering lost shipments. Given that
it would cost only $50 per kilogram to send cocaine federal express,
this suggests that interdiction imposes significant costs on drug
distribucion.‘

Interdiction agencies have geized a high percentage of estimated
cocaine imports for the last five years. ' If consumption is about 300
tons, the weakly based consensus figure, then interdictors are seizing
about one quarter of wha; is sent; this calculation backs out what is
seized by the producing and transshipment nations (notably Mexico).
Attencion should be paid to what is seized by state and local agencies
and is not counted by the federal government; that may well amount to
another 50 tons, so that the interdiction agencies seizure rate then
declines to 22 percent but the overall seizure rdte rises to 33 percent.

These high seizure rates point to the limitations of interdiction.
Drugs are cheap to replace at the point of interdiction. One hundred
tons of cocaine at border prices (which overvalues their replaccment
cost) represents only a total of about $2 billion, compared to total
cocaine industry revenues of perhaps $30 billion: replacing seized
cocaine and compensating agents for being incarcerated or arrested is
only a modest (though not negligible) cost of getting cocaine to the
final users. .

Can interdiction actually interrupt the supplies to an extent that.
it makes cocaine difficult, as well as expensive, to obtain? The
evidence is against that. Though the large seizures in late 1988 and
early 1990, including 20 tons seized in a Los Angeles warehouse, raised
the price during 1990, there were few reports that users had trouble
finding cocaine. There have been recent large seizures in the
Southwest; again there is no evidence that cocaine became hard to get.

The most plausible explanation for this lack of responsiveness is
that inventories of cocaine in the United States are large relative to
total consumption. I find this surprising; the incentives would seem to
be for holding inventory in source countries rather than in the U,S.,
Qheré law enforcement is more aggressive. However, it may be that high
interdiction rates’maintained over a number of years has led to a change

in inventery holding patterns.
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Conclusion

Discussions of the apprecpriate 1eve1_;f interdiction expenditures
typically frame that question in the context of the federal drug control
budget, approximately $13 billion at present. However, given that
interdiction is a uniquely federal activity, more attention should be
given to its setting in the total national drug control budget, which
includeﬁ’expenditures by state and local governments. Back of the
envelope calculations, which are about the best onz can do at the
moment, suggest that the national total might actually be close to $30
billion; interdiction is then only about 7 percent of total drug ccntrol
expenditures

The interdiction program failed to prevent the rapid growth of
cocaine imports in the 1980s. 1In the last few years imports seem to
have stabilized at historically high levels, notwithstanding a
significant growth in late 1980s interdicticn expenditures. To that
extent the pregram seems a failure.

That seems to me to shape a judgement. Cocaine is more expensive
than it would otherwise be because of seizures and arrests made by the
interdiction agencies. That results in some measurable decline in
cocaine consumption, though it may well also have led to an increase in
cocaine related property crime at least in the ghort run.  But if we ask
of enforcement agencies that they raise cocaine prices, then the
question is whether interdiction expenditures at the margin are more or
less effective than others at ‘accomplishing that.

My own judgement is that interdiction does not fare badly compared
to high level domestic investigations, such as those conducted by the
FBY and DEA. But there is nothing like an adequate base of data and
analysis for making strong statements on this issue.

With that zrather evasive researcher’s conclusion, I’d be happy to

answer questions.
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- Figure 1: Average monthly price of Bolivian coca leaf
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Mr. SCHUMER. Let me ask my first question to Mr. Reuter.

- You say it is not out of proportion. Is it effective? I mean, hasi-
cally what we have been hearing is—and you know it is easy to
say—we should do more of everything. My colleague, Mr. Sensen-
brenner, has said that; Mr. Walters has said that; we all agree: We
should do more of everything. We are not in the ideal world. We
are in the tough job.

Mr. WALTERS. I don’t think we should do more of everything. But
that is OK. Go ahead.

Mr. SCHUMER. And I agree with you. I am not knocking it. Your
priorities and mine are similar in terms of rescurces into this war.

Mr. REUTER. I understand the implicit question.

Mr. ScHUMER. The question is the bang for the buck. For in-
stance, we have pretty much dealt with the small airplane situa-
tion.

Mr. REUTER. Yes.

Mr. SCHUMER. There is not much coming over in small airplanes.

Mr. WALTERS. In the United States.

Mr. ScHUMER. I mean crossing our border here. And, yet it hasn’t
stopped the flow at all. You know now they are using containers
on ships and the overland routes in Mexico which are much harder
to deal with.

Mr. REUTER. Yes.

Mr. SCHUMER. Yet, I am told that the amount of surveillance and
activity around the U.S. borders hasn’t decreased.

So the question is bang for the buck. And I guess I directed the
question I ask Mr. Heymann, you were in the audience, particu-
larly at the random. Random is always going to bring you a thing
or two, and it may cost your surprise. It is hard to quantify.

If we have our budget, whether it be $35 billion or $£13 billion,
does it pay to take some of the money out of that and put it into
some other effort that we might all agree is working?

Mr. REUTER. OK——

Mr. SCHUMER. I would ask each of the other gentlemen the ques-
tion. That, to me, is the fundamental question.

Mr. REUTER. First of all, when we talk about the interdiction
budget, we have to recognize that that spent is a very questionable
figure, our estimate of the amount of money.

Mr. SCHUMER. Absolutely.

Mr, REUTER. It may be substantially less that $2.2 billion that
goes into this.

Mr. SCHUMER. It has a dual purpose. It has training military
personnel,

Mr. REUTER. So we are not sure we are measuring the number
of bucks.

Second, it always sounds more attractive to use targeted rather
than patrol activities. The question is how readily you can expand
that targeted interdiction. That depends how readily you can ex-
pand foreign intelligence activities. And there, again, you come to
dealing with foreign countries. The Mexicans have not traditionally
been very helpful in that. They have changed some, but they have
t;aéwa\.ys had reservations about the United States operating on their

rritory.
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The Colombians are less sensitive to that. But there are serious
limitations to developing more targeted activity. It may be that to
expand interdiction you are forced to improve the function of patrol
activity. .

Mr. SCHUMER. So if you had the choice of taking half a billicn
dollars out of our border interdiction and putting it into other
places in the drug area, would you?

Mr. REUTER. If I can get it into treatinent, yes.

If you are agking within the foreign and interdiction efiort, no.

Mr. ScHUMER. How about domestic law enforcement?

Mr. REUTER. Yes. I do think that we need to put more at the
local level. I am not sure Federal. If you take competition between
DEA and interdiction, I am not sure who can make the better case.

Mr. ScHUMER. Mr. Walters, would you mind answering that
question.

Mr. WALTERS. No. I would be happy to. :

Most interdiction activity is targeted. I don’t think the 60-percent
targeted, 40-percent nontargeted will stand up unless you add that
you have to put certain platforms, radar platforms off the coast of
South America, and they have to be there when you have a target
that you want to monitor because they can’t get into position there
on a short notification time.

And if you are going to talk about cutting DOD money as op-
posed to Customs or Coast Guard that you are charging, like take
Aegis destroyers that use radar, you are not going to park that ship
if you cut that money out. You are getting double operational capa-
bility, and you are charging the money against the drug war to
fairly score, if there is a way to fairly score this. It is not fungible
money.

To say that we are going to take it out of interdiction and put
it into treatment, that is silly. It doesn’t happen that way. You may
want to shrink DOD for other reasons, but those reasons are, and
ought to be, controlling.

Mr. SCHUMER. My motivation is to increase other areas of the
drug budget.

Mr. WALTERS, What 1 mean is, the problem now with shrinking
budgets and shrinking political support is better management and
targeting on the problem. I think we need more treatment, but we
need fewer treatment centers that are run by ex-junkies who are
holding rap sessions. You need physicians with qualified back-
grounds.

We have a lot of people who are long-term cocaine addicts. They
were never socialized. Their family fell apart, and they have no
education or work skills. It isn’t like treating somebody at the
Betty Ford Clinic.

You have to get quality control in the system. And there is un-
willingness on the part of the treatment block, the lobbyists, on the
part of Congress, frankly, and people in the United States. ,

Mr. SCHUMER. We are trying to talk about quality control on tile
supply side. You always sort of go over intc—probably quality con-
trol in both. '

Mr. WALTERS. I think treatment is important. But you are not
going to win—on the interdiction side, sure we can do a better job,
but we have t{c be willing to deploy intelligence assets. We can do



66

more, We used to use national intelligence capability paired closely
to DEA and FBI

We have come a long way in the last 4 years on this. But there
are issues and resource constraints and frankly, there are policy
decisions abgut when to use assets. The national security commu-
nity doesn’t like this issue. This is not like generals and diplomats.
These are drug dealers. They are crummy. And the question is
whether the Congress and the people in the United States are
going to sustain the tension leng enough to invest scarce resources,
and they are not going to get burned. )

We have platforms here, and most of your big time cases—you
are going to talk to DEA—those come from.foreign intelligence.
That is why they are in Bangkok and Colombia.

What we need to do is improve that intelligence and dedicate the
national security community directly. And we have not done that
adequately.

Mr. SCHUMER. I am meving. I am going to skip Mr. Bensinger
because I think his testimony agreed with what I had had to say.
We are supposed to break at 11 ¢’clock.

Mr. BENSINGER. I think there is a benefit to reallocating. If you
took the half billion, I would probably split that partially in treat-
ment and drug law enforcement investigations, split that again
internationally and domestically and make some grant to State and
local community policing and law enforcement efforts that deal
with drug problem.

1 appreciate everything you said about the need for more re-
sources everywhere.

Mr. SCHUMER. I know you agree with me, so I appreciate your
coming forward with the question directly.

Mr. Smith, something?

Mr. Lamar SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have primarily
one question that I would like to direct to Mr. Walters. And this
guestion may have been already answered by you, Mr. Walters, or
other members.

Do you feel that the administration is giving sufficient priority
to stopping the distribution and use of illegal drugs?

And the reason I say that, this isn’t a partisan question, because
I have read several times—Charlie Rangel, a New York Democrat,
has said in various publications that he does not feel that the ad-
ministration is doing encugh about stopping the inflow of illegal
1(irugs coming into this country and the use of drugs once they get

ere. .

And I was floored by one statement he made. He said that the
total cost of crime in America today, primarily driven by illegal
drugs, was $300 billion which happens to be about what the deficit
is today. So if we can take a long stride toward curing the illegal
dru% problem, we are going to address the deficit.

That is off the subject—well, if there is a chuckie, then I will re-
tract that and say I think it is very much on target. We are trying
to not only reduce the deficit but reduce ¢rime in America, and a
big part of that is the use of illegal drugs. And I am concerned
about what I read in the Washington Post where a senior OMB of-
ficial mentioned that there had been suggestions by the adminis-
tration to cut the drug programs.
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Between what the OMB officials and what Charlie Rangel, said
it seems that the administration is not giving a high priority to try-
ing to stem the tide of illegai drugs in America; and I wonder if
you agree with me.

Mr. WALTERS. Yes, I am concerned.

I resigned as Acting Director of the Office when the Office was
slashed because I didn’t believe that the signal being sent allowed
for proper direction of the program. It wasn’t a matter of officers
or bureaucrats, You need to put somebody in charge.

These are tough issues that cross agencies, and you need some-
body who is strong. Nobody has an office—who is serious—with 25
people. And it is not a matter of how much your entourage is. It
is, are you going to survive.

And Lee Brown doesn’t have enough people to stay on top of
things. And the feeling in this town is that he doesn’t have enough
clout to do anything. And he is giving interviews in which he says
he .doesn’t feel that he has the clout to do anything. And the peliti-
cal pressure on this has declined. And you will get a chance to try
to do this if you try to move legislation that actually increases—
whether money or legislation or penalties on drugs—you are going
to find how little response there is. And that requires a President
who pays attention. )

The other thing is, the reason we had declines in drug use in this
country is that the American people got motivated. It is nol just
what the Federal Government did, but it’s important that the Fed-
eral Government said this was a priority too.

So workplaces, schools, local communities, local government offi-
cials thought they were part of a general effort. And it became, as
my friend Jim Burk used fo say, it is drug abuse delecalization,
and people scolded and they weren’t going to tolerate and they
spent money with their fellow Americans, That is what did it.

And now that we have had all these declines, we don’t care any
more. We are makinf a gesture here and a gesture there, and it
is not a priority. And we are going to dismantie mandatory mini-
mums and not care about treatment funding and get rid of asset
forfeiture, or reduce it {& make it more complex.

All of these signals are evident, and I predict it will bring a
slight return in easual use. But it won’t end the remaining problem
that we have. And I think for communities, your remark is on
point. Drug use is contributing to the permanent crippling of those
communities’ ability, our inner cities, and minority communities, to
maintain economic viability, the safety of their children. You have
violence at levels that would be repugnant in the past that we now.
are acce ting——part{lgusimulated by drugs and continuing even
without gs, but gs are certainly a factor in this. And they
are sucking, as I said before you came in, approximately $300 mil-
lion a month out of our cities, mostly to pay for drugs, that goes
back to Colombia. That is cocaine alone, - ,

If you want to try to maintain stability and order and get seme
grogress on a lot of other social pathologies and problems that we

ave in the inner city, we don’t have to solve those before you solve
drug use. Cut the use and focus the prevention money. I think we
could reduce some of the prevention money, but focus it on the
schools and school districts that need the prevention and treat-
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ment. Focus on the cities that need it. You have vacancies in New
York City. You don’t need money based on proportion in South Da-
kota. There is no sense to that. .

Mr. LAMAR SMITH. I couldn’t agree with you more. The fact that
the use of some drugs is going down is countered by the fact that
the use of some drugs is going up. And my main concern is—-and
I am disappointed that the President hasn’t given it a higher prior-
ity—it is what the President puts on the agenda and the priority
that he assigns to particular issues that generate legislation and
generate problem-solving.

And in this case, we still have a major problem in this country

and that is the use of illegal drugs. We don’t seem to be giving it
the priority that it deserves. I-agree with your statement.

Thank you.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Edwards.

Mr. EpwarDps. I know we have to go, Mr. Chairman. I just have
one observation or guestion—if any member of this excellent panel
wants to respond to it.

I noticed that although African-Americans are 12 percent, 10 per-
cent, or something like that, of our population in the United States,
they make up 37 percent of the drug prisoners. They are generally
poor people, often without fathers, often with a very bad education,
the subject of the generations of racial discrimination where they
haven’t had an opportunity to be a part of the American main-
stream.

Does that strike any member of the panel as a very unacceptable
statistic?

Mr. REUTER. It is certainly very troubling. I think we understand
the dynamics of why we have that situation. The most troubling
kind of drug selling is the visible activity in inner cities. It is an
activity more accessible and attractive to poorer people. And Afri-
can-Americans are disproportionate among the poverty population.

The police in the cities have responded correctly to community
concerns to ciean up the visible drug trafficking. Unfortunately, we
get the statistics that you point to. It is a genuine conundrum. I
don’t think the police are being racist in general. It is a reflection
of more fundamental problems that you are referving to, and I don’t
think the drug policy is the place at which to scrt of deal with the
matter,

Mr. WALTERS. Let me add my experience in some of these com-
munities in my last job. Drug dealers on the street sell to people
like themselves. You know, white drug dealers do not go downtown,
and inner-city drug dealers do not go to Chevy Chase to sell their
drugs. They are too visible, and it is not their community. :

I think there—the regrettable fact is that we have been less suc-
cessful in reducing heavy cocaine use in particular, and it has
moved into inner-city and poor communities, overwhelmingly black.
And heavy users, as they become disabled, are reduced to selling
to support their habit. A

We cannot say you can’t arrest these people and tell people in
the inner city who are walking their own streets and who are burn-
ing down crack houses, because they don’t think they are getting
enough protection, we are not going to treat every arrest cof these
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people seriously because we think we have too many people of one
race that are in prison.

And I said this at the summit, and { think this is remarkable:
It seems to me that it should be unacceptable that there is an open
air drug market in any American city. That is a violation of the
lawful order and protection of the law that every citizen, including
the communities infested and having children at risk in those com-
munities. We ought to tell mayors and police chiefs, close them
down or we will fire you, or we will find somebody else who will.
It can be done. '

But the tolerance of this, the toleration of the body count in the
ities and of young black males being killed, when we don’t apply
myessure on community policing to do this, is astounding. If you
had 120 people killed in Desert Storm, it was considered a tremen-
dous success. If we had had 6,000 people killed, there would have
been a much greater concern. We lose that every year to cocaine.
That doesn’t include murders and crack babies and everything else.

BSo the fact that we are willing to tolerate this suggests that we
think people using these drugs in these communities are from a
different place or planet; a different kind of human being. And
when we think about this in the political culture, they are not.
They want their children protected, bums off the streets, and the
predatory criminals in prison and the same things that people in
tlﬁe suburbs want. And the people in the suburbs wouldn’t tolerate
them.

Why don’t we empower the weak and focus on these communities
and save lives?

Mr. BENSINGER. The proportion of prisoners that you cite strikes
me as accurate. I used to run the Illinois prison system and was
on the Board of UNICOR, the Federal Bureau of Prisons Industries
Board for many years representing the attorney general.

As to the number of users of illegal drugs in America, three out
of four are white and 70 percent have jobs. And what we have is
a disproportionate amount of violence and high chronic drug use in
our inner cities. And John Walters is right, those communities are
angry and they want strong policing and they want criminals who
are selling drugs to go to jail.

It is an issue that is not going to be easily addressed by our testi-
mony, I might add. It really won’t be addressed by the issue of
interdiction and eradication overseas. I am glad you raised it,
though, Congressman, because one of the issues that the adminis-
tration needs to look at is the relationship between public housing,
handgun viclence, assault weapon violence, crime, all of those is-
sues that you debate almost evary day on the floor.

Mr. EpwARDS. Thank you very much. That is helpful.

Mr. SCHUMER. Yes, I want to thank this panel. Just as at our
summit where;you all three participated, you lent a powerful per-
spective, and I appreciate your being here; and I am sure you will
be here again.

We are going to take a break for approximately 1 hour. Let us
attempt to resume at 12:20, when we will have the rest of our
panels.

[Recess.]

Mr. SCHUMER. The hearing will come to order.
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And I want to apologize to Mr. Brown and all of the witnesses
and audience who had to wait. Unfortunately, our little gathering
at the White House, for which we were supposed to break from
11:15, didn’t even start until 10 of 12. And I apologize to everyone.

Let me welcome, really for the first time since his confirmation,
Lee Brown. He is the Director of the Office ¢f National Drug Policy.
As Director of the Office of Drug Peolicy, Dr. Brown heads our Na-
tion’s drug control efforts from his Cabinet post.

Before accepting the drug czar position, Dr. Brown served as
commissioner of the New York City Police Department and chief of
police in Houston. *

And because you have waited so long, I will skip all the lengthy
credits and attributes, and you may proceed as you wish. Your en-
tire statement will be read into the record. '

Mr. Edwards.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I especially welcome Lee Brown.
Part of his history that you didn’t read was that for a number of
yﬁiarfg) he was with the San Jose Police Department. Were you the
chief?

Dr. BROWN. No, sir. I started my police career there.

Mr. EDWARDS. Started lLis police career in San Jose, then went
to New York and Houston. And he left a lasting mark on law en-
forcement in San Jose. He left a spirit of law enforcement that had
to do with the community and community work. And ever since
then, we haven’t had a singile felony in San Jose.

Mr. ScauMER. Well, I wish we could say the same for his record
in New York. He did a very good job, but it wasn’t quite that way.

Anyway, Dr. Brown, you may proceed, welcome.

STATEMENT OF DR. LEE P. BROWN, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF NA-
TIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY, EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF
THE PRESIDENT

Dr. BRowN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to ap-
pear before the Subcommittee on Crime and Criminal Justice.

As you have indicated, I have worked with you on many occa-
sions. I have testified before this committee in the past on other
crime and drug-related issues. And I am pleased to appear before
the subcoinmittee today in my capacity as the Director of the Office
of National Drug Control Policy.

I also applaud the efforts made by you and the members of this
subcommittee and others inside and outside of the Government to
take an opportunity to look at our Nation’s drug policy and ask a
very important question: What works?

Since my official swearing-in a couple of weeks ago, I have re-
peatedly stated that the country can no longer afford to measure
its commitment to fighting drugs by how much money is thrown at
the problem. As the Federal drug control budgets have grown, so
too has the public’s and Congress’ skepticism over what these huge
expenditures are buying.

But we should make no mistake about it; an effective drug con-
trol strategy will continue to claim a significant amount of re-
sources. The problem is still very great. But as important as the
drug problem is in an era of tight Federal budgets, we must start
asking ourselves the simple question: What works and what
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doesn’t? We've got to show results and make a difference at the
community and neighborhood level.

As a new administration, we see ourselves in a very unique posi-
tion to reassess past drug policies and budgets. We are currently
in the midst of a comprehensive review of cur Nation’s drug control’
program, including interdiction programs that will help chart the
course for the future.

This was initiated by the National Security Council, and this re-
view will have been completed soon. The President had asked me
to assess the reviesw:, the work of my colleagues in the Cabinet, and
to make appropriate recommendations to him on what policy direc-
tion our international drug control program should take.

At that time, I will be happy te discuss with the subcommittee,
in an appropriate forum, the specific outcomes of our policy review.
But the review of our international programs must also be coupled
with a review of our domestic drug control programs, but not only
because we also need a complete assessment of our domestic inter-
diction programs, but to make sure that, in developing a new na-
tionsl drug control strategy, all of our drug policy determinations
are based on what works and what doesn’t work.

As vour hearing today will surely make clear, there is a growing
body of knowledge evaluating our past drug control policies, par-
ticularly interdiction; and I want to build on this knowledge of our
past experiences.

But even before the administration completes its review of all
drug control programs, there are two important policy parameters
that I would submit to you and the subcommittee concerning inter-
diction programs.

First, despite a fivefold incredse in interdiction resources since
1981 and a sevenfold increase in the Defense Department’s inter-
diction budget since 1988, the amount of illegal drugs entering our
country continues to increase.

Moreover, despite increases in the amount of illegal drugs seized,
most drug prices are continuing to fall while drug purity continues
to rise. Clearly, we cannot hope to stem the tide of the drug epi-
demic through interdiction programs alone.

Second, while our combination of interdiction programs may not
have succeeded in stopping the amount of illegal drugs entering the
country, they have, in absolute terms, prevented a significant
amount of illegal drugs from entering the country and helped to
disrupt drug trafficking gatterns. Thus, abandoning our interdic-
tion dprog’ram is not a viable option. If we did, as some have advo-
cated, we would cede control of the supply of drugs entering the
country to the very drug suppliers and drug cartels we all agree
should be put out of business. We should never allow this to hap-

en.
P Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we intend to
take a harder look at the results of our interdiction policies and
then an even harder look at the overall resources available to fight
against illegal drugs. ;

Is the marginal dollar in our drug budget best spent by continu-
ing to increase spending on our interdiction programs; or is it best
spent elsewhere? Have our interdiction programs achieved results
commensurate with the increases they have received? If not, how
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can these moneys be best utilized? These are the questions we
must ask and we are asking.

I thank you for allowing me to appear today, and I look forward
to working with you as we begin to search for the answers to those
questions in the coming months.

Thank you. '

Mr. ScCHUMER. Thank you, Dr. Brown.

[The prepared ste*ement of Dr. Brown follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. LEE P. BROWN, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF NATIONAL DRUG
CoNTROL POLICY, EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to appear before the Subcommittee on
Crime and Criminal Justice. As you know, I have testified before the subcommittee in the
past on other crime and drug-related issues, and 1 am pleased to appear before the

Subcommittee today in my new capacity as the Director of the Office of National Drug

Control Policy.

I also applaud the efforts made by you, the members of this Subcommittee, and
others inside and outside of government to take an opportunity to look at our nation's drug

policy and ask, "What works?"

Since my official swearing—in two weeks ago, I have repeatedly stated that the
country can no longer afford to measure its commitment to fighting drugs by how much
money is thrown at the problem. As the Federal drug control budgets have grown so too
has the public's and the Congress' skepticism over what these huge expenditures are buying.
Make no mistake, an effective drug contro] strategy will continue to claim a significant
amount of resources. But, as important as the drug problem is, in an era of tight federal -
budgets we must start asking ourselves the simple question, "What' works and what
doesn't?" We.'ve got to show results and make a difference at the community and “

neighborhood level.
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As a new Administravion, we see ourselves in a unique position to reassess past drug
policies and budgets, We are currently in the midst of a comprehensive review of our
nation's intemationai drug control programs - including interdiction programs —- that will
help chart the course for the future. Initiated by the National Security Council (NSC), this
review should soon be concluded. The President has asked me to assess the review, to
work with my colleagues in the cabinet, and to make appropriate recommendations to him
on what policy direction our international drug control programs should take. At that time
I will be happy to discuss with the Subcommittee, in an appropriate forum, the specific

outcomes of our policy review.

But the review of our international programs must also be coupled with a review of
our domestic drug contrel l'arograms. Not only because we also need a complete
assessment of our domestic interdiction programs, but to make sure that —— in developing
a new national drug control strategy —— all of our drug policy determinations are based on
"what works and what doesn't work." As your hearing today will surely make clear, there -
is a growing body of knowledge evaluating our past drug control policies ~— particularly

interdiction — and 1 want to build on this knowledge of our past experiences.

But even before the Administration completes its review of all drug control
programs, there are two important policy parameters that I would submit to you and the

" subcommittee. concerning interdiction programs. First, despite a five—fold increase in
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interdiction resources since 1981 -~ and a seven~fold increase in the Defense Department's
interdiction budget since 1988 ~- the amount of illegal drugs entering our country
continues to increase. Moreover, despite increases in the amount of illegal drugs seized,
most drug prices continueA'to fall while drug purity continues to rise. Clearl}, we cannot

hope to stem the tide of the drug epidemic through interdiction programs alone.

Second, while our combination of interdiction programs may not have succeeded in
stopping the amount of illegal drugs entering the country, they have —— in absolute terms -
- prevented a significant amount of illegal drugs from entering the country and helped to
disrupt drug trafficking patterns. Thus, abandoning our interdiction programs is not a
viable option. If we did, as some have advocated, we would cede control of the supply of
drugs entering the country to the very drug traffickers and drug cartels we all agree should

be put out of business. We should never allow this to happen.

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we intend to take a hard look at
the results of our interdiction policies and, then, an even harder look at the overall
resources available to fight against illegal drugs. Is the marginal doliar in our drug budget
best spent by continuing to increase spending on our interdiction programs —- or is it best
spent elsewhere? Have our interdiction programs achieved results commensurate with the
increases they hav;e received? If not, how can these monies be best utilized? These are

the questions we must ask, and we will ask.
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Again, thank you I look forward to working with you as we begin to search for the

answers to these questions in the coming months.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. SCHUMER. I think you are asking exactly the right questions
and in a careful and hard hitting way in both of those together.,
And I think that bodes well for the examination that you are going
to be giving.

Let me ask you this question, sir: Right now we have one lead
agency for detection, one for air-interdiction, another for marine-
interdiction, one for eradication, and one for in-country law enforce-
ment. But no one authority can direct these agencies to cooperate
in any particular mission.

Are you going to look at the issue on the interdiction area of co-
ordination between the many different agencies and departments
that have jurisdiction now and perhaps recommend some kind of
overarching authority to deal with this?

Because, these turf wars—far be it for a Congress—you know, we
have our own turf wars which cripple us in many ways, and we
contribute to your turf wars and you contribute to ours, the juris-
dictions parallel each other. But something has to be done. It is out
of hand in so many different areas.

Dr. BROWN. Yes, sir. I am optimistic we can address the issue.
Considering the fact that the President has elevated this Office to
a Cabinet-leve] position allows me to interact with the other mem-
bers of the Cabinet to address these issues. I am optimistic that we
can effectively address the problem.

Mr. SCHUMER. Second, I don’t want to prejudge what you are
going to do, but in my study of the whole drug budget, the place
I have found the least bang for the buck is not—I wouldn’t call it
supply side/demand side, because I think you really need both; and
I agree with you, our interdiction effort must continue. I think,
eradication, you get quite a bit of bang for the buck.

I think in terms of knocking out drug cartels the efforts to knock
out the drug cartels seem to have gotten a lot of bang for the buck.
In the whole drug enforcement budget—and we discussed this with
previous witnesses—it seems to me that the money that is now set
aside for the actual interdiction on cur borders, land, air, and sea,
which is about $2.1 billion, may be a little more if you add in some
of the job that is done on the Mexican border. We get the least
bang for the buck from there than in any other place in our budget.
That is an impression I have. I can’t say I can prove that incon-
trovertibly at this point. That is one of the purposes of this hearing
and our next panel.

Would you care to comment on that? Do you have some agree-
ment with that? I think that Mr. Heymann alluded to that.,

Dr. BROWN. It is premature for me to give you a conclusion on
it. That is part of our overall process now, studying it. We are en-
gaged in a process now to look at the effertiveness of our inter-
national programs. And that involves education, interdiction, intel-
ligence, law enforcement, military support, judicial reform.

And so at some point in the near future, we would have a better
respl?inse about what is effective and what works and what is not
waorking.

Mr. ScHUMER. Thank you, Dr. Brown.

Mr. Schiff.

Mr. ScHIFF, Thank you. Can you hear me OK?

Dr. BROWN. Yes, sir.
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Mr. ScHIFF. We met a moment ago, and I have otherwise known
you by reputation; and that is an outstanding reputation. I am glad
you are on hoard this administration.

I have to ask first about your department. When the President
announced that he was going to reduce White House staff by 25
Rgrcent, he put out a list of positions that he intended to reduce.

y recollection is that the biggest hit was going to be taken by
your department, the Office of Drug Control Policy. And I would
like to know what your staffing is compared to what the Office was
a year ago.

Dr. BROWN. As I stated, the President did commit himself to a
25-percent reduction in the Executive Office of the President. My
Office is part of that Office, so there has been a reduction of the
lOfﬁtl:e. Right now we are in the process of getting down to that

evel,

However, there is a commitment from the President—and I am
working with his Chief of Staff's Office right now—to make sure
that we are able to carry out the function of the Office to have the
resources necessary to do so.

Although that commitment has been made for the 25-percent re-
duction, we are now looking at how can my Office carry out its
function in context of that; and that has not been resolved.

I think a key point in this regard is that the commitment on the
part of the President to address the problem is very strong. As I
talked to him before taking the job, one of the things that im-
pressed me was his knowledge =nd commitment to do the job. And
I think that is evident by the fact that he elevated the job to a Cab-
inet member where I have the opportunity to sit in with the Cabi-
net members to address the problem across the board.

Mr. ScHIFF. I agree with everything we have heard here about
interdiction. I don’t believe for a minute that it will solve the prob-
lem. I have some confidence in free enterprise. If there is a de-
mand, suppliers are going to look for ways to provide that supply.

What I would like to ask is at least tell us where we might be
going. I think there is probably not time here to take it up. Have
you had the opportunity yet to get a feel for the whole chain? I
know you said you are working on it. Maybe that is the answer,
about eradication at the source to intergovernmental cooperation
and you mentioned judicial reform.

I am not sure what you are looking at with that. Do you have
a feel yet of where we ought to be going? Or do you still need more
time to study the matter?

Dr. BROWN. We are in the midst of studying the measure now.
We have a contract to measure the effectiveness of the President’s
international drug control strategy, and within a few weeks we
should have the first phase of that completed. And that will give
us an idea of what to do in the second phase and some idea about
where we are going.

Mr. ScHIFF. I assume that you will share that with us?

Dr. BROWN. Absolutely.

Mr. ScHUMER. Thank you, Mr. Schiff.

And thank you, Dr. Brown. We very much appreciate not only
your coming here but your efforts. America needs your Office to be
as strong as possible.
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Dr. BROWN. Thank you.

Mr. ScHUMER. OK. We will now go to panel number three—four,
I guess. It was three but now four. We would ask the witnesses to
please come forward,

Thank you gentlemen. And I want te thank all of you for coming.
Our panel consists today of, first, Mr. Harold Wankel. He is the
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Operations within the U.S.
Drug Enforcement Administration. He supervised DEA operations
worldwide. Before accepting his post, he had compiled almost 23
years of experience in the area of Federal drug law enforcement.

In June 1992, Rear Adm. Richard Appelbaum became the Chief
of the Office of Law Enforcement and Defense Operations for the
U.S. Coast Guard, headquartered here in Washington, DC. In his
current position, the admiral directs several Coast Guard programs
including enforcement of law and treaties.

Mr. John Hensley is the U.S, Customs Service Assistant Com-
missioner of the Office of Enforcement. And I think I speak on be-
half of our whole committee when I say that we want to extend our
condolences to the Customs Service and to the families of the four
men who were serving their country in the terrible accident that
occurred, I believe it was last night.

Mr. HENSLEY. Last night, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Mr, SCHUMER. Mr. Briar Sheridan was appointed Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary for Drug Enforcement Policy and Support on June
23. He serves as the primary staff adviser to the Department of De-
fense Coordinator for Drug Enforcement on matters relating to
interagency coordination in an action designed to implement the
President’s drug control program. Prior to his current position, Mr.
Sheridan served as an intelligence officer for the CIA.

And finally, Mr. R. Grant Smith is Acting Assistant Secretary for
the Department of State’s Bureau of International Narcotics Mat-
ters. Before taking this positiun as Deputy Assistant Secretary for
INM, Mr. Smith served in a number of different posts within the
State Department.

I thank all of you for coming. It is, obviously, a big panel and
you have waited a long time. So without objection, I will ask unani.
mous consent that everyone’s statement be read into the record,
and we would ask each of you to try to stay within the 5-minute
rule, which I will also ask the questioners, including myself, to do

50,
Mr. Wankel.

STATEMENT OF HAROLD D, WANKEL, DEPUTY ASSISTANT AD-
MINISTRATOR FOR OPERATIONS, DRUG ENFORCEMENT AD-
MINISTRATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Mr., WANKEL. Chairman Schumer and members of the Sub-
committee on Crime and Criminal Justice, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to appear before you today to discuss our international drug
gontrol objectives and outline a strategy for the future based on les-
sons of the pas*,

Our primary objective is to reduce drug use in the United States.
This is to be accomplished by reducing both the supply and demand
for drugs. Reducing the demand for drugs is to be accomplished by
preventing and deterring new and casual users as a primary goa{
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and by treating existing hardcore addicis. Reducing supply and
availability of drugs will result from sharpening the attack on drug
trafficking organizations. As demand reduction programs take hold
and supply reduction programs make drugs more expensive and
iess readily available, we will continue o see a decrease in the
number of Americans who use drugs.

We recognize that in these fiscally constrained times there is a
Likelihood of less resources being devoted to counternarcotics ef-
rts, especially costly interdiction programs. This makes it all the
more critical that we develop a strategy that provides the most, as
Chairman Schumer says, “bang for the buck” in our
counternarcotics programs. . )

As you know, the administration is undertaking a top-to-bottom
review of our interrational drug programs as part of an ongoing
Presidential review that will provide this administration's policy di-
rection for the international drug program as alluded to by Sec-
retary Brown.

First, the declaration of a war against drugs caused the drug
problem to be misconceptualized in military terms. This had seri-
ous consequences for how America confronted the drug problem
overseas. One consequence was that bilateral drug law enfcrcament
efforts and multilateral initiatives tock a backseat to expensive de-
tection and monitoring and interdiction efforts. These high-cost
interdiction efforts, directed at the flow of cocaine rather than at
the organizations moving the cocaine, have received the lion’s share
of counternarcotics funding. Interdiction efforts have caused traf-
fickers to shift to more costly routes and methods, but traffickers
have also produced more cocaine to compensade for these losses and
to keep pace with international demand.

Second, recognizing that building institutions iz a long-term
propositien, we must continue to strengthen host nation institu-
tions so that they are able to confront and incapacitate major traf-
fickers. The U.S. Government will continue to seek to prosecute the
leadership of the cartels.

In some cases, as was pointed out, however, U.S. prosecutions
will not be feasible, and, therefore, it is vital to our interests that
foreign governments be able to successfully investigate, identify,
arrest, convict, and incarcerate for long periods of time inter-
national traffickers who operate in their countries.

Institution-building programs include professionalizing the drug
law enforcement capabilities of the police, establishing independent
and vigorous prosecutorial institutions, and judicial reform. All
these programs strengthen the gbility of Latin American criminal
justice systems to investigate, prosecute, and incarcerate major
drug traffickers operating in their countries.

Although programs designed to build the ability of Latin Amer-
ican governments to reduce the capacity of the cocaine cartels to
produce and distribute their product have received little attention,
we must tontinue to work with our allies in Latin America and
elsewhere and to develop these ’nstitutions so that they become
strong enough to resist the corrupting influences of drug traffick-
ers.

Third, we must .apply law enforcement solutions to law enforce-
ment problems. While there is certainly a support role for the U.S.
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military, foreign drug trafficking remains a law enforcement prob-
lem. It is law enforcement work that closes the labs, arrests the op-
erators, gathers evidence, identifies the kingpins, and ultimately
incapacitates them through convictions, asset seizures and jail sen-
tences. These law enforcement functions are the basics of drug en-
forcement efforts at home as well.

DEA has built upon these lessons to formulate a new interagency
law enforcement strategy designed to reduce the capacity of major
drug trafficking organizations to finance, produce, and distribute
their products. We realize that fighting drug trafficking requires us
to fight smart, mounting sustained, coordinated attacks on the
major vulnerabilities of targeted drug trafficking organizations in
order to weaken and destroy their infrastructure. That is why we
need to emphasize long-term enforcement, investigative, and insti-
tution-building solutions.

The DEA kingpin strategy is designed to guide drug law enforce-
ment activities in all the source and transit countries, as well as
here in the United States. The greatest impact on the drug trade
comes when kingpin organizations are disrupted, weakened, and
destroyed, root and branch. And that is why the kingpin strategy
is designed not only to remove the kingpin, but also to destroy the
entire drug organization by identifying and attacking all its
vulnerabilities, including:

Their means of production, including their cocaine labs and chok-
ing off the supply of essential chemicals needed tc make cocaine;

Their means of transport, inciuding their use of private aircraft
and containerized vessels;

Their distribution networks, including their distribution cells
right here in the United States;

Their communications;

Their financial networks and assets; and

Incapacitation of the leadership and key managers of the kingpin
organizations.

The objective is to destroy the organizations’ infrastructure, and -

with it, the organizations’ capacity to finance, produce, and distrib-
ute large amounts of illegal drugs.

Over the last year or so, this new strategy has been validated as
a means to disrupt trafficker operations. And through cooperative
efforts with the host nations and interagency ccoperation and ac-
celptance, we have seen this strategy take a serious toll on the car-
tels.

We have seen the last several years the leaders of the Medellin
cartel going to jail or being incarcerated or dead in many instances.
The Cali cartel is now being focused on and attacked through the
kingpin strategy. And we are seeing successes there. Ivan
Urdinola, a majer trafficker, kingpin was arrested a year ago. We
see the Cali cartel now talking to the Colombian Government about
possibly surrendering. They are facing the fact that the inter-
national community is at their doorstep, and they are concerned.

In the interest of time, I will defer the rest of my statement.

Mr. SCHUMER, Thank you, Mr. Wankel.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Wankel follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HAROLD D. WANKEL, DEPUTY ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR
gon OPERATIONS, DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
1ISTICE

Chairman Schumer, and Members of the Subcoinmittee i Crime and Criminal
Justice: I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss our internationat
drug control objectives, and outline a strategy for the future based on the lessons of the past.

Our primary objective is to reduce drug use in the United States. This is to be
accomplished by reducing both the supply and demand for drugs. Reducing the demand for
drugs is to be accomplished by preventing and deterring new and casual users as a primary
goal, and by treating existing hard-core addicts. Reducing supply and availability of drugs
will result from sharpening the attack on drug trafficking organizations. As demand
reduction programs take hold and supply reduction programs make drugs more expensive and

" less readily available, we will continue to see a decrease in the number of Americans who
use drugs.

Before discussing 2 substantive strategy, I would like to point out what I believe is a
common misconception regarding U.S. counternarcotics expenditures overseas. Ninety-one
(91) percent of the U.S. counternarcotics budget is spent domestically, including border
interdiction. In FY 1993, for example, the entire U.S. counternarcotics budget was $13
billion. Of that, only 9 percent was dedicated to U.S. overseas programs.

We recognize that in these fiscally constrained times therc is a likelihcod of less
resources being devoted to counternarcotics efforts, especially costly interdiction programs.
This makes it all the more critical that we develop a strategy that provides the most *bang
for the buck® in our counternarcotics programs.

As you know, the Adniinistration is undertaking a top-to-bottom review of our
international drug programs as part of an ongoing Presidential Review that will provide this
Agdministratios's policy direction for the international drug program. In executing this
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review, we are looking at what has worked over the years, and making some realistic
assessments about future directions. Although the review is not yet completed and I cannot
predict its outcome, I would like to discuss some of the general lessons we have learned over )
the past few years concerning the efficacy of international drug control programs.

First, the declaration of a "war" against drugs caused the drug problem to be
misconceptualized in military terms. This had serious consequences for how America
confronted the drug problem overseas. One consequence was that bilateral drug law
enforcement efforts and multilateral initiatives took a backseat to expensive detection and
monitoring and interdiction efforts. These high-cost interdiction efforts, directed at the flow
- of cocaine rather than at the organizations moving the cocaine, have received the lion’s share
of counternarcotics funding. Interdiction efforts have caused traffickers to shift to more
costly routes and methods, but traffickers have also produced more cocaine to compensate
for these Josses and to keep pace with international demand.

The limitations of our interdiction strategy can be illustrated by an analogy. {\f our__
goal was to reduce the availability of GM cars in America, then we have put most of our
efforts into trying to pick off shipments of new GM cars on our intersiate highway system,
while doing comparatively little to limit production of those cars, - The more cars we have
picked off, the more GM has produced in order to meet demand, The sams is true of the
cocaine cartels, and of our efforts to stop the flow of cocaine into our country.

The fact is that programs focused solely against the flow of cocaine are not as
e sur.ve as programs aimed at the organizations responsible for producing and distributing
the cocaine. Most, in fact 73 percent, of all cocaine seizures overseas in excess of 500
kilograms are due to investigative information -~ such as informants and wiretaps. The
remaining 27 percent -are of all other types, including cold hits and Catection and monitoring

activities.
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Over-emphasizing interdiction programs plays to the strengths of the Colombian
trafficking organizations that can shift trade and smuggling routes far more quickly than the
U.S. can respond.

Second, recognizing that building institutions is a long-term proposition, we must
continue to strenghen host nation institutions so that they are able to confront and
incapacitate major traffickers, The U.S. Government will continue to seek to prosecute the
leadership of the cartels. In some cases, however, U.S. prosecutions will not be feasible,
and, therefore, it is vital to our interesis that foreign governments be able to successfully
investigate, identify, arrest, convict and incarcerate for long periods of time international
traffickers who operate in their countries.

Institution-building programs include professionalizing the drug law enforcement
capabilities of the police, establishing independent and vigorous prosecutorial institutions, and
judicial reform. All these programs strengthen the ability of Latin American criminal justice
systems to investigate, prosecute, and incarcerate major drug traffickers operating in their
countries. DEA, the Department of justice, and other U.S. Government agencies generally
are already engaged in a number of programs to help Latin American countries, such as
Colombia, improve their ability to investigate, prosecute and punish narcotraffickers.

Although programs designed to build the ability of Latin American governments to
reduce the capacity of the cocaine cartels to produce and distribute their product have
received little attention, we must continue to work with our allies in Latin America and
elsewhere and to develop these institutions, so that they become strong enough to resist the
corrupting influcnces of drug traffickers. In the long term, our ability to counter the threat
that drugs, such as cocaine and heroin, pose to the Unitad States is directly proportional to
the ability of Latin American governments to take effective law enforcement actions against
trafficking organizations operating within their respective borders.
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Third, we must apply law enforcement solutions to law enforcement problems. While
there is certainly a support role for the U.S. military, foreign drug trafficking remains a law
enforcement problem, It is law enforcement work that closes the labs, arrests the operators,
gathers evidence, identifies the Kingpins, and ultimately incapacitates them through
convictions, asset seizures and jail sentences. These law enforcement functions are the basics

of drug enforcement efiorts at home as well.

DEA has built upon these lessons to formulate a new interagency law enforcement «
strategy designed to reduce the capacity of major drug trafficking organizations to finance,
produce and distribute their products. We realize that fighting drug trafficking requires us to
fight smart, mounting sustained, coordinated attacks on the major vulnerabilities of targeted v
drug trafficking organizations in order to weaken and destroy their infrastructure, That is
why we need to emphasize long-term enforcement, investigative and institution-building

solutions.

DEA’s Kingpin Strategy

The Kingpin Strategy is designed to guide drug law enforcement activities in all the
source and transit countﬁes, as well as here in the United States. The greatest impact on the
drug trade comes when kingpin organizations are disrupted, weakened and destroyed, root
and branch. And, that is why the Kingpin Strategy is designed not cnly to remove the
kingpin, but also to destroy the entire drug organization by identifying and attacking all its
vulnerabilities including',

L their means of production, including their cocaine labs and choking off the supply of
essential chemicals needed to make cocaine;

© their means of transport, including their use of private aircraft and containerized

vessels;
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® their distribution networks, including their distribution cells right here in the United

States;
L] their communications;
® their financial networks and assets, and

® incapacitation of the leadership and key managers of the Kingpin organizations..

The objective is to destroy the organization's infrastructure, and with it, the
organization’s capacity to finance, produce, and distribute large amounts of illegal drugs.

We all know that street dealers are easily replaced. But Kingpins and their |
organizations are not.. Through the Kingpin Strategy, DEA has moved away from a body
count mentality of how many arrests or how much dope is seized, and toward more

- meaningful measures of psrformance.

The Kingpin Strategy also provides us with a framework to analyze and target the
major trafficking organizations and their different facets, to devise comprehensive plans of
attack, and to marshal our resources against them. This strategy focuses law enforcement
efforts and gives DEA a vehicle for working more effactively with other agencies toward a
strategy calculated to achieve U.S. Government countarnarcotics objectives, including
reducing the availability of drugs, and removing the threat traffickers pose to democratic
institutions, particularly in Latin America.

Anrd let me say [ do not expect the implementation of the Kingpin Strategy to lead to
a significant decline in drug seizures. Developing intelligence through investigations and
cost-effective technical collection has and will continue to lead to very large drug removals.
Our figures indicate that three seizures in four, regardless of where they are made or by what
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agency or nation, are made as a result of some sort of prior intelligence rather than as a
result of "patrol” interdiction efforts,

Kingpir Successes

Over the past year or 50, this new strategy has been validated as a means to disrupt
trafficker operations. Through cooperative cfforts with the host nations and interagency
i cooperation and acceptance, we have seen that this strategy can take a serious toll on the "
cartels. o

Just a few years ago, in the late 1980s, the Colombian Kingpins seemed invincible, v
Today we know better. Most of the leaders of the Medellin Cartel are dead or in jail. This
cartel's capacity to produce and distribute was markedly reduced in 195G, and it has not
recovered.  With the Medellin Cartel badly damaged and in disarray, we have targeted the
organizations that make up the Cali Cartel.

AT AR TS £y

Starting in November 1991, DEA teamed up with the Colombian National Police to
carry out the first major raids ever on the Cali Cartel in Cali, Colombia. We seized
important financial records that permitted us to freeze trafficker bank accounts in Colombia,
Miami, and London. A year ago, the Colombian National Police arrested Ivan Urdinola, a
major, targeted Cali Kingpin, and he remains jailed in Colombia.

; In November of 1991, DEA destroyed two major Cali distribution cells in New York
City, run by Pacho Herrera, by arresting the head of the New York branch, Pacho's brother,
Ramiro, and over 100 members of that organization. During this investigation, we seized
more than $20 milllon in cash and assets and took over 2.7 tons of cocaine off the streets.
Pacho’s brother was just sentenced to 30 years. Far more important ~ the entire U.S.
operation shut down and still has not been rebuilt. As a result of these actions, the wholesale
price of cocairie rose in the United States in 1992-—-sharply in the New York region—for only
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the second time since the cocaine epidemic began in the early 1980s,

QOur success agairist the narcotrafficking organizations depends on a coordinated attack
on every link of the chain of drug production, transportation, and distribution in every
country, We must continue to work with and help these nations identify the majo} trafficker
organizaticns through sharing and helping to develop drug intelligence and evidence in their

countries, and to help focus law enforcement efforts on eliminating them.

Although frequently far from our shores, our overseas counternarcotics efforts
directly strengthen our domestic enforcement programs. Much of the intelligence gained as a
result of foreign cooperative investigations results in important enforcement successes against
cartel operatives active inside the U.S. For example, the seizure in Miami and Houston in
1991 of 15 tons of Cali cartel cocaine concealed in concrete fericeposts, and the arrest of
important Cali operatives in the U.S., resulted directly from information obtained by one of
DEA’s offices in Latin America.

The State Department's support has been invaluable to our foreign operations, and we
receive excellent cooperation from INM's Narcotics Assistance Sections. The U.S, military
has also provided important support to DEA's overseas efforts, While radar-based detection
and monitoring is helpful when we have had resources to devote to "endgames,” it is of little
or no value as a stand-alone program. Detection and monitoring support to law enforcement
should be increased in select areas in the source countries where law enforcement endgames
exist, such as in the Chapare region of Bolivia, which is the source of 1/3 of world coca
production.

Human intelligence -- i sformants -- and communications intercepts provide the most
reliable and cost-effective sources of intelligence conceming the trafficking organizations.
*Inside” information provided by informants also gives us the best information, and the kind
of information needed for disrupting and dismantling trafficker operations.
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We appreciate the Subcommittee’s interest and support of our intemational narcotics
control efforts. I will be happy to answer any questions at this time.
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Mr. SCHUMER. Admiral Appelbaum.

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. RICHARD A. APPELBAUM, CHIEF,
OFFICE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND DEFENSE OPER-
ATIONS, U.S. COAST GUARD

Admiral APPELBAUM. Thank you for the opportunity to appear.

Mr. Chairman, the Coast Guard is a multimission service with
multimission facilities. The enforcement of laws and treaties is but
one of several missions. .

And within the mission of enforcement of laws and treaties, the
Coast Guard has broad law enforcement responsibility as the pri-
mary maritime law enforcement agency of the United States. Cur
responsibilities range from marine environmental protection to the
protection of the living marine resources, to the protection of ma-
rine sanctuaries, to the alien migration interdiction operation
which is receiving some focus in recent days, to the
counternarcotics mission.

In our current counternarcotics mission, our primary effort is in
interdiction. But the Ceast Guard is leading the way in fostering
international cooperation and development of maritime law en-
forcement skills. Most navies in the world resemble the U.S. Coast
Guard in size, in mission, et cetera. And the Coast Guard is ac-
tively engaging in combined operations and training with other na-
tions to develop processes to deal with maritime threats.

The Coast Guard is recognized as the expert in such areas as
small craft operations and at-sea law enforcement procedures. The
skills of our maritime law enforcement people in searching for
dru%s on a vessel at sea are the same as those being put to use
in the North Red Sea and Adriatic to help enforce the U.N. sanc-
tions, and the same as those used to search for undocumented
aliens secreted in vessels at sea.

The Coast Guard plays an important role in the country’s inte-
grated drug strategy. We focus on balance among efforts to achieve
optimal results with finite resources. We view our role in drug
interdiction as being consistent with our heritage of saving lives,
albeit indirectly.

We all know of the deadly impact of drug abuse, and we are
proud to be a part of that effort to prevent that abuse.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SCHUMER. Thank you, Admiral.

[The prepared statement of Admiral Appelbaum follows:]
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STATEMENT OF
REAR ADMIRAL RICHARD A. APPELBAUM
CHIEF, OFFICE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND DEFENSE OPERATIONS
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD
BEFORE
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
JULY 15, 1393

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the
Subcommittee. I am RADM Richard Appelbaum, Chief of the Office
of Law quorcement and Defense Cperations of the United States
Coast Guard. I am pleased to appear before this Subcommittee to
discuss the Coast Guard drug interdiction progrem.

The Coast Guard ig a multi-mission organization of about
38,000 active duty military personnel and slightly more than
5,000 civilian employees, operating 200 shore stations,
approximately 2,000 boats, 250 ships of various types and sizes,
and over 200 helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft to execute our
diverse missions.

The Coast Guard has four major mission areas: maritime
safety, marine environmental protection, defense readiness and
maritime law enforcement. With rare exceptions, Coast Guard
cutters, boats, and aircraft are multi-mission assets. For
example, it is routine for a single cutter tuv be involved in

search and rescue, fisheries enforcement, alien interdiction, and
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drug interdiction missions in the course of a single 4-6 week
patrol.

Maritime law enforcement is our oldest mission. Tle
suppression of smuggling was the main reason for forming our
early fleet of cutters in 1790. Today, however, our law
enforcement missions include fisheries enforcement, alien
interdiction, drug interdiction, and the enfdrcement of a variety
of laws, tresaties, and agreements. Our law enforcement authority
is derived from 14 USC 89 and other statutes.

While the focus of this hearing is on our drug interdiction
effort, I wanted to mention our other activities in order to
highlight the fact that law enforcemant is just one of many Coast
Guard missions, and within law enforcement, drug interdiction is
only one of several functions the Coast Guard performs.

The Coast Guard's drug control efforts are fogiised on supply
reduction. We are the lead agency for maritime interdiction and
share the lead role with the U.S. Customs Service (USCS) for air
interdiction. We also provide support to international
counterdrug initiatives and the intelligence community.

Firgt, 1'd like to state some terms of reference which I will
usa while discussing interdiction. There are five major phases
to interdiction: detecting and monitoring the target; sorting
legitimate traffic from that which might be illegal; intercepting
potential smugglers; searching them; and if they are violating
the law, arresting them. The Coagt Guard specializes in
intercepting, searching, and arresting, which I will simply refer

to as apprehension.
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Seizing all drugs in transit, i.e. sealing the borders, would
be cost prohibitive and disruptive to legitimate commerce, and so
is unrealistic. Because such a goal would be unreachable, the
stated goals of air and maritime interdiction sre to deter
smuggling and to deny the smuggler the safe, direct, and
economical air, land, and maritime routes. In other words, we
are trying to keep traffickers off-balance by forcing them to
devglop new, more costly methods and routes through effective
interdiction efforts. Through this disruption, we hope to
increase the cost to the trafficker and reduce the flow into the
United States. Seizures and arrests contribute to interdiction
and route denial.

With the goal of interdiction being route denial, any
interdiction operation that results in the trafficker increasing
costs and risks by changing the methods or routes by which
contraband is transported is considered a success. Seizing
contraband and arresting suspects has both a direct and indirect’
effect on the drug supply entering the United States. The direct
effect ls that contraband seized reduces the amount immediately
avalilable for consumption. The indirect effect is that
traffickers will be forced to develop alternative methods to
avold effective interdiction.  This increases the difficulty of
smuggling and reduces their profitability. Potential criminal
penalties and high operating costs create a deterrent to
smugglers. Deterrence is also a form of route denial.

Apprehension is the key to successful deterrence and route

denial. Detection and monitoring and the other phases of
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interdiction are integral to the process, but it 1s the law
enforcement aspect, the ability to apprehend if you will, that
ultimately creates deterrence. This is what the Coast Guard has
the legal authority to do at sea.

We strive to achleve route denial by distributing counterdrug
forces and operations throughout the geographic area of interest,
which is divided into four generic zones; the source countries,
and the departure, transit, and arrival zones.

In the source countries, and other nations, the Coast Guard
supports the efforts led by the Departments of State and Justice
in helping to build the political will and indigenous capability
of the host nation to combat maritime smuggling. The
International Maritime lLaw Enforcement Team {IMLET) is a unit of
about thirty Coast Guard officers and petty officers specifically
formed to provide waterways law enforcement training to other
nations. Teams of two to three personnel deploy to a hogt nation
to bui;d credible host nation interdiction forces. Based on the
comments of the U.S. amkessadors, the IMLET has had a significaﬁt
and positive impact on the nations to which it has deployed.

The IMLET is only one example of our support of international
training initiatives. We deploy International Training Teams to
various nations to train indigenous military and police forces in
law enforcement and other areas of.USCG expertise. The U.S.
Coast Guard igs an excellent model for these nations' developing
law enforcement programs because of its relatively small size,
the nature of its missions, the dual military/law enforcement

role, and the unique expertise of its people in small boat
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operations, st-sea boardings, and control of commerce. We also
support combhined operations with those nations' navies and/or
éoast guards and provide training to foreign police and military
students in the United States at various Coast Guard training
sites. All of these international initiatives in which the Coast
Guard is involved are clossaly coordinated with the State
Department. . .

Coast Guard maritime interdiction operations in the departure

_and trangsit zones rely primarily on our high seas boarding

program. A common thread emong all Coast Guard missions is
maritime expertise, and this is reflecte& in our designation as
thé lead agency for maritime interdiction. High seus boardings
are our most effective tool in both deterring and interdicting
drug shipments at sea. The Coast Guard may board any U.S.
registered vessel almost anywhere; however, foreign territorial
waters are excluded, unless we are working under an arrangement
with that coastal nation obtained through the assistance of the
Department of State. While U.S. registered vessels are subject
to broad Coast Guard boarding, search, and seizure authority, the
Coast Guard can also obtain permission to board foreign flagged
vassels from either the vessel's master or from the vessel's flag
state. It is this boarding program which enables the Coast Guard
to directly interdict contraband and apprehend suspects, and also
provide a deterrent against future smuggling ventures.

Our tactics in the departure zcne, generally out to about 100
miles off the coast of Central/South America, rely heavily on the

presence of a joint squadron of USCG/USN ships in the deep
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Caribbean and eastern Pacific corridor. Recently, Royal Navy
ships have become involved. While these units are primarily
assigned to detection and monitoring duties, we take advantage of
the presence of those assets by placing Coast Guard law
enforcement detachments (LEDET) -~ 7-person teams specifically
trained for boardings -- aboard to provide a significant
interdiction and apprehension capability at a minimal additional
cost. N

The impact of such operations is felt up to, and sometimes
even into, the territorial seas of the source and transit
countries through our participation in bilateral operations.
Agreements such as the one recently signed with Belize also allow
increased flexibility in interdiction operations close to the
source and transit countries.

Our transit zone strategy attempts to make the most of the
traffic constrictions at the geographic choke points such as the
Windward and Yucatan Passes. We try to keep a cutter in each of
the passes, and fely on detection and monitoring support from the
Departmeni of Defense (DoD) to make choke point intardiction more
effective. v

Arrival zone operations involve a diverse group of
participants., Coast Guard group commanders must coordinate the
forces of shore based local, state, and federal civil law
enforcement agencies with the operations of our coastal patrol
boats. Our arrival zone operations generally extend from our
shoreline out to about 50 nautical miles. Most of these
operations also incorporate Coast Guard fixed wing aircraft,

helicopters, vessels, and the assets provided by other agencies.



96

The National Drug Control Strategy, under which the Coast
Guard has been operating for a number of years, alsc calls for
improved collection, coordination, analysis, and dissemination of
intelligence by the various agencies involved in the drug war.
The Coast Guard is a major contributor tc, and user of, the
maritime ihtelligence program, and routinely supports the
intelligence community through post-seizure analysis and
information reports following the boarding of vessels. The use
of intelligence is vital to conducting efficient interdiction
operations. Our relilsnce on intelligence is reflected by the
fact that over 75 per cent of Coast Guard seizures last year were
as a result of prior intelligence. Ten yaars ago, Coast Guard
vessels gteamed looking for vessels that met a drug smuggler’'s
profile. Today we primarily intercept, search, and apprehend
suspects based on the intelligence provided by the intelligence
community.

A description of Coast Guard's air interdiction program will
demonstrate the degree of interagency coordination required to
achieve success in this very dynamic and time critical mission.

Airborne smuggling by general aviation aircraft constitutes a
major means by which cocaine is transported from foreign
countries toward the Unitecl States. Typically, a DoD asset
detects a northbound aircraft which has departed from a
clandestine airstrip in Colombia. The target information is
passed through DoD channels to Joint Task Force Four (JTF4)},
located in Key West, where the target data i1s initially sorted

for national security purposes. JTF4 then notifies the joint
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U.S. Coast Guard/Customs Command, Control, Communications, and
Intelligence Center - Fast (C3IE) located in Miami. C31E
performs the law enforcement sorting function by checking with
air traffic control and tactical intelligence databases
maintained by the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), USCS,
and other agencies.

If the target is determined to be of interest, an interceptor
aircraft (either USCG, USCS, or Dob) conducts an intercept to
identify the aircraft., The interceptor aircraft obtains more
target information, and passes this to the C3IE for further
sorting. If the eircraft is sorted as suspect, based on known
intelligence and other sorting criteria, constany monitoriﬁg
continues using avallable assets, regardless of parent agency.
As the suspect app;oaches its destination, apprehension forces
are alerted.

A combined DEA, USCG, DoD, and Bahamian operation, Operation

"Bahamas and Turks and Caicos (OPBAT) is the model ailr
apprehension operation. Utilizing Coast Guard and U.S. Army
helicopters, OPBAT e3sets recelve target information, and
interdict the suspect aircraft as it offloads contraband in the
Bahamas. Because alrcraft currently tend to air drop contraband
to awaiting vessels, C3IE also helpst coordinate a maritime
response, while DEA and Royal Bahamian Defense Forcs personnel
aboard the CPBAT helicopters are ready to apprehend the suspects
if the aircraft lands or the pick-up boats beach themselves.

If the suspect aircraft conducts an airdroﬁ and does not

land, apprehension forces focus on interdicting the contraband
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and arresting suspects, while the aircraft is tracked throughout
the return flight. Apprehension forces in the destination
(original sourca) country are alerted and, if shle, respond to
meet the aircraft upon arrival,

This is a complicated scenario but it works, thanks to the
éxtraordinary amount of coordination between the many agencies.
0f significant note is that while intense interagency
coordination is required to maintain a constant surveillance and
app;ehension response to these events, intexnationél coordination
is also required to coordinate an apprehension response in
foreign countries. The fact that this scenario is effectivae,
despite the inherent complexity, bears witness to the level of
close coordination agencies and governments share.

While the Coast Guard is the lead agency for maritime
interdiction and co-lead with the USCS for eir interdiction, we
simply cannot do these jobs alone. We rely on the support and

assistance of many other agencies involved in counterdrug

. operations, including: USCS, DEA, Office of National Drug Control

Policy, and the Departments of Defense, Justice, State,
Transportation, and Treasury. . Furthermore, other agencies are
involved at the Federal, state and local levels and assist in the
planriing and execution of operations. ) .

The National Counter-Drug Planning Process was implemented
because interagency cooperation is essential to coordinating snd
conducting effective counterdrug operations. Under this process,
guarterly assessments of the air and maritime cocaine smuggling

threat are conducted. Based on these assessments, quarterly
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planning conferences batween involved agencies are first
conducted at the strategic level, followed by planning
conferences at the operational and tactical levels. Operational
requirements axre provided by the lead sgencies, and thz known
capabilities of involved agency assets are coordinated to
optimize their use for counterdrug operations. Thus, this
process encourages synergy between agencies in assigning assets
to specific joint operations; the operational impact of resource
constraints are minimized.

We have also expanded our efforts at lncreasing the
effectiveness of interdiction through shared technological
developments. We have made significant progress in the research
znd development of drug detection equipment which will enable us
to detect the presence of illegal substances wilthout intrusive ox
destructive searches. Enhancements to data processing, such as
the Law Enforcement Information System (LEIS), and increased
interoperability and connectivity with other federal agencies
have resulted in a more rapid sharing of information required to
sort legitimate from suspect traffic. Additionally, the
capabilities of both cutters and aircraft to classify and
identify targets have been enhanced through electro-optical
systems, such as night vision devices.

With the assignment of DoD as the lead agency for the
detection end monitoring of trafficking events, Coast Guard
operational assets have become increasingly focused on
apprehension. Through interagency cooperation and technological

developments, overall interdiction effectiveness has been
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maintained, while the smount of time Coast Guard assets have
devoted to counterdrug oparations has decreased. This has
allowed the Coast Guard to dedicate more asset time to meet the
increasing requiraments of the marine environmamntal protection,
migrant interdiction, maritime safety, defense readiness and
fisheries law enforcement missions. The proportion of the Coast
Guard Operating Expenses Approprietion for drug interdiction has
declined from 24 percent in FY89 to 14 percent in FY93.

These interdiction programs are effective, I make this
statement based on comparing how the various air and maritime
trafficking routes and methods have changed in response to U.S.
interdiction operations. The national goal of interdiction is
route denial, so effectiveness of interdiction should be measured
against this goal.

Seizure data is tempting to use as & measure of
effectiveness, but without knowing the amount shipped oxr the
amount received, the amount of contraband seized does not yield a
meaningful measure of effectiveness. Successful interdiction
operations deny routes, so it is loglcal to expect a decrease in
the quantities of drugs seized on these routes. Route denial can
be determined from detection and monitoring data, intelligencs,
and smuggling methods. Using this information, we have observed
that trafficking routes have changed in response to apprehension
cperations.

For air interdiction, the direct narcotrafficking flight into
the United States, which was common a few years agp, is now a

rare event because of effective interagency and international
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efforts. Air traffickers have shifted from landing and
offloading in the United States to conducting airdrops at
transshipment areas. While the Bashamas is an ideal transshipment
area because of the many remote islands and proximity to the
United States, it is no longer the destination for most air
trafficking events.

-The overall maritime interdiction program is also disrupting
the narcotrafficker and thus partially achievi?g the goal of
route denial. The increased use of aircraft to transport
contraband, the practice of concealing contraband in the
legitimate cargo of commercial vessels, the increased use of
concealed compartments and low profile vessels, and the increased
willingness of traffickers to jettison loads prior to Coast Guard
boardings, are all costly measures which traffickers have adopted
in response to effective maritime interdiction.

In summary, the Coast Guard is involved in many of the facets
of the National Drug Control Strategy, from interdiction to
intelligence, from waterways law enforcement training initiatives
in host nations to operations on the borders of the United
States, and in the air and at sea. We have, along with all other
agencies, worked hard to achleve the level of interagency and
international cooperation and effective interdiction and
deterrence enjoyed today. Our multi-mission character makes the
Coast Guard unique, always ready to respond to a variety of
mission taskings, including drug interdiction, in the maritime

environment.
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Mr. Chairman, I thank you &nd the membars of this
Subcommittee for this opportunity to disecuss Coast Guard
counterdrug initiatives. I am ready to answer any questions you

may have. Thank you.
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Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Hensley.

STATEMENT OF JOHN E. HENSLEY, ASSISTANT COMMIS-
SIONER, OFFICE OF ENFORCEMENT, U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE

Mr. HENSLEY., Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
my name is Jchn Hensley, and I am Assistant Commissioner, Of-
fice of Enforcement for the U.S. Customs Service.

Thank you for giving me this opportunity to discuss foreign inter-
diction initiatives and our key role in that problem.

Let me begin by making a few general comments about the sig-
nificance of interdiction in the overall supply reduction strategy
and why the U.S. Customs Service feels that the continuation of
interdiction programs is a necessary Federal responsibility.

Interdiction is a productive and proven concept. Consider, for ex-
ample, the Customs program to prevent the entry of smuggling air-
craft into the United States which has reduced by nearly three-
fourths the number of smuggling aircraft crossing our borders, and
the Coast Guard program for preventing the entry of drugs by ves-
sel which has had tremendous success in addressing the threat of
mother ships.

The processes that form the foundation of drug interdiction pro-
grams include technology-based systems, inspection, investigation,
and intelligence. '

At the border, networked systems including technology, hard-
ware, personnel and command, control, communications, and intel-
ligence systems have been implemented to interdict the drug sup-
ply. Closely interrelated with these efforts is the investigative proc-
ess that attacks the drug supply and controlling criminal organiza-
tions using confidential informants, undercover operations, wire-
taps, and a variety of other investigative techniques. These inter-
related efforts all form the foundation of a successful drug interdic-
tion program.

Interdiction serves many purposes. The interdiction process not
only guards against narcotics smuggling, but also guards against il-
legal immigration, protects the environment, protects the domestic
agricultural industry, and prevents the entry or exit of dangerous
materials such as weapons or munitions. Thesge functions are per-
formed simultaneously with the interdiction of illicit drugs.

As part of Customs’ responsibility to monitor the flow of carriers,
people, and merchandise into our country, and to collect any duties
and taxes, we receive vast amounts of commercial data concerning
imported merchandise and the importing carriers, in an electronic
format. We are able to extract valuable, artificial intelligence on
suspect shipments from this data, using our autemated targeting
systems.

Our interdiction systems in the ports of entry are technology
based to support targeting and examination functions. In response
to the volume of traffic at our ports of entry, Customs began an ag-
gressive program of using electronic information systems to assist
its work force in targeting high-risk cargo, conveyances, and per-
sons at the por.s of entry.

The U.S. interdiction systems are nearing completion. The major
expenditures for systems development and acquisition are behind
us.
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More importantly, the interdiction system is proactive. Interdic-
tion occurs at or beyond our borders, before drugs can enter the
market, become widely dispersed, and begin doing their damage.
Interdiction allows drugs to be seized at their highest level of pu-
rity and in their greatest concentrated volumes. Interdiction con-
sistently produces more arresis and seizures of wholesale quan-
tities of drugs than any other enforcement approach.

The consideration of the deterrent effects must also be weighed
when calculating the true value of a program. Customs believes
that the interdiction systems are indeed deterrents and that this
is evidenced by the dramatic reduction in the aviation threat, along
with the shifting of both smuggling routes and methods to avoid
these systems; recent detection of elaborate tunnels of San Ysidro
and Douglas, AZ, attest to this. '

Additionally, the Federal Government has the support of na-
tional intelligence systems that allow them to more precisely target
specific areas for enforcement activities.

Successful interdiction requires internaticnal cooperation. The
Federal Government is responsible for negotiations with foreign
countries. '

Mr, Chairman, I can assure this committee that the approach to
interdiction taken by the Customs Service and the other agencies
here today has been both thoroughly considered and independently
validated. _

In summary, interdiction is one strategy that is entirely the re-
sponsibility of the Federal Government. Interdiction, perhaps more
than any other antidrug program, relies on sophisticated tech-
nology. Interdiction operations are proactive and can be improved
as new technology and systems are applied. Finally, interdiction
not only protects our borders from narcotics, but from many other
safety, health, environmental, and law enforcement threats.

Customs views interdiction not as simply a means of seizing
drugs, but also as a significant deterrent and a method of gather-
ing information vital to the investigation and dismantiing of traf-
ficking organizations. We have taken significant steps to ensure
that these elements are incorporated into our approach.

In the 1990’s, nearing fulfillment of our initial objective to reduce
the flow of narcotics into the United States via general aviation air-
craft, Customs expanded upon its mission by projecting our line of
defense southward to combat the air smuggling threat at its high-
est concentration, at its source. This, the defense-indepth strategy,
affords the United States and its host nations a greater oppor-
tunity for successful interdiction by tracking the suspect at the ear-
liest point along his smuggling routs.

Customs determined, by creatively managing and scheduling ex-
isting resources, that we could continue to maintain a “7-by-24”
interdiction capability within the United States, while also deploy-
ing a small detachment of aircraft and personnel to areas where
the measurable return on our investment would be greater.

The results of technologies can be most validated in Mexico
where the Attorney General of Mexico credited Customs participa-
tion with 80 percent of the cocaine caught in his country in 1991.
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I would close by saying that interdiction is a continuum that at-
tacks the narcotics trafficker from the field {o the domestic dis-
tribution network.

Further, I want to emphasize that drug law enforcement is an
interconnected matrix with all pieces being cross supportable and
interconnected. We believe that the solution to our Nation’s drug
problems does not lie in enhancing one program at the expense of
another, but rather in continuing to build on what has already
been achieved.

Thank you.

Myr. ScHUMER. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hensley follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN E. HENSLEY, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF
ENFORCEMENT, U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE, MY NAME IS
JOHN HENSLEY, I AM THE ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF
ENFORCEMENT, FOR THE U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE. I WOULD LIKE TO THANK
YOU FOR GIVING ME THIS OPPORTUNITY TO DISCUSS FOREIGN INTERDICTION
INTTIATIVES AND THEIR KEY ROLE IN OUR INTEGRATED APPROACH TO
COMBATTING THE ILLEGAL DRUG PROBLEM.

LET ME BEGIN BY MAKING A FEW GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT THE
SIGNIFICANCE OF INTERDICTION IN THE OVERALL SUPPLY REDUCTION

STRATEGY AND WHY THE UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE FEELS THE

CONTINUATION OF INTERDICTION PROGRAMS IS A NECESSARY FEDERAL ‘
RESPONSIBILITY.
INTERDICTION IS A PRODUCTIVE AND PROVEN CONCEPT. CONSIDER,

‘ FOR EXAMPLE, THE CUSTOMS PROGRAM TO PREVENT THE ENTRY OF
SMUGGLING AIRCRAFT INTO THE UNITED STATES WHICH HAS REDUCED BY
NEARLY THREE QUARTERS THE NUMBER OF SMUGGLING AIRCRAFT
CROSSING OUR BORDER AND THE COAST GUARD PROGRAM FOR PREVENTING
THE ENTRY OF DRUGS BY VESSEL WHICH HAS HAD TREMENDOUS SUCCESS IN
ADDRESSING THE THREAT OF MOTHERSHIPS OFF OUR COASTS.

THE PROCESSES THAT FORM THE FOUNDATION OF DRUG INTERDICTION
PROGRAMS INCLUDE TECHNOLOGY BASED SYSTEMS, INSPECTION,
INVESTIGATION, AND INTELLIGENCE.

AT THE BORDER, NETWORKED SYSTEMS (AIR, MARITIME, AND LAND) *
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INCLUDING TECHNOLOGY, HARDWARE, PERSONNEL, AND COMMAND,
CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS AND INTELLIGENCE SYSTEMS HAVE BEEN
IMPLEMENTED TO INTERDICT THE DRUG SUPPLY. CLOSELY INTERRELATED
WITH THESE EFFORTS IS THE INVESTIGATIVE PROCESS THAT ATTACKS THE
DRUG SUPPLY AND CONTROLLING CRIMINAL ORGANIZATIONS USING
CONFIDENTIAL INFORMANTS, UMDERCOVER OPERATIONS, WIRETAPS, AND A
VARIETY OF OTHER INVESTIGATIVE TECHNIQUES. THESE INTERRELATED
EFFORTS ALL FORM THE FOUNDATION OF A SUCCESSFUL DRUG
INTERDICTION PROGRAM.

INTERDICTION SERVES MANY PURPOSES. THE INTERDICTION PROCESS
NOT ONLY GUARDS AGAINST NARCOTICS SMUGGLING, BUT ALSO GUARDS
AGAINST ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION, PROTECTS THE ENVIRONMENT, PRUI?ECI' S
THE DOMES’i'IC AGRICULTURAL INDUSTRY, AND PREVENTS THE ENTRY OR
EXIT OF DANGEROUS MATERIALS SUCH AS WEAPONS OR MUNITIONS. THESE
FUNCTIONS ARE PERFORMED SIMULTANEOUSLY WITH THE INTERDICTION OF
ILLICIT DRUGS.

AS PART OF CUSTOMS RESPONSIBILITY TO MONITOR THE FLOW OF
CARRIERS, PEOPLE AND MERCHANDISE INTO OUR COUNTRY AND COLLECT
ANY DUTIES AND TAXES, WE RECEIVE YAST AMOUNTS OF COMMERCIAL
DATA CONCERNING IMPORTED MERCHANDISE AND THE IMPORTING
CARRIERS, IN AN ELECTRONIC FORMAT. WE ARE ABLE TO EXTRACT

VALUABLE TARGETING DATA ON SUSPECT SHIPMENTS FROM THIS DATA,
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USING OUR AUTOMATED TARGETING SYSTEMS.

OUR INTERDICTION SYSTEMS IN THE PORTS OF ENTRY ARE
TECHNOLOGY BASED TO SUPPORT TARGETING AND EXAMINATION
FUNCTIONS. IN RESPONSE TO THE VOLUME OF TRAFFIC AT OUR POR.TS OF
ENTRY, CUSTOMS BEGAN AN AGGRESSIVE PROGRAM OF USING ELECTRONIC
INFORMATION SYSTEMS TO ASSIST ITS WORK FORCE IN TARGETING HIGH
RISK CARGO, CONVEYANCES AND PERSONS AT THE PORTS OF ENTRY. -

THE UNITED STATES INTERDICTION SYSTEMS ARE NEARING
COMELETION. THE MAJOR EXPENDITURES FOR SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT AND
ACQUISITION ARE BEHIND US.

MOST IMPORTANTLY, THE INTERDICTION SYSTEM IS PROACTIVE. ‘

INTERDICTION OCCURS AT OR BEYOND OUR BORDERS, BEFORE DRUGS CAN
ENTER THE MARKET, RECOME WIDELY DISPERSED, AND BEGIN DOING THEIR
DAMAGE. INTERDICTION ALLOWS DRUGS TO BE SEIZED AT THEIR HIGHEST
LEVEL OF PURITY AND IN THEIR GREATEST CONCENTRATED VCLUMES.
INTERDICTION CONSISTENTLY PRODUCES MORE ARRESTS AND SEIZURES OF
WHOLESALE QUANTITIES OF DRUGS THAN ANY OTHER ENFORCEMENT
APPROACH.

THE CONSIDERATION OF THE DETERRENT EFFECTS MUST ALSO BE
WEIGHED WHEN CALCULATING THE TRUE VALUE OF A PROGRAM. CUSTOMS
BELIEVES THAT THE INTERDICTION SYSTEMS ARE INDEED DETERRENTS AND
THAT THIS IS EVIDENCED BY THE DRAMATIC RERDUCTION IN THE AVIATION
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THREAT AND THE SHIFTING OF BOTH SMUGGLING ROUTES AND METHODS TO
AVOID THESE SYSTEMS (RECENT DETECTION OF ELABORATE TUNNELS
BENEATH THE SOUTHWEST BORDER ATTEST TO THIS).

ADDITIONALLY, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HAS THE SUPPORT OF
NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE SYSTEMS THAT ALLOW THEM TO MORE PRECISELY
TARGET SPECIFIC AREAS FOR ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES,

SUCCESSFUL INTERDICTION REQUIRES INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION.
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IS RESPONSIBLE FOR NEGOTIATIONS WITH
FOREIGN COUNTRIES.

MR. CHAIRMAN, I CAN ASSURE THIS COMMITTEE THAT THE APPROACH
TO INTERDICTION TAKEN BY THE CUSTOMS SERVICE AND THE OTHER
AGENCIES HERE TODAY HAS BEEN BOTH THOROUGHLY CONSIDERED AND
INDEPENDENTLY VALIDATED.

IN SUMMARY, INTERDICTION IS ONE STRATEGY THAT IS ENTIRELY THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. INTERDICTION, PERHAPS
MORE THAN ANY OTHER ANTI-DRUG PROGRAM, RELIES ON SOPHISTICATED
TECHNOLOGY. INTERDICTION OPERATIONS ARE PROACTIVE AND CAN BE
IMPROVED AS NEW TECHNOLOGY AND SYSTEMS ARE APPLIED. FINALLY,
INTERDICTION NOT ONLY PROTECTS OUR BORDERS FROM NARCOTICS, BUT
FROM MANY OTHER SAFETY, HEALTH, ENVIRONMENTAL, AND LAW
ENFORCEMENT THREATS.

CUSTOMS VIEWS INTERDICTION NOT AS SIMPLY A MEANS OF SEIZING
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DRUGS, BUT ALSO AS A SIGNIFICANT DETERRENT AND A METHOD FOR

GATHERING INFORMATION VITAL TO THE INVESTIGATION AND DISMANTLING

OF TRAFFICKING ORGANIZATIONS. WE HAVE TAKEN SIGNTFICANT STEPS TO

ENSURE THAT THESE ELEMENTS ARE INCORPORATED INTO OUR APPROACH.

ONE OF THESE STEPS WAS TO ACCEPT THE FACT THAT INTERNATIONAL

INTERDICTION EFFORTS COULD SIGNIFICANTLY CONTRIBUTE THE

INTERDICTION PROGRAM’S SUCCESS. ' .
IN THE EARLY 1990°S, NEARING FULFILLMENT OF OUR INITIAL

OBJECTIVE TO REDUCE THE FLOW OF NARCOTICS INTO THE U.S. VIA

GENERAL AVIATION AIRCRAFT, CUSTOMS EXPANDED UPON ITS MISSION BY

PROJECTING OUR LINE OF DEFENSE SOUTHWARD TO COMBAT THE AIR

" SMUGGLING THREAT AT ITS HIGHEST CONCENTRATION - AT ITS Sb_URCE.
THIS, THE DEFENSE-IN-DEPTH S'I'kATEGY, AFFORDS THE US AND HOST
NATIONS A GREAm OPPORTUNITY FOR SUCCESSFUL INTERDICTION BY
TRACKING THE SUSPECT AT THE EARLIEST POINT ALONG HIS SMUGGLING
ROUTE.

CUSTOMS DETERMINED THAT, BY CREATIVELY MANAGING AND
SCHEDULING EXISTING RESCURCES, WE COULD CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN A
"7X24" (7 DAYS PER WEEK/24 HOURS PER DAY) INTERDICTION CAPABILITY
WITHIN THE U.S., WHILE ALSO DEPLOYING A SMALL DETACHMENT OF

' AIRCRAFT AND PERSONNEL TO AREAS WHERE THE MEASURABLE RETURN ON

OUR INVESTMENT WOULD BE GREATER.



111

IN GENERAL, CUSTOMS DEFINES "FOREIGN OPERATIONS" AS THOSE AIR
INTERDICTION OPERATIONS OR MISSIONS CONDUCTED OUTSIDE U.S.
BORDERS, USING CUSTOMS AIRCRAFT BASED OUT OF FOREIGN LOCATIONS.
AT PRESENT, CUSTOMS AIR INTERDICTION AIRCRAFT AND PERSONNEL ARE
FORWARD DEPLOYED TO LOCATIONS IN MEXICO, HONDURAS, AND PANAMA,
TO SUPPORT THE MEXICAN NBRF (NORTHERN BORDER RESPONSE FORCE} AND
US SOUTHERN COMMAND (SOUTHCOM) TRANSIT ZONE AND ANDEAN RIDGE
INITIATIVES. 7

IN 1990, THE U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE AND THE GOVERNMENT OF
MEXICO JOINED FORCES TO ADDRESS THE INCREASING USE OF MEXICO AS
AN AIR TRANSSHIFMENT POINT FOR COCAINE DESTINED FOR THE U.S.
PRESENTLY, CUSTOMS HAS ROUTINELY DEPLOYED TO MEXICO TWO
. CiTA’lfION II (C-550) AIRCRAFT DEDICATED TO TRAINING AND SUPPORTING
THE MEXICANS IN INTERCEPTING AND TRACKING SUSPECT AIRCRAFT
PENETRATING MEXICAN AIRSPACE.

THE RESULTS OF THIS JOINT USCS/NBRF VENTURE HAVE BEEN MORE
THAN ENCOURAGING. IN 1991, IN FACT, THE THEN ATTORNEY GENERAL OF
MEXICO ATTRIBUTED 80 PERCENT OF THE SEIZURES MADE IN HIS COUNTRY
TO DIRECT U.S. CUSTCMS SERVICE SUPPORT. THESE ARE DRUGS THAT DID
NOT MAKE IT ACROSS THE BORDER INTO THE UNITED STATES. ACCORDING
TO DATA FROM THE "INTERAGENCY D&M PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT,"

MEXICAN END-GAME PERFORMANCE HAS IMPROVED DRAMATICALLY, EVEN



112

SINCE LAST YEAR. [ WILL BE HAPPY TO PROVIDE THE SUBCOMMITTEE WITH
THIS DATA AND RELATED SEIZURE STATISTICS FOR MEXICO.

IN SUPPORT OF SOUTHCOM COUNTERDRUG INITIATIVES, CUSTOMS
DEPLOYS BOTH INTERCEPTOR CITATION INTERCEP’I‘OR§, P-3 SLICK, AND
P-3AEW DETECTION AIRCRAFT TO THE THEATER. WHILE ALL AIRCRAFT CAN
BE USED TO DETECT, INTERCEPT AND TRACK SUSPECT AIRCRAFT DEPARTING
COLOMBIA, THE P-3 AIRCRAFT ARE TYPICALLY USED TG SUPPORT
USSOUTHCOM *D&M" (DETECTION & MONITORING) OPERATIONS WITHIN
SOUTH AMERICA AND ALONG THE TRANSIT ROUTES. AGAIN, I WILL BE
HAPPY TQ PROVIDE STATISTICAL INFORMATION ON OUR SOUTHCOM

SUPPORT.

DUE LARGELY TO THE FLEXIBILITY AND UNOB’I'RUSIV'ENFTSS OF
CUSTOMS AIRCRAFI', SUPPORT TO FOREIGN HOST NATIONS IN MEXICO,
CENTRAL AMERICA, AND SOUTH AMERICA HAS YIELDED TREMENDOUS
RESULTS. THESE RESULTS ARE PARTICULARLY IMPRESSIVE WHEN ONE
CONSIDERS THE FACT THAT, AT ANY GIVEN TIME, CUSTOMS HAS DEPLOYED
ABROAD ONLY EIGHT AIRCRAFT.

THE U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE HAS BEEN FIGHTING THE BATTLE AGAINST
DRUG SMUGGLING, ON ALL FRONTS, FOR DECALZES, WHILE WE HAVE
REALIZED SUCCESS IN DENYING THE SMUGGLER ACCESS TO U.S. AIRWAYS,
MUCH REMAINS TO BE DONE AS THE DRUG SMUGGLER CONTINUES TO ADAPT
AND FIND ALTERNATIVE ROUTES AND METHODS. CUSTOMS FIRMLY
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BELIEVES, HOWEVER, THAT THE SOLUTION TO OUR NATION'S DRUG
PROBLEM DOES NOT LIE IN ENHANCING ONE PROGRAM AT THE EXPENSE OF
ANOTHER, BUT RATHER'IN CONTINUING TO BUILD UPON WHAT HAS
ALREADY BEEN ACHIEVED. ‘
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Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Sheridan.

STATEMENT OF BRIAN E. SHERIDAN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY FOR DRUG ENFORCEMENT POLICY AND SUPPORT,
U.S. BEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Mr. SHERIDAN. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to have the oppor-
tunity to address this committee and provide to you an overview
of the Department of Defense’s counterdrug program.

I have submitted to you a written statement, and what I would
like to do is give you a short overview of the Department’s current
counterdrug program.

As you may be aware, the basis of the Department’s program is
the national drug control strategy. This strategy is currently under
review by the administration, and we anticipate new guidance and
direction later this year.

The DOD counterdrug programs can be broken into six general
areas. First, DOD is the lead agency for the detection and monitor-
isng of air and maritime trafficking of illegal drugs into the United

tates.

Second, we provide the integration of command, control, commu-
nications, and technical intelligence assets of the Federal Govern-
ment in use in counternarcotics efforts.

Third, DOD is involved in the approval and funding of State Gov-
ernors’ plans for use of the National Guard in counterdrug activi-
ties.

Fourth, we provide operational support and nonoperational sup-
port for Federal, State, local, and foreign law enforcement agencies.

Fifth, we conduct research, development, testing, and evaluation
initiatives for new counterdrug technologies.

And, last, the Department conducts a robust demand reduction
program,

Detection and monitorihg operations in support of the law en-
forcement agencies is implemented through the commanders in
chief of the Southern Command, Atlantic Command, Pacific Com-
mang, North American Aerospace Command, and Forces Com-
mand.

Implementation is accomplished to identify traffickers as soon as
possible in order to maximize the timetable for law enforcement

agencies to apprehend the traffickers and seize the contraband. We.

conduct detection and monitoring operations in foreign countries,
followthrough to the transit zcne, and then into the arrival zone.

DOD uses the AWAC, P-3 and E-2 aircraft, ground-based ra-
da;g_, and aerostats to detect and monitor air and maritime suspect
traffic.

As for integration of what we call C—3-I, we continue to support
law enforcement agencies with expansion of command, control,
communications, and intelligence networks.

From 1989 to 1991, we funded more than $160 million of pro-
curement for secure telephone, radio, and computer network equip-
ment for DOD and law enforcement agencies; and we continue to
assist in the development of a data base system for intelligence
sharing and analysis.

As for the National Guard, each year the Secretary approves and
funds the State Governor’s programs. The approach includes activi-
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ties such as ground and air reconnaissance and surveillance, mari-
juana eradication support, transportation of law enforcement per-
sonnel, cargo and container searches at border entry points, and
engineering support. DOD alse provides other operational and non-
operational support.

A lot of the Department’s support is not as visible and publicized
as those iteins I have previously remarked upon. This support in-
cludes the detailing of 275 Department of Defense personnel with
unique planning and analytical skills to Federal law enforcement
agencies to train and assist their personnel. I would add that we
do that on a nonreimbursable basis.

Under statutory authority, DOD provides, annually, non-
reimbursable support to Federal, State, local, and foreign law en-

forcement agencies. This support includes such activities as lin-

guist sand intelligence analysis, training, transportation, preparing
a base of operations, fence and road construction along the south-
west border, maintenance of loaned DOD equipment, and detection
and monitoring of land traffic outside our borders and traffic de-
tected outside our borders that cross into the United States for up
to 25 miles of the border.

We also provide working dog teams at border check points to as-
sist the U.S. Border Patrol and the Customs Service in cargo in-
spection.

We have established four regional logistical support offices
through the United States to assist Federal, State, and local law
enforcement agencies in accessing formal training at DOD schools
and securing the loan or transfer of excess military equipment.

Equipment support ranges from the loaning of radics and night
Viilf%n devices, to obtaining access to vehicles, uniforms, and air-
craft.

In terms of R&D, research, development, and test initiatives
range from the enhancement of existing capabilities to the long-
term development of automated cargo container inspection capabil-
ity.

DOD has maintained a highly effective demand reduction pro-
gram within the Department through both training and random
drug testing. This year we have expanded from a voluntary mili-
tary comimunity demand reduction program, to a new community
outreach pilot program where our personnel will conduct demand
reduction activities that focus on inner-city youth. The program
ranges frorn summer camps to tutoring and drug awareness activi-
ties.

In conclusion, I would say that that is an overview of our efforts.
I would add that the Secretary of Defense was recently directed
that we conduct an internal bottom-up review of the Department’s
counterdrug effort. Over the next 6 weeks or so we will be doing
that. We have invited all the LEA’s that you see here today to come
and share with us what the Department is doing well and areas
in which we need to improve.

And that is all I have right now.

Mr. SCHUMER. Thank you, Mr. Sheridan.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sheridan follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF BRIAN E. SHERIDAN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
DRUG ENFORCEMENT POLICY AND SUPPORT, U.S, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

COUNTERDRUG PROGRAM

Introduction

I am pleased to have this opportunity éo provide you an
overview of the Department of Defense plans and programs that -
support the U.S. Government’'s multi-national and multi-agency
approach to counter the flow of iliegal drugs inco the United
States.

OnVSeptember 18, 1989, broad, new guidance was issued to

the Department of Defense to assist in the swift and effactive

implementation of the National Drug Control Strategy. The
detection and countering of the production, trafficking, and use
of illegal drugs was designated as a high.priority national
securizy mission, and all of the CINCs of the Unified and
Specified Commands were directed to prepare specific plans for
the implemencation of counterdrug missions within their respec-
tive areas of responsibility.

During the last three years, the Department of Defense has
performed its counterdrug missions with increasing effectiveness
and has persevered in a wide range of counterdrug initiatives
and activities_in support of the Department of State, federal,

state and local law enforcement agencies, and cooperating foreign

countries.
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The foundation of the Defense program, the National Drug
Control Strategy, is currently under review by the Administrazicn
and new guidance and direcrion is expected lacér this year. Once
this guidance is received, we will review izs impact on
Deparement of Defense missions, and implementation plans will be

readdressed as necessary.

Overall Progress in the Ceuﬁ:otdrug Programs

To appreciate the progress that has been made by the
Department of Defense in the performance of the counterdrug
missions that have been assigned to it since the Fall of 1988, it
is only necessary to ccmpare the condition of its several
counterdrug programs today, with the conditcion of those programs
only a very few years ago.

As recently as FY 1989, the counterdrug budget of the

Deparcment was $380.3 million. In the fiscal year that ended on

September 30, 1992, thac budget was approximatcely $1.247

billion. Since 1989, the detection and monitoring effort has
increased almost five-£fold. Since 1990, the tempo of
counterdrug éperations, measured by level of efforc, has grown by
moxe than 250 percent. The number of missions performed by
Forces Coﬁmand in support of domestic law enforcement has
increased 1,110 percent. The Atlantic Command’s £lying heour
program has risen by 32 percent and its ship steaming days have

increased by 68 percent. The number of support missions
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condﬁcced by the Soutkhern Command has increased from 71 ia 1990,
to 89 in 1391, and 99 in 1992.

Budget figures and level of effort data, hewever, do not
begin to tell the stcry. A more accurate understanding of the
degree to which the Department has performed its counterdrug

missions can be cbtained from an examination of each misgion.

Attacking the Flow of Drugs st the Source

The Andean Ridge regison continuas to be the primary source
of cocaine consumed in the United States. At the request of U.S.
ambassadors, and in coordination with U.S., law enforcement
agencies which have counterdrug responsibilities, DoD has
assisted the Andean Ridge ccuntries by training host nation
forces to fight drug traffickers within their respective
countries. Since 1589, the Department has provided well over
$200 million in training, equipment, and operational planning
support to the Andean Ridge host nation forces.

The DoD involvement in the counterdrug efforts in the source
countries has, of course, been limited to a support rola.
Military personnal provide operaticnal support and human rights
training for host-nation forces, but no DoD personnel accompany
host nation forces during actual operations. The training and
equipment that havc been provided to host-nation forces (both

ﬁolice and military) have led to numerous successes in Colombia,

Bolivia and Peru.
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Because narcotraffickers do not respect the borders of
sovereign nations, DoD has recently assisted in the coordination
of plans for regional cperacticns. Such operations have promoted
cocperation among Andean nations and have demonstrated the air
incerdiction concept as an effective rmeans of disrupting the flow
of c¢ocaine. Future activities will continue to emphasize joint

ané combined operations, and will seek to incorporate counterdrug

activities of all cooperating nations in the region affected.:

" Attacking tha Flow of Drugs in Transit
Q Since 1989, the Department has concinued to improve its

derzection and monitoring of suspect narcotics-trafficking
aircraft and maritime vessels in the trangit zone, while
suppercing the interdiction efforts of law enforcement agencies
within cooperating host nations and at our own borders. These
efforts involve the close integration of‘a wide range of fixed
and mobile DoD assets including U.S. Navy ships, airborne early
warning aircraft, land- and ocean-based aerostats, ground-based
radars, and other sensors and placforms.

In additien, the Department centinues to enhance its near
real-time capability both to gather intelligence and to
disseminata it to drug law enforcement agensias (DLEAs). In
1989, the law enﬁorcamen: agencies and the Department of Defense
had.very\little expaerience working together and did not

effectively and jointly plan counterdrug operacions. Each agency
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essentially produced its own intelligence estimates and threat
assessments. Today, the majority of operations are closely and
effectively coordinated, and semiannual interagency counterdrug
intelliigence assessments are available to all participants. The
Department of Defense dlso hosts the quarterly National
Counterdrug Planning Conference, and the counterdrug Commanders-
in-Chief host similar regional planning conferences to ensure

better cooperation, inter-operability, and communications, and to

reduce redundancy and duplication of efifort.

Attacking the Distribution and Use of Tllegsl Drugs in the

Dnitad gtates

The support provided by the National Guard to the individual
states and territories has also increased significantly during
each of the last three years. All fifry-four states angd
territories have aggressive countexrdrug programs that support the
eradication of marijuana and provide either surface or aerial
reconnaissance, surveillaace, and transportation support to law
enforcement agencies.

The number of National Guard mandays that have been
dedicated to countexdrug support for law enforcement has more
than doubled since 1990, breaking the ons million mark in 1992.
The number of containers that have been inspected by National
Guard personnel at ports of entry in support of the U.S. Customs

Service has, for example, increased by more than 75% during the

same period.
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Demand Reduction

Independent of our extensive program of support to drug law
énforcement agencies, the Department of Defense has maintained a
highly effective program foz comba::ihg the illegal use of drugs
among military membars, their families, and “efense contraczors.
DoD has long been committed to enforcing rastrictions on the
illegal use of drugs through periodic random testing of military
and certain civilian empioyees; prevention educacion for ail DoD
comnunities; apd the requirement that all DoD contractors workin
in areas of national security, public health and safety institute
a program for achievirng a drug-£free workforce.

Throughout the decade of the 198038, and as recently
reflected during the 1992 Worldwide Survey of Substance Abuse and
Health Behaviors Among Military Personnel, DoD has developed whatz
is essentially a drug-free uniformed military force. The 1992
coniidential survey, the fifth conducted since 1980, assessed
through a self-report questionnaire the extent of drug abuse
among members of the Armed Forces. Chart 1 displays the trend in
reported drug use over the thirty day period prior to the survey.
Reported drug use is at an all time low of 3.4% among service men
and women world-wide. This represents an 88% reduction in
reported drug use since 1980. The Department’s aggressive

encouragement and management of demand reduction efforts are

clearly producing positive resulcs.
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The FY93 Defense Authorization Act directs the Defense
Department to establish a pilot outreach program to reduce the
dumand for illegal drugs. The program involves military members,
botk: Active duty and Reserve, and fccusses on inner-city.youth in
particular. Each of the Services and the National Guard Bureau
were asked to nominate proposed programs for inclusion in this
study. Firom among the many worthwhile nominations, twelve
programs vere selected as pilot programs. The outreach progranm
has been ¢esigned to take advanctage of the enormous dispersal of

military facilities and personnel throughout the United States.

A report on the pilot program is due to the Congress in October,

1994.

Progress in the Unified snd Specific Cormands

The Commanders in Chief of the Atlantic (LANTCCM), Pacific
(PACOM), North American Aerospace Defense (NORAD), Southern
(SOUTECOM), and Forces (FORSCOM) Commands have executed their
respective counterdrug missions under detailed plans approved by
the Secretary of Defense. To facilitate effective command and
control, three fully operational joint task forces (JTFs) have
been dedicated to DeD’s counterdrug mission: 'JTF-4 in Key West,
Florida:‘JTF-S in Alameda, California; and JTF-6 in El Paso,
Texas. LANTCOM has deployed a Caribbean counteidrug task group,
Qith appropriate planes and ships, to further enhance the DoD

detection and monitoring mission in the Caribbean Basin. NORAD




123

has incorporated intermal awareness and execution of its

counterdrug detection and monitoring mission witkin the scope of

its air sovereignty responsibilities. To that end, the NORAD
"steady state" sensor and tactical response networks have been
augmented with surge operations by mobile forces coo:dina;ed
thzough FORSCOM and DLEAs to combat drug trafficking into the
Norzh American continent.

Now more than ever, law enforcement agencies and DeD assecs
in che Caribbean are engaged in the pianning and execution of
¢counterdrug operations as a single, integrated team. LANTCOM has
improved its coordination wich host-nation law enforcement
agencies. This improved coordination among allied naval uni:zs
has enhanced LANTCOM’s ability to detect and monitor suspect
trasfic throughout the Caribhean. LANTCOM continues its effor:s
to detect and monitor suspect activities with the most efficient
mix of collection assets. Projects have included the expansion
of the Caribbean Basin Radar Network, continued progress towarc a
wicde area surveillance system and the improvement of available
sensing assets.

PACOM’'g strategy for combatting the production and
trafficking of illegal drugs employs a two-tier warfighting
command and control strategy through the employment of a joint
task force. This task force, JTF-5, is PACOM's supported command
for all counterdrug operations. Through JTF-5, PACOM conducts
operations baseé on intelligence tc detect and monitor both air

and maritime narcotraffickers; provides air and maritime support
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to LANTCOM; and provides support to DLEAs, iacluding
transportation, -maritime support. and aerial surveillance. PACOM
also provides supporz, with personnel and equipment, to FORSCOM
and NORAD for their counterdrug operations along the southwest
boréder. Additionally, PACOM has conducted several counterdrug
training missions in host nations in the Pacific.

FORSCOM has consistently increased its level of support to
DLEAs throughout the continental United States and Mexico. In
the Zirst year of its existence, FORSCOM’s counterdrug ’
headquarters for the southwest border, JTF-6, conducted only 38
missions in support of law enforcement. Having continually
refined its outstanding relationship with Operation ALLIANCE,
JTF-6 conducted over 408 operational missions in support of
ALLIANCE durihg FY 1992. This represents a 76% increase over FY
1991, and almost eleven times cthe level of 1983. Support
missions include ground and aerial reconnaissance, deterrence
operations, air and ground transport operations, and engineering
projects. Operational support has also increased in the
Continental U.S. Army (CONUSA) regions. The CONUSAs now provide
the same type support as JITF-6 and conducted a total of 100
operations, a 35 per cent increase over FY 1591.

NORAD has continued to refine its methods for carrying cut
detection and monitoring activities. NORAD has concentrated its
resources in high intensity drug trafficking areas and in
providing support to drug enforcement surge operations. These

operations include both airborne and ground radar assets targeted

«
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against gg;pec:ed transic routes. Additionally, direct
communfzgcians and data sharing are occurring between NORAD, the
. Federal Aviation Adminisctration, and the U.S. Customs Service to
obtain timely idéntification of routine legitimate traffic and o
facilizate rapid response to suspicious flights. The land-based
tethered aerostats along the southwest bcrdeé are now fully
integrated into NORAD operations. NORAD conzinues to explore and
develop wide area surveillance capabilities with the Qver-the-
Horizon-Backscatrer (QTH-2) radar and Airborne Warning and
Control Sysctem (AWACS) aircraft.

SOUTHCOM has provided a wide variety of support to the Latin
American nations engaged in counterdrug efforts. SOQUTHCCM

Tactical Analysis Teams (TATs) which operate frem

rovices
numerocus embassies to provide timely intelligence fusion and
analysis in support of ambassadors and their country teams, as

well as support for host-nacion counterdrug operations.
Additionally, in Central America, the Regional Counterdrug
Analysis Team provides support to DLEAs throughout the region.
The training of host-nation counterdrug forces has grown at
a rapid pace throughout the theater with special emphasis on the
Andean Ridge countries, especially Colombia. Mobile Training
Teams (MTTs) are providing important training in light infantry
tacticy, riverine operations, maincenance and logistics, and
aviation skills. This training has focused on increasing the
skills required to use and maintain the equipment being provided

tc Latin American counterdrug forces through the Foreign Military

I - e -
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Sales, Excess Degense Articles, and 506(a)(2) drawdown programs.

Communjcationg Integraticn

When the Department of Defense became significantly involved
in counterdrug support in 1989, communi:atiois interoperability
among law enforcement agencies and between DoD and those agencies
was almost non-existent. As a result of a four year effort and
the axpenditure of more than $150 million in DoD funds, there now
exists a highly effective, secure, long-haul communications
system that links 123 nodes at 56 locations of federal law
enforcement and the Department of Defense. The Department has
also provided significant additional assistance in the form. of

data base establishment and management, and data systems design

and installation,

Rasezrch and Daveleopmesnt

DoD’s research, development, teat, and evaluation (RDT&E}
initiatives have supported not only the Department’s counterdrug
missicn but also the key RDTLE objectives of the National Drug
Control Strategy. The efforts have heen designed to enhance
existing technical and operational capabilities and explore
critically needed future new technologies and in particular,
those with multi-mission applications. The key elements includa

eme:gent and exiscing technologies to: (1) detect and monitor the
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flow of illegal drugs into the United Staces; (2) idencify
contraband and automate cargo container inspection; and, (3)
improve the interoperability of communications and information
systems used in counterdrug enforcement, providing for dual
milizary and law enforcement applications. .
Continuing progress has been made by the Advanced Reseazch
rojects Agency in developing technologies to detect contraband
in cargoes entering the couﬁt:y that otherwise appear legitimate.

The program will result in the establishmenz zf test beds a:z

several ports of entry.

Additionsl DoD Support to the Countardrug Effort

Over the past four years, the Department of Defense has

established of a number of additional programs and activities in
suppert of the National Drug Control Strategy.

In 1989, the Department authorized the assignment of 2785
military personnel to federal law enforcement agencies and the
Office of National Drug Control Policy in order to provide

liaison, planning and training support. The agencies have,
without exception, praised the dedication, profaessionalism, and

significant support provided by these fine men and women of the

Armed Forces.

Regicnal logistical support offices {RLSOs) located in Long

Beach, California; Miami, Florida; Buffalo, New York:; and El
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Paso, Texas have been operational since August 1990, providing a
wide spectrum of non-operational support, including formal
training, use of DoD facilities, and loan, lease or transfer of
milizary equipment. Examples of the thousands of piaces of
aquipment which have been furanished include g:ound sensors,
trucks, night vision devices, uniforms, beody armér, and radios.
In addition, DoD has approved the transfer of numerous types of
aircraft, weapons, vessels, and armored vehicles for use by
fedeval, state, local and fcreignm agencies.

Military working dog teams have assisted drug law
, enforcement agencies with cargo inspections at land, sea, and
aerial ports of entry. In 1992, for example, using a record
4,944 team days in 17 separate operaticnsg, 2,705 pounds of
contraband drugs ware discovered.

The training that the Department of Dafense has provided to
federal, state, local, and foreign drug law enforcement agencies
has varied widely. For example, the Department of the Army has
trained law enforcement officials in foreign language skills,
pilot (fixed-winged and rotor) training, helicopter maintenance,
tactical survival, &ad bomb detection. The Air Force has
provided training in canine drug daetection. The Marine Corps has
provided téaining in tactics, small arms and riverine operations
in selected South American countries. The Navy has trained law
enforcement officials in riverine cperationms. The Department has
lec trained several hundred personnel from state and lecal

agencies in the tasks that are required to esctablish and cperate
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rehabilization-oriented training camps for £irst-time drug

offenders.

CONCLT3IION

During a period of massive change in both the security and
- fiscal envircnment, which has included the end of the Cold War,
an armed conflict in Panama, a major war in the Persian Gulf, a
wide range of unancicipatecd peacetime demancds, and major
reductions in the defense budget, the Department of Deafensa has

aggressively performed its new counterdrug missions. Although

mistakes may have been made as part of the learning procass,

they were not the result of a lack of commitment or effort on the

part of DeD personnel.

R S Y




130

n_mzznuwmmm >m<._.3=a >m

SN BNYa Lo

1 LUvVHuYD

i vn e e p e o e £ ST R

3©VINZO¥3d




IR KLU T M A A AR

131

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Smith,

STATEMENT OF R. GRANT SMITH, ACTING ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY, BUREAU OF INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS MAT-
TERS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. R. GRANT SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to dis-
cuss the international narcotics control program and the State De-
partment’s role in this endeavor.

We believe that the international narcotics trade poses two fun-
damental threats to our interest. First, it inflicts staggering domes-
tie, social, and  economic costs, and undermines our demand and
sugply efforts to curb drug availability and use in this country.

econd, it poses serious challenges to our other foreign policy ob-
jectives of protecting sustainable economic groewth, human rights,
the rule of law, the environment, and, particularly, democracy.

I would like to emphasize the last point, because in country after
country drug money has been used to pervert justice systems, buy
legislators, assassinate leaders, and attack the very roots of democ-
racy.

While our primary job is here at home, working to reduce drug
abuse and its widespread ill effects, on our society, if we want to
treat the tragic effects, we must weaken its power abroad as well.

The State Department has both diplomatic and programmatic re-
sponsibilities for advancing our international counternarcotics ef-
forts. Our diplomatic efforts are conducted through bilateral and
multilateral initiatives. They are designed to spur international co-
operation in support of programs and legislation which attack the
narcotics infrastructure. We are increasingly directing our efforts
at developed countries which are experiencing a growing drug prob-
lem themselves and have the resources to work with the source
and transit countries.

On the programmatic side, the State Department works closely
with other agencies represented here to build and strengthen anti-
drug institutions in key producer and transit countries. The
projects are tailored to individual country needs and capabilities,
and are in the areas of law enforcement, judicial enhancement, al-
ternative development, public awareness, demand reduction, and
training. We must often start with extraordinarily weak or non-
existent institutions in these countries. Most of you will remember
the degree to which Bolivia has become a narcotics trafficking sanc-
tuary under the corrupt Garcia Meza regime, or the threat to de-
mocracy posed by Pablo Escobar and others in the 1980’s.

Let me give you a few examples of recent achievements in Latin
America. In Bolivia, we have seen three consecutive democratically
elected governments. Acreage devoted to coca has declined 14 per-
cent in the last 5 years. The Government of Mexico is completing
the process of assuming the cost of counternarcotics programs pre-
viouely supported by the United States.

In Peru, despite insurgency and terrorism, the Government has
still managed to step up actions against traffickers in the coca rich
Huallaga Valley.

Despite thousands of deaths of court officials, police, and inno-
cent bystanders, the Colombian Government continues to attack
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the drug cartels éverywhere within the borders of their ¢ountry.
And as a result, the leaders of the Medellin cartel are either dead,
in prison, or on the run. N

In sum, after a decade of spiraling growth overall, coca cultiva-
tion has been down or stable for the past 4 years. Cocaine seizures
continue to be at near record levels, and drug kingpins and their
associates are bheing apprehended in Ecuador, Bolivia, Colombia,
and Mexico with greater frecﬂ.lency.

However, there are still challenges. Hundreds of tons of cocaine
and vast quantities of heroin continue to flow into the United
States and Europe. The breakup of the old Soviet empire has
opened new frontiers in Europe and Central Asia for traffickers.

Traffickers continue to exploit weaknesses of governments beset
by economic crises, political instability, and social unrest. Drug-fi-
nanced corruption and violence continue to be major impediments
to narcotic control efforts and a serious threat to both new and es-
tablished democracies.

Against this backdrop, we are reviewing our foreign assistance
programs to determine what has worked and what has not. Our ap-
proach will be framed by: one, more limited funds that will require
new priorities; two, an increasingly democratic and economically
open international system that creates counternarcotics opportuni-
ties and challenges; and, three, a growing threat by organized
transnational crime and drug syndicates to political, economic, and
social institutions that will require new tactics.

The broad outlines of our new policy are beginning to take shape.
President Clinton has said that he will continue to work with other
nations that have shown the political will to fight illegal drugs.
They will continue to get our full support and cooperation.

Another element will be improving justice systems which is the
key to solving many of Latin America’s problems. We will also
make greater use of public awareness and international demand re-
duction programs to strengthen international public support for
drug control, and to prevent narcotics production trafficking and
abuse from spreading to secondary areas and markets. We will con-
tinue to work with both the United Nations and the Organization
of American States to establish a multilateral framework and pro-
gram for action in this hemisphere.

The United States cannot afford to abandon its leadership role
in this effort. The global effort which we have been working to
build will almost certainly falter if our efforts fall apart in Latin
America, or other objectives in the region will likely suffer.

In short, we continue to need a solid foreign counternarcotics
program to support both a broad range of foreign policy interests
and to support our work in drug availability and use here in the
United States.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ScHUMER. Thank you, Mr. Smith.

{The prepared statement of Mr. R. Grant Smith follows:]



133

PREPARED STATEMENT OF R. GRANT SMITH, ACTING ASSISTANT SECRETARY, BUREAU
OF INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS MATTERS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today to
discuss the international narcotics control program and the State
Department's role in this endeavor. )

As we begin to reevaluate our domestic and foreign priorities
in light of the new realities of the post-Cold War era, I think it
is useful to examine the importance of our international
counternarcotics effor?:. We should be concerned about the
international narcotics trade because it poses two fundamental
threats to our interests:

L] It inflicts staggering domestic social and economic costs and
undermines our demand and supply reduction efforts to -curb drug
availability and use; and

e ° It poses serious challenges to our other foreign policy
objectives of proteéecting democracy, sustainable eccnomic
growth, human rights, the rule of law, and the environment.

Let me dwell for a minute on the very real danger that the
narcotics trade poses to democratic insgtitutions--indeed to
democracy itself, In country after country, drug money has been
used to pervert justice systems, buy legislators, assassinate
leaders, and attack the very roots of democracy. Fragile demccratic
institetions have heen threatened, and in notable cases have not
been able to cope. But the democratic governments are coming to
realize the negative effects the narcotics trade has ¢n people and
institutions, and they are taking action against it. Leaders, such
as’ Colombia's President Gaviria, are literally placing their lives
on the line, challenging the narcotics cartels’ Mafia-style actions,
locking up their kingpias, smashing their financial empires, and
removing their ability to move freely with impunity. The individual
countries cannot win the fight by themselves and there is no
international organization with the capacity to unify the effort and
coordinate the campaign, Countries look to the United States to
help strengthen or create lasting democratic institutions that make
it possible to fight drug trafficking. If we fail, productiom will
increase and, regardless of our efforts to .stop the flow of drugs,
they will £ind a way to our shores.
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While our primary job, however, is here at home, working to
reduce drug abuse and its widespread ill effects on our society,
there is one thing we have learned in the past forty yeacs:
democracies must stick together. An assault on the institutions of
one democracy could eventually become an assault on our own
institutions. The growing interdependence of the world makes this

“inevitable. If we want to treat the tragic effects of drug

trafficking in this country, we must weaken its power abroad as well.

The State Department plays a central and unique role in
responding to the international drug threat. State is the only U.S.
Government agency with both diplomatic and programmatic
responsibilities for azdvancing our international counternarcotics
efforts. Our diplomatic efforts, which are conducted through
bilateral and multilateral initiatives in the UN and elsewhere, are
designed to spur internaticnal cooperation in support of programs
and legislation which attack the narcotics infrastructure. Our
initiatives may take the form of precursor chemical control
agreements, such as we have signed with Ecuador, or alternative
development programs, such as we fund in Bolivia. We are
increasingly directing our efforts at Europsan and other developed

countries which are experiencing a growing drug problem and have

resources to work with the source and transit countries themselves.
Progress is reflected in the creation of the Chemical and Financial
Action Task Forces, the Dublin Group, and other multilateral
organizations that are working to attack the problem globally.

On the programmatic side, the State Department works closely
with tlie other agencies represented here to build and strengthen
antidrug institutions in key producer and transit countries. Our
goal is to enhance their will and ability to combat the narcotics
problem on their own. Through a process of bilateral foreign
assistance agreements, the Bureau of International Narcotics Matters
{INM) provides expertise, funding, and equipment to design and
implement a broad range of counternarcaetics programs. The projects
are tailored to individual country needs and capabilities and are in
the areas of law enforcement, judicial enhancement, alternative

‘development, public awareness, demand reduction, and training.

Increasingly, we are working with cooperating host governments to
target major trafficking organizations and drug kingpins who have
ties to criminal organizations in the United States and other
developed countries.

Building institutional capabilities to address the drug threat
in the most at-risk countries is not an easy task. We must often
start with extraordinarily weak or even nonexistent institutions.
That, of course, is the environment in which traffickers are most
destructive and also most threatening to the United States. Most of
you will remember the degree to which Bolivia had become a narcotics
trafficker sanctuary under the corrupt Garcia Meza regime, compared
with the democratic government today; or the threat to Colombian
democracy posed by Pablo Escobar and others in the 1980°'s.

Accomplishments are not always gquickly achieved or easily defined.
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Nevertheless, we are making progress. Let me give you a few

examples of achievements in Latin America, the svurce of all cocaine
produced for the world market and where drug production,
trafficking, and abuse present a significant concern to U.S,
interests in this hemixphere:

Democracy, which is now the preferred political system in Latin
America, has brought with it a dramatic shift in the political
will of major governments in support of counternarcotics
efforts. The new generation of leadership rejects the idea
that benefits of the drug industry can restore health to their
weak economies. Rather, they are seeking the only real
solution to their economic problems by establishing market
economies bhased on free trade.

In Bolivia, a country with a history of 192 coups in 168 years
and where drug traffickers ran the government briefly in the
@arly 1980s, we have seen three consecutive democratically-
elected governments since 1982. Acreage devoted to coca has
declined 14 percent in the past four years.

The Government of Mexico-~determined to take yet even stronger
antinarcotics measures following the murder of Cardinal
Posadas-~ig completing the process of assuming the costs of
counternarcotics programs previously supported by the United
States.

in Peru, a country struggling to survive the ill effects of
drug trafficking, insurgency, and terrorism, the government has
still managed to step up operations against traffickers in the
coca-rich Huallaga Valley.

The Government of Colombia has been in a long struggle against
the drug trafficking cartels since 1984 when the Minister of
Justice, Rodrigo Lara Bonilla, wus assassinated. Despite
suffering thousands of deaths of judges, court officials,
police, and innocent bystanders, the Colombian government
continues to attack the drug cartels everywhere within the
borders of their country. As a result, the leaders of the
Medellin cartel are either dead, in prison, or on the run,

Pressure on availability continues to mount: after a decade of
spiraling growth, overall coca cultivation has been down orx
stable for the past four years, cocaine seizures continue to be
near record levels, and drug kingpins and their associates are
being apprehended in’ Bolivia, Ecuador, Colombia, and Mexico
with greater frequency. Many of the successes against
narcotics organizations in the United States began with
evidence and intelligence gathered with the cooperation of
Latin police foreces.
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This is not a signal to relax our efforts, however.
Traffickers thirsting after hundreds of billions of dollars in
global profits are not likely to surrender in the face of these
efforts; they will have to be defeated. Our counternarcotics
programs must therefore remain flexible aud adaptable to changing
conditions as drug traffickers continue to probe for weaknesses,
seek new markets, and grab for increased political and economic
influence through corruption, intimidation, and yiolence. The
challenges remain daunting:

L Hundreds of tons of cocaine and vast quantities of heroin
continue to f£low to the United States and Europe, as drug
consumption rises in Latin America and elsewhere.

(] The break-up of the old Soviet empire has opened new frontiers
in Europe and Central Asia for entrepreneurial drug
traffickers. Well-established as well as new criminal
organizations are cashing in on the abundant flow of heroin
from Southeast and Southwest Asia.

L] Traffickers continue to exploit weaknesses of governments beset
by economic crises, political instability, and social unrest.

. Drug-financed corruption and violence continue to be major
impediments to effective narcotics control efforts and a
serious threat to both new and established democracies.

.Against this backdrop, the Administration is currently
conducting a comprehensive, government-wide assessment of our
antidrug programs and policies. We are reviewing our foreign .
assistance programs to determine what has worked and what has not.
In contrast to the policies of the past, our new approach will be
framed by:

[ more limited funds that will require new priorities,

,® an increasingly democratic and economically open international

system that creates counternarcotics opportunities and
challenges, and

e a growing threat by organized, transnational crime and drug
syndicates to political, economic, and social institutions that
will require new tactics,

While the details of {his new policy have not emerged, igs
broad cutlines, which I would like to share with you, are taking
shape.” - '

L] We intend to have 2 strong international component in our
overall policy. President Clintomn, in announcing the
nomination of Lee Brown as the Director of the Office of
National Drug Control Policy, said:
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“We will continue to work with other nations who have
shown the political will to fight  illegal drugs. They
will continue to get our full support and cooperation.”

Speaking on behalf of Secretary Christopher, Deputy Secretary
Wharton recently told the Council of the Americas:

"We want to work with governments to strerngthen key public
institutions and the administration of justice. We want
to share our experience to help democratic governments to
fight corruption and other abuses of power. Corruption is
a cancer that will destroy democracy--and investment
opportunities~~if it is not eradicated. . . . We will work
with the OAS to create a common legal framework for
action."

. Improving justice systems is the key to solving many of Latin
America's problems. 8trong courts, improved institutions to
investigate crime, and better prepared law enforcement
organizations will lead to stable democratic governments. Of
great importance at this moment is the effect that a real
independent judiciary will have in diminishing the number of
human righks abuses. We are helping several countries which
are committed to justice reforms with technical and economic
assistance and cooperative programs, We are doing this
bilaterally and through regional efforts.

[ We will make greater use of public awareness and international
demand reduction programs to strengthen international public
support for drug control and to prevent narcotics production,
traffécking, and abuse from spreading to secondary areas and
markets.

® We will continue to work with both the United Nations and the
Organization of American States to establish a multilateral
framework and program for action in this hemisphere.

The task of reducing the ill effects of drug production,
trafficking, and abuse continues to be monumental., The United
States, however, cannot afford to abandon its leadership role in
this effort; the stakes are simply too high. The global effort,
which we have been working to build, would almost certainly falter.
If our efforts fall apart in Latin America--where our
counternarcotics commitment is welcomed and needed to buttress
political stability and economic and social development--our other
objectives in the region will likely suffer. In short, we continue
to need a solid foreign counternarcotics program to support both a
broad range of foreign policy interests and to support our work in
reducing drug availability and use at home.
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Mr. SCHUMER. We have about 10 minutes before the next vote.
I have a whole bunch of questions for some of the panel, so I am
going to defer to my colleagues so they can do their questions be-
fore the bells and then maybe not have to come back and sit
through mine. They are welcome to come back.

Mr. Edwards. .

Mr1 EDWARDS. I have no questions. But I would like to thank the
panel.

Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. Schiff.

Mr. ScuIFF. I have one. I would welcome a brief response from
the panel.

We are all agreed, I think, on this side that we need to approach
the drug program from many different angles. But the interdiction
side gives me the greatest trouble in evaluating, because I know
that we do interdict and that is to the credit of your various agen-
cies, But I am not sure that that is not taken into consideration
by the drug pushers. I am not sure that they don’t have the brains
to figure out how much of a product they want in our country and
how much will be interdicted and to figure out after interdiction
what they will have to ship to bring in exactly how much they
wanted anyway.

How do we know how well we are doing in interdicting? I don’t
think it is just by raw seizures.

Admiral.

Admiral APPELBAUM. I will take a crack at answering part of
that. If we get into the business of a body count in terms of arrests
and seizures in measuring the success or failure of interdiction, I
think we are making a mistake. Because, at least insofar as mari-
time interdiction is concerned, our philosophy, our strategy behind
our interdiction process, is to essentially deny routes to the traf-
ficker. Certainly an arrest, a seizure, is the ultimate denial of a
route; but deterrence and other factors also play into that.

So it is quite possible that the best number that we could put on
the table is zero. If we have zero arrests and zero seizures, that
may be an indication of complete success in terms of route denial.

Mr. ScHiFF. On the other hand, if you have 1,000 arrests and
1,000 seizures but another 1,000 shipments get through and that
is the amount that the traffickers intend, one would question how
effective the seizures were.

Admiral ApPELBAUM. I think that is a logical conclusion. I would
suggest that we think of this in terms of an analogy; and this is
an analogy that goes way, way back for me. And that is the anal-
ogy of the pot of boiling water. Interdiction is the lid on that pot
of boiling water. As long as that lid is on the pot, we are exercising
some control. If we take the lid off, the water will boil over, the pot
will melt down, we will have a short in the electrical system, and
we will have a catastrophe.

In this analysis, that translates to pressure on domestic health
and welfare systems, additional crime on the street, et cetera. So
from our perspective, the principal focus of interdiction is to keep
the lid on the pot and keep things under control while we work on
controlling the flame in the form of demand.

Mr. ScHiFF. That was a darned good answer. I don’t think any-
one from the panel needs to be offended by that.
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Mr. ScHUMER. Thank you, Mr. Schiff,

I beg the indulgence of the panel. We have a. whole lot of votes
because we are doing appropriation bills. We will try to resume in
about 12 minutes, at about 5 after. OK?

Thank you. So we are temporarily dismissed.

[Recess.]

Mr. ScHUMER. OK, I very much want to thank each of the panel-
ists, Mr. Wankel and Admiral Appelbaum, Mr. Hensley, Mr. Sheri-
dan, and Mr. Smith, all for their patience today with the funny
schedule that this hearing has had.

Let me first ask a general question to all of the wilnesses, and
please, if you can, keep your answers brief, but I asked this, of
course, to Dr. Brown.

We now have a lead agency for detection, for air interdiction, ma-
rine - interdiction, eradication, and in-country law enforcement.
Shouldn’t there be one authority to direct all the efforts? Just one
who—I mean, I don't care who carries them out, but one who is
really in charge and cannot persuade but has the ability to order?

d as I said, we have these problems in Congress, tco, so far
be it for me to not understand why they occur, it is just it can lead
to a better solution.

Go ahead, Mr. Sheridan, do you want to answer that?

Mr. HENSLEY. I can start.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Hensley.

Mr. HENSLEY. Let me start by saying I support what Dr. Brown
said. I feel that the drugs czar’s office should be strengthened and
that is where the leadership should ¢come from. We should not have
a Cabinet-level pesition that is not leading, and the old adage lead,
follow, or get out of the way, I think applies.

The misconception, though, however, is over the last 3 or 4 years,
I think, Mr. Chairman, is that with these different leads, we have
become very good at working together. I think there is a misunder-
stood notion that somehow we are not working interconnectively or
together, and I think it is important to understand that the team
that is here at this table, the squabbles and the turf battles people
still talk about today do not exist nearly in proportion to how they
used to exist.

Mr. SCHUMER. Is it just inefficient to have five different agen-
cies? Particularly between the Customs and the DOD really is a
strange one; below 5,000 feet is Customs, above 5,000 feet is DOD,

Mr. HENSLEY. That is not correct.

Mr. SCHUMER. Feel free to correct me if I am wrong. You have
to explain—I don’t even understand where the dividing line is be-
tween Customs and DOD. Could you explain that to me?

Mr. HENSLEY. Well, I think 1 can. First of all, Customs supplies
a needed role in apprehension in addition to detection, and we use
focused resources. DOD detects and monitors. They pass off tar-
gets. They work with us, they supply radar ships out there to give
us a target.

Mr. SCHUMER. Apprehension, fine, that should not be DOD, al-
though I have a different way of thinking on all that.

One of the ways of transitioning from cold war to peacetime is
to let the Army do more types of peacetime things like this. I know
my friend, Don Edwards, would blanch if he heard that, but I
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don’t—first, today, at this moment, where is the detection? How
does the detection line go between your agency and DOD, and what
is the rationale for it, other than original turf?

Mr. HENSLEY. Well first of all, I really don’t believe there is turf.
When we work, it is in a coordinated manner. In South America,
for instance, there are certain countries, Mexico being one of them,
Bolivia being another, where DOD aircraft cannot fly because of
sovereignty issues. Customs’ aircraft can fly, and we use
SOUTHCOM, which is General Joulwan’s office; he is the com-
mander, and he will send an E-3 in one direction and a P-3 in the
other direction, which is our aircraft, so we work in tandem.

The targets are vhen handed off to pursuit aircraft that sit on the
ground. They don’t patrol endlessly. We go to areas driven by intel-
ligence, which is DEA on the ground, or signal intelligence or other
methods to tell us where to be at a certain time and then we work
interconnectively.

We pass those targets and we come up online in the apprehen-
sion modes, whether the E-3 or the P-3 detects, and the targets
are then passed off until ultimate apprehension, which occurs on
the ground. And as the chairman knows, we are not aliowed to
shoot anybody down, so we have to keep following them until they
finally land or drop their loads.

I think that is the first thing to realize.

Mr. SCHUMER. What about the U.S. borders? Where do you start
and they end?

Mr. HENSLEY. The DOD does not patrol inside the United States.

Mr, SCHUMER. I know. Just let me know how it works. If there
is a small aircraft, say, approaching from—it takes off from the Yu-
catan Peninsula and heads toward the gulf and starts heading
over.

Mr. HENSLEY. For the most part, you would have either Coast
Guard or Customs aircraft in that mode, using the Yucatan as your
point of reference. We have aircraft stationed in Mexico, I think I
referenced in my——

Mr. SCHUMER, So DOD would not be involved at all?

Mr, HENSLEY. Not in that particular mode. They would be if you
were deeper south, if you were in the South American Continent
or over South America. They would launch aircraft and hand those
off, as aircraft are stationed along the way, until it reached an ap-
prehension stage. Anywhere near the borders, the U.S. Customs
Service or the Coast Guard. would be the primary interdiction.

Mr. ScCHUMER. Why would DOD not be in the Yucatan but be in
Colombia?

Mr. HENSLEY. First of all, I think it is because of where we stage
the resources. There are not enough resources to go around so we
sort of share the turf. DOD puts certain aircraft, and the E-3’s,
which they have, and I will defer to Brian, but there are only a few
of them, so there are only enough aircraft to cover certain areas.

In fact, we have more mission requirements from the ambas-
sadors and the country teams than we can possibly fly. There are
more requests for those aircraft from the host nations in the south-
ern South American tier than we have aircraft to fly.

Mr. SCHUMER. Do you want to comment?
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Mr. SHERIDAN. I would just add that, based on what I have been
seeing and hearing in the brief time I have been working on this
problem and trying to learn about it, I think we have more ani-
mated discussion in Washington about turf than actually exists out
in the field. If I could give maybe an example of the kind of things
we see all the time, maybe that would be helpful.

It is fairly typical for DOD to have some sort of collection plat-
form fairly deep down south. We might pick up an initial detection
of an aircraft leaving Colombia. With the platforms we have, we
will watch it for a while. It is fairly typical maybe for an F-16 to
leave Howard Air Force Base, go take a look, make a visual ID,
and somewhere along the line a P~3 comes up and starts to follow
it.

In general, DOD’s job is then pretty much through. As you get
closer to an end game, the landing of that aircraft, you have detec-
tion and monitoring left, and you are now nearing arrest and sei-
zure.

Mr. ScHUMER. What happens if the F~16 detects the plane and
there is no Customs plane available, no E-3, to sort of handoff the
baton to?

Mr. SHERIDAN. In times when that occurs, then we don’t have an
end game.

Mr. SCHUMER. You don’t have an end game?

Mr. HENSLEY, Well, let me say——

Mr. SCHUMER. How many aircraft does Customs have?

Mr. HENSLEY. We have a total of 125 in the fleet; that is includ-
ing domestic helicopters and single engines. In that total we have
8 P--3’s, 4 radar domes, and 4 slicks which are pursuit aircraft, and
26 jet Citations.

Mr. SCHUMER. Are all used primarily for drug interdiction?

Mr. HENSLEY. They are used for 50-50. We support, interior to
the United States, the agency work of a variety of investigations,
and a portion is on the border and a very small portion is in the
foreign theater. We never have more than about 8 to 10 aircraft
foreign in any given time.

So in proportion to the size of the fleet and the multimission it
performs, there are only about 8 to 10 aircraft at a given time for-
eign

Mr SCHUMER. Right.

Let me ask Mr. Sheridan a couple of questions here, and, mind
you, some of these are devil’s advocate questions and some are
questions that I am really very curious for.

My calculations are about $600 million of your $890 million in
the 1994 budget request for detection and monitoring goes to flying
and steaming, what you call OPTEMPQ, and to operating and de-
ployment, yet more radar equipment in support of this detection
net, including a ring—oh, this is a third thing—including this ring
of radar balloons on our southern border, yet it doesn’t appear the
creation of this whole net has really reduced the flow of drugs into
the country one drop.

Now, T understand the pot boiling analogy, about if we didn’t
have it, maybe the amount of drugs would double and all of that,
but at this point in time, where the American people are not happy

75-765 0 - 84 - 6
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with the status quo, it would behoove any of us to ask; well, if
maybe this was all, maybe dollars can be better spent.

Mr. SHERIDAN. I would just make two points, Mr. Chairman.

First, that is precisely why we are conducting a bottom-up review,
and when we finish that in 6 weeks or so we will be happy to re-
port to you on our findings.

Second, I would note that DOD is a support agency. While we
have the lead in detection and monitoring, we are supporting the
LEA’s, and they are all here with us today and they are in a better
position to comiment.

Mr. 3GHUMER. I understand, and DOD did not actively seek this
role out. I am aware of that. I don’t think it is a big elbowing oper-
ation. I am just asking, for all this money we have spent, to tell
the American people, well, it hasn’t gotten any worse; it could be
worse—and that may be the only answer, but it is not a very satis-
fying answer. That is why I am doing, as the new chairman of this
committee, and with the demise of the Rangel select committee, a
bottom-up review, too, in my own way, and I need good conclusive
answers.

Let me ask you this. Can the law enforcement agencies even uti-
lize the bulk of the detection and monitoring information you pro-
vide them? Is there an imbalance there? And anyone can answer
that question.

Mr. SHERIDAN. I would start by saying the detection and mon-
itoring data are provided to the LEA through their joint manned
(C-3-I centers, both east and west, and to other centers. And as
was shown in the recent censor mix study, which we sent to the
Congress, there are many cases where DOD information does lead
to successful interdiction, and I would defer to my colleagues.

Mr. ScHUMER. I know it has led to successful interdiction. It is

-really Mr. Schiff's questions, but it has not really reduced the sup-

ply.

Mr. HENSLEY. Mr. Chairman, could I take a shot at that?

Mr. SCHUMER. Sure. '

Mr. HENSLEY. First, I think we have to look at what the supply
is. The supply for a number of years went unchecked, and the coca
bushes grow at a 5-year rate until they go to production. It was un-
checked. You have got bushes that continue to come online. As far
as production, the production was growing at a geometric rate. It
was unbelievable. When we finally got in the action in the 1980’s,
we were working against an unbelievable volume, and these bushes
were already growing and coming online,

Percentagewise, we have, every year, become more and more ef-
fective against the total. The problem is that you are going against
such a massive production level that it is going to take time to get
up there. In the meantime, Colombia has come online, Bolivia has
come online, Peru, to a certain level.

Mr. ScHUMER. I am not begrudging the job you are doing. The
Attorney General at our drug summit said—she quoted some ex-
pert who she seemed to approve of—that you would have to inter-
dict 75 percent of all the gs that might come in. If you decrease
it by 25 percent, it doesn’t have much of an effect, given its low
cost, of the cost on the street and the availability on the street.
Isn’t that——
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Mr. WaNKeL. I was not there, but that is correct, yes.

Mr. ScHUMER. We are never going to get to 75 percent in inter-
diction, and so the question is, couldn’t the money, on a supply-side
basis, be better spent doing other things? That is not begrudging
the jok that you folks are doing.

Go ahead, Mr. Wankel.

Mr. WANKEL. If I can answer, I think that it could, yes. I think
interdiction is very necessary.

And to follow on what Congressman Schiff brought up, interdic-
tion is not just the seizure of drugs. If we are going to make it ef-
fective, interdiction has to lead to intelligence, to enforcement, to
arrest, to prosecution, and to incarceration. And we have some suc-
cesses at that. We probably need to do more and do better.

I think D&M probably can be, from our perspective, can be better
focused. As you heard Deputy Attorney General Heymann talking
about targeted versus nontargeted, we are actively involved with
the Department of Defense on the bottom-up review. In fact, tomor-
row we are meeting with the contractor agency to discuss our views
and share our perceptions on this as well.

You are never going to seize enough drugs to make a difference,
as you pointed out. There is between 800 and 1,200 metric tons of
cocaine produced a year, and most quarters agree with that. Last
year there was about 400 metric tons worldwide seized, and so that
shows you that you are not going to get it through that way. But
you have to have that. It does cost the trafficker. It does give him
a lot of agitation and things to think about, but it is one part of
the enforcement strategy.

Mr. SCHUMER. I am not saying eliminate interdiction, but it is
a big chunk of the budget, of the drug budget. I am certainly say-
ing it is whatever it is, $13.6 billion, and $2.1 billion and $1.5 bil-
lion goes to DOD, another $600 million or so to the Coast Guard,
yours is, what, about $700 million, Mr. Hensley?

Mr. HENSLEY. It is $554 million, of which———

Mr. SCHUMER. It went down. I take it went down a lot because
yﬁu bought a lot of the fancy equipment and you don’t need to buy
that.

Mr. HENSLEY. Just in maintenance. We are not buying anything.
Additionally, I would say 1.5 percent of the foreign outlay is all we
have in terms of the total budget. We are only spending $16.9 mil-
lion outside the United States.

Mr. SCHUMER. Right.

Mr. SHERIDAN. If I could make one point, Mr. Congressman.

Mr. SCHUMER. Go ahead.

Mr. SHERIDAN, Detection and monitoring, if you look at the DOD
budget, it is somewhere in that $600 million range that you de-
scribed. But we support under that umbrella —that is an appropria-
tion, apparently. There are a broad number of activities that we
are supporting, and that also includes training that we are provid-
ing to the countries in South America, other types of training for
LEA’s, the 1,004 we provide are included in that number.

So the area that you are concerned about is certainly a signifi-
cant expenditure of resources, but it, by no means, accounts for all
glef $600 million that is in the D&M budget of the Department of

efense.
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Mr. ScHUMER. Well, we will take a look at all the pieces of it
pretty carefully. .

Let me ask State Department folks. Again, we have the other
problem here, although this one, to me, is a more aﬁparent one.

First, INM’s bud%et was cut by almost a third this year. To me,
that is because of the foreign affairs world, and it is less important
than it is in my world, in the law enforcement world. What aspects
of your operation are you going to have to give up as a result?

Mr. R. GRANT SMITH. We have not decided yet, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SCHUMER. It is a pretty big cut.

Mr. R. GRANT SMITH. It is a substantial cut. It is one-third of our
budget. It is virtually impossible to continue any of our operations
as they have been, and I assume that the final result, if this cut
is sustained at this amount, would be cuts in our smaller pro-
grams, but alsp cuts—which we would very much like to avoid but
will be forced to make—in the programs in Andean countries.

Mr. SCHUMER. Let me ask you this. Wouldn’t it be better from
a policy point of view to just let DEA—you know, you can do the
diplomatic work through the embassies, but wouldn't it be better
to let DEA do the whole job in countries, the eradication of the
kingpins and all that other stuff?

Mr. R. GRaNT SMITH. I think we work together very effectively
in those countries. The Department of State has by law, the re-
sponsibility for coordinating international counternarcotics assist-
ance, and our particular role has been to help create host country
capabilities in institutions in these countries.

DEA has not had a particular role in some aspects of this and
does have, very definitely, a role in other aspects of it. One of our
specialties, for example, has been working with those host coun-
tries which are willing to do aerial eradication.

So ours is a fairly broad mandate of building host country insti-
tutions. DEA plays an important role in parts of that.

Mr. ScCHUMER. OK, thank you, Mr. Smith.

For Admiral Appelbaum, in your written statement, I don’t think
you got into it in your verbal testimony, you described OPBAT, the
8p.era..?tion Bahamas and Turks and Caicos. Is that how you say it,

aico?

Admiral APPELBAUM. Turks and Caicos, yes.

Mr. SCHUMER. Turks and Caicos. The Coast Guard deploys eight
helicopters as sort of the model apprehension operation. But in
1992, the aircrafts’ operating costs were almost £500,000 for 123
hours flown and no drugs were seized. And as a result, the Appro-
pristl;tions Committee denied your request. for three more heli-
copters. _

Could you explain why it was effective if it cost that money for
that relatively small amount of hours and no drugs were seized?

Admiral APPELBAUM. I think my previous comments would per-
tain to this question as well. ‘

First of all, Mr. Chairman, OPBAT is a DEA operation. It takes
place in The Bahamas, Turks, and Caicos and they, DEA——

Mr. SCHUMER. Are the helicopters DEA’s helicopters?

Admiral APPELBAUM. No, the helicopters, the apprehension re-
sources that are currently deployed to OPBAT, are DOD and Coast
Guard, but DEA has in the past——
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Mr. SCHUMER. They are on the ground, I understand.

Admiral APPELBAUM. In the past. And the Coast Guard operates
the operations center in the Embassy in Nassau, and I suppose we
are the largest contributor in terms of resources. However, it is a
DEA operation and, of course, DEA is involved in every deployment
of the OPBAT resources.

But, Mr. Chairman, the number of aircraft hours and a cor-
responding statistic relating to seizures and arrests is not really a
valid measure because OPBAT is a firehouse operation. We re-
spond to information that is fed into the OPBAT operations center
based on detection and monitoring that takes place hopefully much
farther south than the operating area of The Bahamas.

Indeed, if any place demonstrates that route denial has been suc-
cessful, it is The Bahamas. The Bahamas, in the early 1980’s, pre-
sented probably the most significant threat in terms of the drug
problem to this country because of the proximity to the United
States, particularly Florida, where the drug dealers had their cen-
ter of operation.

It is a relatively simple matter to get from The Bahamas into
Florida. So by terminating that route, there has been an impact
upon the smuggling organizations. A serious hurt.

Mr. SCHUMER. You could look at no drugs seized as a success,
too.

Admiral APPELBAUM. Indeed. In this case it is probably a better
argument for making that point.

Mr. SCHUMER, Let me ask you this one. You mention that the
amount of time Coast Guard assets devote to counterdrug oper-
ations has decreased because you are a multi-, as you say, a
multimission, and I am well aware of the differences between Coast
Guard and DOD on this. I understand that is what you are be-
tween the lines asking me to understand, and I think I do.

Admiral APPELBAUM. Yes, sir.

Mr. SCHUMER. But, in fact, the efficiency of the resources you
have used appears to have declined. The average number of cutter
hours per drug seizure went from 886 in 1988 to 2,542 in 1991; the
average number of aircraft hours per seizure rise from 129 to 515.
At the same time, the number of arrests in Coast Guard seizures
fell from 372 to 106.

In other words, you had to do a lot more work to come up with
the seizure. Again, that may speak to the success of your operation,
and we are in this sort of very push-me-pull-you situation, but it
is my guess that with some decline in resources, for both you and
DOD and maybe, I am not sure, of Customs, because I am less sure
of their role, you would not necessarily have it go bump up again.

The people who are importing the drugs into this country have
found the land route of Mexico to be pretty viable. They are even
building tunnels. They have used, as you know, and Mr. Hensley
well knows, containers on ships, which provide almost a perfect
way, unfortunately, for them to smuggle drugs in. And my question
is, if scme of the amount of time you used decreased—again, in my
words—and this would apply to Sheridan, too, and maybe to
Hensley, I am not sure—we might get more bang for the buck.
What is your answer to that?

Admiral ApPELBAUM. Well, Mr. Chairman, as I think you——
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" Mr. SCHUMER. I don’t want to cut it all out. You know that. I
want to cut some of it out,

Admiral ApPELBAUM. Yes, sir. We have gone from a figure of
roughly 23 percent down to a 'ﬁ%ure of 14 percent in terms of our
operating expense budget, but the overall effort, the Coast Guard
efEfort, in terms of maritime law enforcement, has remained fairly
constant because we have simply refocused our efforts from drugs
into, for example, fisheries enforcement, and certainly the alien mi-
gration interdiction operation, which is consuming a great deal of
our energy at the current moment.

Mr. SCHUMER. Rockaway Beach is in my district where your sta-
tion is.

Admiral APPELBAUM. Yes, sir, the Golden Venture.

Mr. SCHUMER. Washed up on the shores of the ninth CD.

Admiral APPELBAUM. That was a very difficult case, and we are
managing other cases. .

. Mr. bSCHUMER. Ynu did a good job there. The Coast Guard did a
ine job.

Admiral APPELBAUM. Yes, sir. So we are rebalancing our efforts
in terms of overall maritime law enforcement, but we feel there is
a level, an optimal level of interdiction, drug interdiction, in Coast
Guard effort that needs to be maintained. We do this as a process.

I would mention to you, Mr. Chairman, that in going back to the
very first question you asked about the so-called turf battles, I
agree completely with Mr. Hensley. There are no more turf battles.
The fact that agencies, specific agencies, are identified as “lead,”
that does not equate to exclusive resources.

hNtI;r' SCHUMER. It still could mean inefficiencies, you would admit
that.

Admiral ApPELBAUM. Well, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that
in this instance, with regard to that particular point, the Coast
Guard is heavily committed to the principles of total quality man-
agement. We focus on process. We focus on cooperation rather than
competition, and we look toward teamwork. And, indeed, through
the leadership of the Office of National Drug Control Policy and the
.planning nrocesses that are in place, we are achieving synergy
among ti. resources of all of the agencies.

Mr. ScHUMER. So that means there should be some good cost
savings. Usually when you achieve synergy, there are good cost
savings.

Admiral APPELBAUM. Yes, indeed. I think they go hand-in-hand.

Mr. SCHUMER. I have really asked the bulk of my questions. Let
me just ask two more here and then we will call it a day.

One is couldn’t DOD—I guess this is a rather fundamental one
and I should have asked it before. Couldn’t DOD—this is for Mr.
Sheridan—provide the intelligence, communication, training, and
logistical support to U.S. and foreign law enforcement agencies
without the current appropriations for OPTEMPQO and all the
land-, sea-, and air-based radar equipment that currently goes into
DOD’s detection and monitoring efforts?

Mr. SHERIDAN. I would say cur current level of cooperation with
LEA’s is largely based on infermation that can only be obtained
through DOD’s D&M assets, such as the track I described a few
moments ago.
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In SOUTHCOM, we are providing mobile radars to enhance local
air surveillance as well as using DOD and other agency aircraft to
provide information to host governments.

Mr. SCHUMER. Why couldn’t you do the training that I asked of
without the OPTEMPO? The two don’t seem necessarily—

Mr. SHERIDAN. There is an OPTEMPO component to a significant
. amount of our ground activities. When we use active duty forces,
there is an OPTEMPO component. Whether that is on the south-
west border or whether it is elsewhere.

Mr. ScHUMER. I understand I am asking that, but without
OPTEMPO couldn’t you still do this kind of training?

Mr. SHERIDAN. Not——

Mr. SCHUMER. Explain to me why in practical terms. I know you
have a written answer there, but I don’t understand it in an intu-
itive way here.

Mr. £ARRIDAN. OPTEMPO has been explained to me about six
times by my budget people and I am working on gaining that intu-
itive grasp of OPTEMPO.

Mr. SCHUMER. You are zhead of me, Mr. Sheridan.

Mr. SHERIDAN. But as I understand it, we count in OPTEMPO
the fuel in the gas tank, and the other costs associated with run-
ning aircraft. Any time we move to provide training, or on the
southwest border a ground denial operation in support of Customs,
there is an OPTEMPO component to that and a cost to that.

Mr. ScHUMER. But that is not training for—that is a real-life
thing?

Mr. SHERIDAN. That is training for our men.

Mr. SCHUMER. Training for your men which has an OPTEMPO
component which you might have to do anyway.

Mr. SHERIDAN. Well, you wouldn’t necessarily have it where the
LEA needs it.

Mr. SCHUMER. I don’t want it on my drug budget.

Mr. SHERIDAN. You wouldn’t find the training along the south-
west border.

Mr. ScHUMER. OK. You could train somewhere else; right?

Mr. SHERIDAN. I understand the mission is designed to disrupt
trafficking patterns.

Mr. ScHUMER. You might train there, but it wouldn’t be
OPTEMPO and it wouldn’t be as part of the drug budget.

Mr. SHERIDAN. But the mission is designed to deny terrain to the
traffickers that use overland routes, and what we attempt to do is
then focus the trafficker so they will have to go someplace where
an LEA can make an arrest.

Mr. ScHUMER. To me, it is not a conclusive answer. It is not a
very conclusive answer. Let me ask you one more.

‘What role does DOD play in gathering and disseminating intel-
ligence regarding drug-related individuals and operations and what
does the intelligence consist of? Aren’t there strict limits on the in-
formation on U.S. nationals that you can gather and share with
U.S. law enforcement?

1 think those days—I have enough faith in our democracy and in
the fidelity of our Armed Forces that I think a lot of these laws go
overboard, but it still is the laws arnd regulations, and so tell
me—
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Mr. SHERIDAN. There are very strict guidelines in place and I can
only tell you we do have authority to collect and disseminate infor-
mation on the foreign aspects of the drug trafficker’s activity.

Mr. SCHUMER. But you don’t do anything domestic with it?

Mr. SHERIDAN. No, we don’t. But I would add that my level of
clearance, code word clearances for me were granted yesterday, so
there are significant portions to the intelligence activity which
could perhaps best be answered by the OSD Office of C-3-I or per-
haps DIA. I would defer——-

Mr. ScHUMER. Glad I am not on the Armed Services Committee,
Mr. Sheridan. I just didn’t understand all those letters.

I have finished my questions. Everyone sees what I am getting
at. Would anyone like to make a final comment? Admiral
Appelbaum and Mr. Hensley?

Admiral APPELBAUM. Just that, Mr. Chairman, understanding
your mission and your purpose, we would certainly offer to you the
opportunity to visit some of our field facilities, such as the 7th
Coast Guard District, OPBAT, and the C-3-1 center in Miami. You
and your staff, we can certainly make arrangements for that, to
provide you greater insight.

Mr. SCHUMER. I appreciate that. It is a generous offer, Admiral.
Mr. Hensley and finally Mr. Wankel.

Mr. HENSLEY. This is—

Mr. ScHUMER. This is not obligatory, gentlemen.

Mr. HENSLEY. Just a couple of things. I would just like to say for
the record that we really feel that air is a preferred means of drug
smuggling. A coatainer, as you mentioned, is obviously a threat to
us. However, when you lese control of your drugs and you are on
the sea for 30 days, you don’t make money, and you don’t have to
go through a Customs enclosure to clear it, and you don’t go
through a Border Patrol checkpoint. So air is the preferred means
of getting it in.

Mr. ScHUMER. What percentage of the drugs coming into this
country now are air versus container? Take cocaine, crack, or her-
oin. :

Mr. HENSLEY. We believe the majority, quite frankly, and I am
not avoiding your question, is land border. The air is secondary, in
that we pushed it so far south we are seeing a lot of land bridge
coming up through Central America and Mexico. I would say that
containers are a distant third at this time, based on what I know.

I would also say that, jeining Admiral Appelbaum, that we would
love to host you net only in Florida, but down at SOUTHCOM to
see this entire operation in totality, DEA, DOD, Coast Guard, and
everyone. And to that point, if I may, I would like to offer for the
record General Joulwan’s statement, who will be testifying I think
down. the hall.

Mr. ScHUMER. Without objection, that will be added.

Mr. HENSLEY. Thank you.

{The prepared statement of General Joulwan foilows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF GEN. GEORGE A. JOULWAN, COMMANDER IN CHIEF, U.S.
SOUTHERN ‘COMMAND, BEFORE THE SENATE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON
DEFENSE

INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, I am honored
to appear today to update you on the counterdrug effots undertaken by the
United States Southern Command. At the outset, let me personally thark you,
Mr. Chairman, for your interest in my command and, in particular, for your
commitment to our nation's war on drugs. Let me also make the point that
although I am here representing the U.S. Southern Command, the war on drugs is
truly an interagency effort, with DoD in a supporting role -- not in the lead. And
after two and a half years in command, it is clear to me that victory in this fight
will require the efforts of all the different agencies of government -- to include
the military and congress -- working together as one team with one clear focused
objective.

To set the stage for you, let me first summarize the scope of the problem. In
my view, drug trafficking is a greater threat to democracy in Central and South
America than that posed in the past by Soviet and Cuban sponsored subversion.
And, illegal narcotics are a significant threat to our nation as well, inflicting
casualties and causing huge health care costs. Some of the figures are sobering:

° An estimated 10,000 drug-related deaths each year in the United States,
« Over 5,000 drug rehabilitation centers,

o 2.7 million hard-core cocaine and heroin addicts,

* 900,000 drug-damaged babies born in the U.S. in the last three years,

» 168 Billion dollars in collateral costs last year -- health care, law

enforcement, education, rehabilitation.

Clearly the drug trafficker is causing both American casualties and an enormous
drain on our national health care resources.



150

Equally important, the nations of Latin America no longer view this as just a
U.S. problem. Drugs dramatically affect their societies as well, resulting in
corruption, violence, crime, and addiction. Cocaine kills and maims throughout
the hemisphere and requires a coordinated regional approach to attack the threat
- at the source, in transit, and in the United States. Teo do so, we need to
understand the Southern half of this hemisphere, its transition to democracy, the
narcotrafficking threat, our strategy in attacking the threat, and an assessment of
ongoing support operations. '

Now thei I have briefly surnmarized the ﬁroblem, let me share with you my
assessment of where we are in this fight. To do so, I will give you a theater
averview; discuss the narcotrafficking threat as I see it; provide an analysis of the
strategy, mission, and actions we are taking in support of host nation counterdrug
operations; describe and assess regional operations; and, finally, emphasize
programs and resources needing your support.

THEATER OVERVIEW

Latin America is an area that is vital to the national security of the United
States. We have historic ties; we share a common border; and we also share a
common threat -- narcotrafficking,.

* SHIFT TOWARD DEMOCRACY IN THE
SOUTHERN THEATER

CICTATORSHIPS ELECTED CIVILIAN
BRI OF ARy GOVERNMENTS *
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The defining characteristic of Latin America is the growth of democracy. Every
nation in the AOR now possesses some form of civilian, democratically elected
government. This is a significant achievement. The elected leaders of these
nations are a new breed, committed to seeing democracy sustained, ready to
confront challenges to their national sovereignty, dedicated to economic reform
and to securing the benefits of freedom for their people, and ready to work with
one another, and with us, to achieve these ends.

My optimism for the region is tempered, however, by the reality that
democracy is fragile in Latin America. While the number of insurgencies in
Latin America is declining, these internal threats still jeopardize the security and
stability of these democracies. While progress is being made, there are still
human rights violations and political violence in the region. while the
economices are improving, unemployment and poverty rates remain high.
Finally the militaries of the region, in many cases, require institutional changes
necessary to contribute to sustaining democracy. In this environment, the
insurgent and the narcotrafficker attack the very foundations of democracy in
several key countries. How we as a nation assist the countries of Central and
South America in meeting these challenges and maintaining forward progress in
this decade will determine the true security of the United States in the 21st
century. Nowhere is that challenge more important than in the war on 111ega1
drugs and the narcotrafficking criminal empire.

THE NARCOTRAFFICKING THREAT

I can assure you that when I assumed command of United States Southern
Command two and a half years ago, I had very little understanding of the size and
scale of the narcotrafficking criminal element. It is huge; it is pervasive; it has
unlimited resources; and its tentacles reach into every country in Latin America.
Its scope of operations is worldwide. Let me be specific.

* 100% of the cocaine consumed in the U.S. comes from Southemn
Command's area of responsibility.
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« Potential worldwide production could be as much as 900 to 1100 metric
tons. This production is three times present U.S. demand.

THE NARCOTRAFFICKING THREAT

» TRANSIT MODES MAY
CHAHGE AND COCAINE
ENTEAS U,5. VIA LAND,
SEA AND AR

+ PORTIONS TRANSIY

CENTRAL AMERICA

AND KCXICO

+ PRAOCESSED MNTO
COCAINE [N COLOMBIA AND
PREPARED FOR SHIPMENY
TO U.B. AND WORLMOI

+ BASE FLOWN TQ
PROCESING, CENTRRS
IN COLOMEIA
« PRECURSOR CHEMICALS ==~
ADRIVE AT LAZS
THAOUGHOUT REGION
TO COUVERT
PASTE TO BASE
« COCA LEAF 0 5%
ALMOSY wuu.v W pEnUiE:

UHY AND ROLIVI:
CHAPARE

« 60% of the world's coca leaf is grown in the Upper Huallaga Valley} in
Peru and 30% in the Chapare region of Bolivia.

 The leaf is made into paste and base using millions of gallons of precursor
chemicals and flown from Peru and Bolivia into Colombia on hundreds of light
fixed wing aircraft. The chemicals used in making cocaine scar the countryside
and pollute the watershed of the Amazon basin.

« Once refined into cocaine hydrochloride (HCL) in Colombia, it is
distributed on thousands of air and ship movements to the United States and
countries all over the world. A kilo of cocaine has a street value of
approximately $20,000 in New York City, three times that in Europe, and ten
times that in Tokyo. A few months ago, a one billion dolar shipment of cocaine
from Colombia was seized in St. Petersburg, Russia.
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Given the virtually unlimited resources of the narcotrafficker, his
organizations have established roots in every country in Central and South
America. His method of operation is insidious. First, the narcotrafficker buys
up land in remote areas of El Salvador, Belize, Guatemala, Honduras and Mexico.
Soon crude airfields are constructed which are just long enough to land fixed
wing aircraft. Then aircraft fly from Colombia to these airfields and the illegal
drugs are then transhipped by another mode of transport to the United States.
But it doesn't stop there. The narcotrafficker frequently pays off the local
nationals assisting in the transshipment, not in dollars, but in cocaine, which is
then sold to the youth of these countries. In my first year in command, I met
with one head of state in the region, who said to me, "General, I need your help.
Every day and night narcotraffickers violate my country's sovereignty and land
aircraft in the northern part of my country. Payment to the people helping them
is in cocaine. These local people sell the cocaine in the capital city. Inow have a
drug addiction problem; violence and crime are up; my judges are being
corrupted; my police are being corrupted; we are in danger of losing our
democracy and our sovereignty. Ineed your help." This plea was echoed by
most of the sixteen heads of state I have met with during the past year in Central
and South America.

They are concemed because the methods of operation of the criminal
narcotraffickers destroy the ideals and values of a free democratic society. They
attack the very institutions and structures which protect and guarantee emerging
democracies. We see this situation in Colombia today. The Colombians are not
merely fighting narcotrafficking -- they are fighting for their national survival,
and to varying degrees, the in-roads made by the naicotraffickers can be seen in
all the other countries of Central and South America.

Compounding this threat is the serious economic and social deprivation
existing in Latin America which is exacerbated by narcotrafficking. The cocaine
industry has direct economic costs: it displaces legal industry; it sabotages
economic policy; it has high social, ecological, and political costs; and most
importantly, it corrupts the democratic institutions these nations have struggled so
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long to create. Debt, outdated economic structures, over-urbanization, inflation,
and high unemployment threaten the stability of these governments, and the
narcotraffickers exploit these conditions to benefit their multi-billion dollar
business.

However, the nations of Latin America are recognizing the threat
narcotraffickers present to their societies, their democracies, and their
sovereignty. A regional will is emerging to attack this insidious threat. While
several years ago many countries considered drugs a boon to their economies,
today they now understand that narco dollars do not improve the welfare of their
people and do not lead to long term prosperity. With this emerging regional
will, consensus on a cooperative regional approach to the narcotrafficker threat is
now developing in the Andean ridge. To illustrates this increasing regional will,
allow me to provide a more detailed assessment of key countries in the theater.

Central America: Nowhere have our efforts in peacetime engagement been
more successful than in bringing the fighting in El Salvador to a peaceful
conclusion after twelve years of civil war. It was most gratifying for me to be a
part of the U.S. delegation to last December's formal peace ceremony in San
Salvador. But the peace in El Salvador is fragile and it demands our continued
close attention. The narcotrafficker is poised to take advantage of this fragility,
and the May 1993 capture of five tons of cocaine illustrates this danger. That
country has a contraband smuggling infrastructure used during the war which is
being adapted by the the narcotrafficers for their purposes. We must stay
involved in El Salvador as it makes the difficult transition from war to peace.

Guatemala continues to be a major transshipment point for the Colombian
cartels. Small aircraft use hundreds of private airstrips throughout the country
and the lack of radar coverage makes Guatemala an ideal transshipment point.
This was evidenced by the seizure of fifteen and a half tons of cocaine in each of
the past three years there.
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Honduras is a regional leader in Central America and is at the forefront of
counterdrug efforts in the area. Like other CENTAM nations, Honduras is a
transshipment site for the products of Colombian cartels to the United States.

The other CENTAM nations -- Nicaragua, Belize and Costa Rica -- are also
transshipment points for South American cocaine destined for the United States.
The importance of these nations as transiting countries will probably increase as
traditional routes become more risky for the narcotrafficker. However, I am
particularly encouraged by CENTAM regional efforts and the recently concluded
drug summit held in Belize is a clear indicator of national will to find common
solutions to common problems.

Panama: Panama's current situation gives cause for optimism due to its
efforts to secure a stable, economically viable democracy. In the longterm there
are clear opportunities for Panama to become a major center in the region for
commerce, banking, medicine, and education. However, drug trafficking and
associated money laundering are direct national threats. Counterdrug successes
elsewhere, Panama's porous borders with Colombia and Costa Rica, and the
shipping industry associated with the Panama Canal are major factors
contributing to make Panama a transshipment center. I am encouraged by the
progress of the government of Panama in countering this threat --- twenty-five
tons of cocaine were seized in 1992 compared to seven and a half tons in 1991.
However, Panamanian law enforcement agencies require more training and
equipment to address the problem adequately.

Andean Ridge: The countries of the Andean Ridge remain plagued by severe
economic problems, vicious insurgencies, and iliegal drug productivn a2nd
trafficking. The democratic institutions of these countries are in jeopardy. There
continues to be clear, substantiated evidence of the linkage between the drug
traffickers and the insurgents, and this significantly increases the complexity of
dealing with both,
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Colombia has shown great political courage in dealing with both the drug
trafficker and its predominant insurgency, the Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias
Colombianas (FARC). Indeed, no nation in the region has shown more
commitment in the counterdrug effort. Nor has any country paid a higher price.
Colombia experiences one of the highest mortality rates in the world. Last year
there were over 27,000 violent deaths and over four-hundred police officers
were killed. But, in spite of this, Colombia remains committed. The government
continues to pursue the drug lords relentlessly and, despite the fact that Pablo
Escobar remains at large, every one of the lieutenants who escaped with him on
July 22, 1992 has been captured, surrendered, or killed. While the Medellin e
cartel has essentially been dismantled, attention must now be turned to the Cali
cartel which is more ingrained into local society and will, in all probability, be
much more difficult to eliminate. , e

Peru's democracy remains in jeopardy, although I am encouraged by the
progress that has been made this past, very difficult year. Peru's problems are
staggering. The economy still suffers with per capita income continuing to
decline, inflation continuing to rise, and an estimated 75% of the workforce
unemployed or under employed.

Peru is also dealing with the most vicious insurgency in the world. The
Sendero Luminoso, whose tactics and terrorist acts are some of the most horrific
ever seen, is an outrage to all civilized peoples of the world. On the plus side,
the arrest of Sendero leader Abimael Guzman was significant and was disruptive
to Sendero's strategy. The Congress and the world community should condemn
the Sendero Luminoso and focus the spotlight of moral indignation on these
vicious criminals and terrorists. Simultaneously, Péru is attempting to confront
drug traffickers who are supported by Sendero Luminoso. As a result of the
suspension of democracy by President Fujimori in April of 1992, we terminated
military support and training efforts in Peru. This was the right thing to do; it
sent the right signals about our commitment to democratic principles to the rest
of the hemisphere . The progress made to restore democracy in Peru has allowed
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us to partially reengage militarily. Indeed, Peru is aggr:ssively implementing its
own counterdrug strategy in spite of the lack of U.S. military assistance.

Bolivia, despite being one of the least developed nations in the region, is
making progress in stabilizing democracy and building its political institutions.
At the same time, it is working hard to deal with coca cultivation and drug
trafficking. Alternative development programs are beginning to show an impact
and some estimates place the percentage of Bolivia's total income from coca at
about 3-4%, down from the 8-9% of only four years ago. ’

Throughout the Andean Ridge nations, I am very encouraged by the spirit of
regional cooperation that is developing. Primarily centered on collective efforts
to confront the drug trafficker, this spirit of regional cooperation can be, in my
view, very useful for the nations of the region to deal with their other problems
and issues in the social and economic sphere. This evolving mutual trust and
confidence has resulted in a significant reduction in tensions in several long-
standing border disputes between these various nations. These positive
enhancements have been the direct result of our continued engagement in the
region. We need to stay engaged.

Southern Cone: The remaining countries of South America comprise the area
we refer to as the Southem Cone and have become spillover nations from the
Andean Ridge drug fight. In this vast area we are most concerned with the
spread of the drug traffickers' tenitacles. As our counterdrug efforts have
become more effective in the source countries, these peripheral nations have seen
substantial increases in trafficking through their countries. More important, the
Southern Cone nations have resources --.economic, political, law enforcement,
and military -- to assist in regional solutions to threats such as narcotrafficking
and poverty. We should encourage such interaction.

Venezuela's democracy weathered two coup attempts in 1992. Prior to the
most recent coup attempt, we had seen a new vigor in Venezuela to participate in
regional counterdrug efforts. Brazil and Chile have seen the greatest increases in
drug transiting among Southern Cone nations, and there is a growing awareness
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in both countries that they must become more involved against the
narcotrafficking threat. We need to support and encourage the nations of the
region in their struggle against the narcotrafficker. SOUTHCOM's strategy does
just that,

THE STRATEGY

Pending completion of the Presidential Review of International Counter
Narcotics policy, the current counterdrug strategy of the U.S. Southern
Command is derived from the U.S. National Security Strategy and the National
Military Strategy of January 1992. My vision for the region is:

A community of free, stable and prosperous nations throughout the

hemisphere, acting in concert with one another while respecting the
dignity and rights of the individual and adhering to the principles of {
sovereignty and international law.

The framework for achieving this vision is not limited to the physical
disruption of illegal drug trafficking but encompasses other areas. Our theater
strategic objectives are:

« Strengthen democratic institutions

» Assist Host Nations in defeating narcotrafficking

« Assist Host Nations in eliminating threats to their security
* Support continued economic and social progress

o Ensure open and neutral Panama Canal

« Enhance military professionalism.

Among these for reaching our cbjectives, the strengthening of democratic
institutions is first and foremost. All activities of the command, including our
counterdrug efforts, focus on that objective. And, we consistently evaluate
USSOUTHCOM programs or initiatives by their impact on that objective. If an
undertaking doesn't meet that objective then it is reexamined, modified,
postponed, or canceled. Clearly, mature, economically-viable democracies
throughout the hemisphere are in our national interest. They provide for
regional stability, encourage more cooperative relationships, provide greater
access to markets and the corresponding economic stimulus for our own
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economy, and they offer greater opportunity for peaceful resolution of disputes.
They also align with our own intrinsic values of peace, freedom, and respect for
human dignity.

However, these objectives cannot be achieved by our military forces alone.
Our strategy is centered around interagency operations. Many agencies of the
U.S. government bring capabilities to the table and the Department of Defense is
but one of many players who make up the team. And, most often, DoD will not
be in the lead, but in support of a U.S. ambassador and his country plan.

. To bring rigor to this interagency process, USSOUTHCOM has developed a
cempaign plan for peacetime engagement operations. Rather than a reactive
strategy, this is a unique regional approach, driven by national guidance. It
" stresses the support role of military operations in an interagency environment and
provides a vehicle to commit forces to support U.S. agencies and host nation law
enforcement and military units engaged in the counterdrug fight.

The central focus of our counterdrug efforts, though, is increasing both the
national will and the capability of the host nations to confront the drug
traffickers. It is their sovereignty and their democracy being violated; their
judges, police, military, and politicians being corrupted; their children being
addicted; and their democracies being threatened. Therefore, it must be their
fight -- and it is. Clearly, a source or transit region strategy will only work if it
is the host nations' fight, but we must remain engaged and provide the suppoit to
make them effective,

Under our current guidance, the Andean Ridge nations are the first priority
of our efforts. The guidance further directs that we can provide substantial
support to host nations in various areas which include reconnaissante,
intelligence, detection and monitoring, training, logistics, medical, command and
control, planning, and civic action. We provide this support to both host nation
military forces and law enforcement agencies. The counterdrug fight within each
country is ultimately a law enforcement problem, but there are important roles
for host nation military forces.to play in supporting counterdrug efforts. For



3
i
7
g

160

violations of air sovereignty and in areas where the insergents are linked with the
drug traffickers, it is necessary for the host nation military to have the ability to
control airspace and assist law enforcement agencies in the fight.

While providing the support directed by the national command authorities,
USSOUTHCOM also has a unique role to play as a regional coordinator by
bringing the operaticnal level perspective to the effort. The drug trafficker does
not recognize national boundaries and crosses borders with impunity, so any
viable counterdrug effort must look at the process and the network regionally.
This is necessary to focus our high technolegy support assets at the right place at
the right time. And, we must be able to apply them theater-wide to the vast
narco-network.

USSOUTHCGM's counterdrug straiegy reduces the flow of drugs to the
United States by promoting regional democracy, human rights, stability and
security. To make this regional approach work, we need a support structure
throughout the AOR that can rapidly and flexibly focus our capabilities on the
narcotraffickers. This structure becomes the backbone of our ability to provide
the right support and assistance to host nation forces at the right place and time.
This support includes command and tentrol, intelligence, operational support,
training, detection and monitoring, and logistics assistance.

Timely, accurate intelligence is an area in which we have a significant
advantage. We must bring our high technology capabilities to bear in supporting
low technology host nation capabilities. The key is to focus these host nation
capabilities at the right place at the right time in preparation for a specific
operation. We want to fuse the information from all of our available
reconnaissance systems to give the host nation forces the best available
info®.aation on their targets.” But, it must be timely and accurate. We have
established counterdrug tactical analysis teams (TATs) in all of the key countries
to do this type of analytical work. They have built a reputation for producing
quality work. They represent a small investment, usually 2-4 service personnel,
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but ambassadors and country tearns comment that without them, programs would
be far less effective.

As with intelligence, detection and monitoring is an area which affords us the
opportunity to bring significant capabilities to the fight. Since the end of FY89,
we have stepped up the time flown by DoD airborznie platforms, such as the E-3
AWACS, and deployed temporary ground based tnobile radars (GBRs) to key
areas. [ am very pleased with the Customs P-3 and Citations -- they are truly the
workhorses in this fight. We are well into fielding the Caribbean Basin Radar
Network (CBRN). Tied into both the Southern Region Operations Center
(SROC) in Panama and JTF4 in Key West, CBRN will be an essential piece of our
surveillance capability for drug trafficking aircraft transiting to and from the
United States, U.S. detection and monitoring support has been instrumental in
increasing our understanding of the air patterns of the drug wafficking network.
As this database expands, we will be able to get out in fiont of the
narcotrafficker and cut off his means of distribution from the theater.

Despite the capabilities we bring to the fight, the host nation actually fights
the battles. Our security assistance efforts provide the right equipment and
focused training to improve their ability to fight the narcotrafficker. As I
mentioned, there was little in the way of host nation counterdrug capability in
1989, but today I can report that a substantial capability exists among the Andean
Ridge nations, Host nations have significantly increased numbers of police forces
specially trained in countemarcotids techniques and have developed aviation units
to support police forces. These mobile forces can now respond more effectively
to our intelligence cueing. Colombia and Bolivia have developed counterdrug
capabilities within their armed forces.
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Further, all of these nations have added capability to their Air Force and riverine
operations, to include Captain of the Port Programs. Our training efforts are key
to this increase in their capabilities. Our International Military Education and
Training {IMET) efforts also contribute to this increased capability. In IMET we
have focused on training opporiunities that enhance professionalism in the
militaries of the region. Resuits of these efforts are refiected in greater
commitment by the militaries of the region to the principles of civilian control
through democratically elected governments and respect for human rights.

Within the command and coritrol arena we have significantly improved our
capabilities to provide timely and responsive support to the host nations. The
Command and Management System (CMS), expanding from the Andean Ridge,
has become a primary means of transmitting real-time counternarcotics
information between ;10des in Washington, SOUTHCOM, the embassies, and
forward operating bases. It provides us secure voice communications, extensive
data capability, and high quality imagery, CMS has made a significant
contribution to achieving agility in this fight.

REGIONAL OPERATIONS
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How well a regional approach would work was tested through a progressive
series of surge operations. Termed Support Justice, these operations began in the
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summer of 1991, We are now in the midst of Support Justice IV, a multi-
national effort involving the countries of Colombia, Venezuela, Peru, Ecuador
and Bolivia, This effort is synchronizing air, land, and riverine efforts, with
interagency participation, to inflict maximum damage on the narcotrafficking
infrastructure. We are establishing the conditions to sustain the fight
operationally and transition into steady state regional operations.

USSOUTHCOM support to this transition into steady state regional operations
includes the deployment of ground-based USAF radars (both active and Air
National Guard), focused E-3 and inteiligence sorties, and 2-3 man connectivity
and planning teams located throughout the operations agr-a. Other agencies, such
as U.S. Customs, the intelligence agencies, and DEA, have also committed
resources which are being integrated with DoD assets and host nation capabilities.
Since Support Justice IV began in September of 1992, host nations have requested
extensions of the operation and a maturing of host nation capabilities. Host
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nation response forces are becoming more agile and more résponsive to the
intelligence and detection and monitoring cueing that our support assets provide.
End-games are improving. But the lack of some key capabilities, most
significantly night interception and tracker aircraft, have limited end-game
successes.

Support Justice support operations are setting the conditions for long-term
regional success in the Andean Ridge. There has been progress. Two years ago,
no aircraft returning to Colombia from either Peru, the Caribbean or the Pacific
were forced down. During Support Justice IV over 40 such aircraft have been
seized or captured. Not only have 43,000 kilos of cocaine, with a street value of
860 million dollars, been seized, but more importantly, over 1900
narcotraffickers have been arrested. Other indications of progress incclude:
Colombia has conducted combined operations along its borders with Ecuador and
Venezuela; Ecuador and Peru now trade liaison officers in the drug fight and
have reduced forces along their borders for the first time in 50 years; there is
unprecedented cooperation in the region between police and the military; four-
thousand Peruvian troops are now assigned to the Upper Huallaga Valley; human
rights training is being taught in Peruvian military schools; Bolivians are
working jointly with Brazilians; and the Argentines have expressed interested in a
regional role. While all this cooperation is embryonic, it is in our interest to
encourage the development of mutual trust and confidence in the Andean
countries and promote these first attempts at confidence building measures. To
do so promotes regional solutions to a regional threat and also strengthens
democratic institutions.

In the transit countries of Central America, we also began regional support
operations this past year. Operaticn Support Sovereignty, a Honduran initiative,
was an important first step. We provided supporting assets in accordance with
national direction, but it was a host nation operation. It highlighted transiting
routes, provided other intelligence information, and set the stage for future
expanded regional efforts. Most importantly, Support Sovereignty is in direct
support of DEA's Operation Cadence or Central America regional strategy.
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‘We now have the connectivity to support Operation Cadence once it expands to
other nations. Operation Cadence now has a 24 hour reaction capability, the first
such capability in the AOR. Recently, a drug summit initiated by the Central
American presidents, was held in Belize. . At the summit, the Central American
presidents expressed their endorsemient of a reginnal counterdrug initiative as
part of a collective security strategy. This surnmit is clearly a demonstration of
growing national will by the democracies in Central America and we need to
encourage and support their initiative.

ASSESSMENT

It has been nearly four years since the U.S. Military was directed to get
involved in the drug fight; Ihave been the Commander of the U.S. Southem
Command for almost three of those years. In that time, I have seen our efforts
expand and witnessed the results of those efforts. Now is the time to fine tune
our counterdrug strategy based on lessons learned from the past. Our strategy
must have clear cut goals and objectives and not be dominated by one agency or
department. U.S. agencies invoived must complement each other, and to be
successful, the strategy requires a long-term commitment to both supply and
demand reduction, at the source, in the transit nations, and at home.

- Clearly demand reduction in the United States must be our top priority and
the allocation of resources should confirm the importance of the demand-
reduction strategy. But supply reduction efforis which take advantage of
increased national will and capability of the host nations are also crucial to the
counterdrug fight. I have met with the heads of state of these nations many times
and T am convinced of their dedication and determination. They are committed
to the counterdrug effort. In each country there has been a significant increase in
capability--forces committed to the effort, how they are equipped, and how
they've been trained. We want the naticns to reach the level where they can
sustain the counterdrug effort on their own, and they are well on their way. It is
in our interest at this point to stay engag~d and I appreciate your support of our
efforts in the region.
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As previously mentioned, the effectiveness of our engagement in Andean
counterdrug efforts must be viewed from a broader perspective, from its
contribution to strengthening democracies and enhancing regional stability. Our
" efforts have paid great dividends in this regard. The nations have come together
to confront this threat and their cooperation has created a new spirit of mutual
trust and confidence. For example, the tensions of a long-standing border dispute
between Peru and Ecuador have eased because of their cooperative work in
Support Justice. Int-2d, the Peruvians have withdrawn from the border area
and, as a result, are now more committed to the counterdrug efforts in the Upper
Huallaga Valley. Venezuela and Colombia have similarly conducted joint
operations. Peruvian, Ecuadoran, and Colombian liaison officers, who fly on our
detection and monitoring platforms, cross each other's borders regularly and
routinely view each other's orders of battle, This is unprecedented in the region
and may be our finest achievement fiom the counterdrug fight. This regional
approach lays the foundation: for regional cooperation in a variety of other
efforts -- economic, social, and environmental. There are unique opportunities
for these nations to find collective solutions to their individual problems, based
on the success of their cooperative experiences in the counterdrug effort. Given
the growing cooperation between these nations, there is reason to believe that
regional organizations, like the OAS, can take on greater, more substantive, roles
for growth and stability in the region.

PROGRAMS AND RESOURCES

There are several programs which are essential to execute my strategy in the
AOR and for which I seek your continued strong support.

Intelligence is the most crucial capability for executing my priority efforts.
Especially in the counterdrug fight, intelligence plays an absolutely critical role
in setting the conditions for success by host nation forces. Within that arena, the
U.S. Air Force C-130-based intelligence platforms should be sustained at the
current level. They provide unique capabilities particularly suited to the
USSOUTHCOM environment. Also, the Airborne Reconnaissance Low (ARL)
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program will provide, for the first time, a combined imagery and SIGINT
gathering capability, It is a capability tailored for USSOUTHCOM counterdrug
efforts and will be under control of the Command, affording us a highly
responsive capability. Its imagery products are réleasable to the host nation, and
this will provide a significant advantage in targeting the drug trafficking
infrastructure.

Rapid and timely dissemination of the collected intelligence is also a critical
requirement and the fielding of the Command and Management System (CMS) is
providing us the primary means of transmitting real-time counterdrug
information. Providing secure voice, data, and imagery capabilities to a wide
variety of users in the AOR and in CONUS, the CMS has proven to be an
exceptional capability. '

These programs are all low-dollar investment programs which are ideally
suited to peacetime engagement operations.

The nations of the region operate in a low-technology environment--their
needs are not for high-tech hardware. . Much of our excess defense articles could
be used productively in SOUTHCOM's theater of operations.

I believe my needs and requirements should not be looked at in isolation.
SOUTHCOM involvement in counterdrug efforts of source countries is, of
course, limited to a support role. The 1992 National Security Strategy recognizes
the Andean Ridge Region continues to be the primary source of cocaine
consumed in the U.S. Narcotraffickers do not respect the borders of sovereign
nations, therefore, SOUTHCOM is assisting in the coordination of regional plans
and a transition to continuous (Steady State) operations. Steady State operations
are part of a total national and international multiagency fight. These operations
must be viewed in the context of their contribution to strengthening democracies,
enhancing regional stability and assisting host nations in defeating the
narcotrafficer. The means to this end are State, Justice, Treasury, Transportation
and Defense Department programs, such as eradication, interdiction, alternative
development, economic and social programs, military to military exchanges,
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nation building and sesurity assistance like FMF, FMS and IMET. They include
INM, DEA, Border Patrol, Customs and Coast Guard programs. These are the
tools in the tool box and we cannot build the desired end state without all of these
tools.

The results of moderate U.S. engagement include stronger democracies and
institutions as evidenced by recent events in Guatemala, El Salvador, Venezuela,
Peru, Brazil, and Paraguay. Despite problems, militaries and dictators did not
take over. Civilian control is being reinforced and respect for human rights is ¢
improving. Host Nation will and capability to cooperate regionally are
increasing; regional economic cooperation is emerging and insurgencies are
losing; and, border disputes are not as destabilizing. These are the opportunities
of moderate steady engagement.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, let me conclude by saying that Central and South America is
an area vital to the security of the United States. It is a region in conilict as well
as transition. It is our southern flank with whom we share a common border and
common values. We also share an insidious threat, narcotrafficking, which is
killing tens of thousands of Americans -- North, Central, and South. But, there is
great optimism in the southern part of this hemisphere. Insurgencies in Central
America will soon be eliminated. There is expanding regional cooperation and
national will to fight the drug traffickers. Respect for human rights continues to
improve. There is growing consensus on civilian control of the militaries. The
United States' continued encouragement of the progress made in Central and
South America is crucial for our own security. It is in our interest to maintain
the constancy of that cemmitment. If we do, democratic institutions will be
strengthened and true mutual trust and confidence will develop between all
nations. And, if we do, peace, freedom and prosperity will be possible for the
entire Western Hemisphere. And in so doing, we will disrupt the narcotrafficker
who is causing tens of thousands of casuaities in our country and requiring the
expenditure of billions of dollars for health care, rehabilitation; education, and
law enforcement. While we must do more on reducing the demand for drugs in
our country--and we are--we also need to assist our allies in Central and South
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America in attacking these criminals at the source. And to do so will require, as
1 said at the beginning of this statement, one team focused on one fight. And this
committee and the Congress are essential members of the team.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you
today. Qn behalf of all of the men and women under my command, thank you
for the support this subcommiittee has consistently provided our Armed Forces
and the United States Southern Command.

ONE TEAM -- ONE FIGHT!
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Mr. HENSLEY. And with that, I thank you for giving us the privi-
lege to appear here today.

Mr. WANKEL. I would like to go on record saying, and I think the
table will support this, we believe the OPBAT operation is probably
the most successful linking of D&M with hand off eniforcement that
we have had to date.

Also, I will send you some information from our records which
indicates there were some seizures in 1992 of 5,000 pounds or so.
I will provide this information for the record.

[The information follows:]

OPBAT Statistics, fiscal year 1992: Cocaine removals, 5.1 metric tons; vessels
seized, 9; and arrests, 27.

Note.—~Since its inception in 1982, OPBAT has been responsible for the removal

of 56.3 metric tons of cocaine, the seizure of 31 vessels and 9 aircraft, and made
811 arrests.

Mr. SCHUMER. Please send it te us and we will correct the record.

Mr. WANKEL. Thank you.

Mr., SCHUMER. Mr. Smith, you get the last word.

Mr. R. GrRaNT SMITH. To follow up on your first question, Mr.
Chairman, concerning coordination, you didnt go on and ask the
second question about coordination at the country level. At the
country level, the American Ambassador, who does not represent
any single agency but is the President’s representative, does pro-
vide effective coordination.

Mr. SCHUMER. I am aware.

I want to thank everybody. I want to thank my staff, Counsel
Gabrielle Gallegos, who worked very hard on this, and Minority
Counsel Lyle Nirenberg; and our intern, Dylan Tyson, who did a
great job here. And is Rachel Jacobson, our clerk, still here? Thank
you very much. And, finally, our stenographer, I always like to
thank you folks for your hard work, Pam Garland, and before her
was Joe Strickland. Thank you very much.

This hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 2:55 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-
vene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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