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1666 K Street, N. W,
Washington, D.C. 20006
May 20, 1974

>

The Honorable

William B. Saxbe
Attorney General
Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Mr. Attorney General:

Thank you for your response to my letter of February 22, 1974,
in which I set forth the reasons why Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1973
creating the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) was a serious
mistake which has resulted in weaker drug enforcement.

I would like to add some further thoughts to my original comments.

' 1 have now examined in detail the DEA appropriation request for
FY 1975--the amount of taxpayer money currently being wasted for weaker
drug enforcement is over $100, 000, 000 on an annual basis. In the Govern-
ment's effort to reduce Federal spending in the fight against inflation, '
this item deserves priority attention.

I have also reviewed the alternatives in my recommendation as to
who should handle the major domestic narcotics conspiracy cases and
recommend that that function go to the FBI.

The reorganization which I now recommend for consideration calls
for the transfer of DEA authority as follows:

1. Return of anti-drug smuggling responsibilities, including
related intelligence collection, to the U.S. Customs Service (450 positions--

a saving of over 270 positions from the 720 transferred from Customs to
" DEA);

2. Return to the Food & Drug Administration (FDA) of those
responsibilities presently in DEA for the control of pills and similar
dangerous drugs (450 positions);



-~

3. Assigning the investigation of major domestic interstate
narcotics conspiracies to the FBI (250 positions, although perhaps no
additional positions are needed as the FBI's authorized positions are
over 20, 000 and these cases would be handled as part of thngBI's
program against organized crime).

This proposal will clearly result in stronger drug enforcement
because (1) there is no way that DEA can duplicate Customs' proven
anti-smuggling expertise and capabilities; (2) it wilt more effectively
control trafficking in pills and similar dangerous drugs; (3) it will get
the FBI fully involved. ”

The proposal is also based on the inescapable fact that the
primary responsibility under our Federal-state system for domestic
internal drug enforcement is with the states and localities and their over
400, 000 enforcement personnel, and that nothing should be done to weaken
that responsibility or shift it to the Federal Government. )

In view of the comments in your letter, I would stress that no
matter how well DEA is.-administered (and I understand it is encountering
a number of difficulties), it will do a poorer drug enforcement job, with

an annual waste of over $100, 000, 000, than the organizational structure I
have recommended. - - .

There is simply no need for a separate enforcement agency on
drugs.

The attached memorandum discusses in detail the recommended
reorganization of drug enforcement responsibilities for sironger drug

enforcement and how it can save the taxpayer over $100, 000,000 on an
annual basis.

If you have any questions or desire additional information, please
let me know.

Sincerely,

- .

ene T. Rossides

Attachment e 2 ‘1




’ ‘ MEMORANDUM

A PROPOSAL FOR STRONGER DRUG ENFORCEMENT
WITH A SAVING OF OVER $100,000,000 A YEAR

s
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1973 creating the Drug Enforcement
Administration (DEA) was a serious mistake which has resulted in a
weakening of drug enforcement and the annual waste of over $100, 000, 000
in taxpayers' money.‘) It raises the spectre of a national police force, is
inconsistent with federalism and revenue sharing, and violates a basic
tenet of American criminal justice--the separation of the investigating
function and the prosecuting function. v

The proposal which I recommend calls for the transfer of DEA
authority as follows:

1. Return of anti-drug smuggling responsibilities, including -
related intelligence collection, to the U.S. Customs Service (450 positions--
a saving of over 270 positions from the 720 transferred from Customs to
DEA); "_\

2. Return to the Food & Drug Administration of those
' responsibilities presently in DEA for the control of pills and similar
dangerous drugs (450 positions);

3. Assigning the investigation of major domestic interstate
narcotics conspiracies to the FBI (250 positions, although perhaps no
additional positions needed as the FBI's authorized positions are over
20, 000 and these cases would be handled as part of the FBI's organized
crime program).

_ This proposal will clearly result in stronger drug enforcement
because (1) there is no way that the DEA can duplicate Customs' proven
anti-smuggling expertise and capabilities; (2) it will more effectively
control trafficking in pills and similar dangerous drugs; (3) it will get
the FBI fully involved.

It is also based on the inescapable fact that the primary responsibilit
under our Federal-state system for domestic internal drug enforcement is
with the states and localities and their over 400, 000 enforcement personnel,
and that nothing should be done to weaken that responsibility or shift it to
the Federal Government.

Furthermore, it recognizes that the State Department has the
primary responsibility for enlisting the support of foreign governments in

the worldwide campaign against illicit drug traffic.

It will save the taxpayer over $100, 000, 000 on an annual basis.




The reasons that the creation of DEA was a serious mistake are:

1. It has actually weakened Federal drug enforcement by
transferring Customs anti-drug smuggling and intelligencergathering
" responsibilities to DEA.

Since all hard narcotics and most marijuana are produced outside
this country, a priority mission of Federal drug enforcement must be to
prevent the smuggling of drugs into the United States.

The Customs Service demonstrated during the first four years of
this Administration that, even though denied virtually all access to overseas
smuggling intelligence, it could employ its historic expertise effectively to
interdict drug smuggling and to seize bulk quantities of uncut high-purity
bhard narcotics destined for the U.S. market. A scrutiny of the record of
the period will reveal that almost without exception the major cases against

key figures were drug smuggling conspiracy cases initiated and developed
by Customs.

In early 1973, over the Treasury Department's objections, OMB
produced its simplistic Reorganization Plan to shut Customs out of all
anti-drug smuggling investigative and intelligence-gathering functions.

In one stroke, the most effective instrument for accomplishing
the anti- -drug smuggling mission was wiped out, together with its carefully
constructed force of interdiction equipment and its unique authority to
search and seize without warrant or probable cause. DEA has not and
cannot replace this capability.

To separate the anti-drug smuggling investigative and intelligence-
gathering responsibilities from Customs border inspection and interdiction
responsibilities and Customs general smuggling responsibilities wastes
resources and is totally illogical.

2. Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1973 stemmed from basic
misconceptions of our drug enforcement interests abroad.

The U.S. interests outside our borders are:

a. D1plomat1c—-to stirnulate other governments to meet their
international responsibilities.

b. Enforcement--to gather and exchange 1nte111gence regarding
smuggling of drugs inta the U.S.



A key achievement of this Administration was making drug

- enforcement a foreign policy issue of the highest priority and placing on

our ambassadors the responsibility to do everything possible to convince
those nations from which illicit drugs emanate to meet their international
responsibilities. The objective was to have those nations control drug
production and trafficking within their own borders, not to have them host
teams of BNDD or DEA agents who endeavor to clean up those countries

by participating in local investigations, seizures, and arrests, and thus
Americanize the total world drug abuse problem. (For DEA to use
statistics on foreign seizures as evidence of accomplishment is deceptive. )

Technical aid missions and training projects are a useful part of
the overseas enforcement effort. Customs-to-Customs training is
especially well received because it produces improved revenue collection
for the foreign host country as well as drug enforcement. Customs has
a unique fraternal relationship with other Customs services of the world
which it can use to combat the drug traffic, but which no other agency can
exploit. This relationship has been institutionalized in the Customs
Cooperation Council which has over 70 member nations. The U.S. Customs
Service has played a leading role in this Council which, primarily because
of U.S. Customs urging, has promoted an active program to suppress
drug smuggling.

Customs-to-Customs cooperation is an essential element of an

effective anti-drug smuggling program. DEA is not capable of substituting
for Customs in this role.

Our operational enforcement activities overseas basically should
be limited to (1) the gathering of intelligence to prevent the smuggling of
drugs into the U.S. and (2) the exchange of intelligence about drug
traffickers with foreign enforcement agencies. Despite DEA's views to
the contrary, cases within the jurisdiction of foreign countries are not the
U.S.'s business. They are the responsibility of each nation's own law
enforcement officers. We certainly would not tolerate foreign agents

working cases in the United States. (Are we suggesting that French agents
can do a better job?)

3. It also badly misconceived the Federal drug enforcement

role within the United States.

Internal enforcement must deal with (1) illicit drugs after they
have been successfully smuggled into the U.S.; (2) the illegal domestic
manufacture and diversion of pills; and (3) removing the capital and the
profits from the major drug trafficking business. These are distinct
and separate types of enforcement problems from smuggling.




(1) The primary domestic enforcement role against the illicit

drug traffic lies with the 400, 000 state and local police, not the 2, 000
agents presently in DEA. Federal enforcement should concentrate on
major interstate conspiracy cases and the furnishing of assjstance and
coordination for state and local police. It should not be involved in

- street-level drug work, making buys from, or arrests of, small-time
and medium-level dealers. That is not a Federal enforcement function.
The DALE program was aimed at street-level work. It was ill-conceived,
alienated local enforcement officials, and was counterproductive.

Use of the FBI for this domestic function would ensure full use
of FBI capabilities, economy of effort by combining it with the FBI's
program against organized crime, and a proper avoidance of entanglement
in purely local cases. There is simply no need for a separate enforcement
agency on narcotics. : '

(2) Internal enforcement must also deal with the illegal manufacture
and diversion of pills. The Food & Drug Administration regulates the
drug industry. It is axiomatic that enforcement is more efficient when
under the same authority as the regulators. The separation of this
authority in the 1968 reorganization set back effective Federal enforcement
‘regarding pills, and has been one of the causes of pills being a key drug
abuse item today. . '

This control program has never received the attention it deserves.
The internal enforcement problem regarding pills is different from internal
heroin and cocaine enforcement. Determinations of dangerous drugs
manufactured in the U.S., and the control of pill and other drug production,
including criminal enforcement, should be the responsibility of the Food &
Drug Administration and should be returned to them.

(3) The Achilles heel of drug trafficking is its financing and its
illegal profits. Initiated by this Administration, the Treasury/IRS Narcotics
Trafficker Program (NTP), designed to take the profit out of drug trafficking
and to disrupt the distribution system, has proved to beone of the most ‘
successful enforcement efforts in Federal history. It has paid for itself
in monies collected; it has put drug dealers out of business. IRS has found
tax deficiencies totaling $200 million and has initiated full tax investigations
of over 1,800 upper- and middle-level drug dealers. The criminal and
civil sections of the IRS Code have been used against major distributors
and drug financiers who are often insulated from the traffic and, therefore,

. in effect, immune from prosecution under the drug laws. In addition, the
S ?U?r,}\\_ program attacks the local dealer quickly and at little expense; working
;;:\closely with state and local police, IRS makes spontaneous assessments
5}}3~gainst dealers arrested on drug charges and seizes the large sums of cash,
N
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"jcwelry, luxury automobiles and other assets they are frequently found to
possess. Such action has been taken on over 3, 300 local dealers and
pushers. ’

xr

, This NTP, through its target selection system, developed for the
first time in U. S. history a nationwide list of truly major traffickers and
dealers--over 1,800--gathering information from BNDD, Customs, the
Internal Revenue Service, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms,
‘and state and local police. The state and local police have welcomed this
program because it helps them get immediate results for their efforts
while not encroaching on their jurisdictions.

4, Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1973 violated the fundamental
American criminal justice concept of separation of the investigating
function and the prosecuting function.

A basic tenet of our criminal justice system is the separation of

the investigating function and the prosecuting function. Consolidating

_ these vast powers destroys traditional checks and balances. Prosecutors
develop proprietary interests in particular cases or targets and tend fo
exercise undue control over activities of the investigators. There is a
‘great danger that, as prosecutors become involved in the investigative
stages, they will lose the objectivity so essential to their review respon-
sibility. When the prosecutor assumes the investigative function, the end
result is to reduce the professionalism of the enforcement agents, making
them mere aides or clerks to the prosecuting attorney.

This is comparable to a State Attorney General's having direct
control of the state police department or a District Attorney's having control
of the local police department. It has ominous implications for the future
of law enforcement in the United States and subverts the role of the
Department of Justice.

This issue has received too little attention in recent years as we
have seen prosecutors more and more involving themselves in the early
stages of investigations. Cooperation between prosecutor and investigator

is necessary, but the power inherent in the office of the prosecutor is
sufficient to insure this.

5. It raises the spectre of a national police force by adding yet

another investigative arm to the Department of Justice, the law department
of the United States. ' '

________ An essential strength of Federal enforcement is its decentralized

£



nature in specialized agencies throughout the Executive Branch. Moreover,
enforcement is generally strengthened by being associated with regulatory
functions. Thus, it is inconsistent that, at a time when the nation was
examining the question of centralizing excessive power in the Department
of Justice, additional investigative authority was placed there. Even now,
~incredible as it may seem, DEA is seeking to obtain, through delegation

or by statute, the authority for its agents to make searches and seizures
without warrant anywhere in the U, S.

6. The DEA is costing the taxpayer an estimated $100, 000, 000
more on an annual basis for weaker enforcement. ‘

The growth of BNDD/DEA funding has been extraordinary:

Requested
FY 68 FY 74 : FY 75
Positions $mil. Positions $mil. Positions 9$mil.
BNDD/DEA 948 14 3,978 112 4,186 141

For FY 1975, DEA is requesting $141 million and 4, 186 positions,
including funds to establish a new training facility. This is 3, 000 more DEA
personnel (1, 250 agents and 1,750 support) than necessary.

Under the suggested reorganization plan, the anti-drug smuggling
effort requires about 450 positions; pill and dangerous drug enforcement,
about 450 positions; investigation of major domestic interstate narcotics
conspiracies, a maximum of 250 man years for the FBI.

The funds for a new training facility are unnecessary; drug enforce-
ment agents should participate in the Consolidated Federal Law Enforcement
Training Center (CFLETC), which was established by Congress to prevent
such proliferation of Federal enforcement training facilities.

In the Government's effort to reduce Federal spending in the fight
against inflation, this item deserves priority attention.

7. Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1973 is inconsistent with concepts
of federalism and revenue sharing of this Administration and the Congress.

The over 400, 000 state and local law enforcement officials are the
first line of defense against internal drug trafficking. The Federal effort
should induce and assist their discharge of this responsibility and not seek
to override, control, or supplant them. Yet, the 1973 Reorganization Plan
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tends to dominate and displace the local effort. It runs directly counter
to the bipartisan revenue sharing and LEAA programs designed to strengthen
the capabilities of state and local authorities in these areas.
x>
8. It removes an important barrier against corruption.

Drug enforcement is fraught with greater potential for corruption
than any other police activity. When there are two or more agencies which
interface and must coordinate their investigative activities, any agent
inclined to collaborate with a trafficker faces a serious risk of discovery.
This important check against collusion has now been removed. The
proposed reorganization would reestablish this safeguard.

9. Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1973 does not and cannot, as it
purports t6 do, centralize all drug enforcement in one agency. Nor would
such centralization be more efficient.

Of necessity, many agencies contribute to the drug enforcement
mission. Customs still has the responsibility for the interdiction of
narcotics at our ports of entry and along our land and sea borders. IRS
must still investigate tax v101at10ns by traffickers. The Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco & Firearms must still investigate gun violations by traffickers.
State and local enforcement officials must still make the majority of
domestic seizures and arrests. Our ambassadors must still consider
drugs a foreign policy issue.

So Reorganization Plan No. 2 merely shifted the points of interface
and further obscured the lines of coordination needed to connect activities
of the various agencies and departments. Actually, the points of interface
should be chosen based on the function which each agency or level of
government is best able to perform. This, not centralization, will achieve
maximum efficiency and effectiveness.

It is interesting to notethat the 1973 Reorganization Plan was sub-
mitted on March 28, 1973, three days before reorganization authority
- lapsed and was not based on any serious management study. The plan was
actually staffed out after its presentation and I understand it is still being
worked on by OMB.

L g (i\ Strong opposition to the 1973 Reorganization Plan developed from

@ two sources--those opposed to fragmenting Customs' drug smuggling
A _re_spon51b111‘cy and the Immigration ard Naturalization Service inspectors



(900 inspectors were to be transferred to Customs), who stimulated broad
union opposition. To overcome union opposition to the plan, OMB entered
into a written agreement in which the INS union explicitly agreed to
withdraw its opposition if OMB would introduce a bill repealing Section 2
of the Reorganization Plan., Some observers have questioned the wisdom
and legality of OMB's action on the basis that reorganization plans are to
be voted as a package without amendments. In effect, OMB bargained
with the union for an amendment in the future.

A clear illustration of the desirability of the proposed apportionment
of responsibility is the fact that, as soon as the Reorganization Plan passed,
DEA, with OMB support, requested that Customs designate all DEA officers
as Customs Officers so DEA would have Customs' unique authority to search
and seize without a warrant or probable cause. This was the same capability
which proponents of the reorganization plan sought to minimize when Customs
argued for retention of its drug enforcement mission.

I understand that it is the legal position of the Treasury Department
that the Customs Officer designation for DEA officers is of dubious legality.

~ If the decision to go forward with the designation is not reversed, a challenge

to the legality of the delegated au thority could result in cases being thrown

out (see the recent Supreme Court decision declaring certain wiretap orders

invalid) and in limiting this important and sensitive authority for all Customs
officers. i

The transfer of DEA's functions along the lines recommended would,
I am convinced, be well received by the Congress, the public, the law
enforcement community, the bar associations and law schools, and most of
the lawyers in the Department of Justice. It would demonstrate a belief in
federalism in law enforcement. It would symbolize that the Department of
Justice is a lawyer's department. It would recognize the growing public
concern regarding concentration in the Department of Justice of still more
enforcement authority. It would result in far stronger drug enforcement. It
would save the taxpayers an estimated $100, 000, 000 annually.




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

September 26, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON
FROM: PETE ROUSSEL f&/
SUBJECT: Domestic Council Drug Abuse Report

Forrest Boyd of Mutual Radio was in to interview Don Rumsfeld on
Thursday, September 25th. At the close of the interview, he ex-
pressed interest in the forthcoming Domestic Council Report on
Drug Abuse and mentioned he had heard that it would contain ''a
whitewash of the Drug Enforcement Administration'. Boyd also
wanted to know the timetable for the release of the report.

Can you please give Don some guidance on this. Boyd is a good
guy, and Don promised to respond, pending a check with you.

Thanks.
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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

December 17, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: Jim Cannon

FROM: Dick Parson;:E:>‘

SUBJECT: DEA/Customs Memorandum of Understanding

The U. S. Customs Service and the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration, in an attempt to resolve long-standing disagree-
ments and conflicts, signed a detailed "Memorandum of Under-
standing on Operating Guidelines" on December 11, 1975. The
memorandum specifies fourteen areas of agreement which, in
essence, call for greater cooperation, improved exchange of
intelligence information, more prompt notification of the
other agency in cases involving overlapping jurisdictions,
and more precisely defined joint procedures.

In accordance with the initial reorganization plan, DEA is
recognized as having "primary" responsibility for collecting
intelligence and conducting investigations in drug cases,

while Customs is recognized as having "primary" responsibility
for interdiction of all contraband at U. S. borders.* Customs

also appears to have secured DEA's recognition for a supporting

intelligence role, although its extent is undefined.

Signing the agreement is a significant event, despite the fact

that it doesn't resolve all issues, and despite the fact that
it contains the sort of definitional ambiguity and loopholes

which have caused similar agreements to break down in the past.

If the two agencies adhere to it in a spirit of good faith and

cooperation, it will "solve" the major jurisdictional disputes.

I will follow progress closely and attempt to keep the pressure
on to make this agreement stick. I believe the attached letters

of commendation to Messrs. Dogin and Acree will help in this
regard. Also attached is an INFORMATION memorandum for the
President.

* This is the ambiguity which has led to jurisdictional
disputes in the past.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

December 17, 1975

Dear Hank:

The President has asked me to personally congratulate

you and Mike Acree for laying the framework for improved
future relations between DEA and Customs. I recognize

that the negotiation was not easy and required considerable
diplomatic skills from both of you. The result graphically
illustrates the good will both of you demonstrated.

I sincerely hope and expect that the spirit exhibited in
this agreement signals a new era of cooperation and
improved drug law enforcement.

Again, my thanks and congratulations.

Sincerely,

James M. Cannon
Assistant to the President
for Domestic Affairs

Mr. Henry S. Dogin

Acting Administrator

Drug Enforcement Administration
Washington, D. C. 20537



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

December 17, 1975

Dear Mike:

The President has asked me to personally congratulate
you and Hank Dogin for laying the framework for im-
proved future relations between Customs and DEA. I
recognize that the negotiation was not easy and required
considerable diplomatic skills from both of you. The
result graphically illustrates the good will both of you
demonstrated.

I sincerely hope and expect that the spirit exhibited
in this agreement signals a new era of cooperation and
improved drug law enforcement.

Again, my thanks and congratulations.

Sincerely,

James M. Cannon
Assistant to the President
for Domestic Affairs

The Honorable Vernon D. Acree
Commissioner of Customs
Department of the Treasury
Washington, D. C. 20229
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Please be assured that the President shares your concern
about the problem of drug abuse and that he is equally
committed to improving intra-agency management and inter-
agency coordination.

Best personal wishes.

Sincerely,

James M. Cannon
Assistant to the President
for Domestic Affairs

The Honorable Charles H. Percy
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Enclosure





















develop long-range intelligence and enforcement programs.
This expansion of DEA's professionalism and expertise
must be taken into account when considering what CIA's
role in international narcotics control should be. As
DEA's overseas capability increases, it would appear
possible to redefine CIA's own anti-narcotics commit-
ment, both to economize in view of budgetary demands

and to minimize the possibly adverse results stemming
from participation by a clandestine intelligence organi-
zation in a program that is largely governed by constitu-
tional and legal requirements for openness.

Sincerely,

W.” E. Colby
Director

/

/






While this issue is highly complex and controversial, the
Opium Policy Task Force is moving forward as fast as
practically feasible. The Opium Policy Task Force is
currently evaluating the entire bracteatum issue including:
domestic and world-wide supply and demand, economic trade-
offs, abuse potential, and the international ramifications
of limited domestic production. The current, accelerated
schedule plans for a preliminary assessment to be completed
by mid-December 1975, and a formal policy options memorandum
by mid-January 1976.

Recommendation: We recommend that the Opium Policy Task
Force proceed in accordance with its accelerated plan.

Attachment
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Attachment

Supply Reduction: Chapter 3

White Paper Recommendation: Enforcement

"The task force recommends continuation and expansion
of LEAA and DEA activities aimed at strengthening
State and local law enforcement agencies."”

Comment: Generally, there is concurrence with this recom-
mendation. However, before LEAA and DEA expand current
programs or initiate new ones, we believe an evaluation

should be conducted to determine if those programs are
productive. Further, both LEAA and DEA should be initiating
only those programs that State and local enforcement agencies
can eventually sponsor with minimum direct Federal involvement.

Recommendation: Continue on-going State and local programs
at the current level and consider expansion after a thorough
evaluation.

White Paper Recommendation: Enforcement

"The task force recommends that the Internal Revenue
Service reemphasize its program of prosecuting drug
traffickers for violation of income tax laws under
strict gquidelines and procedures."

Comment: The special IRS tax fraud investigation effort
targeted against major drug traffickers was never a success
in either convictions achieved or tax revenues recouped.
Furthermore, the program suffered from bad publicity for
allegedly violating the civil rights of the subjects, and

. the effort was terminated for this reason by the IRS
Commissioner at the end of FY 1975. A better investment of
the resources expended on the IRS tax activity would have
been to apply the funds to expand direct Federal drug
investigations. This is not to say, however, that IRS should
not assign a hich priority to investigations of drug
traffickers in concert with an overall Federal inguiry, such
as conducted by organized crime strike forces, but only that
the special earmarked program conducted in the early 1970's
was not considered successful and should not be reactivated.
The President's initial 1977 Budget decision concurred with
the above.



White Paper Recommendation: Intelligence

"The task force recommends an analysis of the four
automatic data processing systems involved in intel-
ligence activities, with an eye to either integrating
or better coordinating them."

Comment: We concur with this recommendation. However, it
is alsc important that DEA includes in its analysis
alternatives which take into consideration the possibility
of interfacing with comparable systems operated by the
Customs Service.

Recommendation: We recommend that additional resources to
augment on-going systems be deferred until an analysis or
evaluation is concluded by DEA.

White Paper Recommendation: Intelligence

"The task force recommends that DEA devote more
resources to the analysis of intelligence, both
strategic and tactical."

Comment: We concur with this recommendation. 1In fact, during
the 1977 budget review, additional resources were added to

DEA to implement the above recommendation. Now, we need to
follow through from our vantage point to insure that these
resources are utilized in the manner that they are intended
and that DEA begins to target investigations based on
intelligence.

White Paper Recommendation: Regulatory and Compliance

"The task force recommends a major effort to up-
grade the regulatory capabilities of States
regarding retail diversion of drugs ....[and] a
program to improve the prescribing practices of
physicians ... [and] development by LEAA of pilot
programs designed to curb pharmacy thefts."

Comment: Generally, we concur with the three recommendations
above. However, we are concerned that. these recommendations,
when implemented, will serve to increase Federal involvement
in areas where States clearly have the lead. It is important
that the Federal Government avoid new initiatives in areas
where States can act. For example, upgrading the States'
capabilities regarding retail diversion of drugs s..ould not



be narrowly construed to mean increasing the number of
federally financed Diversion Investigative Units (DIUs).
Moreover, we are opposed to LEAA initiating a categorical
program designed to curb pharmacy thefts. If States want

to use LEAA funds for that purpose, then we should encourage
it. However, if States choose not to utilize their funds

to curb pharmacy thefts, we do not recommend earmarking
funds to initiate the program.



Demand Reduction: Chapter 4

‘White Paper Recommendation: Treatment Priority

"The task force recommends that agencies involved
in drug abuse treatment give priority to abusers
of the following high-risk categories of drugs:
heroin, barbiturates ..., and amphetamines ....
Priority should also be given to compulsive users
of drugs of any kind."

Comment: The Administration's treatment priority has been
heroin abusers with & policy of letting non-heroin abusers
utilize federally funded treatment capacity for which there
is no demand by heroin abusers. The original Federal
commitment was to help develop treatment capacity to assure
access to treatment for all heroin addicts who seek it.

The Federal Government, especially in this time of fiscal
restraint, should not expand its commitment beyond its past
policies. An exception to this is Veterans Administration
(VA) treatment. The VA is required by law to treat eligible
veterans. Thus, the VA has and should continue to emphasize
the above three categories as they are required to support
the VA mission. :

Recommendation: We recommend--except for the VA--that
heroin continue to be the Federal priority and that
barbiturate and amphetamine abusers be a secondary treatment
priority within remaining treatment capacity.

White Paper Recommendation: Changing Treatment Modalities

"The task force recommends that the use of out-
patient drug free treatment for compulsive users

of high-risk drugs be restricted, and these people
treated in a more structured environment. The

use of outpatient drug-free treatment for casual
users. of lower-risk drugs should . also be restricted,
and the funds thus freed used to provide more
effective services for high priority drug users."

Comment: Generally, there is concurrence with this recom-
mendation. However, before agencies decide to undertake

any large scale conversion of less costly outpatient treatment
slots to more expensive residential and day care treatment
modalities, i.e., "more structured environment" for "compulsive
users of high-risk drugs," the efficacy of residential and

day care treatment should be better assessed.



In the case of the Veterans Administration (VA), the
treatment modalities offered should be based largely upon
determination of veteran needs and available resources

for quality care at VA locations. Thé validity of drug-
free outpatient care should be scrutinized. Residential
care, as a treatment option, is a valid area for examination
by the VA. However, prior to implementation of the recom-
mendation, the case for providing residential care should
be considered in the context of overall VA mission and
priorities. The VA's drug treatment program must be made
flexible through use of community and other programs to
provide those types of care which the VA cannot provide in
view of the broader VA mission needs and resources
constraints.

Recommendation: We recommend that the full implications of
changing treatment modalities be further studied before
implementation.

White Paper Recommendation: Expanded Paraprofessional
Training
"The task force recommends that training courses

to increase skills of paraprofessionals be
expanded."

Comment: The general Administration policy as reflected in
the 1976 budget and past budgets has been to phase out Federal
support of health related professional and paraprofessional
training. It is inequitable to single out certain professions
for special training subsidies and general education financing
is available through Office of Education programs. In
addition, the States can utilize their Federal drug abuse
formula grant funds to support paraprofessional training
courses. .

Recommendation: We recommend that the phase ocut policy of
training be continued. However, we have no objection to the
continuation of the curriculum development and evaluation
activities conducted by the National Drug Abuse Training
Center because the research of and one time development of
new curriculums, e.g., new paraprofessional skills, appears
to be an appropriate Federal role.




White Paper Recommendation: Stabilized Categorical Funding

"The task force reccmmends that categorical funding
for drug treatment programs be stabilized so that
cost sharing is at a maximum rate of 60 percent
Federal and 40 percent local until local governments
or community organizations are able to assume

fiscal responsibility above this level."

Comment: We recognize that there are limitations to third
party reimbursements for services provided by drug abuse
treatment programs and treatment programs may be finding it
difficult to obtain local matching requirements. Neverthe-
less, the Federal Government should not have to indefinitely
maintain a 60 percent match solely because drug abuse
treatment programs are not a high enough priority that local
governments and private donors are not able to assume
greater fiscal responsibility. A Federal commitment to
maintain its share at 60 percent will decrease the incentive
for treatment programs to capture more third party and other
sources of funding.

Recommendation: We recommend that the 60/40 percent match be
maintained in 1977 to assure maintenance of current treatment
capacity. However, for future years, the appropriate Federal
and local shares should be reassessed in the annual budgetary
process.






