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SUBJECT: 	 Audit Report on Support to Drug Interdiction Efforts in 
the U.S. Pacific Command (U) (Report No. 91-109) 

(U) This is our final report on the Audit of DoD's Support 
to Drug Interdiction Efforts in the U.S. Pacific Command. This 
audit, a se9ment of the overall Audit of DoD's Support to 
u.s. Drug Interdiction Efforts, was made from January through 
August 1990. The objectives of this segment of the audit were to 
evaluate the support that the U.S. Pacific Conunand (USPACOM) 
provided the law enforcement community in the areas of detection 
and monitoring, loans of equipment, training, and operational 
support. We also evaluated the role of the Hawaii National Guard 
to determine if the support it provided to the. law enforcement 
agencies was adequate and met the intent of Congress. Separate 
reports have been issued on other segments of the audit and the 
overall results of our review of the support provided by DoD to 
the u.s. Drug Interdiction Program. 

(U) In F'f 1989, Congress mandated the initial funding of 
$300 million for DoD's counternarcotics efforts. In F'f 1990, 
funding for counter narcotics had increased to $877. 6 mi 11 ion, 
which includes $450 million mandated by Congress and 
$427.6 million appropriated for normal DoD operations that also 
benefited the counternarcotics effort. 

(U) The audit showed that overall, USPACOM has aggressively 
implemented its counternarcotics mission in the Pacific region. 
The emphasis placed on this new mission was demonstrated by the 
conunander in Chief, USPACOM, when he identified counternarcotics 
as the USPACOM' s "number one peacetime mission." USPACOM has 
displayed a strong conunitment to eliminate drug smuggling in the 
Pacific region. However, our audit identified problems in 
USPACOM's counternarcotics program. The results of the audit are 
sununarized in the following paragraphs, and the details, audit 
recommendations, and management conunents are in Part II of this 
report. 

The Joint Task Force 5 (JTF-5) mission in Alameda, 
California, duplicates counternarcotics capabilities at other 



USPACOM activities and creates unnecessary operational overhead. 
Furthermore, the location of JTF-5 in California does not allow 
it to provide optimum support to the law enforcement community. 
As a result, initial start-up costs of more than $3.2 million for 
JTF-5 in FY 1989 and $5.1 million in FY 1990 were unnecessarily 
incurred, and more than $15.8 million was programmed for JTF-5 in 
FY 1991 through FY 1995 that could be used more productively for 
counternarcotics efforts in other areas. In addition, the 
proliferation of access to data bases unnecessarily increased the 
risk for potential compromise of sensitive counternarcotics 
information. We recommended that JTF-5 be disestablished and 
that USPACOM, in coordination with the law enforcement agencies, 
establish liaison offices as a means of providing responsive and 
more efficient support to the law enforcement community. 
Additionally, we recommended that the intelligence functions for 
counternarcotics be incorporated into the existing Drug 
Enforcement Agency's El Paso Intelligence Center and provisions 
be made for future support of the National Drug Intelligence 
Center (page 5). 

(U) The use of ships and aircraft for dedicated 
counternarcotics operations in the USPACOM area of responsibility 
was ineffective. More than $23 million was programrned for the 
operations of the dedicated assets in FY 1989. We reconunended 
that dedicated counternarcotics operations that are not directed 
or justified by intelligence information be discontinued. We 
also recommended that USPACOM reprogram counternarcotics 
operations that are not commensurate with the counternarcotics 
strategy issued by the Director, Central Intelligence (page 15). 

(U) The counternarcotics activities of the U.S. Army, 
Pacific (USARPAC), a USPACOM Component command in Hawaii, overlap 
the congressionally mandated mission of the Hawaii National 
Guard. Approximately $600,000 of USARPAC's $2.3 million 
counternarcotics program for FY 1990 is for counternarcotics 
operations in Hawaii. We recommended that USPACOM revise its 
Counternarcotics Operations Plan to acknowledge the lead role of 
the Hawaii National Guard for counternarcotics support in Hawaii, 
coordinate the USARPAC Counternarcotics Operations Plan with the 
Hawaii National Guard to minimize duplication efforts and- to 
provide the most effective and responsive support to the law 
enforcement agencies, and review and adjust counternarcotics 
funding accordingly. (page 21). 

{U) Based on a referral from the DoD Hotline, the Inspector 
General Regional Off ice Hawaii, DoD, reviewed more than 
$69 million in USPACOM FY 1990 through FY 1994 initial require­
ments for counternarcotics-related programs. The audit and an 
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internal USPACOM review concluded that DoD guidelines were not 
being followed, and many of the proposed projects submitted by 
USPACOM Component commands were not supported by proper 
documentation. The internal USPACOM review identified and 
deleted $152 million in noncounternarcotics-related programs. 
After completion of the USPACOM review, we recommended the 
cancellation of a $4 million Secure Video Teleconferencing 
System. This system, proposed for both JTF-5 and the Fleet 
Intelligence Training Center, San Diego, California, was 
unjustified based on its modest potential contribution to the 
counternarcotics mission (page 27). 

(U) On January 31, 1991, a draft of this report was 
provided to the Commander in Chief, USPACOM, for comments. On 
March 30, 1991, USPACOM provided detailed comments regarding 
numerous statements in the draft report. These comments are 
summarized and our audit responses are provided in Part II of the 
report. On April 1, 1991, the Deputy Director for Operations, 
the Joint Staff, provided unsolicited comments on the draft 
report. Complete texts of managements' comments are included as 
Appendixes F and Appendix G. 

(U) USPACOM nonconcurred with Recommendation A.1. stating 
that if JTF-5 is disestablished, USPACOM could not effectively 
meet its obligation to support the LEA's during the next 2 to 
s years. USPACOM nonconcurred with Recoaunendation A.2. and 
stated that it considers current coordination with the LEA's to 
be effective. USAPACOM also nonconcurred with Recommendation A.3. 
and indicated that the relocation of its intelligence mission 
"would be executable·only after further expenditure of sunk costs 
to retool the EPIC and to create the National Center." 

(U) The Joint Staff nonconcurred with Recommendation A.l. 
stating that JTF-5 fulfills a critical counternarcotics role in 
USPACOM's area of responsibility. The Joint Staff did not 
comment on Recommendations A.2. and A.3. 

(U) We continue to support the disestablishment of JTF-5, 
the designation of liaison personnel for coordinating with the 
LEA' s, and the relocation of the counter narcotics i ntel 1 igence 
operations of USPACOM to EPIC. For reasons explained in Part II 
of this report, we maintain that benefits derived from the 
consolidation of DoD intelligence centers at EPIC far outweigh 
the disadvantages. Therefore, we request that USPACOM reconsider 
its posit ion on these recommendations in response to the final 
report. 
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(U) USPACOM concurred with Finding B and Recommenda­
tion 8.1. stating that action has been taken to use intelligence 
as the basis for conducting counternarcotics operations. 
USAPACOM nonconcurred with Recommendation B.2. and indicated that 
the application of broad national counternarcotics strategy to 
ongoing day-to-day counternarcotics efforts, conducted by any 
unit or by JTF-5, does not recognize the tactical nature of these 
operations. The Joint Staff concurred with Recommendation B.l., 
but nonconcurred with Recommendation B.2. stating "it is not 
appropriate to suggest that the operations of any Unified command 
should be reprogrammed to correspond in size and extent with the 
strategy of an outside agency." 

(U) We contend that Recommendation B.2. is valid. However, 
we have revised the recommendation to reflect that the guidance 
was issued by the Director, Central Intelligence, not the 
Director, Central Intelligence Agency. 

(U) USPACOM nonconcurred with Recommendation C.l. stating 
"USARPAC has not and may not be appointed a lead role over the 
Guard, which is not in the USCINCPAC chain of command." USPACOM 
agreed in principle with Recommendations C.2. and C.3 and stated 
that coordination with the Hawaii National Guard has been 
implemented since the inception of USPACOM's counternarcotics 
mission. The Joint Staff concurred with Recommendation C.2., but 
did not comment on Recommendations C.l. and C.3. 

(U) Based on USPACOM's comments on Reconunendation C.l., we 
believe that the intent of our recommendation was misinterpreted. 
The purpose of the recommendation was to establish a lead role 
for DoD support within Hawaii and to recognize the Hawaii 
National Guard as having that responsibility. We did not 
recommend that USARPAC appoint the Hawaii National Guard the lead 
role for counternarcotics in Hawaii. 

(U) USPACOM agreed with the recommendation in Finding D. 
The Joint Staff did not conunent. 

(U) On April 8, 1991, USPACOM provided updated funding 
information in response to monetary benefits associated with 
Finding A. The updated information was submitted on a marked-up 
copy of our appendix from the draft report. USPACOM's response 
inferred that substantial errors were included in our monetary 
benefits estimate. To compile a 5-year estimate of USPACOM's 
counternarcotics operations, we extensively coordinated with the 
counternarcotics section of the intelligence organization (J26) 
within USPACOM. We recognize that because of the newness of the 
mission, significant changes to the original funding estimates 
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could occur; however, 1,.;e strongly defend the estimat' n th<: 
draft report as the best and most accurate information avctilable 
at the time of our audit. 

(U) Based on updated information in USPACOM's reply, we 
have adjusted our funding estimates and corresponding projections 
of monetary benefits. Regarding monetary benefits resulting from 
.Finding 	 B, USPACOM's comments indicate that costs of cued 
operations have the potential to exceed those of random patrol. 
As a result, USPACOM's actions to perform operations based on 
in te 11 igence demonstrates a mo re constructive approach to 
monitoring counternarcotics trafficking in the Pacific. 
Therefore, we consider this action to qualify funds expended for 
operations to be placed in the category of "funds put to better 
use." 

(U) USPACOM's comments on Finding C imply that the 
$4.0 million in monetary benefits associated with the 
cancellation of the Secure Video Teleconferencing (SVTC) was not 
a direct result of the audit. We contend that the SVTC was a 
funded FY 1990 requirement at the time of our exit conference 
with the Deputy I USCINCPAC. In summary, USPACOM disagreed with 
all of the monetary benefits in the draft report. We request 
that USPACOM reconsider its position on the monetary benefits in 
Appendix B in responding to this final report. We also request 
that USPACOM provide official funding information regarding the 
start-up and planned costs for JTF-5. 

(U) The audit identified internal control weaknesses as 
defined by Public Law 97-255, Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-123, and DoD Directive 5010.38. Controls to identify 
respons i bi 1it ies relating to law enforcement supper t for 
counternarcotics operations within Hawaii were not clearly 
differentiated between USPACOM and the Hawaii National Guard. 
This internal control deficiency could result in duplication of 
effort or inefficient accomplishment of law enforcement requested 
support. Recommendations C.l., C.2., and C.3., if implemented, 
will correct these weaknesses. A copy of this report will be 
provided to the senior official responsible for internal controls 
within USPACOM. 

(U) DoD Directive 7650.3 requires that all recorrunendations 
be resolved promptly. Accordingly, USPACOM is requested to 
provide final comments on the unresolved issues in this report 
within 60 days of the date of this memorandum. Recommendations 
and potential monetary benefits are subject to resolution in the 
event of nonconcurrence or failure to comment. 
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(U) The courtesies extended to the audit staff are 
appreciated. If you have any questions on this audit, please 
contact Mr. Charles M. Santoni or Mr. Wayne B. Winkler on 
(703) 693-0117 (DSN 223-0117). Copies of this report are being 
provided to the activities listed in Appendix J. 

Robert Lieberman 
Assistant Inspector General 

for Auditing 

cc: 
Secretary of the Army 
Secretary of the Navy 
Director, Joint Staff 
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SUPPORT TO DRUG INTERDICTION EFFORTS 
IN THE U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND (U) 

PART I - INTRODOCTION 

Background 

(U) The Defense Authorization Act, September 1988, requires the 
ooD to take an active role in the nation's counternarcotics 
efforts. The Act tasked the DoD: to serve as the lead Feder a 1 
agency for detecting and monitoring aerial and maritime transit 
of illegal drugs into the United States; to integrate the 
dedicated command, control, communications, and intelligence 
assets into an effective communications network; and to provide 
for an enhanced role for the National Guard. 

(U} In response to the Act, the Secretary of Defense directed 
that the Unified Commanders submit plans to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff (JCS) for carrying out the counternarcotics mission in 
their respective area of responsibility (AOR). Five U.S. 
commands were tasked a counternarcotics mission by the JCS: the 
Atlantic Command, the Pacific Corrunand, the Southern Command, the 
North American Aerospace Defense Command, and the Forces 
Command. As lead Federal agency for detecting and monitoring 
aerial and maritime transit of illegal drugs into the United 
States, DoD provides intelligence and other support to its 
customers, the law enforcement community. 

(U} The U.S. Pacific Command's (USPACOM) mandated role in the 
ooD counternarcotics mission began in December 1988 with the 
issuance of the warning order from the JCS to the Commander in 
Chief, USPACOM. In response, USPACOM developed a concept of 
operations for the implementation of the new counternarcotics 
mission. The concept of operations called for the placement of 
an 11 Anti-Drug Task Force" (ADTF) on the west coast of the United 
States. This ADTF would provide coordination with and support of 
the law enforcement agencies (LEA' s) involved in the counter­
narcotics mission. The concept of operations identified the 
counternarcotics threat in the AOR as primarily maritime. The 
identified narcotics threat was high-dollar value drugs, 
specifically heroin. 

(U) The magnitude of the USPACOM AOR, which is essentially the 
Pacific and Indian Oceans, necessitated that a sophisticated, 
all-source intelligence network be developed to identify 
traffickers involved in smuggling heroin into the AOR. The 
all-source intelligence network would fuse all the various types 
of intelligence (e.g., imagery, signals, electronic, human) into 
a usable product that would assist in the follow-on phases of the 
interdiction and apprehension of traffickers. The fusion of the 
various types of counternarcotics intelligence at the ADTF would 



require a substantial communications and data base capability to 
receive and analyze data from the DoD and the LEA's participating 
in the counternarcotics mission. 

(U) The Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet (CINCPACFLT), the 
Naval component commander for USPACOM, proposed that the ADTF be 
located in Alameda, California. Alameda is also the location of 
the Maritime Defense Zone Pacific, a U.S. Coast Guard contingency 
command for the CINCPACFLT. The Commander in Chief, USPACOM, 
approved Alameda as the location for the ADTF, now referred to as 
Joint Task Force 5 (JTF-5). 

(U) As a result of the congressional mandate for DoD's expanded 
role in counternarcotics, the Commander in Chief, USPACOM, 
identified counternarcotics as the primary peacetime mission. 

Objective and Scope 

(U) The objective of the audit was to evaluate the support that 
USPACOM provided the LEA's in the detection and monitoring of 
maritime drug traffickers, loans of equipment, training, and 
operational support. We also evaluated the role of the Hawaii 
National Guard to determine if the support it provided to the 
LEA's was adequate and met the intent of the Congress. In 
addition, we reviewed the execution of USPACOM's counternarcotics 
budget to determine if counternarcotics funds were used 
efficiently and effectively. This program results audit was made 
from January through August 1990 in accordance with auditing 
standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States 
as implemented by the Inspector General, DoD, and accordingly 
included such tests of the internal controls as were considered 
necessary. A list of activities visited or contacted is shown in 
Appendix I. 

Internal Controls 

(U) We reviewed internal controls related to counternarcotics 
requirements and justifications, financial management, resource 
management, support functions, and compliance with DoD directives 
and instructions, OSD guidance, and public law. The review 
focused on documents for FY 1989 and FY 1990 and the period of 
October 1989 through February 1990. Our objective was to 
determine if appropriate internal controls were in place to 
ensure that USPACOM' s counternarcotics resources were utilized 
efficiently and effectively. In addition, a DoD Hotline review, 
Hotline Control No. 89-L46022, identified a weakness in USPACOM's 
internal controls that allowed program requirements not directly 
related to the counternarcotics mission to receive command's 
approval as valid requirements. Details on the weaknesses are 
discussed in Part II of the report. 
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Prior Audits and Other Reviews 

(U) In August 1989, the Inspector General Regional Office­
Hawaii, DoD, received a DoD Hotline complaint and subsequently 
initiated a limited review of USPACOM's counternarcotics 
requirements. The limited review of six projects with 
requi rernents totaling more than $69 mi 11 ion concluded that DoD 
guidelines were not being followed and that many of the proposed 
projects submitted by USCINCPAC component conunands could not be 
supported by proper documentation. To preclude duplication of 
effort during our audit, the Hotline review was closed without 
recommendations for corrective action. During the same time 
frame, USPACOM initiated a comprehensive review of its 
counternarcotics requirements. The review resulted in USPACOM 
deleting approximately $152 million of the $195 million of 
requirements that were initially submitted and approved for the 
period FY 1990 through FY 1994. Finding D of this report 
addresses a deficiency in USPACOM's requirements review process. 
With the incorporation of the Counternarcotics Program into the 
Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System beginning in 
FY 1992, procedures will exist to validate projects for counter­
narcotics efforts. Accordingly, we did not make any 
recommendations concerning the establishment of additional 
controls over the Counternarcotics Program. 
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PART I I - FINDINGS A.ND R.EC~ENDATIONS 

A. Joint Task Force 5 (U) 

FINDING 

(U} Joint Task Force 5 (JTF-5), a center for fusing counte:­
narcotics intelligence, established at Alameda, California, 
duplicates analyses of counternarcotics information ar.d 
corrununication, manpower, and command and control capabilities 
that exist at other U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM) activities; 
creates an unnecessary layer of operational overhead; and does 
not provide the degree or type of counternarcotics support 
required by the law enforcement agencies (LEA's). In 
establishing JTF-5, alternative sites were not adequately 
evaluated, OSD guidance on counternarcotics activities was not 
complied with, and plans were not adequately coordinated with the 
LE.A's. As a result, $3.2 million was expended in FY 1989, 
$5.1 million was budgeted in FY 1990, and $15.8 million was 
prograrruned for FY 1991 through 1995 in USPACOM's Counternarcotics 
Program without adequately documented justification and support 
for the cost-effectiveness of JTF-5 operations. In addition, the 
proliferation of access to data bases unnecessarily increased the 
risk for potential compromise of sensitive counternarcotics 
information. 

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS 

Background. On February 10, 1989, JTF-S was created to 
serve as USPACOM's joint command element dedicated to 
counternarcotics. Before the establishment of JTF-5, 
counternarcotics functions were performed by USP.ACOM elements 
that continue to per form those functions. At the time of our 
audit, the Intelligence Center, Pacific, was performing selected 
aspects of the counternarcotics intelligence analysis function. 

Duplication of Capabilities. According to its mission 
statement, JTF-5 is to act as a counternarcotics intelligence 
fusion center responsible for the assimilation aod analysis of 
all-source intelligence. In addition, JTF-5 contains other 
elements normally found in a command structure (i.e., Operations, 
Plans, Conununications, Logistics, and Administration). An 
intelligence architecture was developed by the Naval Ocean 
Systems Center, San Diego, California, to support JTF-5 in the 
assimilation and analysis of all-source intelligence. The 
purpose of this architecture was to identify the capabilities and 
configuration of data bases and communication systems required to 
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perform intelligence analyses and to communicate the results to 
the users. Approximately $3.2 million was expended in FY 1989 
and $5.1 million in FY 1990 for the intelligence architecture and 
its supporting command structure. Further, $15.8 million has 
been programmed for FY 1991 through FY 1995 (see Appendix A). 

(U} Once the intelligence architecture is in place, JTF-5 will 
replicate many capabilities already in USPACOM. The counter­
narcotics systems planned for use in USPACOM are described in 
Appendix B. Six data base terminals and communication systems 
already in USPACOM were included in the intelligence architecture 
for placement at JTF-5. Four of the six systems that will 
replicate existing capabilities are to be procured for JTF-5 and 
other USPACOM elements. The two other systems are programmed to 
be procured for placement in Hawaii and Guam (see Appendix C). 
More than $1.4 million in Other Procurement Navy funds and 
Operation and Maintenance funds were budgeted for these 6 systems 
in FY 1990, and approximately $1.1 million in Operation and 
Maintenance funds has been programmed for FY's 1991 through 1995 
(see Appendix D). 

(U} Duplicate analysis of counternarcotics information not only 
makes inefficient use of resources, but also affects security. 
Responsible LEA personnel have expressed concerns with the 
proliferation of the counternarcotics information they furnished 
to DoD. We were advised by LEA officials that sensitive 
counternarcotics information historically had been disseminated 
only to selected individuals on a strict "need-to-know" basis. 
The expansion of OoO's counternarcotics mission has resulted in 
additional replication of LEA information. The replication 
increases the potential for loss of control over the information 
and decreases the ability to readily track and identify the 
source of compromised information. 

(U) JTF-5 has been authorized billets for 69 personnel 
(43 military and 26 civilian) fully staff its operation. The to 
staff at JTF-5 is augmented by personnel in other USPACOM 
elements also performing counternarcotics duties. 

(0) To provide staffing as quickly as possible, JTF-5 was 
initially staffed with personnel on temporary duty assignment. 
Travel costs budgeted by USPACOM for temporary duty assignment 
personnel totaled approximately $830,000 for FY 1989 and FY 1990. 
Bad the counternarcotics mission been performed within the 
existing USPACOM structure, this cost could have been avoided. 

(U) Guidance on Counternarcotics Resources. On January 6, 
1989, the oso issued policy guidance to the DoD Components for 
implementing the OoD's congressionally mandated counternarcotics 
mission. The guidance stated that DoD should "build on existing 
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capabilities and facilities and avoid unnecessary duplication and 
expenditure of resources." Additionally, the guidance 
reconunended that "to the maximum extent practical, limit 
participation, infrastructure modifications, and system/asset 
procurement that will be dedicated to unique anti-drug 
activities." In December 1988, when the new counternarcotics 
mission was being assigned to the Unified Conunanders and the 
approach had not yet been finalized, an internal USPACOM 
memorandum stated: 

• • • we should manage our role with respect 
to intelligence support to counter-drug 
operations as though it were any other 
adversary target with existing mechanisms. We 
have a structure in place which is capable of 
detecting and monitoring illegal drug 
activity. We need only to expand its tasking 
and focus. We have also in existence at !PAC 
{Intelligence Center, Pacific] an element that 
can act as the fusion center for drug related 
information and intelligence. I am firmly 
opposed to the creation of a new coaxnand 
within USPACOH for anti-drug operations as it 
would serve only to create unnecessary 
l~yering when we have a pecfectly functional 
C Coimnand, Control, and Co1m1unications 
structure in place. 

(U) Contrary to the guidance from the OSD and the internal 
counternarcotics intelligence capability assessment, JTF-5 was 
established in .Alameda, California. Rationale for the decision 
to establish JTF-5 external to the USPACOM headquarters physical 
structure was not provided to the auditors by personnel at JTF-5 
or at Headquarters, USPACOM. In addition, during subsequent 
audit work at the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), we were unable to 
obtain documentary evidence that available alternatives were 
considered by management when the decision was made to establish 
JTF-5 at .Alameda, California. 

(U) Other Intelligence Centers. In the September 1989 
"National Drug Control Strategy," the Office of the National Drug 
Control Policy (ONDCP) proposed the establishment of a National 
Drug Intelligence Center. The primary purpose of the Center 
would be to "improve drug intelligence capabilities by uniting 
U.S. drug related data and analysis" and to develop a 
state-of-the-art computer data base to assist in the analysis of 
drug trafficking and organization structure. Further, the 
charter of the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC), operated by 
the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) states that EPIC will "provide 
a complete and accurate intelligence picture of drug movement by 
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land, sea and air," with a focus on narcotics trafficking 
destined for the United States. The EPIC accumulates data, 
conducts analyses, and provides tactical and operational 
intelligence to agencies with statutory law enforcement 
responsibilities. 

(U) Coordination with LEA's. DoD's mission in the overall 
national anti-drug campaign is to support an external group of 
users, the LEA community. To maximize DoD support to this 
community, coordination with the LEA's is essential. A February 
1989, USPACOM memorandum states "We are not here to take over the 
AD [anti-drug] war or tell the LEA's how to do it. The LEA's are 
the actual interdictors of the drug trade, and we are here to 
provide them with assistance in detection and tracking, but 
ultimately the LEA's are the customer." This USPACOM memorandum 
recognizes that DoD's support should assist the LEA's in the 
enforcement roles of apprehension and seizure. 

(U) Based on our audit work with the LEA's, we determined that a 
strong perception existed within the LEA community that DoD did 
not coordinate sufficiently with them before deciding to 
establish JTF-5. The decision to locate JTF-5 at Alameda, 
California, was repeatedly questioned by the LEA personnel we met 
with on the west coast. Most of the western regional 
headquarters for the LEA' s are located in the Los Angeles and 
Long Beach areas, 400 miles south of Alameda. The U.S. Attorney 
for central California expressed his concern in a letter to the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff over the dissolution of the 
National Narcotics Border Interdiction System (NNBIS) and the 
creation of JTF·-5 in Alameda. The NNBIS served primarily as a 
coordinating body within the counternarcotics community. The 
u.s. Attorney stated, "it seems to me nothing is gained, and much 
is lost, by positioning the successor coordination activity far 
away from the heart of the threat." 

(U) LEA officials indicated that the greatest contributions that 
DoD could make were in the areas of equipment loans and the use 
of DoD bases and facilities rather than as an operational 
intelligence fusion center. The LEA officials did not view JTF-5 
as an element created to facilitate coordination with the LEA 
corrununity. In their opinion, the unilateral decision to place 
JTF-5 in Alameda disregarded the degree or type of counter­
narcot ics support needed by the LEA community. 

(0) Conclusion. When the peacetime counternarcotics 
mission was assigned, USPACOM decided to accomplish the new 
mission by establishing an entity outside the existing physical 
command structure. The decision to locate JTF-5 in Alameda was 
not supported, is contrary to OSD guidance, and does not provide 
optimum support to the LEA's. Based on the capabilities of JTF-5 
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and the lack of a unique contribution to the counternarcotics 
effort, the e~tablishment of JTF-5 at Alameda, California, is not 
justified. We believe the $15.8 million of Operation and 
Maintenance and Other Procurement Navy funds programmed to 
support JTF-5 operations from FY 1991 to FY 1995 (Appendix A) can 
be put to better use. The Operation and .Maintenance portion of 
the $15.8 million includes funding for the 26 civilian billets 
authorized for the JTF-5. Had the counternarcotics mission been 
performed within the existing USPACOM structure, these civilian 
billets may not have been needed. Our projection of cost 
avoidance for FY 1991 through FY 1995 does not include military 
pay programmed for the 43 military positions authorized for 
JTF-5. The military personnel can be used as liaisons for 
coordinating counternarcotics matters with the law enforcement 
community and for directly supporting the EPIC and the proposed 
National Drug Intelligence Center with all-source drug 
intelligence related to the Pacific area of responsibility. This 
integration would provide intelligence support in the Pacific 
that compliments rather than duplicates LEA and existing DoD 
intel centers.ligence 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION 

(U) We recommend that the Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific 
Command: 

{ U) 1. Di ses tabl i sh the Joint Task Force 5 counter-
narcotics command at Alameda, California. 

(U) 2. Designate U.S. Pacific Command personnel to act as 
liaisons in the coordination of counternarcotics matters with the 
law enforcement community for the purpose of identifying the 
requirements of and maximizing the support to the law enforcement 
community. 

(U) 3. Develop a plan, in conjunction with the Director, 
Office of National Drug Control Policy; the Administrator, Drug 
Enforcement Administration; and the DoD Coordinator for Drug 
Policy and Support, to provide for the inclusion of intelligence 
support for counternarcotics by using resources available upon 
the disestablishment of Joint Task Force 5. This plan should 
identify procedures/processes for directly supporting the El Paso 
Intelligence Center and the proposed National Drug Intelligence 
Center with all-source drug intelligence information relating to 
the Pacific area of responsibility 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS AND AUDIT RESPONSE 

{U) The Deputy, USCINCPAC, generally nonconcurred with the 
finding and nonconcur red with all the recommendations. Each 
recommendation is discussed below. 
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(U) Recommendation A.l. USPACOM stated that if JTF-5 was 
disestablished, USPACOM could not effectively meet its obligation 
to support LEA's during the next 2 to 5 years. 

(U) Audit Response. USPACOM's response did not address the 
concept of consolidation at the EPIC and the resulting benefits. 
Instead, USP ACOM identified concern for the adequacy of 
operations over the next 2 to 5 years if JTF-5 functions were 
moved to EPIC. It was not the intent of our recommendation to 
immediately terminate JTF-5 functions. Although this report 
addresses only JTF-5, our comprehensive draft report entitled, 
"DoD's Support to Drug Interdiction Efforts," issued April 22, 
1991, recommends consolidating all JTF activities at the EPIC. 
The comprehensive report expands on the benefits of DoD intelli ­
gence consolidation and takes into consideration offsetting 
costs. We maintain that consolidating DoD counternarcotics 
intelligence efforts at the EPIC can result in significant 
improvements in mission performance and efficiency. Therefore, 
in response to the final report, we ask that USPACOM reconsider 
its position on disestablishment of JTF-5 at Alameda, California. 

(U) Joint Staff Comments on Recommendation A.l. The Joint 
Staff nonconcurred with Recommendation A.l. because of the unique 
geographical area of responsibility for USPACOM and stated that 
JTF-5 provides critical and dedicated intelligence support to the 
counternarcotics operation. The Joint Staff did not comment on 
Reconunendations A.2. and A.3. 

(U) Audit Response. The intent of Recommendation A.l. was 
to realign JTF-5 's functions within USPACOM and the EPIC, not to 
eliminate those functions entirely. During the audit, we 
requested that the Joint Staff provide the options and rationale 
considered for placing the JTF-5 at Alameda. We were provided 
documentation supporting the placement decision, but not the 
other options considered. 

(U) Recommendation A.2. USPACOM stated that it has been 
coordinating effectively with the LEA's for the last 2 years and 
will continue to do so. USPACOM indicated that nine billets at 
JTF-5 have been filled by the Drug Enforcement Agency, the U.S. 
Customs Service, and the U.S. Coast Guard. 

(U) Audit Response. Based on the number of billets the 
LEA' s have provided to JTF-5, we believe that JTF-5 has lost 
sight of the fact that the DoD is the supporting organization for 
counternarcotics operations in the Pacific. LEA's repeatedly 
told us of their shortages in resources and personnel to 
accomplish their mission. Our reconunendation would eliminate the 
billets supplied by the LEA's and would further assist the LEA's 
by providing USPACOM staff to act as liaisons at key LEA 
locations. 
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(U) Recommendation A.3. USPACOM stated that the reJc_ 
of its intelligence mission would be executable only atte' 
incurring further sunk costs to hretool" the EPIC and to create 
the National Drug Intelligence Center. Also, if USPACOM were to 
relocate its counternarcotics intelligence operations at EPIC, it 
would be farther removed from the LEA regional off ices. 

(U) Audit Response. Concern over sunk cost is valid; 
however, it should not preclude improvements in operations or 
benefits that will be derived over future years. The actual 
recoupment of sunk costs will occur as a result of significant 
reductions in the operation and maintenance costs of a separate 
facility. The identification of inherent shortfalls at EPIC, 
mentioned in USPACOM's response, are recognized by the audit 
staff. The shortfalls were a key factor in our suggesting that 
DoD consolidate intelligence operations at the EPIC. The 
consolidation would enhance operations and assist the EPIC in 
performing its chartered responsibility. The USPACOM liaisons 
proposed by Recommendation A.2. will provide collocated support 
to the LEA'S. 

MANAGEMENT COMKENTS ON OTB.ER SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES 

(U) USPACOM's reply addressed specific comments within the 
discussion of Finding A of the report. USPACOM's detailed 
response stated that: JTF-5 is not solely an intelligence fusion 
center; JTF-5 data bases are not duplicative of any other in 
USPACOM; the funding figures for FY 1991 through FY 1995 are in 
error by as much as 70 percent; the only counternarcotics 
dedicated staff in USPACOM includes personnel at JTF-5 and the 
10 personnel on the USCINCPAC counternarcotics staff, along with 
a "modest number" dedicated to the Joint Intelligence Center 
Pacific; and that the creation and location of JTF-5 at Alameda 
was fully supported by JCS and OSO. USPACOM also stated that the 
U.S. Attorney for central California, who was quoted in the 
report, was the "sole critic" of the JTF-5 location. In 
addition, USPACOM nonconcurred with the estimated potential 
monetary benefits resulting from the disestablishment of JTF-5. 
USPACOM's comments are provided in Appendix F. 

AUDIT RESPONSE TO MANAGEMENT COMMENTS ON 

OTHER SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES 


(U) Based on USPACOM's response, several minor adjustments have 
been made to the Discussion of Details section of Findinq A. 
Audit comments addressing substantive issues in USPACOM's reply 
follow. 

(U) It was not our intent to identify JTF-5 as exclusively an 
intelligence fusion center, but as a counternarcotics center to 
include intelligence. The importance of intelligence is 
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recognized in both the JTF-5 architecture and its statement of 
work. It is in the architecture that the JTF-5 function is 
referred to as the intelligence fusion center for the Pacific. 

(U) In the discussion portion of the finding, we changed 
"duplicative data bases" to "duplicative analysis of 
counternarcotics information." However, based on an October 1989 
u.s. Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet, message describing the 
JTF-5 architecture, we maintain that there are multiple 
counternarcotics data base access terminals at various elements 
within USPACOM. 

(U) In an at tempt to develop a comprehensive 5-year funding 
program for JTF-5, our research and analysis included a review of 
extracts from multiple documents. One of the primary documents 
we used in support of our 5-year funding projection for JTF-5 was 
the staffing adjustments provided by USPACOM personnel on 
October 31, 1990. We have updated the JTF-5 funding figures in 
the final report based on the new funding information USPACOM 
provided on April 8, 1991. The source of the staffing level 
information for JTF-5 in the draft report was a Director of 
Manpower, Personnel, and Support memorandum dated February 27, 
1990. Regarding USPACOM's other conunents related to staffing, 
personnel in the Counternarcotics Section, within the Director of 
Operations, identified seven billets dedicated to full-time 
counternarcotics operations in USPACOM's J-2 and J-3 
organizations and nine billets dedicated to the U.S. Army Pacific 
counternarcotics program. The 63 billets identified in the draft 
report were to be distributed throughout the Pacific Fleet 
according to a message dated June 27, 1989, from the Commander in 
Chief, Pacific Fleet. However, based on the updated information 
in USPACOM's response to the draft report, we have revised the 
personnel figures in the final report. 

(U) USPACOM references the "planning and attendant resource 
actions" that were reviewed by authotities for the creation and 
location of JTF-5. However, when we discussed this issue at the 
March 1, 1990, debrief, the Deputy, USCINCPAC, requested that we 
discuss the JTF-5 coordination matter with USPACOM's J-3 
organization. The subsequent discussion with J-3 officials 
provided no documented support for USPACOM's position that LEA 
coordination on placement of JTF-5 had taken place. 

(U) USPACOM's conunent that the draft report identified the U.S. 
Attorney for central California as the sole critic of the Alameda 
location is incorrect. The strongest opponent to the creation of 
a separate counternarcotics intelligence organization at a remote 
location and the source of the quote on page 7 was the USPACOM 
Director of Intelligence. 
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(U) The audit staff extensively coordinated with USPACOM 
personnel in developing a comprehensive funding estimate of 
USPACOM's 5-year Counternarcotics Program. The projected 
monetary benefits in the draft report were based on the funding 
figures for the 5-year Counternarcotics Program provided by 
USPACOM personnel as of October 31, 1990. However, we have 
adjusted the monetary benefits to reflect the updated funding 
figures provided by USPACOM on April 8, 1991. 
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B. Counternarcotics Operations (U) 

FINDING 

(U) The use of ships and aircraft to perform dedicated 
counternarcotics missions in the Pacific area of responsibility 
(AOR) was ineffective and could not be supported based on current 
constraints on planning operational missions. This condition was 
caused by 1 imi ted intelligence infor mat ion on potential 
targets. As a result, there were no indications that the use of 
dedicated assets was contributing to the law enforcexent 
agencies' (LEA'S) primary mission of interdicting and 
apprehending dru9 smuggler~. U~PACOM's ~lan to use those ~ssets 
in counternarcot1cs operations will cost in excess of $23 million 
annually for FY 1990 through FY 1995. 

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS 

(U) Background. Historically, the DoD has assisted LEA's 
in surveilling vessels suspected of illegally transporting 
narcotics. The involvement of DoD's operational elements in the 
Pacific was expanded when the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
(JCS), tasked the Commander in Chief, USPACOM, with the mission 
of implementing counternarcotics detection and monitoring in the 
Pacific AOR. The Unified Commands' objective was to "demonstrate 
visible DoD support for this national effort." With this tasking 
came the perception that DoD's state-of-the-art systems should be 
able to target the vessels used by the drug smugglers. 

USPACOM, in coordination with JCS, established a program of 
flying hours and shipping days to detect and monitor the illegal 
shipment of narcotics within USPACOM's AOR. Specific aircraft 
have been identified by the operations component in USPACOM for 
use against counternarcotics targets within the AOR. These 
aircraft include the Navy P-3 Orion, the E-2 Hawkeye, the 
s-3 Viking, and the Air Force E-3 Sentry. In addition, the 
conunander, JTF-5, has the authority to request that the Pacific 
Fleet (PACFLT) provide ships for counternarcotics 
operations. In contrast to the aircraft identified for 
counternarcotics, these ships are not specifically identified by 
type or class of vessel. When the Commander, JTF-5, requests a 
ship, any vessel within the discretionary control of PACFLT may 
be assigned, which allows the Commander, PACFLT, latitude in 
scheduling ships for counternarcotics operations. 

(U) Concept of Oeerations. The concept of operations
developed by JTF-5 identifies the use of dedicated assets (i.e., 
ships and aircraft) primarily for their deterrence value. This 
concept is comparable to the "cop on the beat" approach. That 
is, the mere presence of a ship or aircraft might act as a 
deterrent to a drug trafficker. Additional assets, from both the 
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DoD and the LEA community also perform this deterrence function 
in conjunction with their normal operations. Proactive or self ­
initiated operations, such as the "cop on the beat" scenario, may 
eventually be worthwhile in the USPACOM AOR. However, the 
intelligence capability of the USPACOM will have to increase 
substantially for these types of proactive missions to be 
justified. 

(U) Preliminary results of these proactive or self-initiated 
operations have demonstrated that arbitrarily using aircraft and 
ships in the USPACOM AOR has been ineffective and costly. 
USPACOM has identified funding requirements of $23 million 
annually for the continuation of dedicated ship and aircraft 
operations beginning in FY 1991. Counternarcotics operations will 
be incorporated into the Navy's total ship and aircraft 
operations program (OPTEMPO). In FY 1989 and FY 1990, these 
OPTEMPO funds were part of the counternarcotics program. 
Personnel at JTF-5 stated that, as of the time of our audit, no 
seizures had been directly attributable to the USPACOM aircraft 
or ship operations. Part of the explanation offered by the 
command is the difficulty in attempting to interdict narcotics 
traffic in an AOR of about 100 million square miles and more than 
5,000 vessels on any given day. 

Intelligence. The importance of the in tel 1 i gence 
contribution to the counternarcotics mission was substantiated in 
our discussions with JTF-5 personnel. Intelligence is a 
necessary ingredient if proactive interdiction is to be 
effective. Without vital intelligence "tip-offs" or "leads" for 
USPACOM operations, the return on the operational investment will 
remain minimal. A USPACOM message to its subordinate elements 
states: 

••• the key to anti-drug operations in the 
Pacific is the development of a superior 
intelligence gathering and analysis 
capability, and an ability to respond 
effectively to short-fused intelligence 
cueing. Preplanned operations are not as 
likely to produce results in the Pacific as 
they are in the Atlantic. 

The scenario of dedicated aircraft and ships for use against 
counternarcotics targets, as envisioned by JTF-5, may eventually 
prove worthwhile in the USPACOM AOR. Based on the lack of 
results and the inadequate intelligence cueing available at the 
time of our audit, these operations are premature and 
unwarranted. 

The Narcotics Target. Narcotics smugglers in the 
~ac1tic may employ any number of methods to get illegal narcotics 
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i n t o t he Un i t e d St a t es . The d r u gs may be con c ea 1 e d i n 1 u g gage , 
carried aboard commercial vessels or aircraft, included as part 
of a load on a "mother ship," or concealed in a cargo container. 
The Commander, JTF-5, has acknowledged that, "in the Pacific, a 
smuggler's mode of transport is literally only constrained by his 
imagination." JTF-5 is capable of exploiting only a fraction of 
the various smuggling methods used by traffickers. Through a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU), JTF-5 has delegated the aerial 
detection and monitoring of narcotics to the North American 
Aerospace Defense Corruoand (NORAD). 

Personnel at JTF-5 determined that 
narcotics coming into the United States by air would be on 
commercial aircraft. JTF-5 has no intelligence capability for 
detecting the use of commercial aircraft to smuggle drugs within 
the Pacific. 

JTF-5 has directed its efforts against the maritime 
smuggler, or the "mother ship" scenario. A mother ship, usually 
under 100 tons displacement, carries narcotics as its sole 
cargo. Once it is in position offshore, its cargo is transferred 
to several smaller vessels that then smuggle narcotics into port 
for further distribution. By directing its operations against 
the maritime smuggler, JTF-5 has, as a result, limited itself to 
detecting and monitoring marijuana smuggling. Because of its 
bulk, marijuana is usually shipped by sea. 

The focus on marijuana is contrary to the guidance issued by 
the Director, Central Intelligence (DCI). In February 1990, the 
DCI ranked marijuana as a lower priority threat and directed that 
programs against marijuana "do not warrant substantial new 
intelligence investments." This guidance identified the 
two primary narcotics threats as cocaine and heroin. The 
Commander, JTF-5, stated in his testimony to Congress that small 
quantities of these narcotics are highly profitable and are being 
"concealed in cargo transported in legitimate commercial shipping 
and aircraft, or in aerial and seaborne commercial containers.• 
JTF-5 personnel conceded that they were unable to perform 
detection and monitoring against those methods of smuggling. 
Instead, by using dedicated ship and aircraft missions in 
attempting to identify vessels fitting a marijuana intelligence 
profile, JTF-5 has adapted the smuggling threat to fit its 
current capabilities. 

(U) Conclusion. The ships and aircraft performing 
dedicated counternarcotics missions in the Pacific AOR are not 
being used effectively. In addition, USPACOM's emphasis on the 
marijuana threat is contrary to DCI guidance. The intelligence 
information available in USPACOM is inadequate to develop and 
schedule ship and aircraft counternarcotics operations. As a 

17 




result, over $23 million was prograrruned for FY 1990 ,_hrough 
FY 1995 with no indication that the funded missions will 
contribute effectively to the detection and monitoring of 
narcotics trafficking. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION 

(U) We recorrunend that the Corrunander in Chief, Pacific Conunand: 

(U) 1. Discontinue the use of dedicated ships and aircraft 
to perform counternarcotics operations that are not directed or 
justified by intelligence information. 

(U) 2. Reprogram counternarcotics operations for the 
u.s. Pacific Command that are not corrunensurate with the 
counternarcotics strategy issued by the President and reiterated 
by the Director, Central Intelligence. 

HANAGEM.ENT COMMENTS 

(U) The USPACOM concurred with Recommendation B.l. and 
stated corrective actions have already been taken to use 
intelligence as the basis for counternarcotics operations. 
USPACOM nonconcurred with Recommendation B.2., and stated that 
the ranking of narcotics commodities by the Director of Central 
Intelligence applies to broad national counternarcotics strategy 
and funding decisions. To apply these criteria to ongoing day­
to-day counternarcotics intelligence and interdiction efforts 
conducted by any unit or by JTF-5 does not recognize the tactical 
nature of these operations. JTF-S's tactical task is to detect, 
monitor, and track for LEA interdiction, all illicit narcotics 
destined for the United States. 

(U) The Joint Staff concurred with Recommendation B.l., but 
nonconcurred with Recommendation B.2. stating that a Unified 
Command should not be subject to reprogramming that is required 
to correspond with th~ strategy of an outside agency. 

AUDIT RESPONSE 

(U) USPACOM's actions to cue operations based on 
intelligence are responsive to Recommendation B.l. Costs 
associated with these operations are considered funds put to 
better use. 

(U) We maintain that Reconunendation B.2. is still valid. 
USPACOM needs to recognize that the counternarcotics strategy 
issued by the Director, Central Intelligence, is based on the 
President's September 1989 National Drug Control Strategy. 
USPACOM's reply demonstrates its unilateral approach to targeting 
drug traffic in the Pacific. We continue to believe that DoD 
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would be more effective in its overall counternarcotics rni:osion 
if it developed a comprehensive program that funds efforts that 
are conunensurate with national priorities and operational 
successes. USPACOM needs to reassess its counternarcotics 
performance and adjust its operations to target priorities 
commensurate with the National Drug Control Strategy. 
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c. Hawaii National Guard (U) 

FINDING 


(U) USPACOM's counternarcotics activities in the State of Hawaii 
overlap the congressionally mandated mission of the Hawaii 
National Guard. U.S. Army, Pacific (USARPAC) {formerly the 
U.S. Army Western Command) was designated by USPACOM as the 
executive agent for counternarcotics in Hawaii. This designation 
infringes on the legal responsibilities of the Hawaii National 
Guard as established in Public Law 100-456, sec. 1105. As a 
result, USARPAC and the Hawaii National Guard received a combined 
total of $1.31 million in FY 1990 for duplicate counternarcotics 
operations in Hawaii. This designation of USARPAC as executive 
agent has confused the law enforcement community regarding the 
source for obtaining DoD support for counternarcotics operations. 

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS 

(U) Background. The Hawaii National Guard (the Guard) has 
supported the law enforcement community in counternarcotics 
operations within Hawaii since 1977. For example, in 1977, the 
State of Hawaii initiated and funded "Operation Green Harvest." 
Our ing this operation, the Guard supported Federal, state, and 
local LEA' s in eradicating the growth, manufacture, and 
trafficking of illegal drugs within Hawaii. From 1977 through 
March 1989, the State of Hawaii funded marijuana eradication 
programs totaling more than $1.l million. This effort resulted 
in the eradication of more than two million marijuana plants 
valued in excess of $1.0 billion. In FY 1989, the Guard received 
and spent more than $250,000 to accomplish its counternarcotics 
plan. For FY 1990, the Guard received $710,000 to support the 
LEA's. As of January 31, 1990, $111,000 had been expended. 
USARPAC received approximately $2.3 million in FY 1990 for its 
involvement in USPACOM's counternarcotics mission. Of that 
amount, approximately 25 percent ( $600, 000} was designated for 
"State of Hawaii initiatives" that support the LEA conununity in 
Hawaii. 

(U) Congressional Direction. On September 29, 1988, 
Congress passed the Defense Authorization Act, which mandates an 
enhanced role for the Guard in dru9 interdiction and law 
enforcement. The Act states that the Secretary of Defense may 
provide funding assistance to the Governors of states that submit 
plans for using their National Guard for counternarcotics 
interdiction and enforcement operations. In addition, the Act 
states: 

Nothing shall be construed as a limitation on 
the authority of any unit of the National 
Cuard of a state, when such unit i1 not in 
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U.S. Army Western Command) was designated by USPACOM as the 
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result, USARPAC and the Hawaii National Guard received a combined 
total of $1.31 million in FY 1990 for duplicate counternarcotics 
operations in Hawaii. This designation of USARPAC as executive 
agent has confused the law enforcement community regarding the 
source for obtaining DoD support for counternarcotics operations. 

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS 

(U) Background. The Hawaii National Guard (the Guard) has 
supported the law enforcement community in counternarcotics 
operations within Hawaii since 1977. For example, in 1977, the 
State of Hawaii initiated and funded "Operation Green Harvest." 
During this operation, the Guard supported Federal, state, and 
local LEA's in eradicating the growth, manufacture, and 
trafficking of illegal drugs within Hawaii. From 1977 through 
March 1989, the State of Hawaii funded marijuana eradication 
programs totaling more than $1. l million. This effort resulted 
in the eradication of more than two million marijuana plants 
valued in excess of $1.0 billion. In FY 1989, the Guard received 
and spent more than $250,000 to accomplish its counternarcotics 
plan. For FY 1990, the Guard received $710, 000 to supper t the 
LEA's. As of January 31, 1990, $111,000 had been expended. 
USARPAC received approximately $2.3 million in FY 1990 for its 
involvement in USPACOM's counternarcotics mission. Of that 
amount, approximately 25 percent ($600,000) was designated for 
"State of Hawaii initiatives" that support the LEA conununity in 
Hawaii. 

(0) Congressional Direction. On September 29, 1988, 
Congress passed the Defense Authorization Act, which mandates an 
enhanced role for the Guard in drug interdiction and law 
enforcement. The Act states that the Secretary of Defense may 
provide funding assistance to the Governors of states that submit 
plans for using their National Guard for counternarcotics 
interdiction and enforcement operations. In addition, the Act 
states: 

Nothing shall be construed as a limitation on 
the authority of any unit of the National 
Guard of a state, when such unit ia not in 
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federal service, to perform law enforcement 
functions authoriz.ed to be performed by the 
National Guard by the laws of the state 
concerned. 

(U) During congressional testimony, the DoD Coordinator for Drug 
Enforcement Policy and Support stated, " ... the Defense 
Authorization Act provided for an enhanced role for the National 
Guard, under the direction of State Governors, to support state 
drug interdiction and law enforcement operations." Th~ Defense 
Authorization Act of 1988 did not, however, authorize OoD to 
become an active participant in counternarcotics activities in 
any one state or territory. 

(U) CINCPAC Assignment of USARPAC. An Operations Order 
entitled, "Enhanced Level of Effort for Counternarcotics," 
October 15, 1989, assigned USARPAC the role of providing DoO •5 
support to the LEA's in Hawaii. In this role, USARPAC has the 
ability to task resources of other USPACOM subordinate commanders 
to perform counter narcotics missions in Hawaii. However, there 
was no indication that USPACOM coordinated with the Hawaii 
National Guard before designating USARPAC as the supporting 
commander in Hawaii. The lack of coordination has lead to an 
overlap in the counternarcotics missions of the Hawaii National 
Guard and USARPAC. 

(0) The USARPAC Counternarcotics Operations Plan (OPLAN) 
identifies the support to be provided to the LEA's as the 
..... detection and monitoring of illegal narcotics entering the 
USPACOM AOR, and ... assistance in the eradication of illegal drug 
crops grown within the U.S. and U.S. Territories...... In 
addition, the OPLAN makes provisions for USARPAC to support the 
LEA'S in training, equipment loans, education programs, and 
operations, which duplicates the support provided under the 
Hawaii National Guard's operations plan. For example, USARPAC 
became involved in the marijuana eradication program in 1989. 
Marijuana eradication has historically been one of the Hawaii 
National Guard's missions. Another example is that both USARPAC 
and the Hawaii National Guard operations plans include provisions 
for surveillance and reconnaissance support. Although the 
involvement of USARPAC in selected operations may be necessary, 
the support identified in the USARPAC counternarcotics OPLAN 
should be provided only when the Hawaii National Guard determines 
that it is unable to provide the support requested. USARPAC's 
support to the LEA's should complement, not duplicate, the 
support provided by the Hawaii National Guard. 

(U) The support USARPAC provides to the LEA's in Hawaii has 
certain inherent limitations. For example, legal restrictions 
imposed by the Posse Comitatus Act u.s.c., title 18, 
sec. 1385, on active duty military personnel prevent USARPAC from 
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exercising police powers within the United States. These 
restrictions are not binding on the Guard when it is under the 
jurisdiction of the Governor of Hawaii and is not federalized 
under the provisions of u.s.c., title 32, sec. 502. Guard 
personnel under the jurisdiction of the Governor of the State of 
Hawaii can exercise police powers to enforce laws. It is not 
prudent to assign active duty military personnel missions that 
have a high potential of requiring the exercise of police powers, 
when appropriate Guard personnel are available and already 
assigned such missions. 

(U) USARPAC also overlaps the mission of the Guard in providing 
training support to the LEA's. For example, the Drug Enforcement 
Administration initiated a request for instruction in helicopter 
rappelling. The request for training went to USARPAC in its role 
as the executive agent. However, based on the type of support 
specified in the Guard's plan, the request should have been 
submitted to the Guard. The Guard's plan was the result of a 
coordinated effort between the Guard and the LEA's in Hawaii and 
was subsequently submitted to and approved by the National Guard 
Bureau. USARPAC should become involved only when the Guard 
determines it is unable to provide the support requested. The 
involvement of USARPAC in the counternarcotics efforts in Hawaii 
has caused the LEA's to be confused in where to request support 
for counternarcotics efforts. A comparison of excerpts from the 
Hawaii National Guard Drug Enforcement Support Plan and the 
USARPAC Counternarcotics OPLAN is presented in Appendix E. The 
Appendix shows the duplication of planned objectives between the 
Hawaii National Guard and USARPAC. 

(U) Conclusion. Based on the congressional mandate for the 
enhanced involvement of the Guard in the DoD counternarcotics 
mission, it is neither effective nor efficient to have the Guard 
and USARPAC performing essentially the same mission. The Guard 
should be designated as the "lead agent" for counternarcotics 
support to the LEA' s in Bawai i. The Guard is in a better 
position to determine if and when LEA requests should be 
forwarded to USARPAC or when accomplishment by USARPAC would be 
more cost-effective. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION 

(U) We recommend that the Comrnander in Chief, U.S. Pacific 
Command, direct the Commander, U.S. Army, Pacific, to: 

(U) 1. Revise the U.S. Army, Pacific, Counternarcotics 
Operations Plan to acknowledge the lead role of the Hawaii 
National Guard for counternarcotics support to the LEA's within 
Hawaii. 
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(U) 2. Coordinate the U.S. Army, Pacific, Counter 3_, 

Operations Plan with the Hawaii National Guard to min1m1ze 
duplication of effort and to provide maximum support to the law 
enforcement agencies in Hawaii. 

(U) 3. Review and adjust the funding for counternarcotics 
support to accurately reflect the level of support to be provided 
based on act ions resulting from the implementation of 
Recommendation C.2. 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 

(U} USPACOM nonconcurred with Recommendation C.1. and stated 
that it cannot appoint the Hawaii National Guard for marijuana 
eradication operations within the state, because the Hawaii 
National Guard is not in the USPACOM chain of command. USPACOM 
agreed in principle with Recommendations C.2. and C.3., but 
maintained that procedures for coordination between USARPAC and 
the Hawaii National Guard have been implemented since the 
inception of USPACOM's counternarcotics mission in 1989. USPACOM 
also stated that there were factual errors in the finding and the 
discussion section which lead to erroneous conclusions. USPACOM 
provided comments on various points in those sections. 

(U) The Joint Staff concurred with Recommendation C.2., but did 
not comment on Recommendations C.l. and C.3. 

AODIT RESPONSE 

(U) USPACOM misinterpreted the intent of Recommendation C.1. We 
stated that the USPACOM Counternarcotics OPLAN should acknowledge 
the lead role of the Hawaii National Guard. We did not recommend 
that USCINCPAC appoint the Hawaii National Guard to lead 
marijuana eradication operations as indicated in USPACOM's 
response. The Hawaii National Guard should be recognized as the 
primary contact for LEA coordination within Hawaii for both legal 
and practical purposes. The Hawaii National Guard and USARPAC 
perform certain missions that are similiar. Implementation of 
the reconunenda t ion wi 11 result in less confusion for the LEA• s 
regarding which organization to initially contact for support and 
a more focused coordinated effort targeting counternarcotics. 
Therefore, we believe that Reconunendation C.l. remains valid. 

(U) Regarding Recommendation C. 2., our discuss ion with senior 
level National Guard personnel indicated that comprehensive 
coordination of counternarcotics plans between the Hawaii 
National Guard and USARPAC had not taken place. If formal 
coordination of the plans was accomplished, either before or 
after our audit, we ask that USARPAC identify the procedures and 
provide the appropriate documentation and dates on which the 
coordination was accomplished. 
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(U) Regarding Recommendation C.3., we request that any funding 
adjustments resulting from coordination of the plans be 
identified in response to this final report. 

(U) We reviewed USPACOM's extensive conunents on Finding C and 
did not find any pertinent information to substantiate its 
assertion that our facts were erroneous or our conclusions, 
invalid. 

25 




THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 


26 


••••••UNCLASSIFIED•••••• 




D. Counternarcotics Requirements (U} 

FINDING 

(U) The USPACOM submitted requirements in its FY 1989 budget and 
FY 1990-1994 Counternarcotics Program that either were unrelated 
to the detection and monitoring of drug trafficking or did not 
support the LEA's counternarcotics efforts. Internal controls 
over the counternarcotics requirements validation process were 
nonexistent, and supporting documentation was inadequate for the 
submitted requirements. As a result, more than $152 million of 
the $195 million in counternarcotics requirements submitted by 
the USPACOM Component commands were identified as being invalid 
and unrelated to the counternarcotics mission. In addition, the 
FY 1991-1995 Counternarcotics Program, developed by the USPACOM, 
includes a $4 million project that does not contribute to the 
Counternarcotics Program. 

DISCUSSION OP DETAILS 

(U) Background. On December 20, 1988, the JCS advised the 
Unified Commanders that $300 million in the FY 1989 DoD budget 
had been identified for the counternarcotics effort. 
Approximately $260 million of the $300 million would be available 
for ooo use, and the remainder would be used to support the 
Guard. The JCS requested each Unified Commander tasked with a 
counternarcotics mission to submit a "Commander's Estimate" 
forecasting the funds required to support the counternarcotics 
detection and monitoring mission. These estimates were to be 
carefully considered by the JCS in formulating recommendations 
for d i s t r i but ion of the $ 2 6 0 mi 11 ion • I n r esponse to the JcS 
tasking, USPACOM developed three possible courses of action: 
status quo, increased operations at current funding levels, or 
increased operations in anticipation of increased funding. The 
estimates were to be provided to the JCS by December 23, 1988. 

( u) Regui rements. The Component commands of USPACOM were 
advised on December 20, 1988, that $260 million would be 
available in FY 1989 for counternarcotics operations and were 
requested to provide estimates of funding required to support the 
detection and monitoring mission. Component command estimates 
would be utilized to develop the USPACOM counternarcotics 
program. We were advised by a senior USPACOM official that many 
of the Components perceived this as an opportunity to subsidize 
some noncounternarcotics efforts struggling for funding 
approval. USPACOM subrni tted requi rernents for counternarcotics 
totaling $22.3 million in FY 1989 and $108 million in the 
FY 1990-1994 Counternarcotics Program. 

(U) On .August 23, 1989, the Inspector General Regional Office­
Bawaii, ooo, received a DoD Hotline complaint and subsequently 
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jnitiated a limited review of USPACOM's counternarcotics 
requirements. The DoD Hotline complaint alle9ed that USPACOM's 
~ y 1990-1994 Counternarcotics Program contained several invalid 
projects. A DoD Hotline Report (Hotline Control No. S9-L46022),
5"anuary 25, 1990, concluded that there was merit to the 
0 .lleqation. A review of six proposed counternarcotics projects,

1 otalin9 more than $34 million, disclosed that DoD guidelines
\,A.Jere not being followed. In addition, many of the proposed
.projects submitted by the USPACOM Component conunands were not 
supported by proper documentation and were unrelated to the 
:ounternarcotics mission. Further, no documentation identified 
~ither the Component conunand officials responsible for sponsoring
:he projects or the officials that reviewed and approved funding 
for the projects. 

(U) During the same time frame, actions were taken by USPACOM to 
improve management control over its Counternarcotics Pro9am. 
USPACOM reviewed the proposed counternarcotics projects submitted 
by the Component conunands and concluded that projects totaling
$152 million included in USPACOM's FY 1990-1994 Counternarcotics 
Program were invalid. As a result, these projects were not 
included in USPACOM's FY 1990 budget and FY 1991-1995 
Counternarcotics Program. 

(U) On November 3, 1989, DSPACOM Component corrunands were 
:equired to submit new counternarcotics projects for the FY 1990 
budget and the FY 1991-1995 Counternarcotics Program. Each 
project submitted was evaluated to ensure there was a direct 
contribution to USPACOM's counternarcotlcs mission. At the time 
of our audit, counternarcotics projects were reflected in 
USPACOM's proposed FY 1990 budget and FY 1991-1995 Counter­
narcotics Program and totaled $28 million and $47 million, 
respectively. In December 1990, USPACOM revised its FY 1990 
budget request to $13.8 million. USPACOM was not required to 
submit an FY 1991-1995 Counternarcotics Program. 

(U) Although USPACOM evaluated each project's applicability to 
the counternarcotics mission, formal procedures and internal 
controls for reviewing and approving the counternarcotics 
projects were not utilized. As a result, there was no assurance 
the inclusion of invalid projects in the USPACOM Counternarcotics 
Program would not reoccur. For example, a project deleted during
the DSPACOM development of the PY 1991-1995 Counternarcotics 
Program was later included without adequate justification,
review, or approval. The project was initiated by the Pacific 
Fleet, (PACFLT) for Secure Video Teleconferencing (SV'l'C)
connectivity. SVTC provides the capability for participants in a 
telephone call to view each other and to transfer briefings,
photographs, imagery, and drawings. 'l'he project was initially
included in the FY 1990-1994 Counternarcotics Program, but was 
unfunded. Although the project was not originally included by 
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'USPACOM in the FY 1991-1995 Counternarcotics Program, PACFLT 
subsequently identified a requirement to have SVTC connectivity 
with JTF-5 in Alameda, California, and the Fleet Intelligence 
Training Center, Pacific, in San Diego, California. The 
requirement was forwarded to JCS by USPACOM and funded for 
FY 1990. The secure facsimile and communications capabilities 
that the SVTC provides can also be obtained by using a Secure 
Telephone Unit I I I and a secure fa cs imi le. Both JTF-5 and the 
Fleet Intelligence Training Center, Pacific, have progranuned 
funds to procure the Secure Telephone Unit III and secure 
facsimiles. The 6-year projected operation and maintenance costs 
of the SVTC is $4 million for FY 1990 through FY 1995. 

(U) Although the PACFLT staff briefed the USPACOM staff on the 
new SVTC requirement, there was no documentation available to 
identify the PACFLT official responsible for development of the 
project or the USPACOM official who reviewed and approved the 
project for the FY 1991-1995 Counternarcotics Program. Further, 
there was no documentation justifying that the SVTC supported the 
DoD counternarcotics mission. PACFLT officials stated that JTF-5 
would be receiving the SVTC, "if not this year, next; if not next 
year, the following." It is the auditors' opinion that PACFLT 
used the USPACOM Counternarcotics Program as a source of funding 
for a project that should be funded through normal, noncounter­
narcotics program channels. 

(U) Conclusion. The requirements review process for the 
counternarcot1cs program within the USPACOM did not provide an 
adequate degree of oversight. Although USPACOM took corrective 
actions to review the counternarcotics project requirements and 
the validity of USPACOM project submissions, we subsequently 
identified a project that should not have been funded in the 
Counternarcotics Program. With the incorporation of the 
Counternarcotics Program into the Planning, Progranuning, and 
Budgeting System beginning in FY 1992, procedures will exist to 
validate projects for counternarcotics efforts. Accordingly, we 
are not making any recommendations concerning the establishment 
of controls over the Counternarcotics Program. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION 

(U) We reconunend that the Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific 
Command, cancel the counternarcotics funding of the project to 
provide Secure Video Teleconferencing connectivity to Joint Task 
Force 5 and the Fleet Intelligence Training Center, Pacific. 

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 

(U) USPACOM concurred with the recommendation, but took 
exception to the assertion that the audit team's efforts and 
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those of the Inspector General Regional Off ice - Hawaii, DoD, had 
a direct causal relation to an ongoing USPACOM. review of the 
counternarcotics resource program. USPACOM provided extensive 
comments addressing this issue and the accuracy of the financial 
information included in the report. 

AODIT RESPONSE 

(U) Although USPACOM. concurred with the recommendation in its 
transmittal memorandum, the supplemental information provided in 
an enclosure of the response implies that the cancellation of the 
SVTC and the corresponding $4 million claimed as funds put to 
better use were not a direct result of the audit. At the time of 
our exit conference with the Deputy, USCINCPAC, the SVTC remained 
a funded FY 1990 requirement, and we contend that the report 
accurately reflects that status. Therefore, we are still 
claiming $4.0 million for the SVTC as a monetary benefit (see 
Appendix H). 

(U) Further, in November 1990, we were advised by the 
Comptroller's Office, USPACOM, that the SVTC was reintroduced as 
a requirement in the FY 1991 Counternarcotics Program, and we 
were requested to provide a preliminary draft of our position on 
the SVTC. We were advised by USPACOM Comptroller personnel that 
the audit position was used to justify the cancellation of the 
SVTC resubmission. 

(U) Regarding the accuracy of the financial information included 
in the finding, the financial data presented in the draft report 
reflected the most current information available at the time of 
our audit. The information was provided by USPACOM personnel. 
For financial data that USPACOM has revised subsequent to our 
audit, we have adjusted the final report accordingly. 

30 

*****•UNCLASSIFIED•••••• 




SUHKAllY OF JOIHT TASl'. FORCE 5 STAllT-UP COSTS 
AHD PLANKED COSTS (U) 

( $ In Hi11 ion-ti) 

Project 
FY 	 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1991-1995Code 	 FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992 

Total O&M $ 2,096 $ 2,929 $ 3,256 $ 2,905 $ 2,799 $ 2,913 $ 3,000 $14,873
VI 
...... 	 Total OPN 1,095 1,449 300 500 100 900 

Total 880~JLCON 
Totals § 3,191 § 5,057 $ 3,556 l 3,405 $ 2,899 $ 2,913 $ 3,000 $15,773 

~I Excludes Military Pay 

Note: The source of the funding information was the Deputy, U.S. Commander in Chief, Pacific, April 8, 1991, 
response to the draft report. 
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SYSTEM DESCRIPTIONS 


CMST-N {U) The Collection Management Support Tools Navy ts a 
collection management tool that supports comparison 
capability and availability of resources; maintenance of a 
collection management register; generation of 
multidiscipline collection requests; access to national on­
line data bases; an external gateway to the AutotMtic 
Digital Net"Work (AUTODIN); and a "Way to monitor external 
collection actions, local data bases, word processing, and 
station-to-station mail. This system is in use in the U.S. 
Pacific Corrmand (USPACOH), 

CSP {U) The CotIV11unicat ions Support Processor provides the General 
Service/Special Intelligence AUTODIN service to the 
counternarcotics processors. This system is in use in 
USPACOH. 

FIST/ 
FIST-III 

(U) Fleet Imagery Support Terminal Dedicated Circuitry 
provides the communications lines to communicate 
drug-related imagery within the USPACOH. The Fleet Imagery 
Support Terminal III is a low-cost, compact version of a 
digital imagery manipulation and duplex (send and receive) 
transfer system that has been used in USPACOH since 1983. 

JMIE (U) The Joint Maritime Intelligence Element provides the 
primary system interface with the lav enforcement 
community, access to non-military data bases, and 
analyst-to-analyst exchange capabilities. Because this 
system contains law enforcement data that DoD cannot have 
access to, non-DoD personnel are re qui red to operate the 
system. 

Classified 
System USPACOH has a test system on loan from the Defense 

Intelligence Agency that is being used as part of USPACOH'• 
domestic marijuana detection program. 
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SYSTEM DESCRIPTIOMS (Continued) 

OPUS (U) 	 The OSIS (Ocean Surveillance Intelligence System) Prototype 
Upgrade Systeru is an automated, secure, all-source 
intelligence processing, analysis, and reporting system. 
This system supports a broad range of ocean surveillance 
analyses and reports (sumn.ary, advisory, and 
event-by-event). This system is in use in USPACOH. 
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SYSTEM ALLOCAnON WITHIN USPACOH (U) ]) 

{U) 
Location 

OPUS 
2/ 
- JHIE 

3/ 
- CHST-N 

System 
4/ 
- FIST/FIST-III 

5/ 
- CSP 

6/ 
HSI 

7/ 

Joint Task Force 5 
Alameda, California x x x x 

... ... ... ...
•... 
c= z 
n 
£:
-
~ •... 
•• ...
• 

(./') w 
U') VI,, 

Pacific Fleet 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii x 

Fleet Intelligence Center, 
Pacific 

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii x x x 

Fleet Intelligence Training 
Center, Pacific 

San Diego, California x x x 
Naval Communications Area 
Haater Station, 
Weatern Pacific 

U.S. Guam x 
Third Fleet 
Pearl Harbor, Hawaii x 
Seventh Fleet 
Yok.uaka, Japan x 

.. ... ... ... ... ... 
c::: 
:z 
Cl 

~ 
V>--n 

g.. ... .......
• 

~ 
"'CJ 

~ 
>< 
(j 

1/ USPACOH - U.S. Pacific Corrmand 
~I OPUS - Ocean Surveillance Intelligence 

System Prototype Upgrade System
ii JMIE - Joint Maritime Intelligence 

Element 

4/ CHST-N - Collection Management Support Tools - Navy
5/ FIST/FIST-III - Fleet Imagery Support Terminal 
- Dedicated Circuitry, Fleet Imagery Support Terminal III 
6/ CSP - Con:rnunications Support Processors
II HSI - Multi-Spectral Imager 



SYSTEM PROCUREMElifT AND OPERATING COSTS (U) 
($ In Thousands) 

OPN O&M. 

FY 1990 FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 


Totals $959 ~474 $223 $223 $204 $204 $204 

FY 1990: OPN $ 959 

O&M $ 474 


Total $1,433 


FY 1991-1995: O&M 
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AREAS OF DUPLICATION BE"IVEElil THE HAWAII NATIONAL GUARD 
AND THE UWITED STATES ARMY COKMAND 1 PACIFIC (U) 

(U) 

Area of 
Duplication 

Excerpts from the 

Hawaii National Guard 


Drug Enforcement Support Plan 


Excerpts from the 

CDRWESTCOM * 


Counternarcotics OPLAN 


Ground 
Reconnaisance 

Annex E: (Ground Reconnaissance 
Operations) Based on intelligence 
and request for support from a 
law enforcement agency, Soldiers 
will search a given area for 
cultivated marijuana or other 
drug operations. 

Plan Summary: ••• at the 
request of local law 
enforcement agencies 
WESTCOH (Western Command) 
as the USCINCPAC (United 
States Commander in Chief, 
Pacific) Supported Convnander, 
••• Assistance will also 
be given to operations 
to eradicate illegal 
drug crops. 

Aerial 
Reconnaissance 

Annex F: (Aerial Search Operations) 
••• Soldiers will search a given 
area for cultivated marijuana or 
other drug operations. 

Appendix 9 to Annex C: 
The use of Army tactical 
air reconnaissance ••• will 
not be tasked to provide 
intelligence gathering for 
counternarcotics operations 
unless authori~ed by higher 
headquarters. 

Training Annex C: (Aerial Transportation) 

••• guidance for planning, 

training and implementation for 

aerial transportation of law 

enforcement officials into 

amount of marijuana cultivated 

areas. 


Basic Plan: 
Supervise and assist 
in training of LE.A (Law 
Enforcement Agency], in 
military skills appli ­
cable to counternarcotics 
OPS [Operations}. Examples 
of this would include practical 
training in rappelling, 
part rolling •••• 

Equipment 

Support 


Annex E: (Aerial Search Operations) 
provides for equipment support 
in conjunction with operations 
that have been coordinated with 
the law enforcement agencies. 

Basic Plan: Military equip­
ment may be used by local 
LE.As in Counterna r'cot i c1 
Operations. 

* Coaxnander U.S. Army Western Command, currently, the ColMl.!lnder, U.S. Army, Pacific 
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COMMANDER IN CHIEF, U.S. PAClflC COMMAND 

fVSClNCPAO 


CAMP H.M. SMITH, KAWAI! ~1-~5 


JOl 
3800 
Ser0190-91 
30 Kar 91 

Tc: Direct.a, ~an:!. ~tiai ~ Oi.rectarata, O!!ioe o! the 
Inspect.er Cenera.1,. ~ of De.!erse 

SUbj: rP>.FT ).U)rr RERIU CN &lPfCRl' 'IO IR,x; !Nr£RJICTIC!-I l!l''l'CRIS DI 'll1E U.S. 
PN:IFIC o:HWV {~ ~ 9~2.02) 

Re!: (a) 1)::1)IC Ke!Do far: Cl::m:r.ander in Olia!, U. S. Paci!ic O:::m:nam, dtd JO Jan 
91 

En:l: (l) Speci! ic Co:::Dent.s, 1)::1)IG Project 9RC-0052. 02 

l. I am pleased to ccnwesit Cl'\ the subject draft report, f~ bf 
re.!ererce (a). Follc:wirq ~ ad:!ress the !cur specific firdirqs of the 
subject rep:rt. Dci.osure (l) respcrds ~by~ to the tull 
text o! the draft report ard its amexes. 

2. f'irdi.rq A all~ that Joint Task Force (JTF) FIVE is de!icient in 
~UN Woroesnent. lqercies (I.D.s) in this theater ard rrnds its 
disestabl.iSJnerrt:.. ~ not o:ro.n-. '!he real ~ issue is that the 
~cs (~) e!fort cc:nst.itut.es a distin:t pt"Oblea eet, nq.iirhq the 
att.entioo o! perscrnel vith sane aJla.ll"lt o! ~ equipnent. 'l'.he dratt 
rep::rt iq:>lies that bf !nqDent.irq rur ~ ard di.st:ri.b.Jtirq tln:ticns to 
two er 11:n inte.lliqen:::e activities (ooe ~ years in the tutllrw) , w vill 
increase e!! icien:y Ard achleve eo:n:nies in pe.rsanel , ard perhaps, 
facilities a.rd eq-J.iµnent. 'Ihl.s clearly is not the case. Tc date, ~ of the 
mjcr CIK:'• with a ~ 11.is:sioo has feud that focusirq ~ activities in a 
sirqle task fort:e is the desirable vay to JX'O'lide 1)::1) ~ to ID.s. Yrur 
rep:rt teo:::mteds dissolutiai ot .:rrF FIVE a.rd subrtituticn o! the El Peso 
Int.elli~ Cent.er (EPIC) as the lco.lS f cr rur "'6Sa"lt.iAlly maritiJle a.rd air 
P&c.ific Ci role. 'Ihis is clearly inccns istsnt vith aooept:.arce o! JTf' SIX'• 
estAblishtent vithin &eWnl 11.iles ot EPIC to }XOYide OcD ~ to lard 
tx:rder ard air c:penticris bec:allSe D'IC carn:it ard does rx:it cx:rdJct su:h 
~tiais. 

3. Firdirq 8 o:rclOOiea that use o! OcD ships ard a.irc:ra.tt in ~en 
~ is .ine!fecti..,. Yitho.rt: best possible irrt.e.l~ to feo» thair 
e!!crt.s. I aqr-ee. 'Ihis has lag been rur ccrclusiai, ard we haw dewta:1 a 
• jcr pcrt.ioo o! cur ~ pc-ogrui dew.lq:ment to exactly that e.f f crt.. It ia not 
a •iiq:>le tA.slc ard rudl ?'EID!Una to be dcne. Eliz.inat.im ot :JTf FIVE per 
f 1n:tin;J A \iOll.d certainly to00!?.I'tete this a..lreacfy !onU.dable challerqe. I am 

·Unclear 	as to h:w we are to xepr op: am c:perat.i<n!ll forces in c:x:rsr::rm Yith a 
stnta;y o..rt:.lined bj the Directer ot Oentral Intelliqen:e. 

-4. I ~ in p:-in:iple vith reo:mre:i mticrYi 2 ard 3 of f .irrl.in; c nqardin; 
~w; a.rd H.Naii Natimal Q.lard endicaticn pc cqx: CSll6. In fact, w 
J.Jq>lerent.a::! su:h procedures at the 1nc:eptioo o! rur ~ pz:c:gzM in l.989. We 
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carn::it, ~, aweint the Q..lard to lead 6.'Mlll marijuana (KJ) endicatia\ 
q:ierat..la. P6t" rea:mneui!lt.im l. M they an not in our cha.in ot ~ Ard 
can rot be tasked bf u:;cna>1C. hctua.l ~ wucb l~ to &n"'a'WCl» 
ccnclu.1(2)9 in thl "F'irrlint' ar.d ~i.CI'\ ot DstAlls• ot f inilrq C an 
1.denti!ied in erclceun (1). 

5. I tul.ly agree vi th the ~ in t iNilrq 0 re.lat.i.n; to f i.9cal 
p'.'Cql'. a:a disrcipline. We tc:d< that act.iai d.:lrirq o.Jr rvvitM ot thl t::B::Da>1C 
rt90 Of pccqx: za c::aipleted nearly a year ~· ~, the a.saertiat in 
~ tlo10 ot thia cxrclusi.CI'\ that thl .u:Ut t.e.u' • et!orta, am those at 
the D:OIG Je;iaial ot.!ice,· had direct c::eusa1 rel..atlc:n to an aqoi.n; USClla>1C 
rwial ot the Qf resrurce p:opaa ia untrue. Detailed oamiar rt.a rei;ard.in; this 
an at ercloeure (l) • 

6. COmienta en sul:::sUnt.W errcn in resrurce a.rd irystal displays in IJ'T'IMll6 
J.. ! , a:rd 0 lohi.ch ~teriAl.ly a!!ect the cost ~ IUDS Mt fcrth in 
reo:cmadat.ia\ Al are at erclosure (1). ~te fiaca.l Wcrllllrt.iCln 
~ in Arnex B resulte:i in a:n $l.l.K m, er 7ot, ot the mietary 
~ asscdated vith !Winq A. A aecx:n:1 e:m:r was Jl2lde in thl lcqic 
o!fend in eq:p:rl CJ! Imdati.CI'\ A2 • Cn:ditirq the f'ul..l (it iraca..trate) 
s.avirqs ot ~in; JI'f FIVE is un:o.n:1. M.x:h of the savirqs II.st be 
attril:uted to sul::stitutioo e!fcrt.I directed to the s.ame 9Qa1 at aeYenl other 
.ctivitlas. Establishin; scme ~ J'U%ber ot l.iA1sai a!!icas, per 
recawedatic:n J.2, vithcut re.terenc:e t.o their cost.a, is eq.m.Uy ur&:u'd. 

7. It 1a di.!fiall.t t.o disp.lte rec:amerdatiai Bl that USP1'C!M !or:as ata.tld 

nd.xle Of q:ierati01S vithcut cu.irq l:esed Cl'I timly focused inte.ll.iqa-ce 

~- ~. this req.tlnd 1.ntell.iqenoe siq:p:rt. "°11.d be difficult to 

9U6tai.n it the balm c! au:iit rep::rt Irndatiaw wre ao:::ept.ed ard 

iq:>lemented. 


a. We devote cp:-e.3t attentic:n to Qf internal o::rrt:rol JDeChanisma at thia 
~. ar.d rote that ro aQ:iiUaial. o::rrt:rol.a wre rm ded bf the 
auiltcra. So I rec:iain ca LlE!I I e:1 bj the ai.x:iitc:rs' u'l!ourded a~ to take 
credit fer inU!rnal cx:rrt:rol &rd fi.9cal dillclpl.ina ac:t.i01S Al.ready ta);.en bj 11tf 
rtAtf. I trust this will be oxncted in the f irAl. np::rt. 

9. I tq:ie OJr o::mieita qiw yo..i a clearwr pe:ispa..."tiw of o.JI" Qi t!!crts to 

date. We look fc:r.iard to a clOIW!r ~ relat.knship &rd an ircreasin;ly 

a!!ecti.... Qf pctqt u in the Pacl.fi.c. 


~~7-
I..i.a.rt:.enan Genl!ra.l, ls. 
l)aplty u:cl0>1C/Chie.! ot stA!t 

cc: 

Sec:r8taxy ot the ADlj 

Sec::r:9t&ry ot the N5vy 

D:o Qx:cdinatc:c tcr c.:u;i Wca:i:.8llf!l'lt Policy ard ~ 

Dinctcr, .:Joint staff 

Chief, N5tiaaal QJard a.a-.au 

Mjutant Cene:ral I Ha'wail Natimal QJal11 
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PMI'I-~ 

iw.: Page 2 I l inl lJ: "Dlll cxrr..::t tpall.in; is m • "Dlll ~ ii •i-.p-1 , ed 
~ the rwp:rt. 

~ 4 I 1Alt lU.: n.. re-vi... - n::it initiated in ~ 19 • bt. .... the 
drta ot the 1Xrl{>l..a.i11t. n.. rwview sUrUd 1.5 ~ un. 

,.; Pt9t 5 I l ira....J: "Dlll •ix ~ rwvi.....S wr. tt-=- ..OUtud to 
~ otU.ot (K>) llditch ~ usc:m::PllC St&!!~ litxl bed al.rMdy ford tt.. 
\r9Cl.n!. 

I.J..olJ: ~· 'the ~ ot prsoject.s i.u ~ "*' the FO auiit.:r 
tint arriwd. 

J.ioLJ.2: D~. 'lll& l"W'VUw did not ~t in the dal9tia'I. "Dlll 
proj4Cta we.re a.ir..ady ~ rwvl"" a.rd, in 9Cl!lla a.-, air-fy de.19'ted. 

ftt; Pac)I 6: 'nlien i.a no p11199 aix in the rep::rt turrJ..twd ua. (rcr p!l9M 24, 

32, 40, «, 46, 48). 


PW' II - TDVD«; A: JOOO' ~ 1CA'.% FIVE 

Be: p,ge 7. line i: J"a-5 ii an CPS Dfl't'L a:-d airql.I point I.aw fntaoeait 
1qtrCj (IE\) l.i&i..::n a.rd ecrviol \l'\it, nct 90laly In 1ntal tuaia\ C*'lta:r. 

L1DLJ: 'nlllrl an no nT nvt "da~· "1.idl $..t>Ucata dirt.a ta.. tcuiS 

in &1'tf either ..:tivity in USPMl:I<. nT nvt ~.~~.data ta.. 

lo::atad .~. n-.erw is no Jll!ntic:n ~ in the np:rt, W\idl: A) irdiau. 

litllt ~ data baw an: ll turthm" di-a- ttim er; C) 1rd1cat.M W\icn ottlC' 

data ~ tr.y an ~licat.irq. 1hU u.scrt.J.cn ii iruuwct and~· 


~: Ccazrs..nic:atiCl'I•: m FIVE 1a a ll.t.ail:c to cx:m.l'\ic:aticn ty1JtC1S 

caa:n ~ the tt-tcr. ~ c:ain::r.Uty ii .-.it.i&1 to tt!t-=t.iw 

o:wuW:aUaw. JlT nvt ii the cnly ~ lntity, OI er ~. 'oll.1.d1 ii 

lpaCific:..ily cx:nt~ to o:marJ.c:st.e vitil OcO and ID. .....u rqiqed in Ol 

intmUct.ia'I act..1Yity. ~ in the np:rt, er atr11:11m, an the ~ic:aUw• 

o:nankatianl idanti!ied. 


lJ.Dt...J: ~: m nVE hu the cnly Ol dmdioat.ed ..,p:w"" in tt. 
USPMlJ(. -n-..n are 10 panaw an the ~ Ol S'tatt rd a a:xMt (1- thl1'i 
10) n.-.r to be dadic:at.ed to Ol ICtJYity 8t the -'oint ~ Olntc' '9cit1c 
lJla>M:l (•, o;· _, ot fCll"llm' now:, DW::> vu.cti u • ~~ to m 
~ JlCPllC'a prirclple ~role ia -.riU.. ~ ccznlat.im. JlOW: 
~ts to JlT nvt ~ c::an.i..tlcn Of the ~~ InfcneUc:n ~ 
(a>IS}, a•::)« USN~ S)'Sta net pc111 111! ~ Jl7 TM, vith odm' 
CIX"1'l.at.ab1e tnck1.nq data. 06lS an! llNOC!a~ dirU are an ~ to, net a 
~licirt!a\ ot, the nT nvt ~ tuaicn Ndwlia. Alt:b::uti m FM 
pe:i woe rel an tab.J.l.at.ed c:n ~ 10 Of the nport, the np:rt, doel net pc-..nt data 
to ~ the all"'1'Jt.ia\ Of ~c:aticn Of t\.n:t..i.a\ in ~~· 

1 

3 

3 
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PM:X'I-~ 

JIW: Paqe 2. line lJ: ~ c:crnct lp9l..l.inr; is ~. ~~ is ~-.pell., 
~ the np:rt. 

f'!:ige 4 , Lvt lire: 'Iha re-vi... ~ not W t..iatad in Ai.q.lllt It, ht WM the 
date ot t))ll cx:nplalnt. 'Iha rwview rt&rt4ld 15 ~ an. 

Piii Po9t 5. lira 1: 'n'll ai.x proj«.'ta rwvi....-d wn tt.:.. at:aittad to 
~ O!ficl Ck)) euiltth ~ ~1-C St&!! ...i:c-s'"' bad alnadt to.rd ttl9 
\J'WO.rd. 

l.JnLJ: O~. 'nw ~ ol project....._~.,,,_, tha FO ~U:r 
tint arri~. 

~: Oisa;ree. '1hl rwview did n;,t ~t in tha dei.tla:\. 'Iha 
~jecta wen ~~revi~ an:!, in .alle QI.Ml, a:ir-tj dal.et.d. 

Ill; P!!ql I: nien is no F*1' •ix in thl np:rt ~ ua. (ncr ~ 24, 
32, 40, «, 46, 48). 

PW' ll • TDVD«:i A: X>Dll' ~ J'CR::% rIYZ 

lte: ~ 7. lire 1: ~-5 is an CPS DllU &"d dn;le point 1Allt' !nt~OWW1t 
lqfil"'Cf (IL\) U.U.00 an:! ~ \a'\it, not .olaly S'I int&l f\aicn CW!tc'. 

~: n-..iire an no JTf' FIVE "da~· wuc:tl ~Ucate data ta.. to.rd 

in ant ether activity in USPMXK. JTf' FIVE~.~~. dat.a taa.s 

lo::atad .~. 1han is no ll!r'lt.icn ~ in tha nip:rt, wud\: A) irdic:at. 

W'lat thew dat.a baMia an; I) turthlllr d.bo~ tha er; C) irdicat. lot\id\ otJ'Jlr 

dat.a ta... tht)' an ~lic:ltiri;. '%hi.a u.acrt.ia'I is iN:ux-..t &rd~. 


1J.m..J: '"<XlllUlic:at.iCl'I•: m nvr a a ~ to c:cmutlait.icn 9)"l'tcl5 

can:r'I ~ thl ttlMta". l'fst- o::mn:l'IA}ty ia ~ to e!factJ... 

o:xa.nic:aticra. J1T FIVE is t))ll cnly thelltC' lr'ltity, Ol c:r ~, W\.i.d\ ia 

iipecl.fically cx.nfiq.lnd to cxma.rU.c:at.a vith ~ cd ID. ....u .-qeqad in Q( 


~cti.CI'\ activity. ~ in tha nipc;rt, er ~. an thl ~1c1u...­

c:aa..nicatiaw 1dlnt.1!iad. 


JJ.or_J: ~: :n'F nvr has the cnly or dmdicatad ~ in thl 
~ 1hitra an 10 pencn en the ~ or Staff w a ICdMt (laN thin 
10) n.Jllbc' to t. d9:1.ic:atad to Of ac:t..ivity at tha Joint ~ Olntc' P9ci.t1c 
(Jia>M:) <cxmv-1 ol tccw naor.c, IJW:') "'1J..cb ia • ~ a:wrd t.o JIT 
nvt. Jia>'-C'• pdrclpl• ~ ro1.e 1a -nu. tndt ccrnlat.1cl\. naor.c 
tnral.ita to JIT nvt t:hU ca:n.latiai ot thl ex:-n ~ Wcneticn ~ 
(a>IS} 1 a -~ t5N ~ l)'Stla nat pc: I ' ti)' 3'l.f FM, vith otl'm' 
cxrnl.atAhi. ~ data. CSI.S lll'd lrMOC!at...s drrta an an ~ to, net a 
~lic:SUCl'I ot, the :nT nvt ~ f\aicn JllChaN.a. Alth::uti m FIVE 
pc ..., rill an tabiliitad en P9' 10 ol thl l"9pCX't, the np:rt, &:.. not p-Wlt data 
to~ t))ll alleqat.ia'I at ~c:aUc:n at tun::t.i..cn in~~­
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lJJw l. • : -o:-.rd M:2 ocntrol o.p.b.iliu.--: ~ 00.. the rwp:rt 
~ I.IT'/ re!~ cc data to ~ thl8 ~l..L:ztiai. s.. ~ &bc:lw 
~~-

1.Uw H: 'n1a npxt i......- dt.M mpeci!ic data tc a.wcrt de!ici~ in 
~er type ot OI ~· 'nw nip:rt de.- not~ anf <Xlll{'llint trca 1 
~ LD. nqard.1rq ant lack ol ~· 

Urn 11-u: 'D'le f~ fer rt tl ~ " an in CTCr ~ ~ 
to'°'· See~ n ~>.. 

ZJra U=U: (S.. i-wrli:s re l.i1'1e l ~~). CUI: 
!call i.rq ot Ol .ct.ivity at a • irqu 1.1'\.lt, ratt.- tnan dUt:rihrt:.irq Ol activity at 
N'....nl ~~ 111tell..iqenoa activiti•, 'WU a c::a-.cirua dlcilicn in pa.rt 
b..-:5 cn the desire to ~ vi.di ~ ot QI intCX111atim ..tU.c:ti ""'11.d 
tr-.:! ~ty tac ~~ ~uy~ inilvidlals. '!ha ii a 
tu .x-e Maio.is p:a:aibility than data l:a5e ~- lql.in, the .Ut.S!ll!ll"lt 
~~i!cnticn er! data t:e.e., nltaratAd in line 16, 1a \ro!CU"ded &rd ii 
rot ~ 11'1 the l::alAnce er! tM nip:rt. 

Bl; l'oc;ie I. tint PWJI At the ti. ot JrF J'IVZ's fCU'daticn, othlr lls:P,l,QJf 
1.1'\.lts wn ~ Krt Q'1 tln::t.icr-. ~ the Of p-cbl-. Jrf TIV! WU 
not ~ tee ard Lt rot ptcr'fanli11q ant at. tt-. t\.n::t.icns. 

Ee: Seq::rd pan: f'i9ur-, ~ in th!& pan, an dlcidedly iro:xnct. 
c:rrnct f~ an ~in~ A. 

~; hc?e t. fint tull para: s.::xn:! Mnt.an::ia inilC.U. I ~~ in 
~ plamld !er :rrt nvt. ~ Mnt...:e says 6 cl4>liatta ~ fer Jrt 
nvt. ,,.. JTf' bu cn.ly l ot the ~ n!cnd to, .. ~ in At:Peniix c. 
Na-a 1.1 really a syrt.m. ~ an ~ ot l..ar9c' srst-. U-ter ard nrticnal. 
~enn::it to 9)Tt.m t.araira.i. .. ~ ard alt.anwt.aly .. data bues a.rd 
~ .. c:aa.nic:aticri srst-~ tM repcrt ard ~'*' ii 
irm11Ct. D:>llar w.lUM cit.:!, ircluiirq fin» in ~ject.a ~)' aroalltd 
er nr.ocr ..n.1~ fer f\nilrq, an J.zo:uect. lna'l!IO.ll data in ~.::., \l\i.c:n 
ton the l:esia at ll"TCl'-..c:>. syn.. ard tlrd1rq toUls W'd a:n:lus1crw in thi.I 
pa.nr;r11fh, an o:::rnctad in ~OM pcrtian ot thia rellpCI ... 

hc?e !, feCXl'1' tull ;on: ~ CIW U nptiti.,. ol ~ly 
~~-- ... lltW"9 CXl"IOlm, dJ .... ....t in ta.l.arl::il ot pan, 
~ MC:Urity. ~ is pnc:iM.ly the nuc:n 'tttrf "" fo:::u.ed QI ICt.iviti• It • 
a.in;lA ded.1c:aUd tacility nthlr tJ'\111\ to circuatl the Wc:rNt.ial at 1 n.atc Of 
~~ int.alliqwa 111-d l..ine q:c-at.ial ~ \l:c-t W~t.icn 
~l ii llJd'I ~ ditficWt. 

fte; b:a 10. tint tul 1 pgn: 'Iha pcna aal caipl~ at ;n:r nvt ii 
(1 *'I _, ot 0 aU. H civ; net 40 ard 29. in.. balan:a ot 9'.ippcxt pr'CWidtd to 
JTf-&· 1.s .. ~ ill l'WiipOI .. to Line 3, ab::N9. othc" cp ard QI ~ 1a 
nee •rily flcdl:Ua ard ctrr.n trm usm::tM lt&ff ard ~ ccmiarm M 
dict.ated ~ r-s. h ~ fer '3 .a:1itimal bill.u w.. ~ hcn:r9d ~ this 
~ in the *=Nb at OJr QI proi;ra srec-1frq tot. 11.dit. 

!!ti 1h1ui pan: We C111 fird no t~ to ~ the $&3Clt rot cited. 

Final Peo::irt 
Page~. 
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111; PR1t u: ""' -.int.a.in that the ~ to too.. &rd ClCrlt%ul or 
infc:net.ia\, q:im-at.icnl llrd ID. MrVi.c:e la 9o..rd. n. decl.s ia'\ thin to tl.1ild J'lT 
1'IV1: at and Cl'I ~ t.cil.iU.., c:ollOOSUd vith a pr:1.r.c:4'al ID. 1nYolwd in Of 
~a'I q:c-at.icnl ~ w an llllrlata:1 to ~. c:.rtainly .._ 
~iatlt• 

.. i Pllill 12. t!.Iyt tull pon, 81 lirot 1-9: ~. 1!)9 dec1 •iai to a.te 
.]TY rrvt ltd lo:::at8 it st AlJl:llll!da ~ am!t:ted to tull ~~irq ICVic:9 I XS an:1 
CISt) rwvi.91.'o ~I tt. pl..&m.irQ ard att...rlMt ~ ect1ara haw t:.I°\ 
a-=--tully ~ a.rd ~~ IUth:rit.i•, ~ thl O::Cqt w at the 
U"\it,md ~. t:hro.ql t\lll. f Ucal C)'ClM fer fY 1 & f9 I to f fl ard CiUtyMr ftcqt W 0 

lJ,nN 3-f: ;;rrr nV! ia not exun...l to the ~~ lrtr\Jct:l:-a. n. ia • 
~ i.S c:amard o! llSCI>a>t.C. SUt--.t that nt..icna.i. fer Nt.11.bl ~ at 
:TIT TI'./£ - net ~ to the au:iitcn ia net cxrnct. Rat.icnah wa.I ~ 
in ct. fen o! a tlu'M peqe JJ ~int pspc- data:1 17 ~ Uitt. 

8e teccrd ~: 'nl8 ~ ttatiaw.l ~~l St:ntlqj o! SeptSlt:ar 19n WU 
net r."11.il.A.ble to us aix llC:l"lt.M MrUu, in h/::rlJAr'j l.9H, ""*" J'lT FM \ea 
~iaw:S. w. act.-d ~the t-t Wcnriat.icn aw.11.abl.e at the ta. Cl.Ir dlc:iaian 
\olaa nq.11.nd. 'Jh1.s ~ crit.1cii. a dec.i.a ioo Jl8de, o! niea..1t'f, in l.M8 ard 
-=:-~ to :rrr f'1VE a role ~11.cata at a Nat.iaw.l Dru; Intalliqirca c.-rtc ~ 
vill be fcrtl6Wta to b9 in q:ient.iO'l ~ the ai.d-1990'•· M\ile cxrnctly statinli 
the !PIC .U...icn, the auiit np:rt falla to d1-:usa the adl:ncvl~ irabiliey ot 
!l'lC to C1C1p1 vith the YOlUPe lrd w.rl.A't'y at data that "°1ld b9 ~ to 
\J"dut.&);a a pr:i.rclpe.lly .u-iU. drtect.iai and tndtlni role in the 11.ubla CG'PiCX:I( 
ACR. D'lC cblls nae ~ r-ecei..,. the W~t.ian f'OI ha.rdlad in the lJSPNl>( Q( 

~ lrd .a\it.crirq ~· Maithe ia it PL°'JI ww:! to reoe.iw .-. in 
the t\:tl.n. 

8e; ID ll. 1Mt M pom: ~ ID.I havin; the l.&r9est 1ntarwt in the 
deUctiai arc! a:nit.crinq role llltldl ~ ia 1!1Udata:1 to ~an: to., ts:s 
a.rd the use:;. ~ u no 1irqle p~ \hen all ha-..-~ U--tc ~· 
'%h1 W. stNcture 1a one vith ~ dczest..ic &rd CY'l!:l"MU \niti all dinct.ly 
~to their Na.shin;tai ~· nw uses has a nqiawl o!fioa in~ 
Arqal• ard ~ otti.e. ~ the \.1SPt.a:Jil ~ ,,... 05CC r.ci.fic ~ 
~ a at 0:iut Q.ard t.lard, ~ ""-" nr rIV! s.. lcoltad. ~ m::c 
pl"C'r'i.d.s the tuildin;i an:S \Nt ~to ~dtly ..ubU.lh • tr:O '*1tnl Q( 
flciliey ~ illCWld ua to ~y with the Mrdata to "tl.Uld an tDd..rt.i.nq 
fllCilJU.. wd ~ \rl IK r'/ • • ,D'plnditunl, • • ot ~. • 11lil llOl.a critic 
d. the ~ 1ccat.1an cita:1 in thll np:rt s.. • 0.1. Attanwy "'1o ... acx::ndita:S 

to thll MeIS, Wtld'I n'F nvz in tt.:zy ~. 


Ill; hgt 13. lMt pan. 1h1ld l«!t.cA: ~ d dial.t.e lents'Ca beqimin;: 
"ttat Of the r-;icnU. ... •. ~i..c. with "'Nwtern r-;iav.l ~ !er a ot 
tt. 1D.'• 1a lcc:ata:1 in tt. Le.a ~· ••• 

Jlai Pa 14. fint tull s:t.n: h first be ~ an ~ 1'f 
dinct. dll'tA. 1n P1n:Un; I, the np:rt t:.abs U.... that. ,.. c::c::nb::t.s ~ QI 
q:cat.icra net ~y~ 1'f 1nW119llf'IOI. 1n thl.I ~. it t»:. ­
a... tNt .... wtAbliail'wd the ICtiviey !cx:uNd ai ~in; and deliwrlrq tt.t 
~. 

!lJI; O:n;h•icn. &cntcra 1: JTT TM S.. net o.itaida o! the ax:1stirq ~ 

~ ltl'\a::tl.lr9, It u a ~~ta joint u.a>t tcrce np:rt1rq 

dinctly to ~. 


8 
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~ 2t 'nw ~ia\ to oa:a.U.i.cn JTt PlV? .... ~ st ~ 
1-l ot 01 rwiA' ~ to ard iTcluilrq the ~ oC the Chit.ad Stat.. ~ 
~ bY ircloo.ed ~10'\ o! ~ fer 317 rIVI !er FY'• It, to, tl, w 
~ ot p;]i( ~ fer M:ure ~~ the curnnt P'JII'. tie u. 
\n!Wal"ll ot arfi ~1c ~ to the c:cnt:rary b"al CGl er ant ~ tlcO rit.ity. 
h firdin; oC fillure to p:ovide cpUJIUI ID. ~ d=- nct ~ "-t 
~ trca that. ~ cxiJJt ard ia ~ bf W1J data in tt. np:rt 
rttril::ut.ed to ant lZA aJt:bx-1ty. 

kJt«'OI ': '%tie ~ ron: o:ntrihrt:..L:n ., 1L\I ia 1.1\!q.a. It 1a ttiie aola 
~®t ~~ OI ~ vith!n the Oc:O cN.nictc to L.Dill. It 
~ to bl OJ[" penuaalal that ID. ~f~ at • l.inrila dldkaUd point 
ia the 1.-t o::ntu.irq an:S -=-t st!.icislt Yfl'i ot ....tJ.rq o.ir ~. O:i lbaxy 
to the ~llart.icn that OI ia •iJlply anot.hC' f..:.t ol Oc:O opent..iQ't er ~ 
ICt..ivity, the OI t..1uVrt ia a-.. vitl\ \tlic:h wit in Oc:O b.lw not ~y dealt. 
Mill• ... ~lay ~ intelligmn:::e &rd q:crtia1I ..-ta, their ~ ia 
•ta"ially di!fe:nnt than in UllYal aillt&cy q:entiaw ard ~~. 

:;cit«pc 1: 1?w repxt fin» tNt the ri.irwty ot the nD' ~ fer 

JTt rIV£ cnJ.l.d bl '"pJt to betUr UM.• Of wadt a.-t bl pcfcr-1 by ~ \.Wing 

~· It ia \ntcu'ded to u.ert that atpX"t ot the Of aiaaicn can a::ritJrL., 

vi th:J.Jt adanilsi;irq the ~ ot f\.rds to do IO at -=- lor::atic:n. '%tie at.at.d 

f i9Jn at $46. 9" at .a-..tary blr-Je!i u derlwd trcm JTt FIVE clc:-.Jl"e 1a L iOX1ec.t b/ 

~ $U.lK. ('Iha entire be.l.ano9 at the tsP1'CXJ< Of~ fer the q.U.....i.it. 

fiw l'Ml' pc1cd ia circa $61.) 


EjeotcJ::ll ': n. ab:Jo.'I ratiaal• a.ho -wu.. to pc llOI •al. htwor 1 al 

t iq.lre ia in:::x:u ect. ~ 26 vice 29. 


Strrt.«pas t - 2: »ia p-qx»Al ia eq.U~ to cairq the f lttCtacy a:11 

-~ all the ~leoz- tX> the Al• fex"Cl9 to ..rt.et a a..::dity no lcrqll:r 

~· ~ D'IC, er the ~ Natic:ntl OlrUr, CIOJ.l.d bl 1-!-5 ~ to 

~ I t.aely I tactical ~I tailcxwd to q:c-at.iaw ard ~ in th1.a 

~tllr, tut IUr"ely rict !er a pcicd ot trm 2 to 5 )'Mn trca "fO/. JIMd n aU 

p:»iti.aw. v1ca '°. 


&«'Jtcpl I: ~ fer n-c:nt aa lltlt8d in the f~. 

Fie; 1'119' u ~iii§datlqx": 

,.. i datJ.a'\ 1: ~. w.r. this lbw, ""' cnild net effectiwly 

llM't C'-lr cbl..1.91'tia"1 to ~ lD.a vith deUct:..ia1 &rd a:nit.crin; wd Ol 91.ffCrt 

ltJI"inf the rwxt 2 to s run. 

~ 2: oi-;r-. WI haw t-'I ~ effectiwly vith 


ID.a tac the lut 2 y.e.n &rd vill a:.rrt:..!n» to do 91). to. O!ilCS. wd O!lQ; lll'e 

1¥.'!"'«ad by nine blll.t.a pc:'Mllll"lt.ly ~ilhd by tt- Cl'I ttie n7 nvz statt. 


. ~datic:n 3: ~. '2hi.a ...at.i~ ~ crqoin; t;e<+Scal 

cptnt1.cnll .-d ~~ to tD.I vith I plan \tlidl ~ bl ~ 

cnly att.r turtblrt" ~ tul"e ot ll.l'lk oosta to ntool ZPIC wd to a.ta thl 

)latkna.l cwur. 1?w p:'OpOS4l 4.1.r.::U dcYalc:pmnt ct a Plan vith cnl.y C111 ct thl 

tz;1.' a W TOI Mr-... brllar in the r'lpX"t, a. trl~ "'89 that 317 1'M ia 


8 ' 9 
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~ frat WI ta nqi..onal otfioe ~ ~ 400 .U.., 't!w np:rt not o:rcl\.dls 
that tha 110l1Jticn to thl.a is to focua ~~~ c:rw, ~y two, 
c:mitc's tllat an -=- a. to t:hx"M ~ .u.. ~~ ma th! ... ot 
~ 

PM? II - rD<lI>«; I: ~CS~. 

8e: P'1IJe 17 ! lm"I 1, 1ut m'ItArQI: "lhc"e an rx> pl&nl to .... t1SPfaJ( 
o.tect..ia'l ani M:nitcrirq ....u fer \n:l.led petrol C?t""at.icn in 1't' • t1-t5. 

J!I i Pt9t 1J, 16 tull part I lMt M'!t.cQ l 'Shi.a is in:::a: 1 ~ .an oilc- aft 
ta In .!tectiw Q( plrt!~ llljjl!l.inrt -.ritim ~. In axt caM9 .. eftecti..,. 
.. I triqata I .u-c. tot.h cal'I c:atd\ I Ailb:et (-=-t c:xmia'I ~ ......i) and 
naittwr can cat.d'l a e.iqarwt:t.e ix.t (1-i c:am:n) • In ca.N9 ~ a lpcitic 
~Ut::f 1.e ~. c:rrr FIVE iip9Ci.f1- - an:1 PflCP't.T alSt ~ to tha 
l.J.ait o! it.a ce.pebl lit:f. In tha Q"l9 C8M ~ • ru::l.-r llbliarinl ~~ in • 
or ~. it w.s not • ill-.q1~ bJt in fact tha a'\ly ~ ..nich cx:uld do 
tha Jlisaicn ..tUdl cal.led fer IUSta.irwd cl.cae-in, ccwrt ~. 1h1a 
rprlnda~. 

81: Psa 11. 2rd tull pan }rdu Ct:rom:it of ();;a c:cnt.irW.m to D'2' 20: 
USCDO'>.e ~~ pat:roa in.,.._ 1990 in !AYat" ot tha a::n prtd.rt.iw 
~ o.*1 er ~Ud N.rClOtrafficbr prot.U., qc-sticn. Ma did nrd::a 
pattol fer jurt i- than l r-r I ""1ly "" - ~ a9(), - boarded O'>C' :00 

.......a vi.th ~... ~ta. lt 11 easy 't'OI to Rf that blclnae 

tt-. cpc-at.iaw ~ quantitat.iwly ~. thly tltloold net haw t..\ lb-.. 

Y.t in 1.W9 e'.w\ vithin tha OSCC vi.th a diet::llde ot cxpc1ll"l09 in Of~. 

then -.u rx> W\i!ild p::is.it.iai en tha .!rer::U......... ot petrol q:c-at..ic:n. era 

p:ait.iai hmld Uwy wn a wut.e o! U- an:1 xray in tha ~i.e. h &ltcTwta 

positia1 ~ that tt.n "1a.I ~ 6stcTw1t .....iu. u.:x:i..ated vith tha "cq> en tha 

t:.t.. M.JCh o! this drtcnn:e .... ~1.abla ain:::il yo.i nr.w bl:lW lho ~ 't 
c:a:. k>ecau.. ~ an the:ra. AncithC' fact.er ~ en the aide ot tryirq pat:roa 

1io1a& tt.Bt it Md ~~ 6::.na ta!cre in the hcl.fic vith pllrlt.itul u.ta CMlr' a 

~ u- pc-icd. ld:iit.iai&Uy, in 1H6, thiln Md t:..t 11n amolut&ly rvd:JI 

llli.Nr'9 o! l&OO po.l'ds o! -.ri~ .. tha r....ilt Ol • nr6:a s-tz"'Ol bolrd1n; Ol 

the Mil.irq --.! "Ith of bria bJ tha ~. 'nJ.a I thin \llln rosj:i a1-U ol 

dcU:lt: to fcstc an e&:mllSt ~· Plus, tha patrol .....a wn ttlC"I Cf/WY• 

'nlll Wend posit.icn that tha a:ni• ~ doin;i puole""'" ~ltd c:r:uld ta 

~~ 1.e in cnr. ~ lllh1f9 .-d airCn..tt \O.l1.d ti.... q:ent.ld to 

tha1r stMlairq Uaita in ant c:Me; 1.f not cri or ptrul ~en othc' ~. h 

fact that ~ wr-. en Of pat:roa cUd net r-ilt in lll'ff ~ dilc:.l.1nt 1n t2le.ir 

\nit ~. In fac:'t, QI aadan1 pi:wi.dll .ttect:.iw t::nJr\in; 111 u.. d.tnctly 

t::rarwport&bl. to ICr'9 CXl"IYW'lt.icnl DoD ai.-iaw llJCh M ~ t&.r9rt1n; 

&rd Me.rdl ard J:'Wl.J9. Hirvirq ~y t:rad i-trol.a' ,,.,. blw Mx llOld 

1.ntal.l1q.-a vitti aJCti ~ clarlty ard seal. 0-5 cpent.icna an a!tect.iw, tut 

to A'f w ~ i.. .. aJr9 ot ~ tcdm)' if w hid r¥:lt trimd pam:>a 'lbo.llhM:rt.adly 

ia~1n~ 

,.; hgt 20. tint tul1 mn: 8Int.&l.li9'1"&::9•: 'ltlll wit.in o::nunt ot t2\ia 
~ ia a rmp.di.at.iai ot auiit f.lldirq A. 

81; P!i<a 21. tl.l.l1 pu1. 1ut terJttrpe: ~, &rd an &rea o! CU" r;r.t.-t 
currtnt Of irrtalu.i;.n:. Or..l~ Lfart. 

1 5 

1 6 

16, 1 ~ 
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Jiii: Po;a 22 firtt ltd teO:rd WW: nT 1IVZ ia d.inctlrq its ct!ort.s ~ 
ill naro;it.iaf .-.s:;qUrq 11'1 i u ~. J!'t:z" ~i.. ... c:ooa.ira t:n.tt1dtin; 
bcoliM JIX'1l ~ 1.n ~ la.. nT 1'1V? npi.dl.y .,.... to t:Nt pt"Obl-. In 
tact, thl l..uvwt mBriU.. ~ en no:rd, tfl l<KC\PP (15 TCH!> ot cxx::it.iN) 
~ oaitrolllld ~ :rrt 1lVE. 'n'lll ~ ot nari:ot.ia c::c-::dit.i• ~the Di.rwcta 
ot cwitn.l Irit.aliiq.noa ~ to 1rc*1 nrt.icra.l °' ~ rd t\rd1rq 
d...-! •!~. ~ ~y th-. critarl.I to c:rq::>iJ'I; my to ~ °' ~ WI! 
~ e.!!crta ~ arrt \nit er at :rrt l'lW, <1=- rcie. ~ bC'tica.1 l'lrtur'I 
ot t:t>MC ~t..iaw. ~ bctiru t.- a to dst.ect, aa'\iur, rd ~ to UA 
int:A:r:tict..i.a'I, all J.lliclt ~ dwt.in9d far: the th1 tad sua.. 

J!W; pPgr 2'' "Ctn;l\.M iCria: u ~ 1.t --.nt ~ the tint M'lt«a 1.t \l"aa! 
patrol c:p:r11t.ia., tl'#J hlrw t-"I ~. See ~ r-n:a re p; 1'. o.-s 
~tiaw. ~. nqJ.ire "?Citic: inte~. 'n'lll IOlutia'I to the di.rttl ot 
CX>l lect.td. U$Sbled, IJ"'Alyud &rd nr;crta:S 1.nta.ll~ 1.t. ~. net to 
d.i..aSMPbl• ttie wt 6-di..cated to dcin; 90, 

!Ki PDQe 2). '"Pesa•!!'= dotiat=: 

~datia'\ 1: ~· 1h1I ha.a already i:-, ~U.tlld. 

~cn 2: ~. C.. ~ cx:rcernirq baildUWy pnc:m:1in:; 
thrM ~· &p.cllic rtn~ to 'tlUcn thl.. rrndat.im n:!c-s a not 
citAd 1.n the np:rt. 

P"1a II -~ C, ~ IOa'.ION. ~ 

Br; i'll9' 25, ~ 3: ~ p.n IUtM thAt the Rr.ll.1.1 l'rticri&l o.ard ard 
tsi~ nca.iwd a total ot Sl. »C 1.n FY to fer ~lic:ate OI' ~. In the 
follo.1rq pan;u;:t•, thl f~ fer the 1a11a )'Mr, sue ICt.ivity, \:tlUl $'3.0lCM. 
ft i.a p::-ibl.e, ~. to ...,;nq11t1 tl'lll fi~, M staUd. to U.31(11( 1t a 0-lard 
~ t iqJr'9 &rd the ~ dMJJ711tAd f itµ"'ll &n t.cU.llld. In feet, ~ 
noaiwd re N-ds da~ted fer .......U Ol «Adicaticn txi:a the ~ rt to OI' 
~· 'n"ioM ICt.iviU.. wn cx:rd.l:t.lld usin; ~~ f\n:ls. 

J!W: Pwa "· pan 2: h 12 ~ er! 8llwa11 end.i.c:st.icn cpanticra ~ 
tJt.r' tht Oard yialded WI .-..nqa C'1d.1at.ial oi 161 1 000 plwlb pr )WZ'. h CQ 

~.~~. ll()perrti.ai Wipc;ut• yi&ldlld aboJt 3",000 

plN!ta ~ 111 6 ~. ~. reuai1 fer ...n..rt.itn an dao...-d 111 

·~....t. pn9np•. 


JW: Pt!iK n. pan 1, lut. tcitrgt: '!ht D::O ~~ ot au raittm­
~ n::r p:U\illitl D::O 9Ct..ivity ot tta ~~ dil"'-'CI\. 

111: Pita 2'1. pan ': ~ th9t • 1adt ot ~ cd.sta -1th 
thll ~. 1'ral thl c:uu.t, w cxn:U::t.aS ~ly~ b1....rthly ~ 
~~ wd the OJ&rd, kH.it.ia-.&l c:iocrdiNticn er! llpecl!ic -=t.iviU. 
~ th-. JIMt.J.n;ia. 

JW'; Plra 21. MX'!I 3: h ~Of mM 1rdeed -1:.M ~fer 
~ ltd other t:t..ur txO .i-u to srovide eqi !~ locw, tn.Wn; etc., 
~y .. thl J.utta-1.uUcn 1ict llardat.. 1h1a doe9 net, pr ... ccnlt..ibJta 
~icaticn ot. etfcrt. 1he h.l!llll'l lr'd ~ u-u ot l.&.RPAC anS the Hl'-ail 

Ii 

li 

18 

21 

2 1 

2 1 

2 2 

22 
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CUii.rd are di!!c'Wlt. 'Ihe ...u.!act.ia1 o! nq..-ta fer ~. vi.th ~ mrd 
OJe.rd cxx:cdJ..nrtial, ~ ta>tsl adw.rrt.aqll ot. }7Xh to wt ClqX I I !d ~. Mil ~ 
~.W.y vi.th 1ut ~. Pr--.t activiU. ~ Cnlllpl..-it. net ~licata. 

Bli PDge n. fir'lt pon. lut tent«q~ c:rq, C"ldiorticl'\ ~ an p.j:llJ.c 
l&rd (M ~ &r1) bs-.. a vc:y lOt' ~ fer ~~ ot. p::iUca 
~· 11\ (act, CHU tha .-tin hist.cry o! ~ endiatian ~' thc9 
u no nax&id ~ ot. ~ o:nt:rcnt.rtlai ot. acti.,. aillbay, o..ard, er 
~ law en!a:cwlt pcx ~ bf llU"ijuana ~· Chly I.D.a o:n1x:Ud wl 
~ticri Q'l the 9t"'CU'd 4.Jrirq Wipeca.zt.. 

Be: Pll9I 2'. ~ potJ: on. aux ot the !.-.. ia all\Dld to in thia 
~· ~ thil:n an ncrot two Jtiliu.ey ~ to 'ttUcti I.D.a wt row lcdt 
f cr uairtMa; ba!cre l"8 Oc:O Authcriut.icn Act, then \ea ally the Coard. 1hia 
u tha e!!ec:t &rd ~ int:s1t oC the act. w. ti.... cxx:rdinrt.ed and do 
cx:c:rdir.ta l""lX"... to ID. rw:pwt.a vith tha ~ o.lflrd. c.wn.l.ly. ~ 
a>Jthct-it.i• vill nq.lWt aaaUtan:a ot the Q.lAI"d • tt.y are ~ to do rd 
.. ~awd in the rep:rt. hdm"al ~-. .. p:lint.-d cut., will cn..n cx:me to 
Oc:O .ct.i.,. !croa ~. Nature ot tha resopa- ~Cl\ tha a.iu anS aix 
o! f~ ~·Ard the~ and -.curity vith 'ttUcti thrJ CIU'l ti.~ to 
taar. l!ieallM ~ tara. an n:iit ti.all U.. tC!t"Cm, tha Q.IUd a.art plan ita 
ICtiviU.. ~ to 2 )"Mrs in ~. .Act.1... tC!t"Cm do not nq.Ure ttlil ~ tiM. 
Jirol, tha.1r r-;::a.,.. can be and in -.rYi i1wt.an::iM are ~. 'DU.a ~ cna 
r-.11Cn W7j CE\, bu«1 en p-.vio.. ~ience, ~ aid trca the ..::t.iw 
Jtilltary. 1d1itic:nally, tha spectacul.ar lll.J:Olllll ot q:c-rt.ia\ Wipo.lt rwultad trm 
~iw sn-q;czatian Mrial stiot.o ~ rd dl'Ui.l9d ~ 
~UCZ\ crC allti lllpflCtnl ~, '!t19 ftll41j Q.ard pc 11111 II l'ICnl of tha 
no:n &rd int.al~ to do thll. Ma ZWIJJ.t ot the ~ ettart, &rMa fer 
)'Mn ~ to bl ralatiw.ly trM ot pant. yia.ldmd tha tulJt cl tha tndiaUa\ 
~- h pr'tlo! ia in the n-.lltl. ~ the u ~ pnc.din; QZ 1'90 
and1at..iCI'\ e!!crta, ~ t:.::- be the ..:ad ~~ ard cqxrtc' cl 
a:-t..ic IC. Ih 1990, CO. np::rt.ed the .Ute had t.::ale a n.t ~ o! the 
ctru;. 

8c; m 30-ll. 11c> m ft &t. icr>: 

~an 1: ~. ~AC a the 1.-1 tqerq toe ~~ 
bf ftr'C* lnkt' USCD«::PM:. t&JG>AC hu not and S'/ not ti. l!RX>int.s a l.Md rola 
CYC the Q.ard, 'ttUd\ U not in tha ~ d'\l..iJ\ ot. ~. 

~ 2: -nwi hu t.r'l the CU9 a.iJica t.!cn the aJiit and Yill 
o::nt.in.» to ti. 80. 

Jloc:a:www dit1.c:n ': ,. .tatad abc:74, ~ vi.th tha ~ ha.a tw\ 
orr:pin;. n hill rot lil"d llkaly vill nct ~t in t..n:Urr; ~· In 1'90, 
tha ~~ \hit tilll)' c:c:W.d to ~t1.c:n WipeaJt rd \lSCDICffiC let.iw fcn::m 
Ulll'I ~ the ba..l.arcl ~. ~ ca1t.1n.lll9 to bl tha cue in lt91. Jb 
~ ca-rd, ~ er actiw OJty, can~ all ~ &..ts. 

J'Na' D • 1DClDC D, cx:umHN0:1rIC:S ~ 

,,._ ~~:did ICt.icn ~ this firdin; \ieS ti.Mn 1't tha ff:) t:HC • 
~ 111>- • do vUh to oxnct .......nl ~ ot tlet ccnta.lned in till 

r.xilt np:rt ltd to ~y~vi.th t:. irmxtct a:rcl1.111.a\ that tha 
~t t.m'• loCdt ~Ud in a.aV'irqs a.llujed to 1n thl p::rtia1 cl thl nipzt 

2 3 

2 3 

23 

24 

24 
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detlira; vith ~ t J..rd.irq. ,.. lRta .. 31 O:tctC" l.99oO, ~ statt al-U 
o:ntiruld to uai.t ttw .nit U. in • not )'Wt ~l.uly ~tu.l ~ to 
dsr'iw ard 1»11 !1~ that ~y rtp"M«'lt \Nt Nd t.c'I ibv bi/~ ot 
thll ~ rt.l.!f to na::rcilAI thll ts:::DQ'AC Of ~· 

81: ""a H. w mn: 1Yl9 ~ '- $22.JM, not $21.lK. h 
rn990-'>4 ~~ SloeK. net $19'9C 

:ftti i"c!91 )5, firrt p!U>: 'nl9 { irst ~ i.a i.J ICIXl W(:t, Cl'\ 2' ~ 1919 
the D:D!G ~iaw..l czt ! iCll (Jl'.)) ~ ic IJ!QI .i'fw:2 a Hotline c::arq:>l.&Jnt.. 1'lll W111:S r1:1C 
the dat. th.rt it in.i~ ~ ~tial. '!he ~ticn ot thl.I ~ldnt 
~ a'I 1.5 Septmblr. '!he [)c(IIC IS:lt.l.1nl ~t..iai !o::uMd (11 aix Ql pt"Oj«:U 
identifi«1 bi/ ttw ~~! .. hllvin; q.JeStlcrAbla .rtt. h f3Q( tjq.:'9 
qxit.ed in '1:!'19 -.dit rwipc:rt ia far N90 cnly. In the ..:a-d ian ai p; 35, thll 
D::OIG M.ita:"ll ~ this to P"tW t.at.al.a ot $~. 'n'ie l.rW'nOtat.:1 witct\in; 
~~ to Ntl' fi~ 1.a rwpeat.-5 ~ in the auilt np:rt. 

&:; ~ 35 ""'Q7l1 pan: 1hll ~ i.a i.Jo::u-.."'t. n. m ~c:na 
dJ.nctcrate °' ~t, .na <late ndes i.gnatld u ,n3> had t.c'I in axistAn::ll aiN:a 
Cctcblr an. 'Die Intal.liqenos Dir-=t.crr..a Of el-1t had t.cl in cd..rt.w'IOI ain::e 
u ~ 1.M9. Prier to crMtiai ot ded.ic::at.-5 Ol Divi&ia\ within n en:t n, 
b::Jttl dllw::tcntM did ti.a.... f\l.ll t.iJia Ql st.aff otfiCU9 MSiqwd. '!he-. ~ N) 

CINAl ~~ Ufi ot tt. cc:c:urnn:::M ~ to ard wen dcna b)' the 
D::OIG HcU1nl J.n.wt.19at.1cn er b)' the •bMclJWit. tlcinG IUilt ot the OSi'HXJ( or 
Pr'c:qr'a. .,- the st.art ot thll ~~9Bt.icn, usic::D0'7IC .u!f ~ alr.dy 
....U ~ l'wYi--1.rq the QI ~~· '1hi.a rwi"" WU a tsCD0N: 
Wtirt.i.... , net ~~ ot the JW"din; Hct.l..1ra ~ticn cl 'il\1dl W wn 
thin~. 

Be i b<:Jle 3§. firrt tull ma: ~ the h.ll ot UH, the nn Ol prc:qnm 
..... wll ~ tcaOJtia'I. In Mrly ~ 1919, ita ~~ lilM 
l"tlf"XUd in r~.. to dau c::all.a traa ~ Ql il.zth::iriti•, net u • r-ilt 
cf au:iit ~. 11\ic:h WU not tl'w\ c:aipltrta. h rwvi* USPN:XJ4 rt to Ql pro;r8 
~~~oi oo: to>,... su.~. r.:iit $21". n. m1~ Of prc:qnm 
WU net ttwn np:rtad U thoM f~ Wr9 lpci!ical.ly not ~ b,,' (hiqwr) 
~. h ki'M f~ in this D::OIC .nit np::rt ~ WU ~ t:n::a a 
~ .lnt.a:rral ~ ppel". latc' rm..s. 

!lei Plc3 )I twl ~1U11£: h -.xrd ~ 1.a .lnxxtd. h ~ 
ot thll ~ 'WU Mlf W t.1&t.d en:t pr tlCldld the in.it.atlcn ot thll OcOIG Hct.l..1lll 

~~ 1n:l\.d9d Ql..r MriCUI ~ ol the w.lidit:f ol t2'll l9o.n 

Vid.o hi.x:nte:nrcil'q (SYrC) p-oj«:t. Ml d1d 11-d ~ ~ vith thll 1C piticn 

thllt thll M'C pro~ bu re mrit. Ml c:an:allld tha ~ with no ~tin 

ot f\.rdl. Vith l9t F't en th1a point, U... ~ ro alblt.m to th1a 1--. 

CU' IOU ~ in ~ Cl"I thl.s firdinq 1.a to arrec:t the ~ ot 

f.c't ~ 1n first para, first ~. Pi " ~~ 23, 1M9 th9 

~ CWiln.l••••; cant.a.f1'1d in first Mnt;.rcs, MCXrd i-n. F9 " ·&ttc' th9 

~ cue ~ Wt.1.aUd•••• J ~ cait&1nld NCCl"d ...-itM'ICI, !int tul.l pan, 

p:; 34 •. '"&ttc thll in.iUtt.1cn ot • OcO hctlizw rwiM.•• w ~y 

idaitifitd••• • 'JN JG Ii.dit did not 1dlnt.1ty .. ~er.able W'f ~ nc:it 

~y lrdc rwiM ~ U5ICl>OtlC QI .u!f. In f llC't, th:iM np::rt.s b.r' OcOIG in 

the hotlina irMrti(}rticn ard ~ in the ad.it np::rt WA pt"tCaaly the a. 

h.iguit/'JtAd b,,' USCI>CPAC Ql .ut! u \rllUitabla. 


Final JEp:irt 
Pzlge No. 
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2 8 

2 8 

2 9 
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~ 9'.lblit'tM:S l:li/ thia JQ. 

~e: 
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pr-ci;ra. n ii a 9'W'C'&ilY UMd int.el oollec:t.icn ~ diwicl. Jbie vill t. 
pc-o::und fer nT P'IV!. 'Dle OCST-M pn::ii;rm hM ~ c:aroallaS. Mo om--tl t...u..i 
ii parr-5 er p C¥ awed fer FlCPM:. 

5. In ~ I the FIST 1a c:iccnctly idwltitW (M it llU in JIQ() • thl 

~ tcr the r1!T m tc1Wal. Jn ~ c, nsr »e nsr m ar. beth 

dMai.l:md as tara1rala vith ilo:a1d:ly liWit.UW ciro.llta. h ~ 

.ldlnt.1!.i• tarw.irall at placm ,,,_.. ttwy do net eel.st. u ttwy In ~ .. 

d.m.Uta, ttwy an aao tanWwt.ad at pi...:.. ~ tha.1r tara1rala do net md.st.. 

1he nsr•1 at CKBCn.T ard n..mtc..s n.ta an related tz> ~ n.t 

~Ucm. 'lhrJ WA not Nd9d \S'dir QI pQijtW. 


6. CSP'1 are O:lmu\i.caticn ~ Ptccwca:1. Jlfal.:r WJ:S K\VOKS ~ 

hr4 b:lth bid CSP'• fer (flita 9C:m9 t:Da. tlil ~ paid no Of ti.Iii toe thl 

cairuU.cat.icin ~ di.lpla)'9d. 


7. MSI 1a 11n ~~ diwica. rICPM: hM a tt-tC' Of ~ 
~aiaian. 

N'PfM'IX Pt 

1. CRIS: ~ C a-.dita USP1tCOI Of ~ vith ~ at ttir.. lccat.1cra. 
~ an au; at bo lccat..1aw. en ot thm \IU drwn trca ~ PM:nZ 
imwitay. b MCU'd ia \l'dc ~· h cr::.t of WI CS'tt> unit, ~ 
en qit.1cra need9d, 1a c1rc:a "45(1t. 

Final ~ 

Page No. 


31 

35 

37 
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*****OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL, DOD, 
ADDENDOM TO THE OSPACOM REPONSE****** 

The Appendix A referred to in USPACOM's March 30, 1991, comments 

on the draft report was omitted from management's initial 

response. On April 8, 1991, OSPACOM provided updated funding 

figures, and our Appendix A in the final report (page 31) has 

been modified accordingly. 
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THE JOINT n It.ff 
w~DC 

J-3A 00330-91
l April 1991 

Reply ZIP Code: 
20318-3000 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	 DIRECTOR, READINESS ANO OPERATIONAL SUPPORT 
DIRECTORATE, OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

Subject: 	 Draft Audit Report on Support to Drug Interdiction 
Efforts in the U. S. Pacific Command (Project 
9RC-0052. 02) (U) 

l. (U) I have read vith great interest the subject draft 

report evaluating the detection and •onitoring support that 

u.s. Pacific Command (USPACOK) provides the lav enforc~ent 
community. Several recommendations have the potential to 
improve the performance of USPACOK'a counter-drug aission. 

2. (U) The Joint Staff disagrees vith the recommended 
disestablishment of JTF-5. The structure and functions of the 
JTFs are vital to support DOD'a role in counter-drug 
operations. USPACOK has a unique probl•• in providing this 
support due to the large geographic area of responsibility 
(AOR). JTF-5 fulfills a critical role•• th• sub-unified 

comJnand within USPACOK solely dedicated to OI operations. It 

performs th• following !unctions: 


Conducts operations to detect and •onitor aircraft and 

surface vessels suspected of amu9glin9 drugs into U.S. 

Integrates the anti-drug Command, Control, 

Co1U1unicationa and Intelligence (C3I) network for 

federal, state, and l~l .LEAJ. 

Coordinates activities of other Federal agencies 

engaged in detection and •onitoring. 

Serves &a an intelligence fusion center and provides 

dru9-related intelligence to appropriate lav 

enforceaent agencies (LZAa). 

Facilitates coordination ~ong DOD and civil agencies 

in order to aaxiaize effective use of resources. 


3. (0) Th• recoJD.JDendation on pa9e 23 vhich states that PACOM 

operation• ahould be reprogra-..ed to be co...naurate vith 

atrateqy J~aued by the Director, Central Intelli9ence Aqency, 

should be deleted froa the report. USCINCPAC has developed 

operational plans to support the National ~9 Control 

Strateqy within his AOR. While it i• valid to evaluate 

USPACOM counter-dru9 o~rations vithin that context, it is not 

appropriate to au99est that the o~rationa of any unified 

comJnand should be r•progralded to correspond in she and 

extent with the strategy of an outaide aqency. 


()ass'f~ By: .~~ l1. f le. )", "•, .s 
Oe<la~ ()NJ c,.. 0 	~ 
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THE JOIKT l'TAff 
WA»*MTOC. DC 

J-)A 00330-91
l April 1991

Reply ZIP 	Code: 
20318-JOOO 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	 DIRECTOR, READINESS AHO OPERATIONAL SUPPORT 
DIRECTORATE, OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

Subject: 	 Draft Audit Report on Support to Drug Interdiction 
Efforts in the O. s. Pacific CoJllJland (Project 
9RC-0052. 02) (0) 

1. (U) I have read with great interest the subject draft 
report evaluating the detection and aonitoring support that 
u.s. Pacific Command (USPACOK) provides the law en!orce.ment 
community. Several recol:l.l!lendations have the potential to 
improve the perfor&ance of USPACOK'a counter-drug aission. 

2. (U) The Joint Staff disagrees vit.h the recommended 

disestablishment of JTF-5. The structure and functions of the 

JTFs are vital to support DOD'• role in counter-dru9 

operations. USPACOK ha• a unique problea in providing this 

support due to the large 9eoqraphic area of responsibility

(AOR). JTF-5 fulfills a critical role as tbe sul:l-unified 

command vit.hin USPACOM solely dedicated to CM operations. It 

performs t.he following functions: 


Conducts operations to detect and wonitor aircraft and 

surface vessels suspected of smuggling dI"\lgs into U.S. 

Integrate• the anti-drug Co11&and, Control, 

Communications and Intelligence (C3I) network for 

federal, state, and local ~. 


Coordinate• activities of ot.her Federal agencies 

enqaged in detection and wonitorinq. 

Serves as an intelli9ence fusion center and provides 

drug-related intelligence to appropriate lav 

enforcewent aqencies (LEA.a). 

Facilitates coordination &llong DOD and civil a9encies 

in order to aaxiaiie effective use ot resources. 


3. (0) Th• recommendation on pa9e 23 vhich states that PACOM 

operations should ~ repr09ra-.ed to be coaJHnsurate vith 

atrateqy ~~sued by the Director, Central Intelli9ence Aqency,

ahould ~ deleted froa the report. USCINCPAC has developed 

operational plans to support tbe National ~9 Control 

strateqy vithin hi• AOR. While it is valid to evaluate 

USPACOM counter-drug operations vithin that context, it i• not 

appropriate to suqqest that the operations of any unified 

coll'l.llland should ~ reproqramaed to correspond in s 1u and 

extent vit.h the atrate<JY of an outside agency. 


Clus'f~ By: :''Ir l1 •f {., ~. • '•, S 

Oecla~ ONl c AO"­
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4, (U) A• part ot it• ais1ion, JTF-5 coordinate• 000 support 
to both state and federal L!.As, includinq the Oruq Enforcement 
Administration (DE.A), U.S. Custoaa S•rvic• (USCS), and th• 
U.S. Coaet Guard (USCG). ~'hen JTF-5 vas established, it vas 
located in Alameda in order to collocate it vit.h th• USCG 
Pacific Area Headquarter•, th• princi~l •aritim• L!.A in 
USPACOM'• AOR. The USCG also provided the buildinq and other 
facilities for JTf-5'• rapid establiahlllent. The Joint Staff 
i• unaware of any failure on USPACOK'• or JTF-5'• part to 
provide adequate support to the I.?.M. A ainqle coJlllland vith a 
dedicated CM aiaaion would see. to re.Aain the ~o•t efficient 
111ethod of coordinating LlA support. 

6. (U) I a9r•• that th• Coamander, o.s. Aray, Pacific 
(US~AC) should coordinate hi• OI plan vith the Hawaii 
National Guard in order to eliainate dupli~tion of efforts. 
Each orqaniiation has strenqtha and requir.aent• which should 
be taken into account when planninq o~ration•. 

7. ('O) I viev with concern your findinqa that USPACOK uy not 
be follovinq 000 fundinq quidelinH. I trust that th• issue 
will be clarified by USCINCPAC vhen be responds to your draft 
report. 

a. (U) I appreciate the obvious ti•• and effort that vent 
into th• aaldnq of your draft report. XA.ny ot the 
reco&mendationa vill assist USPACOM in b41tter !ultillinq their 
counter-dru9 •iasion. If •Y CM 1tatt c&n tu.rt.her aaaiat you 
in refininq your report, pl•••• don't besi~t• to let .. know. 

<?.~ 
Rear Adlliral, USM 
Deputy Director for Operations 

(current Operations) 
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SOMMARY OF POTENTIAL MONETARY AND OTHER 

BENEFITS RESULTING FROM AUDIT (U} 


(U) 
Recommendation 

Reference Description of Benefit 
Amount and/or 


Type of Benefit 


A .1. Program Results. 
Disestablishment of 
Joint Task Force 5. 

Funds put to bettef; 
use of $15,773,000­
(0peration and 
.Maintenance 
$14,873,000; Other 
Procurement Navy­
$900, 000). 

A. 2. Program Results. 

Establishment of liaison 

off ices within the law 

enforcement community. 


Nonrnonetary. 
Allows DoD to pro­
vide the support 
that is required. 

A. 3. Program Results. 

Direct support of the 

EL Paso Intelligence 

Center and the 

proposed National Drug 

Intelligence Center 

agencies that 

require it. 


Norunonetary. 
Facilitates the 
inunediate use of 
time-sensitive 
information by law 
enforcement 

B.l. Program Results. 
Reductions of operations. 
$115,335,000, for 
the FY 1991 through 
FY 1995 time frame. 

Funds put to better 
use of 

B. 2. Program Results. 

Reassess and coordinate 

theater U.S. Pacific 

narcotics threat with 

the Director, Central 

Intelligence. 

funds cannot be 

readily determined. 


Nonmonetary. Allows 
for the efficient 
use of the DoD 
counternarcotics 
budget. This 
reapplication of 

B.3. Program Results. 
Resumption of operations 
when justified by adequate 
intelligence cueing. 
missions. 

Nonmonetary. 
Precludes the 
diversion of assets 
from other 

­

!/ 	 Offsetting costs to relocate to the El Paso 	Intelligence 
Center are addressed in our comprehensive draft report, 
"DoD's Support to Drug Interdiction Efforts," April 22, 1991. 
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SUM.MARY OF POTENTIAL MONETARY AND OTHER 

BENEFITS RESULTING FROM AODIT (U) (Continued) 


( u) 
Recorrunendation 

Reference Description of Benefit 
Amount and/or 

Type of Benefit 

c .1. Program Results 
Acknowledgment of the 
lead role status of the 
Hawaii National Guard. 

agencies and 
provides one point 
of contact. 

Nonrnonetary. 
Eliminates con­
fusion among the 
law enforcement 

c. 2. Economy and Efficiency. 
Coordination of Hawaii 
National Guard and 
U.S. Army Western Command 
counternarcotics plans 
to minimize duplication 
of effort. 

Undeterminable. 
Serves to maximize 
support to law 
enforcement agen­
cies and to prevent 
unneeded obli ­
gations of funds. 

C.3. Economy and Efficiency. 
Review and adjust fund­
ing for counternarcotics support. 

Undeterminable. 
Provides additional 

support. 

D Program Results. 
Cancellation of the 
planned procurement of 
the Secure Video 
Teleconferencing 
connectivity. 

Funds put to better 
use of $4,000,000 
Operation and 
Maintenance. 

­
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ACTIVITIES VISITED OR CONTACTED (U) 

( u) 
Off ice of the Secretary of Defense 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, 
communications and Intelligence), Washington, DC 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Reserve Affairs), 
Washington, DC 

National Guard Bureau, Washington, DC 
Hawaii National Guard, Honolulu, BI 

ooD Coordinator for Drug Enforcement Policy and Support, 
Washington, DC 
Regional Logistics Support Off ice, Honolulu, HI 

Joint Staff, Washington, DC 

Department of the Army 

Headquarters, Department of the Army, Washington, DC 

United States Army Pacific, Fort Shafter, HI 


Department of the Navy 

Chief of Naval Operations, Washington, DC 

Headquarters, United States Marine Corps, Washington, DC 

Pacific Fleet, Pearl Harbor, BI 

Naval Ocean Systems Center, San Diego, CA 


Department of the Air Force 

Headquarters, Department of the Air Force, Washington, DC 

Unified Commands 

Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Command, Camp H.M. Smith, HI 

Intelligence Center, Pacific, Camp B.M. Smith, BI 

Joint Task Force 5, Alameda, CA 


Defense Agencies 

Defense Intelligence Agency, Washington, DC 

National Security Agency, Fort George G. Meade, MD 


Non-DoD 

Central Intelligence, Counternarcotics Center, 

Washington, DC 


Department of Justice 

Headquarters, Drug Enforcement Administration, Washington, DC 


Field Offices: San Francisco, CA; Los Angeles, CA; 

San Diego, CA; Honolulu, HI 


APPENDIX I 
Page l of 2 



ACTIVITIES VISITED OR CONTACTED (U) (Continued) 

( u) 
Non-DoD 

Headquarters, Immigration and Naturalization Service, 
Washington, DC 
Western Regional Off ice, Los Angeles, CA 
United States Border Patrol, Laguna Niguel, CA 

Department of Transportation 
Headquarters, U.S. Coast Guard, Washington, DC 
Pacific Area Headquarters, Alameda, CA 
11th Coast Guard District, Long Beach, CA 
Tactical Law Enforcement 
14th Coast Guard District, Honolulu, HI 

Department of Treasury 
Headquarters, U.S. Customs Service, Washington, DC 

Western Regional Intelligence Division, Long Beach, CA 
Field Offices: San Francisco, CA; Honolulu, HI; 

Corronado, CA; Command, Control, 
Communications and Intelligence Center-West, 
Riverside, CA 
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FINAL REPORT DISTRIBUTION (U) 


(U) 
Off ice of the Secretary of Defense 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communications 
and Intelligence) 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management and Personnel)
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs) 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Reserve Affairs) 
DoD Coordinator for Drug Enforcement Policy and Support 
Comptroller of the Department of Defense 

Joint Staff 

Director, Joint Staff 

Department of the Army 

Secretary of the Army 
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Management)
Army Audit Agency 

Department of the Nav~ 

Secretary of the Navy 
Commandant of the Marine Corps 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management)
Comptroller of the Navy 
Naval Audit Service 
Inspector General of the Marine Corps 

Department of the Air Force 

Secretary of the Air Force 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Management and 

Comptroller) 
Air Force Audit Agency 

Unified Commands 

Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Command 

United States Army, Pacific 


Defense Agencies 

Director, Defense Intelligence 

Director, National Security Agency 


APPENDIX J 
61 Page 1 of 3 



FINAL REPORT DISTRIBUTION (U) (Continued) 

( u)
National Guard Bureau 

Director, National Guard Bureau 

Non-DoD Activities 

Department of Justice 
Administrator, Drug Enforcement Administration 

El Paso Intelligence Center 

commissioner, Immigration and Naturalization Service 

Off ice of the Inspector General 


Department of State 
Assistant Secretary of State, International Narcotics Matters 
Assistant Secretary of State, Bureau of Intelligence and 

Research 

Off ice of Inspector General 


Department of Transportation

commandant, United States Coast Guard 

Off ice of Inspector General 


Department of Treasury

Director, Operation Alliance 

commissioner, United States Customs Service 

Off ice of Inspector General 


central Intelligence Agency 

Chief of Staff, Counternarcotics Center 


office of National Drug Control Policy 

u.s. General Accounting Office, 

NSIAD Technical Information Center 

Off ice of Management and Budget 


Congressional Committees: 

Senate Corrunittee on Appropriations 
Senate Select Corrunittee on Intelligence 
Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Corrunittee on Appropriations 
Senate Corrunittee on Armed Services 
Senate Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel, Corrunittee on 

Armed Services 
Senate Subcommittee on Preparedness, Committee on Armed 

Services 
Senate Corrunittee on Governmental Affairs 
House Conunittee on Appropriations 
House Subcommittee on Defense, Corrunittee on Appropriations 
House Committee on Armed Services 
House Subcommittee on Military Personnel and Compensation, 

Committee on Armed Services 
House Subcommittee on Readiness, Committee on Armed Services 
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FINAL REPORT DISTRIBUTION (U) (Continued) 

(U)
Congressional Conunittees (Continued) 

House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
House Subcommittee on Oversight and Evaluation, House 

Permanent Select Conunittee on Intelligence 
House Committee on Government Operations 
House Subcommittee on Legislation and National Security, 

Conunittee on Government Operations 

APPENDIX J 
Page 3 of 3 63 

••••••UNCLASSIFIED•••••• 


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



