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PREFACE

The primary purpose of this publication is to show how the principles and techniques of
strategic and operational planning can be applied to the supply reduction side of our national
effort to curb the trafficking of illicit drugs.  An earlier version was published in 1991 which
introduced campaign planning methodology as a means to help bridge the gap existing
between the policy and strategy documents of higher echelons and the tactical plans
developed at the field level.  These campaign planning principles, formats, and examples of
operational level techniques have been retained and updated for use as models for current
interagency actions.  This expanded edition provides a more detailed overview of the drug
problem in the opening chapter and adds a new chapter devoted to strategy–what are the key
ingredients and how is an effective strategy formulated?

The content, which supports the goals set forth in the National Drug Control Strategy, is
intended to provoke thought within the interagency arena regarding better ways to
synchronize and sustain cooperative multiagency assaults on drug trafficking networks.
Never before has this been more important.  The United States is at a critical juncture in its
campaign to eliminate the rampant drug problem. Past gains are in danger of being lost.
Recent trends suggest a resurgence in illicit drug use and that younger and younger
Americans are falling prey to the drug pusher.

There is no single issue now more damaging to our social institutions. (See Figure 1.) It
brings violence to our streets, robs our economy, threatens our criminal justice system, and
imperils the youth of America.  Although victory * may be years away and our resolve tested,
we must continue to attack the drug abuse problem and the crime and human misery it
creates. While recognizing that eliminating the demand for drugs is the best and perhaps only 
lasting solution to the larger problem, we also recognize that such can never be achieved
without complementary supply reduction actions that curtail the international drug
producers, the traffickers and the local pusher from selling their seductive wares.

When facing an enemy that is capable of outspending us several times over in the tactical
arena, the planning and programming procedures we employ are vital to success. The
efficient use of available assets is paramount.  A timely and coherent strategy is required. Yet
even the most brilliant strategies falter when those involved in planning do not
translate strategy into a coordinated sequence of properly supported tactical
actions. This is true for military campaigns and the same is likely true for law enforcement
efforts when attempted on a grand scale. The drug war battlefield is international as well as
domestic, and border defense is a major component of the battle plan. Such a widely spread
arena requires integrated planning and programming efforts at the strategic, operational
and tactical levels if we are to maximize the return on our expenditures and substantially
reduce the flow of illicit drugs into the United States.
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* Victory is defined as “Reducing the level of drug abuse, drug crime, and drug related
violence to a level tolerable to U.S. society.”



To further the effectiveness of counterdrug actions, we suggest that strategic planning
and campaign planning techniques can be useful means to establish unity of effort among
drug law enforcement agencies (DLEAs) at the strategic, operational, and tactical levels of
activity. Campaign planning methodology is especially important when resources are limited
and must be applied in a sequential manner in order to achieve strategic objectives. The
campaign planning approach, therefore, affords a framework that would encourage drug law
enforcement agencies to program and budget resources for operations several years ahead.
Such campaign planning techniques can also help the Department of Defense (DOD) provide
more extensive and timely support to the DLEAs. This is because the military can
synchronize its training and budget programs with the planned actions of civilian law
enforcement authority.

It would be naive to believe that integrated interagency planning and programming for
counterdrug activities will be easily accomplished. Waging coalition warfare or conducting
combined operations is never easy.  Real obstacles exist, both within the system and at the
human level.  But it was allied efforts that won World War II and the Persian Gulf War
(DESERT STORM).  Perhaps operational planning techniques can be of benefit only within
individual agencies. Nevertheless, combating international drug trafficking on the current
scale is a complex endeavor and the stakes are high enough to make us give interagency
operations a determined try.
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Figure 1.  Ways Americans are Affected by Drug Abuse.



The national leadership has set forth a National Counterdrug Strategy which provides
guidance for both supply reduction and demand reduction activities. A variety of offices,
committees, and working groups have been established within the bureaucracy to
disseminate policy guidance to subordinate organizations.  Congress has supported the
national strategy with appropriate legislation and has formed oversight committees to assist
in implementation. Supplemental strategic guidance has been issued by the Departments of
State, Justice, Treasury, Transportation and Defense for prosecuting such efforts as the
International Heroin Strategy and the International Cocaine Strategy. Subordinate federal
organizations and headquarters such as the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), the
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the U.S. Customs Service (USCS),  the U.S. Southern
Command, the  High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTAs) and others are developing
their own strategies and operational plans in support of the national strategy.  Meanwhile, at
the tactical level, thousands of field operatives work diligently in dangerous conditions to
stem the drug flow.  To assist in this effort, material in the following chapters will cover the
fundamentals of strategy formulation and operational planning with the intent of identifying
techniques that can be used by strategists and planners at all levels.

A secondary objective of this publication is to acquaint the reader with the fundamental
concerns resulting from the U.S. drug problem and with the organizational structure of the
two major U.S. counterdrug systems involved in supply reduction. Chapter 1 provides basic
information necessary to understand the magnitude of the problem and what is at stake in
the War on Drugs. In Chapters 2 and 3, the reader learns the complexities of the domestic and
international systems. While the system which controls counterdrug activities within the
continental United States (CONUS) differs substantially from that outside the continental
limits (OCONUS), they are closely interrelated. Likewise the several organizations within
each system must work closely together. Without this knowledge of the “cast of characters”
and the roles they play, planning at the operational level for tactical actions and military
support cannot be effectively accomplished.

Chapters 1, 2, and 3 are therefore intended for the reader who seeks an  understanding of
the drug problem and the U.S. counternarcotics infrastructure that has evolved to combat the
supply of illicit drugs. Readers who already understand both the problem and U.S.
counternarcotics organizations, but are interested in strategic and operational planning
techniques and how they can be applied in the drug war, can move directly to Chapters 4
through 8.  Chapter 4 concerns the principles of strategy formulation and how they can be
applied for multiagency efforts. It includes a sample HIDTA strategy format.  The next two
chapters discuss the translation of policy documents/grand strategy of the upper echelons
into planning documents at the operational level.  This operational planning guidance is the
vital link too often missing when field units begin to develop their tactical plans for
counterdrug efforts. A suggested model format is provided along with advice on how to use the 
model in developing a campaign plan.

Chapter 7 covers some of the real world problems involved when attempting cohesive
planning in the interagency arena.  What is reasonable to expect? What is involved in
coalition efforts?  Can a Unified Action Plan be achieved?
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Ending with Chapter 8, this edition presents the authors’ conclusions regarding what
experience has shown in terms of preparation to conduct large-scale and sustained
counterdrug operations.  What have we learned? What do we do well?  What appears to be
inefficient or counterproductive?   Finally, what  can we do better that will enhance our
chances of success in combating the trafficking of illicit drugs.

The methodology used in preparing this book consisted of in-depth interviews with
responsible individuals who work or have recently worked in U.S. counterdrug efforts.  We
thank them for their kindnesses in meeting with us and for the dedication they display and
the many hours they devote in combatting the drug problem.  They included officials of the
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP), the Departments of State, Justice,
Treasury, and Defense, and members of several specific federal and state agencies involved in 
drug law enforcement.  Interviewees ranged from those in Washington, DC, concerned with
high-level policy development to state government and regional-level law enforcement
officials, to local judges, prosecutors, and field agents involved in detecting, investigating, and  
arresting individuals for trafficking in drugs.  Military personnel interviewed ranged from
officers at the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) level to National Guardsmen involved
in military support operations.  Information from interviews supplemented data available
from ONDCP, congressional reports, Departments of State, Defense and Health & Human
Services documents, the U.S. intelligence community and various drug law enforcement
organizations. Scholarly journals and reputable media publications were also used.  While
information from these various sources is appropriately attributed, the assessments and
conclusions are the authors’ alone.

We hope the reader will not only gain an insight into the existing supply reduction
organizational systems but also an appreciation of strategy development and the need for an
efficient planning mechanism to integrate and sustain U.S. drug law enforcement activities.
To these ends, this study was written.

Wil liam W. Men del Murl D. Mun ger
 For eign Mili tary Stud ies Of fice Stra te gic Stud ies In sti tute
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CHAP TER 1

UNDERSTANDING THE DRUG PROBLEM

OVER VIEW

The United States is facing a threat as dangerous to the national well-being and moral
fiber of its society as anything encountered in the past 200 years.  From without and within,
our country is under attack from those who operate the illicit drug industry.  In their pursuit
of profit and power, the drug traffickers have become as threatening to our social and political
institutions as any foe we may face in the next decade.  They reap fortunes while sowing the
seeds of societal destruction.

During 1995, some 20 million Americans, about 1 in 9 of our citizens, used some form of
illicit drug and 12.8 million of those can be termed regular drug users. 1  Between 1992 and
1995, the rate of increasing drug use by teen-agers more than doubled. 2  The demand for
drugs has created a climate of fear in many neighborhoods as drug-related violence and street
crime are prevalent throughout the nation. Citizens are demanding greater protection–yet
combating drug-related crime is already overtaxing both our criminal justice system and our
penal system. Also in danger of being overburdened is our health care system. Those who use
and abuse drugs by sharing contaminated needles spread the AIDS virus and other diseases.
Those who seek medical and psychological rehabilitation to free themselves from drug
addiction are draining assets from those needing treatment of disorders unrelated to drugs.
We cannot deny that the situation is serious.

All responsible Americans have the obligation to help create and maintain a drug-free
society for the health and well-being of the people of the United States. Achieving this will
require a concerted national effort incurring considerable expense of time and resources. To
sustain support for any long-term counterdrug campaign, it is essential that the nature and
magnitude of the threat be understood by the American public. This chapter sets forth basic
information that portrays the drug situation of the late 1990s. Included are the principal
drugs of choice; where they come from and how they get here; some effects they are having on
American society and the basic approach taken to combat the drug problem.

THE DRUGS OF CHOICE

What Are They? The three principal drugs of abuse within the United States are
marijuana, cocaine, and heroin. Other dangerous drugs include methamphetamine, lysergic
acid diethyamide (LSD), phencyclidine (PCP), Rohypnol (a brand name for flunitrazepam),
and illegally obtained prescription drugs. All can markedly influence human behavior and
are either illegal or rigidly controlled because of the potential damage they can do to the user,
and the dangers improper use can pose for society. These drugs are being consumed by a
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significant percentage of the populace and the perceived dangers that caused them to be
declared illegal have become manifest problems for our society.

Marijuana is the most frequently used illicit drug in America. Commonly believed to give
users a relaxed contentment or “mellow” feeling, it can also induce anxiety and hyperactivity.
Within the marijuana plant,  it  is the chemical compound THC (delta-9-
tetrahydrocannabinol) that impairs the user’s judgment and psychomotor performance,
lowers inhibitions, and can lead to short-term memory loss and decreased learning ability.
While the effects on the individual of long-term marijuana use have not been firmly accessed,
many medical and law enforcement experts feel that its use is a menace to public safety and a
“gateway” to other stronger and more dangerous drugs. Some 19.2 million Americans, (about
9 percent of the population over age 12) are believed to have used marijuana in 1995 and
about 12 million U.S. citizens regularly use it.3 According to the 1995 National Narcotics
Intelligence Consumers Committee (NICC) Report, today’s marijuana is, on the average,
much more potent (3.3 percent to 6.6 percent THC) than that commonly used in the 1970s
(less than 2 percent THC). For the period 1992-95, as potency increased so did emergency
room admissions and many users combined marijuana with other drugs such as cocaine, PCP, 
and alcohol (see Figure 2).

Cocaine remained the drug most threatening to U.S. society as of late 1996, and is readily 
available throughout the United States. In large cities multikilogram quantities can be
acquired while multiounce buys can be made in most smaller cities. An estimated 4.3 million
U.S. citizens used cocaine (either in powder form or the crystalline “crack” variety) in 1995. Of
these, at least 1.8 million could be classed as heavy users. 4 The dangers of cocaine use are not
well understood by most Americans, particularly teen-agers and young adults. Believed by
many to be a safe “recreational” drug which can bring a “high,” a strong feeling of euphoria
and well-being, its use can also damage both mind and body. Addiction is common. Prolonged
use can bring about decided psychological changes. Depression, feelings of paranoia, anxiety
and inability to concentrate or remember often result. The heavy user, particularly those
smoking the “crack” variety, can develop a severe psychosis requiring long-term psychiatric
care. Physical effects include neurological damage, arterial brain damage, irregular heart
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Emergency Room Episodes and
Drug Mentions 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

Total drug episodes (person cases) 371,208 393,968 433,493 460,910 508,895 531,800

Total cocaine mentions 80,355 101,189 119,843 123,423 142,410 142,494

Total heroin mentions 33,884 35,898 48,003 63,232 64,221 76,000

Total marijuana/hashish mentions 15,706 16,251 23,997 28,873 40,101 47,100

Source:  Drug Abuse Warning Network, National Institute on Drug Abuse (1988-91) and Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (1992-1995).

Figure 2.  Emergency Room Episodes and Drug Mentions.



beats, danger of heart attack or stroke and the possibility of instant death from unintended
overdose. (According to the NHSDA, there were 142,000 emergency room visits related to
cocaine during 1995.) It also costs considerable money to use cocaine. A “coke-head” could
spend over $200 per week on his habit while those hooked on the “crack” variety of cocaine
may easily spend over $500 per week. Few young people realize that “crack” use can become
quickly addictive and an overdose can easily be fatal. During 1995, the average purity of a
kilogram of cocaine arriving in the United States was 80 to 90 percent and there was no
shortage of supply.5

Heroin use is on the increase. After years of a rather constant estimate of one half million
U.S. heroin addicts, the number is now between 600,000 and one million. 6 Heroin production
worldwide (heroin is a derivative of opium) showed an upward trend from 1990-1995 (except
for 1994 due to poor growing conditions in SE Asia) and the overall import purity of SE Asian
and Latin American heroin in the United States averages about 76 percent (See Figure 3). In
late 1996, heroin displaced cocaine and became the drug of choice in a number of communities
in the metropolitan Northeast and Pacific Northwest. The reasons for this increase are
unclear but probably include the greater availability and increased marketing of a high
quality, less expensive product. Competition between the heroin traffickers is now intense
and violence is commonplace. In September 1996, in the Boston area, heroin from SE Asia,
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Figure 3.  Price and Purity Data, 1995.



South America and SW Asia could be purchased at bargain prices and with a purity that
exceeds 90 percent.7 The higher purity nationwide is partially responsible for a more than
two-fold increase in heroin-related emergency room admissions between 1990 (33,884) 8 and
1995 (76,000).9

 Heroin depresses the nervous system, and places the user in a tranquil state. For the
beginning user, anxiety, pain and the concerns of daily life are reduced or eliminated. For the
addict or prolonged user, life can become an endless search for normalcy as increasing
amounts of heroin are required to simply function in society. A vast majority of heroin users
inject the drug intravenously thereby subjecting them to disease, infection, allergic reaction
and overdose. As a consequence, addicts in their twenties face the same death rate as the
normal seventy year old.10

Other dangerous drugs are continuing to create serious problems for our society. Of
these, methamphetamine (meth) currently presents the greatest threat. Cheaper and
longer lasting, this alternative to cocaine threatens to gain acceptance by drug users
nationwide. Clandestinely produced in Mexico and the United States, distribution is
controlled in most part by Mexican criminal groups and to a lesser degree by outlaw
motorcycle gangs. Methamphetamine (known in street slang as meth, crank, speed, or ice)
can be smoked, injected, snorted, or taken orally. A powerful stimulant, it produces euphoria,
greater alertness and a sense of increased energy. Physical effects include a rise in body
temperature, blood pressure and heart rate together with a dilation of the pupils. Meth, like
cocaine, stimulates the central nervous system but, unlike cocaine which is rapidly
metabolized, may take two days or more to be eliminated from the body. Abusers often
experience rapid mood changes and tend to engage in violent behavior. Withdrawal from high
doses of meth can lead to severe depression. Major use was previously confined to the
southwestern and western states, but by early 1997 meth is increasingly prevalent in the
prarie and midwestern states. Meth has become the drug of choice in certain areas of
California, Arizona, Colorado, Nevada, and Utah, and has created significant law
enforcement and public health problems in Los Angeles, Phoenix, San Diego, and San
Francisco. A crystal form of methamphetamine, known as “ice,” is prevalent in Hawaii. It is of
high purity and is smoked in a manner similar to crack cocaine. The majority of ice is imported 
from South Korea and Taiwan. A new ephedrine-based methamphetamine produces effects
even stronger than crack cocaine and brings “highs” that can last up to 15 days.
Methamphetamine, and its structural analogs methcathinone (cat) and cathinone, are
dangerous and unpredictable drugs that are threatening to create widespread problems. 11

Three hallucinogens, LSD (acid, trips, blotter, etc.); PCP (angel dust); and MDMA12

(ecstasy, XTC, doctor, etc.), cause problems throughout the country. Readily available and
relatively inexpensive, they are favorites of many young drug users. Often in evidence at rock
concerts, they induce visual hallucinations, euphoria, relaxation, and emotional warmth.
Bad reactions include disorientation, anxiety, panic, and paranoid delusions.

Abuse of other controlled drugs continue to be a threat. In addition to long-time misuse of
legal pharmaceutical drugs such as morphine, codeine, and the depressant benzodiazepines
(Valium and Xanax), the illegal depressant, Rohypnol has become a serious problem.
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Legally manufactured in Mexico, Colombia and Switzerland, Rophynol is increasingly being
smuggled into the United States. This so-called date-rape drug is 7-10 times more potent than 
Valium and creates confusion, disorientation and short-term memory loss. Overdose could be
lethal. Public warnings regarding the potential dangers of this drug are needed, particularly
to young men and women of high school and college age.

HOW DO THEY GET HERE?
SOURCE COUN TRIES AND TRAF FICK ING ROUTES

To meet this huge demand, traffickers daily move large quantities of marijuana, cocaine,
heroin, and other dangerous drugs into and throughout the United States. Figure 4 shows
worldwide smuggling routes for the three principal drugs of choice. Although no one knows
the true quantities of import tonnage or consumption, Figure 5 reflects the data available on
worldwide production of the three major drugs which is considered sufficiently reliable to
indicate both magnitudes and trends.

A large majority of the illicit drugs which enter the United States originate in Latin
America and the Caribbean region. Virtually all of the world’s cocaine and most of the
marijuana comes from Latin America and the Caribbean. While Asia remains the principal
source of heroin, South America is now providing a significant percentage of high grade
product. South American heroin is distributed nationwide in large part by the same
trafficking network that distributes cocaine. In fact, some higher level cocaine traffickers are
requiring that the regional and local distributors buy heroin as a prerequisite to obtaining
cocaine.13 Mexico is also a heroin producer with a brown powder form and the more common
“black tar” variety. Mexican heroin production is consumed almost entirely in the United
States, primarily in the southwestern, western and central states. The United States is a
major producer of marijuana and an exporter of the higher grades of this product. However,
no accurate data is currently available on total U.S. marijuana production.

It is generally accepted that a majority of the illicit drugs entering the United States do so
across the US-Mexican border. The estimated percentage is often stated as 70 percent
however no definitive evidence supports that figure and many DLEA members believe it may
be too high. In any event, considerable quantities of cocaine and heroin enter the United
States through Gulf Coast ports; Caribbean routes to Florida, Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin
Islands; both east and west coast ports of entry and from Canada. While it is true that
Caribbean Sea routes are constricted at the Yucatan Channel and the Windward, Mona, and
Anegada Passages and that trafficker use of the sea and air routes through the Caribbean has 
been substantially reduced by U.S. interdiction efforts, the magnitude of the drug problem in
Florida and the fact that Puerto Rico/USVI have been declared a High Intensity Drug
Trafficking Area (HIDTA) shows that considerable use of Caribbean routes continues and
may be increasing. There is evidence of significant air transport via the Caribbean and east of
Bermuda into eastern Canada.14
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Perhaps the most used smuggling routes are along the coasts and over Central America
and Mexico. Many drug-carrying aircraft enter northern Mexico, transfer drugs to various
Mexican smuggling organizations which in turn bring them across the southwest border to
regional distributors in the United States (see Figure 6). Sea routes along the western coast of
Mexico and the United States are used not only for container-concealed drug shipments, but
mother ships also have been reported making sea drops in the Pacific northwest.

The large areas involved, plus limited interdiction assets and remarkable trafficker
initiative and sophistication, place the odds for success largely with the drug smugglers. This
is even more true for the air routes despite laudable successes in the Florida/Bahamas region.
Problems in detecting illicit drugs crossing the 2000 mile Mexican border are enormous. This
is due in large part to the massive flow of vehicular and foot crossings each day and the
practical constraints involved in trying to patrol such distances and inspect such a volume
with limited assets of men and modern technology. U.S. Customs officials, the U.S. Border
Patrol and other federal, state and local supporting forces are making magnificent efforts but, 
under current conditions, will continue to have great difficulty stemming the overland flow of
drugs through and around the official crossing stations.

Opiates (heroin, opium, morphine) from Southeast Asia which formerly entered the
United States primarily in the western states now also enter along the east coast and across
the US-Canadian border. Similar drugs from Southwest Asia (Afghanistan, Pakistan, and
Iran) follow a different route through the Middle East and southern Turkey or Africa, then
enter the northeastern United States directly or through Europe or Canada. (It must be
stated however, that modern commercial air travel now permits the adventurous smuggler to
take varied routes and enter the United States at almost any international airport.)
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THE PROB LEMS THEY CAUSE

The consumption of illicit narcotics by both casual users and addicts has profound
implications for the citizenry as a whole. The direct and indirect economic drain, the social
and political effects of drug-related crimes, and the individual and family problems resulting
from drug abuse must be corrected if we are to preserve a way of life commensurate with
traditional American values. Consider the following:

Economic Loss. The losses resulting from the “drug problem” are staggering, particularly
during periods of slow economic growth. On the global scene, the drug trade may absorb $500
billion annually. That exceeds the value of all U.S. currency in circulation. 15 The $140 to $150
billion total direct loss each year to the U.S. economy is more than American consumers spend 
each year for gasoline and motor oil and more than three times the amount spent on tobacco
products.16 Amazingly, this is also more than the combined profits earned in 1995 by the top
100 U.S. companies on the Fortune 500 list.17

There is an indirect loss as well. Business and industrial leaders are aware that drug
abuse is reducing their profits through lost efficiency and diminished productivity, accidents,

8
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medical expense, absenteeism, and theft by employees to support their habits. This type of
employee behavior can result in enormous indirect losses to the economy each year.  Past
studies have shown that:

• Drug users are three-and-a-half times as likely to be involved in a plant accident.

• Drug users are five times as likely to file a worker’s compensation claim.

• Drug users receive three times the average level of sick benefits.

• Drug users function at 67 percent of their work potential. 18

Overloaded Criminal Justice System/Courts and Prisons. Besides pronouncing
punishment for crimes committed, the court system has traditionally served to deter
potential violators. Because of the magnitude of drug trafficking and substance abuse in
recent years, this is changing. American courts have become grossly overloaded with drug-
related cases. In Cumberland County, Pennsylvania, a Commonwealth Court Judge stated,

I fre quently ask de fen dants why they com mit cer tain of fenses. Of ten, the an swer is that the de -
fen dant needed drug money. Eas ily more than half of the theft cases, es pe cially re tail theft
cases, rob bery and bur glary cases are com mit ted for the pur pose of ob tain ing drug money. . . . I
think that it is safe to say that of non- DUI (al co hol) of fenses, fully a third to forty per cent are
drug of fenses or drug re lated of fenses.19

A Superior Court Judge in Los Angeles County stated that of the 30 cases per day average
for his court, 75 percent are drug related.20 The same is true in other metropolitan areas
where a survey of 12 cities showed 60 to 80 percent of all male arrestees tested positive for 
drug use (see Figure 7).
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The large numbers of drug cases have had several significant results. Prosecutors can no
longer spend much time on cases involving small amounts of drugs. In many of these, the
small-time offender pleads guilty to a lesser drug charge, receives a short sentence (30-90
days), or receives probation. In some areas, he may never even face trial. In 1994, there were
14,514 drug offense convictions in the State of Pennsylvania. Of those convicted, only 64
percent were sentenced to jail or prison. Over one third (36 percent) received probation. 21

According to the Center for Addiction and Substance Abuse, as many as 60 percent of federal
prisoners and 80 percent of state prisoners are incarcerated for drug or alcohol related crimes.

Probation, lesser sentences, or early release may also result because of overcrowded jails
and prisons. Virtually all state and federal prisons are confining more felons than the
designed capacity. Figure 8 illustrates seriousness of the situation. Some county and city jails
may be even worse. The Los Angeles County jail, with a 1989 design capacity of 5,500
prisoners, was housing almost 8,000 inmates in November of that year (78 percent of whom
were convicted on drug related charges).22 By November 14, 1996, the population had more
than doubled to a total of 19,079 inmates while the design capacity continued to lag far
behind.23 The end result of dockets and insufficient prison cells is more drug criminals on the
street and less deterrent value of the court and penal systems.

Social Damage. The dispassionate statistics showing the extent of drug abuse by
American citizens translates directly into human misery and financial despair. Young women 
addicted to crack cocaine are producing thousands of babies each year who are malnourished
and have birth defects. Many are born addicted to cocaine. Women and men have turned to
prostitution and other criminal pursuits as a means to support their drug habits. The advent
of AIDS in the addict population portends a more rapid spread of the disease. In each home
where drug addiction exists, there is high potential for health problems, financial need,
disruptive behavior, and criminal acts. Data collected by crises intervention workers reveals
that 70 percent of adults calling for help indicated that cocaine was more important to them
than family or friends. Of these adult callers 45 percent admitted stealing from either
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employers, friends, or family to pay for drugs. Of the teenagers calling, 89 percent admitted to
family problems because of their drug use and 48 percent said they sold drugs in their school
to support their own habits.24 Such behavior strikes at the heart of American family life. It
contributes to lower social values and strains the fabric of our society. We must find ways to
counter these problems.

National Security Implications. Trafficking and consumption of illicit narcotics generate
national security problems at home and abroad. Considering the enormous sums of money
involved and the sophistication of the larger trafficking operations, efforts by drug cartels to
either buy the support of government officials or intimidate them must be expected. Such
activities are undermining governments friendly to the United States and have subverted the 
loyalties of some U.S. political, judicial, law enforcement, and military personnel. Insurgent
and revolutionary groups in Colombia and Peru often support illicit drug trafficking as a
source of revenue. Private armies operating in southeast Asia are supported by traffic in
drugs and are degrading the effectiveness of the governments of Myanmar (Burma),
Thailand, Laos, and Cambodia. Additionally, the tremendous social impact of widespread
U.S. drug abuse and the drain on the American economy have indirect but real national
security implications.

Recognizing the threat, President Reagan signed National Security Decision Directive
(NSDD) 221 declaring the international drug trade a threat to national security. President
Bush affirmed this condition in 1989, the U.S. Congress concurred and financed the
Administration’s “War on Drugs.” President Clinton restated and expanded this theme in
Presidential Decision Directive (PDD)14. He went further by giving Cabinet rank to the
Director of ONDCP and in 1996 made the Director a member of the National Security
Council.

In reality, the three Presidents only confirmed the obvious. Whenever a nation is menaced
by forces capable of creating the social, economic, and political disruptions described above,
the national security of that nation is in jeopardy. The United States can ill-afford to have the
governments of other Western Hemisphere nations weakened by corruption, compromised by 
the drug trafficker or fall prey to insurgents sustained by arms and equipment financed by
narcodollars. Not even a nation as powerful and prosperous as the United States can afford to
lose nearly $200 billion annually to an underground economy, in absorbing the medical and
rehabilitation expenses and in lost productivity. It cannot afford a degradation of social and
moral values among its youth as that which now endangers its younger generations.
Certainly no country should tolerate the drug-related deaths of 20,000 of its younger citizens
each year.25

COM BAT ING THE PROB LEM

Drug trafficking on a large scale will end only when it is no longer profitable to continue.
Either the numbers of individuals wanting drugs must fall to an insignificant level or the
costs of doing business must become unbearably high. A combination of these would be the
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ideal. Such business costs are measured in terms of whatever the trafficker holds dear; his
fortune, his freedom, or his life.

It is unlikely that any single approach can solve the drug problem. Neither a “demand
reduction solution” or a “supply reduction solution” can do the job alone. The magnitude of the
drug threat is directly proportional to the sum of the quantity of illicit drugs being consumed
and the quantity of illicit drugs available. As long as there is demand, there will be those
trying to supply that demand. Likewise, as long as there is a ready supply, there will be
individuals susceptible to the lure of the drug life and those who will seek to spread that
lifestyle. The greater the demand for drugs and the greater the available supply, the greater
the threat to our society.

The National Drug Control Strategy recognizes that a dual approach is required. The 1997 
version sets forth five strategic goals, each with several specific objectives, that guide the
national drug control effort. The five goals are:

1. Educate and enable America’s youth to reject illegal drugs as well as alcohol and
tobacco.

2. Increase the safety of America’s citizens by substantially reducing drug-related crime
and violence.

3. Reduce health and social costs of illegal drug use to the public.

4. Shield America’s air, land, and sea frontiers from the drug threat.

5. Break foreign and domestic drug sources of supply.

Goals 1 through 3 are demand reduction oriented, while goals 4 and 5 target the supply
side. Goal 4 has subordinate objectives which are both demand and supply reduction oriented.

The Clinton administration has requested $16 billion for FY 1998 to support national drug 
control programs. Of the total request, $5.5 billion (34 percent) is targeted for demand
reduction; $8.4 billion (52 percent) for domestic law enforcement; $1.6 billion (10 percent) for
interdiction efforts; and $488 million (3 percent) for international programs. 26

De mand Re duc tion.

Demand reduction includes resources for treatment, education, prevention and research.
A combination of programs, all of which show promise, are now underway to help reduce the
demand for drugs. The most fundamental ones concern education, community involvement,
and a cooperative effort by management and labor to keep drugs from the workplace. The
education programs begin in grammar schools and continue through the college level to
inform young Americans of the harmful effects of drug use. The education approach continues 
through media campaigns to educate youngsters and adults alike. Demand reduction is also
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fostered by a number of community action efforts designed to stimulate participation by
neighborhood organizations such as civic groups, churches, or other citizens’ organizations.
Another attack on drug demand is being conducted at the workplace where screening of job
applicants and testing of workers are gaining acceptance as means to curtail drug use.
Particular efforts are being made in the transportation industry where public safety is
threatened by those working under the influence of drugs.

As demand reduction programs become more successful, the burden of those involved in
supply reduction will ease. If fully implemented, programs suggested in the National Drug
Control Strategy can be effective.

Sup ply Re duc tion.

The second approach to curtail drug abuse and drug trafficking is by reducing the supply.
Supply reduction enhances demand reduction by limiting drugs available, and by making
them more difficult and more expensive to obtain. However the main purpose of supply
reduction efforts is to put the traffickers out of business. Whether it be by attacking the
production source, interdiction efforts on the drug routes, or the apprehension, conviction,
and incarceration of drug criminals in the United States, the objective is the same–to stop the
drug flow. The principal actors in the supply reduction operations are the various drug law
enforcement agencies and the organizations that directly support them.

The Drug Law En force ment Agen cies (DLEAs).

A knowledge of the various agencies’ roles and missions and how they normally operate is
necessary before any attempt can be made at interagency campaign planning. At present
some 50 federal agencies are involved in some aspect of drug law enforcement. The Drug
Enforcement Administration (DEA) is the principal investigative agency and works closely
with other organizations such as the U.S. Customs Service (USCS); the U.S. Coast Guard
(USCG); the U.S. Border Patrol (USBP); and the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), in
apprehending drug law offenders. Chapter 2 will discuss in detail the various federal DLEAs
and how they interrelate. In addition to the federal agencies, there are myriad state and local
law enforcement groups that are at least partially engaged in counterdrug operations.

Despite marginal success in increasing their ranks, the DLEAs are making more drug
crime arrests, and vigorously searching for ways to apprehend even more of those profiting
from the drug trade. In general, they demonstrate a high degree of professionalism and
remarkable dedication despite frustration with what sometimes seems to be a never-ending
stream of drug traffic and the inability of the courts and prisons to handle the load.

In comparison with the money available to their criminal adversaries, DLEAs are
significantly underfunded. At present the drug trafficking networks appear to have better
transportation and communication equipment, more sophisticated firearms, and more
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effective intelligence support than do the DLEAs. Even though additional manpower was
recently authorized, both the U.S. Border Patrol and the U.S. Customs Service need more
manpower for border monitoring and investigations. Some border states have as few as three
U.S. Customs Service Agents to handle all investigations. The Drug Enforcement
Administration also needs more officers for intelligence gathering and investigating drug
cases.

DLEAs are making significant progress in interagency cooperation within and among
local, state and federal forces. Problems remain however. Turf battles occasionally create
some problems as the varying DLEAs compete for federal dollars while operating in
overlapping jurisdictions. Federal, state, and local law enforcement groups often have
differing perspectives that inhibit cooperation and intelligence sharing. Joint organizations
like Operation Alliance (along the southwest border); Project North Star (the U.S./Canadian
border) and the various HIDTAs and Organized Crime/Drug Enforcement Task Forces
(OCDETFs) have done much to enhance interagency cooperation. However, another problem, 
now minor but potentially dangerous, are the instances of corruption found in DLEAs. With
so much drug money available for bribery, plus the added threats of violence to those who do
not cooperate, it is not surprising that some law officers are corrupted. Similar cases have
occurred in the U.S. military. Fortunately, the instances in both the DLEAs and the military
are relatively few.

Mili tary Sup port to the DLEAs.

The Department of Defense and the several armed services have supported national
counterdrug efforts for many years by providing DLEAs with equipment and training
services and with limited operational assistance such as providing transportation platforms
and general intelligence data. Army and Air National Guard units have been the major
providers of military support within the nation’s boundaries. Operating in a state status (U.S. 
Code, Title 32) and less restricted by the Posse Comitatus Act, they have provided men,
equipment, and services in a wide range of counterdrug activities. Since September 1989,
federal military forces have increasingly been involved in a comprehensive military support
role of counternarcotics activities. Defense Department assets support the National Drug
Control Strategy of attacking drugs at the production source, while in transit, and within the
United States. The Secretary of Defense has directed those Unified and Specified
Commanders, who can contribute, to assist in detecting and countering illicit drug entry into
the United States to the limits that law and mission availability permit. Joint Task Force 6 in
El Paso, Texas provides and coordinates federal military support to DLEAs throughout the
United States. This and three other joint task forces, each with specific areas of responsibility, 
are described in Chapter 2. Careful to follow DOD policy and the Posse Comitatus Law which
prohibits the Federal military from conducting law enforcement activities such as searches,
seizures, or arrests, the military establishment has become a more significant provider of
support to the criminal justice community.

The military is also active on the demand reduction side with educational and counseling
services, medical assistance, drug testing, and drug offender programs. Reducing drug use
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within the military has been a success story. The major drug-related disciplinary and
efficiency problems of the 1970s and early 1980s have nearly vanished. Though military life is 
much different from civilian society, perhaps some lessons learned by the military have
application in the civilian work place.

THE BOT TOM LINE
Dan gers And Dam age: The Bad News.

Drug abuse and drug trafficking pose dangers of far greater magnitude to the United
States than is commonly perceived. This lack of public awareness is due in part to a decline in
media coverage and a curtailment of the educational campaign and public service
announcements that were proving so effective as the 1990s began. (600 antidrug stories were
shown on the the three major television networks in 1989 compared with only 65 stories in
1995.)27  For example, while most Americans are aware of drug-related problems in their
communities, few realize that over 200,000 Americans have died from the effects of drug
abuse during the past decade (more than twice the number killed during Viet Nam and
Korean Wars combined). Knowing that 292,131 U.S. service personnel were killed in action in 
all of World War II, 33,870 were killed in action in the Korean War, and 47,000 were killed in
action in the Vietnam War should lend perspective to the threatening dimension of America’s
drug problem–and should enjoin the Nation’s commitment to counter the drug scourge. 28

Many Americans know that drug abuse can lead to health problems but they are unaware
that intravenous drug use is a major source of HIV/AIDS infection and over one third of all
AIDS deaths are drug related.29 Little publicized was the 124 percent increase in heroin
related emergency hospital admissions between 1990 and 1994. During the same period,
there was also a 28 percent rise in overall drug related emergency admissions. Also little
publicized were the thousands of babies born each year to the mothers who use illegal drugs. 30

The toll in human misery is incalculable and the public must understand their families are
not immune to such suffering.

In addition to the social and human costs, there is an economic cost as well. By varying
degrees, all Americans pay for the over $50 billion that annually flows directly to the drug
dealers and the additional $80-$100 billion or more that is spent on reducing the demand for
drugs; limiting the supply available; fighting drug-related crime; giving medical and
counseling assistance to drug users and their families; or being lost through absenteeism,
accidents, embezzlement and nonproductivity. All economic groups and social classes in the
United States are affected by the drug problem.

Perhaps the more insidious and dangerous cost is what the drug problem is doing to the
traditional American way of life. At a time when some segments of society appear to tolerate
or even glamorize a lifestyle which includes the use of illegal drugs, the drug trafficker is
targeting the youth of America as never before. As basic standards of right and wrong are
being challenged by the drug counter-culture and family values are under attack, drugs are
available in most high schools and are finding their way to into junior high schools and grade
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schools. As a result, there is a reversal underway of the gains made during the late 1980s and
early 1990s. The rate of drug use among teen-agers doubled between 1992 and 1996 as
greater numbers of young people are being drawn into the drug scene. 31 If the trends of the
mid-1990s continue unabated, the domestic problems caused by drug abuse may become
catastrophic.

Hope for the Fu ture: The Good News.

With so much attention devoted to the problems at hand and the bad news of increasing
drug use among the nation’s young, we sometimes fail to realize all the progress that has been
made. Since the end of the 1970s, there have been many successes. Overall drug use is down.
The number of regular users (use in the past 30 days) has decreased to 12.2 million in
1995–less than half the number of the early 1980s. Cocaine use has fallen dramatically, a
reported 30 percent decrease in the past three years. Both the Medellin and Cali cartels have
been damaged and a number of their upper-level leaders are in jail or have been killed. A
significant portion of Latin American cocaine, perhaps up to 30 percent, is being seized or
destroyed before reaching the market. Interdiction efforts have significantly impeded the
traffic of drugs through the Caribbean and disrupted the flow into the southeastern United
States. Peru and Colombia, with U.S. assistance, have dealt punishing blows to the drug
production and distribution systems in their respective countries. Mexico appears to be
increasing its counterdrug efforts. The United Nations has facilitated multinational
agreements designed to combat international drug trafficking. International cooperation has
increased the successes of our campaign against money laundering. Drug criminals are losing 
over $700 million annually to the assets forfeiture program. Drug use in the workplace
dropped from 19 percent in 1979 to 8.1 percent in 1993. These are but a few of the positive
results stemming from demand and supply reduction efforts of the past. 32 They provide
encouragement and assurance that future victories will be forthcoming.

Success in reducing the drug problem from major threat to mere nuisance will most
probably result from the long-term pursuit of a multifaceted strategy which addresses both
the national and international dimensions of the problem. The strategy must also achieve a
proper balance in the distribution of resources for demand reduction and supply reduction
efforts. The National Drug Control Strategy of 1997 and the call for a future 10 year strategy
supported by 5-year planning and programming budget cycles provide an encouraging start
in this direction.

We must remember however, that national policy and national strategy are nothing but
words unless translated into practical concepts for counterdrug action–backed by adequate
resources. Strategic planning and campaign planning are essential for this process.

Following chapters set forth the current U.S. counterdrug organizational system. They
propose methods for developing subordinate strategies and operational plans for agency level
and below.
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CHAP TER 2

THE DOMESTIC COUNTERDRUG EFFORT

THREE LEV ELS OF EF FORT

Three levels of effort apply to drug law enforcement throughout the United States. The
strategic, operational and tactical levels are a range of overlapping activities and planning
responsibilities. Drug law enforcement leaders translate national policy and strategic
objectives into supporting strategies and operational direction; and their operational plans
and instructions specify the tactical actions of law officers who must confront drug criminals
face-to-face.

At the strategic level, the President, cabinet officers, and congressional leaders establish
broad national policy and desired conditions. At this level, leaders set forth policy goals and
specific strategic objectives (what needs to be done to support policy and protect our
interests), strategic concepts (how we are going to do it), and priorities for resources (what will  
it take in terms of money, manpower, time and so on to get the job done). The Director of the
Office of National Drug Control Policy assists the President by consolidating this strategic
guidance in the annual National Drug Control Strategy document (signed by the President),
and by providing oversight of national implementing actions. Law enforcement officers with
broad regional or functional responsibilities can design supporting strategies and plans to
accomplish the goals and objectives of these high-level strategies.

At the operational level are organizations and planners that translate the broad vision and 
strategic intent of the national and regional leadership into practical direction to achieve
strategic objectives. Ideally, officials at this level would have the authority of law and
regulation to compel the synchronized efforts of the many supporting tactical elements that
are often involved in large and long-term law enforcement actions. With Federal, state and
local law enforcement agencies often participating together in counterdrug operations, it is
sometimes unrealistic to expect that an agreed formal “chain of command” will be
established. Rather, the “lead agency concept” is often used, where the seemingly most
involved agency leads a joint action and contributing agencies agree to cooperate and support. 
Synchronization of such efforts can be accomplished through operational level planning
which phases joint-interagency operations and the application of resources.

At the tactical level the actual law enforcement “battles and engagements” are fought
within the intent of the strategic guidance and operational plans. At this level, the critical
investigative work is done. Here are found Federal, state and local drug law enforcement
personnel combined in functional task forces and small teams.

This chapter describes key government organizations and drug law enforcement agencies
(DLEAs) that are involved in fighting the supply side of America’s drug war within the
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continental United States. It identifies positions and organizations with strategic,
operational, and tactical responsibilities for organizing and leading the drug law enforcement 
system. See Figure 9.

THE STRA TE GIC LEVEL

At the top level of the U.S. counterdrug effort are the departments and administrations
that provide the policy direction for the drug war. A few have formalized their top down
guidance in strategies to provide a clear sense of vision, objectives and concepts to
subordinates. Following are a sample of some key activities that play an important role as
National Drug Control Program agencies.

Of fice of Na tional Drug Con trol Pol icy.

The Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP), established in 1988, is headed by a
Director appointed by the President, with the advice and consent of the Senate. 1 The Director
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is assisted by three component heads also appointed by the President: the Deputy Director for
Demand Reduction, the Deputy Director for Supply Reduction, and the Associate Director for
State and Local Affairs. The Director appoints a Chief of Staff and a fourth component head,
the Technology Director. See Figure 10.

The Director of ONDCP enjoys considerable visibility as a Cabinet-rank member of the
Executive Office of the President charged by law to provide drug program oversight and
interagency coordination. He is also a Presidentially designated advisor on the National
Security Council, but has limited statutory authority to compel vigorous support for the Drug
Strategy. The Director can, however, advise the President on the performance of Federal
agencies in supporting the Drug Strategy.

The President’s Drug Policy Council oversees the implementation of the National Drug
Control Strategy and supports the Director, ONDCP, as the President’s senior drug policy
official. By Executive Order, departments and agencies are directed to cooperate with the
Council and provide “. . . assistance, information, and advice. . . .” 2 It meets quarterly to
encourage coordination among departments and agencies. This is a significant challenge in
terms of scope and complexity.
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Drug policy is coordinated among an immense span of interagency players–some 50
Federal departments or agencies, agencies of 54 state governments and territories, as well as
3,200 counties, and 13,000 city governments.3 In 1992 the ONDCP staff was reduced from
about 140 managers and analysts to 25, then it bounced back to 40 people. In 1996 under a
new “Drug Czar,” the office began rebuilding to a staff expected to number about 150
(including 30 military staff). As indicated by the Director, “ONDCP engages in activities that
both meet the requirements of its authorization and represent the values and commitments of 
the President and its Director.”4

This is reflected in the ONDCP drug control priorities: (1) Treatment, (2) Prevention, (3)
Domestic Law Enforcement, and (4) Interdiction and International. 5 The National Drug
Control Strategy identifies five generalized goals (with subordinate objectives) directed
toward educating youth to reject drugs, reducing drug crime and related crime, health and
welfare costs, protecting the frontiers, and breaking the sources of supply. Thus, ONDCP
devises policies, objectives, and priorities for the nation’s counterdrug activities and
coordinates these policies with Federal, State and local efforts. Each year ONDCP develops
the National Drug Control Strategy for the President’s submission to the Congress. By law,
the Strategy is to include comprehensive, research-based, long-range goals for reducing drug
abuse and short term measurable (and realistic) objectives that are achievable in a 2-year
period.6

ONDCP also develops and executes the supporting National Drug Control Budget which
has increased annually since 1988 ($4.7 to $13.7 billion over the past 9 years–$15 billion
proposed for fiscal year 1997). The drug budget provides funding for the criminal justice
system, drug treatment and prevention, international counterdrug activities, interdiction,
research, and intelligence. For example, in the 1996 budget request, just 2 percent of the total
budget supported international drug control efforts, while over half of the budget was spent
on domestic law enforcement.7

Budget process guidance to ONDCP originates in the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988. It
instructs the Director of ONDCP to “develop for each fiscal year, with the advice of the
program managers of Departments and agencies with responsibilities under the National
Drug Control Program, a consolidated National Drug Control Program budget proposal to
implement the National Drug Control Strategy, and . . . [to] transmit such budget proposal to
the President and to the Congress.” Moreover, the law requires the Director to “certify in
writing as to the adequacy” of each drug control agency’s drug budget request. That is, does
the agency’s proposed budget support the Strategy goals, objectives, and priorities? This gives 
ONDCP some influence over the level of funding and content of agency budget requests.
Furthermore, once the budgets are certified, agencies cannot reprogram monies from the
drug program without ONDCP approval.8

The Certification Process is one way by which the Director of ONDCP can make an impact
on an agency’s drug control policy and budget proposal. The certification process can affect the 
way an agency formulates its forthcoming fiscal year budget for proposal to Congress, but it
does not evaluate appropriations already approved by Congress. Because few agencies have
dedicated drug accounts into which drug program resources are apportioned, most agencies
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use methods of estimating the parts of their appropriations that support the Drug Strategy. 9

This contributes to an involved system for certification that is the prominent feature of the
ONDCP 18-month budget process.

In the early spring of each year, ONDCP sends program and budget planning guidance to
the drug control agencies. Throughout the spring and summer, the ONDCP staff reviews and
certifies the budget proposals that are under development by about 50 bureaus and 17
departments. In the fall, as the Office of Management and Budget formulates the President’s
budget proposal, any final appeals to the certification process can be made. In February of the
next year, the budget is submitted to Congress, and if funds are appropriated on time, then
the new fiscal year budget begins October 1.

The Director of ONDCP can also influence drug strategy implementation by his direction
and influence over drug control programs and his leadership in several interagency
committees. One major strategic concept of the National Drug Control Strategy is the High
Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Program–the HIDTA Program.

The HIDTA Program originated as a key feature of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 and,
by law, an integral part of the ONDCP strategy. Congress intended to provide “increased
Federal assistance” to areas of the United States that were having a harmful impact on other
areas of the country, were centers of illegal drug production, manufacturing, importation, or
distribution, and indicated a determination to respond to the drug threat. 10 The Director of
ONDCP designates the HIDTA areas after consultation with the heads of the drug control
agencies and the respective governors.

The National HIDTA Coordination Committee (which includes state and local
representatives) promotes interagency coordination among Federal, state and local drug
enforcement actions. The ONDCP chairs the committee, and the committee makes policy and
budget recommendations to the Director, ONDCP.

In the 1990 National Drug Control Strategy, five areas were originally designated
HIDTAs because of the seriousness of their drug trafficking problems and their impact on the
rest of the nation. They were New York City, Los Angeles, Miami, Houston, and the
Southwest Border area (Southern California, Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas).

Subsequent iterations of the National Drug Control Strategy announced the ONDCP
Director’s increase in the number and type of HIDTAs. In 1994, he designated an HIDTA in
the Washington-Baltimore area to address the extensive drug distribution networks which
serve hardcore drug users. That year he also designated Puerto Rico-U.S. Virgin Islands as a
Gateway HIDTA because of the significant amount of drugs smuggled through this region.
Three Empowerment HIDTAs were added in 1995: Atlanta, Chicago, and Philadelphia-
Camden. Designated in 1996 were five additional HIDTAs: Rocky Mountains (Colorado,
Utah, and Wyoming); Gulf Coast (Alabama, Louisiana, and Mississippi); Lake County,
Indiana; Midwest (Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, and South Dakota); and the Pacific
Northwest.11
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In the early years of the program the authors heard complaints from state and local
agencies that the HIDTA program favored Federal agencies operating in the designated
areas. After 7 years of development, the mature HIDTA program is one of ONDCP’s most
effective initiatives. Today, the HIDTA Program Director and National HIDTA Committee
ensure that approximately half of the Program’s $140 million (FY 1997) is provided to the
state and local level–primarily to multiagency task forces that fight drug crime. This is
consistent with the HIDTA Program Director’s strategic intent to push “power down” to the
local officers and agents who face the drug scourge every day.

The HIDTA resources will support 150-200 collocated officer and agent task forces,
mutually supporting local and state drug trafficking and money laundering task forces, and
information analysis and sharing networks. Some HIDTAs will support drug treatment,
treatment accountability systems, and drug use prevention programs. These HIDTA
initiatives are reviewed each fiscal year to measure their impacts upon regional drug threats,
and assess their viability for continuation in the program.

The ONDCP Director influences his Drug Strategy outcomes through various interagency
committees. The Counternarcotics Interagency Working Group (CN-IWG) develops national
counterdrug policy guidance over a broad range of issues related to both the domestic and
international dimensions of the Strategy. It is chaired by a National Security Council
member, or an Assistant Secretary. Its participants can include government officials at the
Assistant Secretary and Deputy Assistant Secretary levels. Sub-groups may include various
staff officers at the Director level of government. Other committees are the Research, Data,
and Evaluation Advisory Committee, the Prevention, Treatment, and Medical Research
Subcommittee, and a second subcommittee for Science and Technology.

The Interdiction Committee (TIC; was formerly the BIC, Border Interdiction Committee),
chaired by the Commissioner of Customs, advises the U.S. Interdiction Coordinator
(currently the Commandant of the Coast Guard) about interdiction priorities and policy. It is
also chartered to advise the CN-IWG concerning programs to enhance interdiction efforts.  A
major function of this committee is to coordinate efforts to integrate “. . . international, border , 
and domestic interdiction efforts in support of strategy goals . . . [but] . . . No operational
authority is vested in the TIC.”12 Its members are the Commissioner of the U.S. Customs
Service (initial Chairman), the Department of Defense Drug coordinator, the Assistant
Secretary of State for International Narcotics and Law Enforcement, the Commandant of the
U.S. Coast Guard, the Administrator of the Drug Enforcement Administration, the
Commissioner of the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, and the Director of
Operations Joint Chiefs of Staff. The TIC is chartered to meet quarterly (at about the same
time as the DoD-JCS J3 Counterdrug Quarterly Planning Conference) at the leadership level
of agency principals or their deputies.

As described, the Director, ONDCP has no formal directive authority over the myriad
National Drug Control Program agencies. Instead, he places the National Drug Control
Strategy into action by his Presidential backing, moral presence, the development of a
coherent Strategy, the budget certification process, and interagency coordination among the
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departments of the Federal Government. Following are several leading departments that
support the National Drug Control Strategy.13

De part ment of Jus tice.

The Department of Justice (DOJ) is a principal player in the counterdrug effort, with a
variety of activities to oversee. These include supervision of the Drug Enforcement
Administration (DEA), the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS). An example of DOJ’s direct role in the drug war is the
Southwest Border Project which targets major Mexican drug transportation organizations
dealing in heroin, marijuana, methamphetamine, and cocaine on the Southwest Border. The
Southwest Border Project is a joint DOJ-DEA-FBI program supervised by the Special Agent-
in-Charge of the DEA Special Operations Division. 14

The project is implemented by a DEA/FBI Southwest Border Regional Operations Plan
which emphasizes working jointly with Mexican agencies to counter the trafficking of illicit
drugs, money laundering and the large criminal organizations. The main idea is to increase
the pace of counterdrug operations on both sides of the Southwest border. Bi-National Task
Forces in Tijuana, Juarez, Monterrey and other locations, along with the Mexican
counterdrug infrastructure (such as Ministry of Justice (PRG), Mexican Federal Judicial
Police (MFJP), the National Institute for the Combat of Drugs (INCD), and the National Drug 
Control and Planning Center (CENDRO)), will assist U.S. DLEAs to cut trafficking routes
and put effective investigative and prosecutorial pressure on major drug trafficking
organizations. The plan requires the close coordination of multiple U.S. DLEAs and the
Mexican counterdrug authorities to achieve an end goal of incarcerating the major drug
traffickers in the region and dismantling their organizations.

The Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), a Justice Department activity, enforces
narcotics and controlled substance laws. It is the primary investigative agency for major
interstate and international drug violations. DEA is responsible, within the policy guidance
of the Department of State and the Chiefs of U.S. missions, for cooperation with counterpart
agencies abroad. DEA’s Special Agents-in-Charge (SACs) operate under the policy guidelines
of the “Administrator’s Vision,” the capstone of the Strategic Management System. Included
in this system are strategies for countering the distribution of cocaine, heroin and
methamphetamine. The typical components of these strategies include legislation, law
enforcement, training, chemical regulation, international cooperation, environmental
protection, education and addiction treatment.

In guiding DEA operations, a central theme of the “Administrator’s Vision” is a law
enforcement strategy “emphasizing common goals and cooperation with our counterparts
who have drug enforcement or drug intelligence responsibilities. . . .” 15 The operational focus
of DEA strategy is placed on major national and international cases; major regional cases;
violent drug organizations, gangs, local impact issues; and domestically produced drugs.
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A major mission of DEA is the management of a national narcotics intelligence system.
DEA chairs the National Narcotics Intelligence Consumers Committee (reports on drug
production and trafficking, abuse trends), and manages the El Paso Intelligence Center
(strategic and tactical case-related drug intelligence).

DEA has 20 domestic Field Divisions (the newest is Puerto Rico) and 72 offices in 51
foreign countries, with new offices opened up in Beijing and Moscow. While DEA is well
known for its overseas activities in Colombia, Bolivia and Peru, about 90 percent of DEA
investigative work is actually done in the United States. 16

Located at DEA headquarters is an Interagency Coordinating Group (ICG), a coordinating 
center for Federal efforts in money laundering investigations. Its mission is to coordinate
Treasury Department and DEA financial drug investigations, provide DLEAs with access to
files and information, and to provide training assistance to DLEAs and private industry
(especially banking). Members of the ICG are from DEA, FBI, Customs, IRS and the U.S.
Postal Service. Most investigative effort is currently directed toward international
investigations.17

The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) shares concurrent jurisdiction (with DEA) over
investigations of drug violations. The FBI has experience with prosecuting organized crime,
and therefore, it focuses its efforts against major trafficking organizations and gangs in the
United States. In order to collect information for prosecution, the FBI also maintains a
network of agents overseas.

Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) tasks include the prevention of unlawful
entry into the United States. Its subordinate organization, the Border Patrol (USBP), works
to deter illegal entry and the smuggling of contraband into the United States. INS is headed
by a commissioner, who reports to the Attorney General.

Operational functions of the INS include enforcement and examinations programs
conducted by 33 districts and 21 border patrol sectors throughout the United States. Four
regional offices provide administrative support to the field offices. INS also maintains three
district offices in Bangkok, Thailand; Mexico City, Mexico; and Rome, Italy. 18

The INS mission is to facilitate the entry of persons legally admissible to the United
States, provide assistance to people seeking resident status or naturalization, and grant them 
benefits under the Immigration and Nationality Act. 19 INS also attempts to prevent unlawful
entry, employment and receipt of benefits to foreign people who are not entitled to them.
Within the limits of its resources, INS apprehends and removes aliens who enter or remain
illegally in the United States.

Since September 1993, the INS-Border Patrol has increased efforts on the Southwest
border to deter the illegal crossing of drug smugglers and other “illegals” by strengthening
officer presence. This concept has been seen in a number of operations with names like
“Operation Blockade,” “Operation Hold the Line,” Operation Gatekeeper," and “Operation
Safeguard.” The result has been very positive wherever intensified protection is focused. 20
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The National Drug Intelligence Center (NDIC) in Johnstown, Pennsylvania, is a
multiagency organization of about 200 agents, analysts and technicians. The 1990 National
Drug Control Strategy established the requirement for an agency as a coordinating center for
law enforcement intelligence. NDIC is under the direction of the U.S. Attorney General, but
works with and in support of DLEAs at Federal, state and local levels.

The mission of NDIC is “to collect and consolidate multisource drug information to
produce organizational and strategic intelligence analyses for use by national policy makers,
diverse law enforcement entities, and the intelligence community.” It also promotes
information sharing and compatibility standards for drug intelligence collection systems. 21

The main effort at NDIC is devoted to strategic and organizational intelligence and
document exploitation. Analysts develop finished intelligence on the infrastructure of
significant trafficking groups, their methods of operation, financial activity, communications
systems and relationships with other criminal groups. Figure 11 provides the NDIC
organization.

Strategic intelligence is developed concerning illegal drugs, their production,
transportation and distribution. Typical program areas include Asian, Colombian Jamaican,
Mexican, Nigerian-West African, and Russian drug trafficking organizations. Special studies 
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include topics such as hallucinogens, and cocaine trafficking in Europe and Africa. The
document exploitation project electronically scans large amounts of documents so that they
can be organized, stored, retrieved and sorted in support of law enforcement investigations. 22

NDIC products include situation reports, national estimates, organizational estimates and
profiles, warning reports, and other current intelligence assessments.

De part ment of the Treas ury.

The U.S. Customs Service is Treasury’s principal border enforcement agency. Customs
interdicts and seizes contraband at U.S. ports of entry and border areas. It is responsible for
ensuring that all goods entering the United States comply with U.S. laws and regulations;
collecting duties, taxes, and fees; intercepting contraband; and enforcing the laws and
regulations of other U.S. Government agencies.

As a move to more aggressively interdict illicit drugs crossing the Southwest border,
Customs is leading a Treasury Department priority effort called “Operation Hard Line.”
Since January 1995, Operation Hard Line had increased inspection resources on the border
according to the Treasury Department. Preliminary results have been a 24 percent increase
in illicit drug seizures (measured in pounds) and a 51 percent decrease in port
runnings–attempts to ram a vehicle or run on foot through a port. 23

“Operation Gateway” was initiated in March 1996 to intercept the flow of illicit drugs
through Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. It involves the joint efforts of Customs with DoD
and the Coast Guard. Gateway concepts include expanded maritime and air enforcement,
outbound cargo examination, small vessel searches and enhanced technology support. In the
first six months of Operation Gateway, Customs seized 68 pounds of heroin and 2,727 pounds
of cocaine in Puerto Rico (a 100 percent increase in heroin and 300 percent increase in cocaine
over the same period in 1995).

Under U.S. Customs The Domestic Air Interdiction Coordination Center (DIACC), located 
on March AFB, Riverside, CA, was developed as a result of the National Interdiction
Command and Control Plan (based on a Presidential requirement to streamline interdiction
efforts). The DIACC evolved from the Customs Command, Control, Coordination, and
Intelligence (C3I) Center concept. The DAICC mission is to interdict air targets of interest
entering the United States.   It is further discussed later in this chapter.

Also, the U.S. Customs National Aviation Center (CNAC) at Oklahoma City, OK, allocates 
and schedules Customs’ long-range surveillance aircraft. It coordinates tracker and
interceptor aircraft across Customs operational boundaries, and it serves as a back-up to the
DIACC.

The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms (ATF) has become engaged in the
counterdrug effort because of the involvement of numerous drug trafficking organizations in
smuggling multiple kinds of contraband in addition to illicit drugs. For instance, some of the
Mexican trafficking organizations originated from historically established smuggling groups
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or families who now smuggle guns, cocaine, marijuana, and methamphetamine. Illicit
weapons smuggling has become a problem because of the rise of numerous guerrilla and
criminal groups operating inside Mexico.

The Internal Revenue Service supports the drug interdiction effort through its mission of
administering and enforcing the tax laws. It is especially effective in tracking large sums of
money to counter money laundering attempts at home and abroad. In this regard, the
Department of the Treasury created the Financial Crimes Enforcement Network (FinCEN)
in 1989 to develop intelligence on financial crimes. This is a multidiscipline activity with
participants from Internal Revenue Service and other government and law enforcement
agencies. Through analysis of its data, the FinCEN detects irregularities that indicate
criminal activity such as money laundering.

De part ment of Trans por ta tion.

The Department of Transportation provides U.S. Coast Guard and Federal Aviation
Agency (FAA) support to drug interdiction. The FAA assists investigative agencies by
providing information and special agent support concerning aircraft and pilots to help
counter drug smuggling by general and commercial aviation.

The U.S. Coast Guard plays a major role in drug traffic interdiction. It works with U.S.
Customs within the 12-mile coastal limit, and working with other U.S. Government agencies
and other governments, the Coast Guard is the primary agent to interdict the seaborne flow of 
drugs into the United States. For instance, Commanders, Coast Guard Pacific and Atlantic
Areas respond to maritime border incursions from the Pacific and Gulf coasts, and when
feasible, coordinate operations with the Mexican Navy. The Coast Guard shares
responsibility for air interdiction with U.S. Customs. Since 1994, the Commandant of the
Coast Guard has also served as U.S. Interdiction Coordinator (USIC).

This additional duty came to the Commandant as a result of Presidential Decision
Directive 14, which called in part for streamlining counterdrug intelligence and command
and control centers. Three Joint Interagency Task Forces (Joint Interagency Task Force
South [JIATF-South] in Panama; JIATF-East, Key West, FL; JIATF-West, March AFB, CA;
and the Domestic Air Interdiction Coordination Center (DAICC), March AFB were identified
as the new centers for interdiction efforts in the April 1994 National Interdiction Command
and Control Plan. The plan tasked the USIC to “oversee the coordination of this effort.” 24 A
USIC Charter of May 1994 provided the Commandant with a “. . . framework for
implementing the various facets of oversight coordination.” 25

The Interdiction Coordinator is charged to ensure that assets committed to international
interdiction are adequate. He works in concert with the Counternarcotics Interagency
Working Group to enhance interdiction efforts first in the source countries, then in the transit 
zone. The USIC oversight coordination authority extends throughout the Western
Hemisphere, but does not include the borders of the United States.
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The USIC ensures that assets are committed against targets cued by tactical intelligence
in situations where detection, arrests and seizures are most likely (critical hubs and choke
points). He reviews needs for source country and transit zone support and monitors
interdiction activities to see that detection and monitoring efforts support law enforcement
agencies. In addition, the USIC monitors intelligence support to international interdiction to
ensure that the national interdiction centers are provided access to tactical information
necessary to perform their mission. In this regard an Anti-Drug Network (ADNET) helps to
ensure that the JIATFs and the DIACC are interconnected and are provided access to the
tactical information and data bases.

De part ment of the In te rior.

Under the Department of the Interior, the Bureaus of Land Management and Indian
Affairs and the National Park Service directly support the National Drug Control Strategy
through their efforts to maintain public access to Federal Lands and prevent the use of these
lands by the illicit drug trade. The Department of the Interior has provided the lead or
participated in interagency marijuana eradication efforts involving numerous state and local
DLEAs as well as the military.

Federal lands are attractive to drug criminals because of the freedom from surveillance
and anonymity they afford in growing marijuana, transporting drugs, and establishing
methamphetamine labs. All of this puts citizens using recreation lands in great danger when
they happen upon these activities.

De part ment of De fense.

The Secretary of Defense has identified five key mission areas for supporting DLEAs.
These include providing training and operational support to drug-source nations; supporting
the DEA’s efforts to dismantle the cocaine business overseas; detecting and monitoring the
illicit air and sea drug transportation network; supporting the stateside Federal, state and
local DLEAs; assisting with the demand reduction strategy in the local community and
within DoD.26

Out of the DoD Counterdrug Budget, well over half is spent on projects to stop the flow of
illicit drugs to consumers: Caribbean detection and monitoring; counterdrug command and
control networks (ADNET); Southwest border support (see JTF-6 below); counterdrug
operations in the Bahamas, Caicos, and Turks Islands (OPBAT); radars; National Guard
marijuana eradication; military working dogs, and the like. See Figure 12.

One-fifth of the DoD drug budget goes to overseas (source nation–Bolivia, Colombia, Peru)
support activities such as detection and monitoring, reconnaissance, training, intelligence
and planning support to U.S. DLEAs. Nearly 90 percent of this money is spent on operations

32



and maintenance (aircraft, radar, riverine operations). The rest is spent on procurement and
research.27

While efforts to assist host nations have seen a number of positive results in the way of
increased police and military operational effectiveness, increased professionalism and
concern for individual rights and the rule of law, there has not been a reduction of the flow of
illicit drugs into the United States. In fact, the success of U.S. efforts in stopping the flow of
cocaine by small aircraft from Bolivia and Peru to Colombia has served to push drug traffic
onto the rivers and trails–and into Brazil, Argentina, Ecuador, and Venezuela. 28 Similarly,
the effective detection and monitoring of drug traffickers through the Caribbean by DoD
assets has made Mexico the route most favored by Latin American drug thugs for moving
illicit drugs into the United States.

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations and Low Intensity Conflict
(ASD SO/LIC) serves as the DoD Coordinator for Drug Enforcement Policy and Support
(DEP&S). The Secretary has stated that the DoD Coordinator, DEP&S is the single focal
point for DoD’s counterdrug efforts. In turn, the DoD Coordinator chairs quarterly meetings
with the Joint Staff, the four military Services, Comptroller, General Counsel and other
principal decisionmakers to ensure the success of the Department’s counterdrug programs. 29

The Coordinator is assisted by a Deputy Assistant Secretary and a DEP&S staff of about
25 people organized in three functional divisions: Plans and Support (P&S–Heroin, Transit
Zone, Mexico, Domestic, Source Country); Program and Budget (P&B); Demand Reduction
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and Systems (D&S). This office broadly oversees DoD’s responsibilities as a National Drug
Control Program agency.  DEP&S provides policy guidance through the National Guard
Bureau to enjoin the participation of National Guard units. These units function under state
governors in accordance with Title 32 of the U.S. Code. The DEP&S staff promulgates policy
guidance and monitors DoD counterdrug missions and programs such as detection and
monitoring, building the counterdrug command and control system, and providing excess
equipment and direct support to the DLEAs.

Detection and monitoring (D&M) of Air and Maritime Transit of illegal drugs into the
United States was assigned to DoD as a lead agency responsibility under the Fiscal Year 1989
Defense Authorization Act. Especially through the Joint Interagency Task Forces (JIATFs)
commanded by Atlantic, Pacific and Southern Commands, DoD has developed an effective
D&M radar network covering three million square miles of the Caribbean Basin and portions
of the Atlantic and Pacific. DoD also provides D&M support along the Southwest border and
Andean ridge (the Peru to Colombia drug route).

Integrating command, control, communications, and intelligence (C 3I) capabilities for the
drug law enforcement community was also mandated by the 1989 Defense Authorization Act.
After an initial effort through 1992 to integrate C3I assets at the strategic and operational
levels for (essentially) the Federal agencies, DoD is now turning its assistance effort to the
state and local DLEAs. The C3I mission accomplishments are impressive: over $150 million
of communications equipment has been passed to the DLEAs; an anti-drug network (ADNET) 
connects DoD counterdrug elements with the DLEAs and a command management system
(CMS) connects U.S. Southern Command to ADNET and to the U.S. Embassy counterdrug
elements. Supporting this communications set up are intelligence centers and assigned
analysts to support ongoing operations.

Excess equipment for law enforcement agencies is provided by DoD through its
Counterdrug Support Office (CDSO). This is discussed later in the chapter (see CDSO).

Direct support to law enforcement agencies is provided by U.S. Active Duty and Reserve
Component forces that respond to DoD and U.S. combatant command taskings for
operational and nonoperational support. Operational support includes units and military
personnel in support of DLEAs and host countries. Nonoperational support is a broad
category which can include facilities, training opportunities, intelligence, equipment loans,
counternarcotics funding, and personnel support to non-DoD agencies.  In this last category,
the services are providing 88 DoD detailees to assist the DLEAS, including 30 military staff
assigned to ONDCP.

In order to make the best use of operational and nonoperational supporting resources, the
DoD Coordinator (DEP&S) has established clearly defined policies, procedures and
priorities.30 Before honoring a DLEA request for support, there must be a valid counterdrug
nexus, and there must be military training value associated with the counterdrug support. In
the case of operational support, units must receive a mission related benefit, and for
individuals, support must be tied to military skills. The National Guard Bureau has approved 
an exception to this policy for supporting U.S. Customs and Postal Service inspections.
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Priority for DoD counterdrug support goes to DLEA multijurisdictional, multiagency task
forces that are in a HIDTA, then to individual DLEAs in a HIDTA. Third priority is to
multijurisdictional, miltiagency task forces not in a HIDTA, then lastly to individual DLEAs
not in a HIDTA. This prioritization directly supports the intent of Congress as outlined in the
Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 and is consistent with the National Drug Control Strategy.

Approval authority for nonoperational support rests with the services and defense
agencies. The transfer of excess property has been redelegated from DEP&S to the Defense
Logistics Agency’s Counterdrug Support Office (CDSO). Operational support to DLEAs
within the United States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands rests with JTF-6 (see below).
Support involving large units of 400 personnel or more or extending more than 179 days must
be approved by the Secretary of Defense.31

DoD-Mexico Cooperation was seen by the DoD Coordinator (DEP&S) as a necessary
precursor to supply reduction success. “Unless we engage Mexico and do much more,” he said,
“the DLEAs will not be fully successful.”32 Thus through the military-to-military process and
in coordination with the Department of State, DoD has initiated cooperative efforts with the
Mexican military. In a bilateral working group, Secretary of Defense Perry met with Mexican
Secretary of Defense Cervantes in October 1995 and April 1996 to consider a range of
cooperative activities such as force modernization, disaster relief, and drug interdiction. A
high-level contact group (Director, ONDCP; Assistant Secretary, Bureau of International
Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs; Mexican Foreign Minister, and Mexican Attorney
General) meets annually to discuss U.S.-Mexico border issues and counterdrug cooperation.

DoD is providing specialized training to Mexican units to conduct counterdrug missions
against drug traffickers. This will result in 12 special forces counterdrug teams for use by
military region commanders. Coastal and riverine training is provided to the Mexican Naval
Infantry. Upon congressional approval, 73 UH1 helicopters will be transferred to the Mexican 
Defense Ministry.  Also planned are a combined threat assessment and a combined strategy.

U.S. At lan tic Com mand (USA COM).

U.S. Atlantic Command is the principal combatant command for providing military
support to domestic law enforcement agencies. USACOM is also active in providing support to 
U.S. counterdrug initiatives with host nations, especially in the Caribbean and Mexico.
USACOM’s intelligence and operational support is provided with priority to U.S. and host
nation DLEAs operating with Mexico, along the U.S. Southwest Border, and in the Puerto
Rico and Virgin Islands areas. The command employs its military resources through Forces
Command (its Army Component) and several other subordinate military organizations.
Among these is Joint Interagency Task Force East (JIATF-East) located at Key West, Florida. 
The JIATF-East mission is focused on the detection and monitoring of drug trafficking ships
and aircraft approaching the United States through the Caribbean and along the Atlantic and 
Pacific coastlines. When U.S. Southern Command assumes full responsibility for the
Caribbean region, it is likely that JIATF-East will become a Southern Command unit. The
JIATF is discussed in greater detail below.

35



Forces Command exercises oversight of domestic military support to the DLEAs. To
manage this function, FORSCOM has an 8-man Counterdrug Division at its headquarters in
Atlanta, GA.

FORSCOM oversees a 6-man Information Analysis Center located with the U.S. Embassy
in Mexico City, to facilitate counterdrug cooperating activities with Mexican authorities. It
also provides the oversight function for Joint Task Force Six located at El Paso, TX. The JTF-6 
commander has a staff of 156 personnel to do the actual work of supervising operations and
providing resources to support the DLEAs in the United States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin
Islands. JTF-6 is discussed later in this chapter.

Through JIATF East and JTF-6, USACOM conducts operations based on intelligence
assessments that promise a high pay-off against drug targets. Typical targets could include
fast maritime surface vessels in the Western Caribbean, multi-ton maritime surface
shipments in the Eastern Pacific, known high volume transshipment points along the
Southwest Border, and intelligence-cued air and maritime traffic through the Eastern
Caribbean to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.

   In summary, the line of communications for providing active duty and Reserve DoD
support to the DLEAs located in the United States starts with the President and Secretary of
Defense, via the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (assisted by the Joint Staff Counternarcotics
Division–CND–discussed in Chapter 3), to USACOM, to Army Forces Command, and to JTF-
6. Support to the DLEAs by the National Guard is managed differently.

Na tional Guard Bu reau and State Mili tary Forces.

The National Guard was an early advocate of military support to counterdrug activities
and is today an eager and valuable participant. States such as Arizona, California, Florida,
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky, New Mexico, Tennessee, and Texas have long been involved in
supporting drug law enforcement and have developed considerable expertise in combating
the drug trafficker.

In October of 1995 the National Guard Bureau (NGB) consolidated Army and Air Guard
counterdrug programs and formed-up a Counterdrug Directorate to manage the revitalized
program. The Director of the NGB Counterdrug Directorate is a senior colonel who manages
four interlocking staff teams. These include the Finance, State Plans, Air Operations, and
Special Projects Teams. They manage a huge program. In any given day, the National Guard
will have about 1300 operational missions (large and small) and about 3970 personnel on
duty.33

The Guard provides support for cargo inspection in support of U.S. Customs at ports of
entry, aerial and surface reconnaissance, ground and air operations in support of the Border
Patrol, marijuana location and eradication efforts in support of state and local law
enforcement agencies, intelligence analysis and linguist assistance. Virtually all states now
have significant counterdrug programs that include both demand and supply reduction
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activities. The Guard provides nearly one million man-days of support to counterdrug
missions and conducts about six thousand operations per year.

The Guard’s domestic interdiction program is the largest in DoD. In a Title 32 status while
working for the state governors, the Guard is especially useful to support law enforcement.
Nevertheless, in recent years, the National Guard budget has been reduced from $230 million 
in 1993 to $158 million in 1996. This budget reduction has been accompanied by a reduction of 
Guard-assisted drug interdiction results over the same period: cocaine down from 78 to 68
metric tons; heroin seizures down from 1508.2 to 741 kilos; marijuana plants down from 206
to 105 million; processed marijuana down from 404 to 373 metric tons.

The Guard also conducts demand reduction initiatives within its own ranks. The New
Mexico and the District of Columbia National Guard have been particularly involved in
demand reduction programs, and throughout the Nation, the Guard has been the leader in
bringing anti-drug education into the local schools and communities. The Guard’s emphasis
on education as one means to counter the drug scourge is seen through its development of
counterdrug training centers for military, law enforcement and civilian leaders–each with
the mission of enhancing interagency cooperation and military support to civil authorities.

The National Guard Bureau Training Centers include the Regional Counterdrug
Training Academy at Meridian, MS, develops counterdrug teamwork at the tactical (strike
force) level; the Multi-Jurisdictional Counterdrug Task Force Training Center at St.
Petersburg, FL, provides operational level multiagency training; the National Interagency
Counterdrug Institute (NICI) at San Luis Obispo, CA, as the flagship institution, provides
college-level (and accredited) training to mid-level and senior managers in the law
enforcement, civil and military sectors to increase their skills to lead and follow in the
interagency environment.

The National Interagency Counterdrug Institute is especially important to the
counterdrug effort for its unique courses that help leaders implement the demand reduction
and supply reduction objectives of the National Drug Control Strategy through interagency
teamwork. The Drug Prevention and Demand Reduction Course trains students to develop
effective drug prevention and demand reduction programs and integrate the skills and
resources found at the Federal, state and local levels. The course focuses on exercises, case
studies and the planning process. Subjects include health model pharmacology, legal issues,
public affairs, and community mobilization. The Counterdrug Managers’ Course trains
students on the process for planning and conducting effective interagency counterdrug
operations in both supply and demand reduction. Students are typically law enforcement,
military and community leaders and planners. Subjects include national strategy;
operational planning; military, Federal, state and community organizations and
perspectives; intelligence systems; legal issues; and public affairs. The course relies on case
studies and exercises.34

Finally, The State Adjutants General (TAGs), working under the policy guidance of the
National Guard Bureau, provide essential National Guard troop support to DLEAs under
Title 32 of the U.S. Code. This support is funded by DoD through the National Guard Bureau
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(a strong and effective promoter of military support to drug law enforcement), but must be
approved by the State Governor. Each spring the State TAGs develop their proposed
counterdrug budgets for the next fiscal year. In June these budgets are put before a joint
board of officers from the DoD Office of Drug Enforcement Policy and Support and the
National Guard Bureau. In this way, the TAGs’ counterdrug budgets are ranked in a priority
listing that determines each state’s share of the roughly $100 million of Guard counterdrug
funding. State troops operating under Title 32 are not subject to the Posse Comitatus law
which prohibits Federal troops (Active and Reserve) from conducting law enforcement
activities. As a matter of policy, however, all National Guard troops avoid participation in
such law enforcement actions as seizing and arresting civilians and do not participate in
intelligence activities that are proscribed by law and Executive directives.

THE OP ERA TIONAL LEVEL

Other organizations critical for success in the drug war are at the middle level of
counterdrug law enforcement. They are positioned to take guidance from the strategic level
and to develop the operational direction needed to coordinate law enforcement activities at
the tactical level. The following are examples of organizations that work routinely at the
operational level.

Op era tion Al li ance.

Since 1986, Operation Alliance has been the senior interagency coordinating center for
promoting the integration of multiagency law enforcement skills and assets and for
deconflicting law enforcement operations along the Southwest border. In March 1996, the
Interdiction Committee recommended Operation Alliance as the single point of contact for
coordinating and deconflicting law enforcement support requests for military active duty and
reserve (Title 10) support to DLEAs throughout the United States, Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands. This recommendation was then forwarded to ONDCP for approval as a part of its new 
policy (under development) for the Southwest Border area. 35 See Figure 13.

Alliance creates and promotes interagency cooperation and coordination among DLEAs in 
the fields of interdiction, intelligence, and investigations. It sets priorities for military
support to the DLEAs in the United States, and it promulgates plans for interagency
cooperative operations. Alliance establishes that there is a valid counterdrug nexus involving
proposed military support to law enforcement agencies, a significant DoD policy imperative.
In this regard, it works closely with JTF-6, collocated with Alliance at Biggs Army Air Field,
Fort Bliss, TX.

The Operation Alliance Joint Command Group (OAJCG) functions as a coordinating and
planning group. Membership includes 27 Federal, state and local DLEAs and military
organizations.36 Originally the OACG was envisioned as a committee of field commanders
that would make operational decisions; today the group has several participants from the
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Washington arena. Group meetings are chaired by the Senior Tactical Coordinator of
Operation Alliance who has influence in establishing its agenda. The Director of the
Southwest Border HIDTA participates as a member of the OAJCG.

The command group serves as a consensus-building and coordinating forum to ensure
intelligence sharing among participants, to examine appropriate investigative responses to
drug seizures, and to define objectives and performance measures for operations. In essence,
the OAJCG was established to plan and guide the coordinated efforts of Operation Alliance
and to promote effective liaison between participating agencies.

To run Alliance on a daily basis, three tactical coordinators are provided, one each by the
Drug Enforcement Administration, the U.S. Customs Service, and the U.S. Border Patrol.
The senior tactical coordinator position is rotated among the three tactical coordinators every
2 years. The three tactical coordinators take guidance from their own agencies. In addition,
the senior tactical coordinator operates under the policy guidance of the ONDCP Interdiction
Committee (TIC, an interagency committee with Customs, DEA, and INS representation)
and the Operation Alliance Joint Command Group. See Figure 14.
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Figure 13.  The Southwest Border Region,
Showing the Southwest Border HIDTA Counties.



The authority of Operation Alliance as a National Drug Control Program Agency to
coordinate SW Border drug law enforcement activity can be traced through the ONDCP
Interdiction Committee and participating Alliance agencies (Customs, Border Patrol and
DEA) to The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (21 USC 1502). This requires the Director, ONDCP
to “coordinate and oversee the implementation . . . of the policies, objectives, and priorities
established [by the Director].” The National Drug Control agencies are those U.S.
Government departments and agencies that are tasked under the National Drug Control
Strategy, or designated by the President, or tasked jointly by the head of a department or
agency and the Director, ONDCP.37

Title 21, therefore, obligates government Drug Control Program agencies to support
ONDCP’s strategy, yet it does not define specific command relationships for getting the job
done. By extension, Alliance functions under the Title 21 authority of the ONDCP
Interdiction Committee and the Federal, state and local interagency consensus established in 
the Joint Command Group quarterly meetings. Further, by the procedure of identifying
participating DLEAs in operational and tactical actions, Alliance provides a focus for support
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Reporting Chains.



which creates unity of effort. Still, Alliance has no formal command or policy authority over its 
participating OAJCG agencies, or over agencies in other regions.

 The Operation Alliance Coordination Center is managed by the senior tactical
coordinator with assistance from the senior management team (the other two deputy tactical
coordinators). A permanent Alliance staff of about 14 full time and 6 part time people assists
the regional law enforcement agencies. Functional staff management includes these areas:
requests for military assistance, strategic and operational planning and support; logistics
support; statistics; liaison. Operation Alliance responds to requests for operational support
from all DLEAs in the continental United States. See Figure 15.

The planning process of Operation Alliance illustrates the use of consensus-building to
encourage joint operations. The first Operation Alliance Southwest Border Drug Control
Strategy was published in July 1990. It was created by a writing team representing the
membership of the Joint Command Group, and approved by the OAJCG and an ONDCP
interagency committee. In the process for writing the Alliance 1992 Strategy II, joint
campaign planning was introduced as a way to implement strategy objectives. It was
envisioned that an overarching SW Border Campaign Plan would be written in two parts: a
concept for the campaign with priorities and objectives; and supporting plans for operations
or programs to carry out phased objectives. The primary contribution of these initial plans
was to establish an agreed set of common objectives for all DLEAs. 38
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The current Alliance plan is a well-crafted plan of campaign for the Southwest border
region for interdiction and investigations that extends its objectives and concepts in three
phases through September 1999. The objective is to disrupt drug trafficking and dismantle
major drug trafficking organizations.

The Operation Alliance “Southwest Border Project/Action Plan” incorporates the Justice
Department’s Southwest Border Project (particularly the DEA/FBI SWB Regional
Operations Plan), the U.S. Border Patrol Southwest Border Project/Action Plan for ground
interdiction, U.S. Customs air interdiction, U.S. Coast Guard maritime interdiction, the JTF-
6 Southwest Border Support Plan, and the actions of other Federal, state and local agencies.
As much as possible, U.S. agencies will work with Mexican counterdrug agencies to attack
drug trafficking, money laundering, and the large criminal drug organizations.

The Operation Alliance Special Operations Notification System (SONS) is an ongoing
program to ensure coordination and deconfliction of law enforcement operations in the four
Southwest states. SONS provides information on ongoing and planned law enforcement
operations without compromising operational security. SONS promotes coordination and
officer safety. Under the SONS system, Alliance compiles information about special
operations such as drug interdiction, weapons smuggling, money laundering, eradication,
chemicals and labs, fugitives, gangs and so on. The information is provided to agencies in
routine reports. Agencies may also request that information on their operations not be
disseminated.

Alliance Military Support Priorities are determined by Alliance planners based on DLEA
input.  This assists Alliance and JTF-6 to establish long-range requirements for Title 10
military support to these agencies. A periodic survey of Southwest border and metropolitan
HIDTAs and Federal, state and local DLEAs establishes their most important military
support needs. The information helps Alliance and JTF-6 establish strategic and operational
support plans. Recent Alliance survey results show a consistent (5-year) interest in these
categories of support (by priority): Personnel Support, Training Support, Air Support,
Ground Support, Engineer Support, and lastly Maritime Support. Concerning the specific
types of support, assistance from intelligence analysts and training for DLEA intelligence
analysts and planners are consistently top priorities. Engineer and maritime support are
generally low priorities except for the Border Patrol and the U.S. Coast Guard. 39

Alliance deconfliction of requests for military assistance includes coordination with
Project North Star (northern states mainly along the border with Canada) and the Senior
Law Enforcement Advisory Board (central states) as well as the HIDTAs. Alliance also
maintains close liaison with the National Guard Title 32 support efforts. Requests for
assistance are considered in a national context and coordinated with JTF-6 for action.

While Alliance has traditionally focused its coordination efforts on the Southwest border
with Mexico, a similar coordinating organization was formed to coordinate law enforcement
support and activities on the northern border with Canada–this is Project North Star.
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Pro ject North Star.

Project North Star is a drug law enforcement coordinating center established in 1990 at
Buffalo, NY. Its mission is to assist northern tier law enforcement agencies with information
sharing, operational planning, coordination, and resource acquisition. Unlike Operation
Alliance on the Southwest border, Project North Star has been able to incorporate foreign,
cross-border participation. Canadian law enforcement actively participates as an equal
partner in North Star projects. Leadership of North Star resides in the Director of
Enforcement. This position rotates annually between a Chief Border Patrol Agent and a U.S.
Customs Supervisory Special Agent who each report to their agency counterparts in
Operation Alliance. The Director of Enforcement chairs meetings of the Joint Coordination
Group (JCG), a multiagency committee that sets policy guidance.

Because the North Star area is very large, its area is divided into three regions: West,
Central, and East, each with a Joint Command Group for administration and coordination. 40

Within these three JCGs, each state can have four members (representing state, county,
municipal, and national guard organizations); a Royal Canadian Mounted Police officer
represents each of the Provinces, except that Ontario and Quebec each have a Provincial
Police representative. See Figure 16.

An Executive Steering Committee helps the Director of Enforcement maintain strategic
oversight of this diverse organization. Its 11 members are the chairmen and co-chairmen of
the Regional JCGs, a Royal Canadian Mounted Police representative, plus chairmen of
functional committees such as the Technology and Training Committees. 41 Additional
support was given North Star by the Immigration and Naturalization Service Border Patrol
and the U.S. Customs Office of Enforcement which “have directed their field offices to
coordinate all border special operations through the North Star Coordination Center in
Buffalo, NY.”42

The coordination center is staffed with about 20 personnel, including representatives from 
the Border Patrol, Customs, National Guard Bureau, the New York National Guard, and
JTF-6. Requests for military assistance to DLEAs in the northern states are consolidated at
North Star, then passed to JTF-6, and coordinated with Operation Alliance. The operating
focus at the coordination center is on intelligence, interdiction, training, and investigation
support.

The planning process at North Star has made use of the three Joint Coordination Groups
to build consensus as a regional strategy is being developed. Sequestered for a week in June
1992 at a small conference facility in North Carolina, about 18 Canadians and Americans
representing the JCG membership hammered-out the Project North Star Strategy, named
“Polaris.” It was coordinated with American and Canadian agencies for approval.

The Polaris Strategy sets a goal of identifying, interdicting and destroying criminal
organizations. To accomplish this it provides a vision for near, mid and far term periods. In
the near (2-year) term, priority for resources is placed on intelligence, law enforcement
training, and public education. Law enforcement officials from both the United States and
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Canada have stated that the drug education process is a top priority that can reduce the
demand for drugs.43 A large share of the North Star effort is placed on demand reduction
programs to inform the public about the myth of drugs, especially children in the grade
schools.44

Polaris mid-term goals center on investigations, interdiction, and prosecution. North Star
DLEAs focus on specific weaknesses of criminal organizations. For example, intelligence is
used to target specific criminal organizations and special effort is placed on the problem of
cross-border money laundering.45

The far-term goal of the strategy is to continue the destruction of kingpin drug
organizations while the JCGs assess the strategic situation for future needs. 46

In addition to the Polaris strategy, Project North Star has assembled a system of planning
documents to pass strategic guidance to the JCGs. A Drug Threat Assessment has been
produced with the staff assistance of Forces Command, and a campaign plan has been
developed by each of the Joint Coordination Groups.
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Figure 16.  Project North Star Joint Coordination
Group Regions.



The Sen ior Law En force ment Ad vi sory Board.

Although Project North Star provided the prioritization, coordination, and validation
functions of military support requests along the norther tier of states, and Alliance
historically provided these functions in the Southwest, there was a need for this service in the
central United States. Therefore, DoD formed the Senior Law Enforcement Advisory Board
as a supporting working group to assist the Commanding General, JTF-6 with this task. 47

Working with Operation Alliance and JTF-6, the board reviews and prioritizes law
enforcement requests for military support. See Figure 17.

The Board is made up of one representative from the International Association of Chiefs of
Police (IACP), National Sheriffs’ Association (NSA), and eight Federal agencies. These
agencies are the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, Department of the Interior, Drug
Enforcement Administration, Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Border Patrol, U.S.
Customs Service, U.S. Forest Service; and the U.S. Marshals Service.

Operation Alliance, along with Project North Star and the Senior Law Enforcement
Advisory Board, are important for the interagency coordination and military support
priortization and validation they bring to the counterdrug effort. In a similar way, the HIDTA
Program validates ONDCP funding support.
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HIDTA Pro gram the Op era tional Level.

The High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Program (introduced in the ONDCP section
above) focuses on the major retailers and wholesalers of illicit drugs through efforts to
integrate the drug enforcement capabilities of Federal, state and local law enforcement
agencies.48 The HIDTAs in the field function mainly at the operational level of counterdrug
effort, with some strategic level interaction in the multiagency environment. These
organizations have tasks at both the strategic and operational levels. They are responsible for 
developing strategies for their areas while providing sufficient operational planning and
direction to ensure that measurable, strategic objectives are achieved. There is a need for
strategic planning (a HIDTA strategy) to implement the policy guidance from ONDCP, and in
some instances, a need for operational level plans (a HIDTA campaign plan) for linking the
activities of several task forces in a coherent manner to achieve a strategic objective.

The HIDTAs have been directed by ONDCP to develop strategies that begin with an area
assessment to establish a baseline of criminal activity and intent. Then a strategy is to be
written incorporating measurable strategic objectives. Specific initiatives (operations) are
conducted, supported by HIDTA budgets. Finally the HIDTAs are tasked to report to ONDCP
annually on how well their budgeted initiatives have affected the baseline of criminal activity
in their area. Indicators of success are based on statistical data, observed changes in
operational modes made by drug criminals as a result of HIDTA initiatives, and the impact on 
dismantling or disrupting significant drug trafficking organizations. 49

Each HIDTA area has similar organization: one or more collocated joint law enforcement
task forces (officers and agents from state and local agencies, plus Departments of Justice and 
Treasury); an intelligence-sharing center; and a multiagency executive committee that
develops the area strategies and operational initiatives (with supporting budget). The range
of HIDTA joint operations includes interdiction, investigations, prosecution, treatment, and
drug abuse prevention. How much funding a HIDTA gets depends upon the joint performance 
of participating agencies in achieving measurable objectives. 50 The Southwest Border HIDTA 
is discussed in some detail below because it is unique and for its close relationship with
Operation Alliance.

The Southwest Border High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (SWB HIDTA) differs from
the metropolitan HlDTAs by its vast area covering the border regions of California, Arizona,
New Mexico, and Texas. This is shown in Figure 13. It does not incorporate the Los Angeles
and Houston HlDTAs, which are separate operating areas. The Southwest Border HIDTA
Director is located in San Diego.

There are five regions with Executive Committees representing regional partnerships in
Southern California, Arizona, New Mexico, West Texas, and South Texas. They are the
California Regional Border Alliance Group in San Diego; the Arizona Alliance Planning
Committee in Tucson; the New Mexico Regional Executive Committee in Albuquerque; the
West Texas Regional Executive Committee at El Paso; and the South Texas Regional
Executive Committee in San Antonio. The chair and one or two delegates from each of these

46



committees sit on the Southwest Border Executive Committee which is chaired by the
Southwest Border HIDTA Director.

These Regional Executive Committees support and overwatch the federal, state, and local
law enforcement task forces that receive the HIDTA funds. They assess the criminal threat,
develop and revise strategies, design initiatives and update them, and program and monitor
funds. The Task Forces are expected to reside in a centrally located facility, be mutually
supporting, share intelligence, and be in a major city under the control of a state HIDTA
executive committee.

According to Richard Y. Yamamoto, HIDTA Director, Office of National Drug Control
Policy, the purpose behind the current organization of the SWB HIDTA is to achieve efficiency 
through eliminating bureaucratic layering in the funding process and to push “power down”
to the federal, state, and local task forces. Thus, HIDTA funding and program guidance is
directed through the HIDTA Coordinator in San Diego to the State-Regional Executive
Committees, and then to the collocated task forces in Arizona, California, New Mexico, and
Texas. This places national support directly at the tactical level.

The South Florida HIDTA also holds a unique place in the HIDTA Program by its
oversight responsibility for the HIDTA Assistance Center. The Assistance Center is a
training organization formed to support all the HIDTAs throughout the Nation. Its central
mission is to support the HIDTA agents in the field with a program of professional
development and technical courses. The Center emphasises multidisciplinary and
multiagency training for personnel of all Federal, state and local agencies in a wide variety of
subjects such as aircraft drug smuggling, strategic planning, and link analysis. 51

A Community Empowerment Program (CEP) developed by the South Florida HIDTA
complements its supply reduction and interdiction mission. John Wilson, Director of the
HIDTA’s State and Local Programs has created a generic model that can be tailored to fit
specific communities in other HIDTAs. The CEP has a broad range of measurable objectives
such as reducing drug trafficking in the community, decreasing people’s dependence on public 
assistance, education, and role model mentoring. An important thrust of the CEP is finding
ways to help the youth of empoverished neighborhoods.

Joint Task Force 6.

Joint Task Force 6 (JTF-6) was established by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff on
November 13, 1989, at Fort Bliss, TX. JTF-6 supports the National Drug Control Strategy
goal of countering the flow of illicit drugs across U.S. borders by coordinating military support 
requested by counterdrug law enforcement agencies (DLEA). Priority of support is to the
High Intensity Trafficking Areas (HIDTA).52

JTF-6 works closely with Operation Alliance in planning and coordinating Department of
Defense active and reserve component (Title 10, USC) support to Federal, state and local
DLEAs. By working with the Governors’ state Adjutants General, JTF-6 also integrates
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National Guard units (under Title 32, USC) into joint support operations. In 1995 the JTF-6
area of responsibility (AOR) was expanded from its original four-state Southwest Border
region to include support responsibilities for the entire United States, Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands. The Joint Task Force is organized with a commander, deputy commander, and 
a joint staff (J1 through J6). Its chain of command runs upward through the Army’s Forces
Command to U.S. Atlantic Command and the Secretary of Defense. Figure 18 depicts the staff 
organization of JTF-6.

Requests for military counterdrug support are submitted by DLEAs to JTF-6 through one
of four law enforcement review agencies: Operation Alliance (which is collocated with JTF-6;
Project Northstar in Buffalo, NY (linked to Operation Alliance): any of the HIDTAs; and the
Senior Law Enforcement Advisory Board for LEAs not covered by one of the above-mentioned
agencies. These agencies not only screen support requests to ensure (among other factors)
that there is a valid counterdrug nexus, but also to prioritize the requests when there are
competing support requests. When support to a DLEA is approved, JTF-6 will attempt to
source the mission with a volunteer Title 10 unit. The unit operates in direct support of the
supported LEA but under the tactical control (TACON) of JTF-6. When a mission is referred
to a National Guard unit, command of that unit remains with the state military authority,
and the unit directly supports the DLEA.53
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Figure 18.  Joint Task Force 6 Organization.



JTF-6 provides planning and tactical intelligence support to military units conducting
counterdrug missions. The JTF-6 intelligence directorate primary mission is to provide
terrain analysis and threat information to military units only–DLEAs receive law
enforcement intelligence through their own channels from elements such as the National
Drug Intelligence Center and the El Paso Intelligence Center. The leadership of units
participating in JTF-6 missions attend an initial planning conference which prepares them
for duty in the law enforcement environment, and they must brief an operations order for
JTF-6 approval before deployment. Military support is further categorized by JTF-6 as
operational, general support, rapid support, intelligence, and engineer.

Operational Support involves military units providing tactical support through the
execution of mission related training. This includes such activities as aviation medical
evacuation, aviation operations, ground reconnaissance, sensors, unmanned aerial vehicles,
and ground transportation. Ground reconnaissance, for example, consists of two types of
missions. One involves covering large terrain areas to seek out marijuana growing sites or
identify smuggling routes and clandestine airfields. The other type of mission involves forces
occupying listening posts/observation posts on likely smuggling routes. These missions can
involve elements from squad-sized to several hundred soldiers or Marines. They typically
avoid civilian contact and rely on night vision devices and daylight long-range vision means. 54

Of 131 operational support missions conducted during Fiscal Year (FY) 1996, 5.3 percent
were ground sensor employment; 23 percent were aviation reconnaissance and support;
transportation was 3 percent; medevac was 9.4 percent; controlled delivery of sensitive drug
material was 12.2 percent; and ground reconnaissance was 46.6 percent.

General Support is the provision of military skills and expertise through military training
teams and technology demonstrations. For example, the U.S. Army Military Police School
may be requested to conduct a Counterdrug Investigations Course or the U.S. Army
Intelligence School may be requested to demonstrate the counterdrug capabilities of various
unmanned aerial vehicles. Of 124 general support missions during FY 96, nearly all (96
percent) were mobile training teams.

Rapid Support refers to the capability of JTF-6 to quickly respond to actionable
intelligence through use of a rapid support unit (RSU). Consisting of an attached Special
Forces company (B Team) and 4-6 “A-Teams,” the RSU can operate anywhere within the JTF-
6 AOR. The RSU is especially capable of conducting special reconnaissance missions
(detection-oriented operations) designed to enhance LEA interdiction efforts. Of 85 RSU
missions during Fiscal Year 1996, 69 were ground reconnaissance and 16 percent were mobile 
training teams.

Engineer Support involves road repair, vertical and horizontal construction. Typical
missions include constructing border fences, lighting, and LEA training facilities. At Tucson,
Nogales, and Douglas, AZ, 87 miles of roads have been upgraded to assist the U.S. Border
Patrol; at San Ysidro, CA, both fencing and roads help control the drug traffickers’ access to
U.S. territory. An engineering assessment of the tunnel built under the border at Otay Mesa,
CA, has helped the DLEAs understand ways to combat this drug threat. 55 During FY 1996, 24
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engineer support missions were distributed as follows: fence construction and repair, 50.1
percent; engineer assessments, 13.6 percent; facilities, 13.6 percent; and roads, 22.7 percent.

Intelligence Support is the provision of specialists that can assist DLEAs with training
and analysis processes. Typical missions include photo imagery interpretation, translator
and linguistic support, and analyst support. Intelligence Support is the use of trained
military intelligence analysts, translators, and linguists to provide DLEAs with enhanced
case analysis, language capabilities, and intelligence architecture analysis support. During
FY 1996, 349 intelligence analysts and translators were provided to DLEAs for missions like
drug trafficking organization analysis, link and pattern analysis, intelligence data base
construction and management, situation briefs, and linguistic support. 56

The JTF-6 strategy guides these operations on a daily basis. The commander’s intent is to
provide good military training while supporting the DLEAs counterdrug mission. Thus,
strategy objectives are to support law enforcement in reducing the domestic drug scourge;
assist with improvements to illicit drug interdiction and intelligence; and provide wartime-
related training for military units and people.

A JTF-6 Southwest Border Support Plan was developed during FY 1996 to support the
DOJ Southwest Border Project and the Operation Alliance implementing counterdrug plan
(discussed above). Priority regions and their avenues of approach and mobility corridors
along the 2000 mile border have been identified. Intelligence will drive the phased application 
of military resources against major drug trafficking organizations.

The concept is to contribute to the proficiency and effectiveness of the DLEAs in their
interdiction operations at and between Ports of Entry by means of reconnaissance,
intelligence support and engineer projects that detect and disrupt drug smuggling. Mobile
training teams also will be used. The Commander, JTF-6 wants to achieve at least a 50
percent disruption of the drug smuggling operations of the large drug organizations. The plan
calls for these operations to continue until October 1999.

JTF-6 is an active organization, conducting 530 missions during FY 1996. For example,
JTF-6 provided the DLEAs with about 12,000 pages of translated documents, trained 4,000
law enforcement officers, constructed or improved 23 miles of roads and 8 miles of fence in
border areas, and upgraded 6 law enforcement facilities, for a savings of $5.4 million to law
enforcement agencies. The JTF trained a total of 1525 military personnel during the same
period. Although JTF-6 provides tactical intelligence support to its units and personnel, it is
not involved in processing intelligence for law enforcement. This mission is done by law
enforcement organizations such as the DEA-sponsored El Paso Intelligence Center.

El Paso In tel li gence Cen ter.

The El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) was organized in 1974 by the Drug Enforcement
Administration (DEA), the U.S. Customs Service (USCS) and the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS). EPIC operates under an advisory board chaired by DEA’s

50



Office of Intelligence. Participating in this intelligence center are 15 member agencies. 57

Associate member agencies represent the 50 states (plus Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands,
American Samoa, Guam, District of Columbia).  The Bureau of Prisons, National Marine
Fisheries, Amtrack, and JTF-6 are also associate members.

The EPIC mission is to collect, process, and disseminate intelligence information
concerning illicit drug and currency movement, alien smuggling, weapons trafficking and
related activity. EPIC intends to disrupt the flow of illicit drugs at the highest trafficking leve l 
by means of exchanging tactical intelligence dealing with drug movement, and it supports
other programs of interest to its members.

Supported by the data bases developed by its participating members, EPIC assists law
officers with case inquiries and lookouts. Inquiries can involve drug trafficking; immigration
violation suspects (alien smuggling, suspect fraudulent documents, criminal aliens); FAA
information regarding pilots and aircraft; fugitives; weapons and explosives trafficking; and
stolen vehicles, weapons and aircraft. Lookouts are requested by EPIC members for
individuals entering the United States from foreign countries on commercial carriers,
vehicles entering the United States, and suspect aircraft within the United States,
Caribbean, Northern Mexico, Panama, and Canada. Lookouts provide tactical, time-sensitive 
information used by case officers for immediate requirements and are not generally used for
long-term monitoring of people or conveyances.

The EPIC organization includes four major staff sections: Information Management,
Watch Operations, Tactical Operations, Research and Analysis. EPIC also has DoD liaison
officers, and a statistics element. The organization has a staff of about 260 personnel; 60
percent of these are from DEA. To accommodate this large staff, the EPIC physical plant is
undergoing an expansion. See Figure 19.

The EPIC Research and Analysis Section provides real-time operational leads to law
enforcement officers based on its analysis of information available in the automated
databases of the EPIC Information System. The section provides analytical support to
ongoing investigations and operations, and produces trend analyses for use by law
enforcement agents. Information developed from analysis that links separate investigations
by various offices and agencies together is passed by the section to agents in the field.

A number of ongoing programs benefit from EPIC research with information such as
modus-operandi, intelligence on organizations under investigation, and movement trend
intelligence. Some program examples are Operation PIPELINE (movement of drugs and
drug currency via the U.S. interstate highway system by private auto); Operation BAY
WATCH (movement of illicit drugs through Central America and Mexico to the United
States); Operation CHARLIE “T” (drug movement by sea and air in the Pacific); Operation
JETWAY (movement of narcotics and drug currency by commercial aircraft in the United
States); Operation CONVOY (movement of drugs and drug money by commercial vehicle);
and Operation WINTER NIGHT ( smuggling of narcotics into the United States by
commercial air, sea, and land cargo).
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DLEA Field Man age ment Struc ture.

The local (tactical) actions of law enforcement activities such as the Drug Enforcement
Administration, for example, are supervised by field offices that have defined geographic
regions. The U.S. Customs special agent-in-charge and Customs management center
(SAC/CMC) and the DEA field division agent-in-charge are at a level to synchronize tactical
actions within their separate organizations or in the interagency arena. The District Offices
of the U.S. Attorneys can influence tactical actions via HIDTA policy direction and case load
guidance for Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces and the like.

The Joint In ter agency Task Forces–The JI ATFs.

The Joint Interagency Task Forces (see Transportation Department, Coast Guard, above)
are DoD-sponsored interagency task forces. They have an organic intelligence gathering
capability, and they have assigned DoD personnel and DLEA liaison officers.

JIATF East (formerly JTF-4) is a subordinate joint command of U.S. Atlantic Command
located in Key West, FL. JIATF-East coordinates surveillance (detection and monitoring) of
the air and sea approaches to the United States through the Atlantic Ocean, Eastern Pacific
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(east of 92 degrees west longitude), and Caribbean Sea. Its principal mission is to help DLEAs
reduce the flow of drugs and other contraband from Latin America. The Director of JIATF
East is a Navy admiral, and Customs and the Coast Guard provide deputy directors. By DoD’s 
Unified Command Plan, after June 1, 1997 the Caribbean Sea area will likely fall under the
Area of Responsibility of U.S. Southern Command; thus, it is possible that JIATF East will
transfer from the operational command of Atlantic Command to Southern Command.

JIATF West (formerly JTF-5), at March AFB, CA, is a subordinate joint command of U.S.
Pacific Command (USPACOM). JIATF West’s mission is to detect and monitor maritime and
air drugtrafficking in the Eastern Pacific, west of 92 degrees west longitude. JIATF West
develops intelligence concerning heroin and other illicit drugs coming into the United States
from Southeast and Southwest Asia. It also supports host nations that are in the U.S.
commander-in-chief’s area of responsibility.

Do mes tic Air In ter dic tion Co or di na tion Cen ter (DAICC).

The Domestic Air Interdiction Coordination Center (DAICC) at Riverside, California was
reorganized under guidelines that restructured the nationwide radar surveillance system to
enhance coordination of the detection, interception and apprehension of aircraft that illegally
cross into U.S. airspace carrying drugs and other contraband. The DAICC monitors 150 miles
seaward around Puerto Rico and 100 miles seaward around U.S. coastlines. (The DAICC has
a subordinate operations center in Puerto Rico to extend radar coverage into the Caribbean.)

In consideration of the Posse Comitatus law, the DAICC provides the law enforcement
interdiction and apprehension functions to counter air drug trafficking criminals that enter
U.S. territory. The DAICC provides radar detection and monitoring for the Southwest border
of the United States. Some emphasis is placed on the northern region of Mexico, near the
border, where air and ground activity indicate a high probability of drug smuggling activity
inbound to the United States.

From the DAICC, air controllers can vector jets and helicopters to intercept and track
potential drug trafficking aircraft entering U.S. territory. Receiving the hand-off of inbound
radar tracks of suspected drug trafficker aircraft from military-based Joint Interagency Task
Forces (JIATFs) precludes the inadvertent involvement of U.S. military personnel in law
enforcement activities on U.S. soil.58

The DAICC Director and his assistant are Customs officers who report for administrative
purposes to the Customs National Aviation Center (CNAC) in Oklahoma City. The DAICC is
an interagency operation, with representatives from FAA, Coast Guard, and Border Patrol
manning the Center.59 The DAICC operates under the oversight coordination of the U.S.
Interdiction Coordinator and with other interagency task forces also described in Chapter 3.
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Coun ter drug Sup port Of fice.

The Counterdrug Support Offices (CDSO), located at Fort Belvoir, VA, and Segundo, CA,
replace four former Regional Logistics Support Offices which are now closing down. The
CDSO is a Defense Logistics Agency staff that facilitates the transfer of excess Defense
property to domestic law enforcement agencies under Section 1208 of the Defense
Authorization Act of 1990 and 1991. State and local agencies, working through their
designated state agent or coordinator, have equal access to Defense property and support.

Under this program, about $1 billion was passed to DLEAs during fiscal year 1995,
including sophisticated equipment such as helicopters. The criteria for approving what type
of support can be transferred to DLEAs rests with the DoD Coordinator for Drug Enforcement 
Policy and Support.60 Support can include temporary loan of equipment, training from
various service schools, and transfer of excess DoD property.

THE TAC TI CAL LEVEL

This section describes some of the many Drug Control Program activities at the tactical
level, fighting the battles and engagements of the drug interdiction effort. Law enforcement
counterdrug efforts at this level are often case-specific. The result can be isolated arrests and
prosecutions that are useful in their own right. Yet, they may not support a larger strategy or
campaign that encourages Federal, state and local officers to work together to put criminals
in jail. The increasing emphasis on task force organizations have addressed this situation by
bringing a sense of focus to law enforcement efforts. After the municipal police department,
sheriff’s office, or state police, the fundamental building block at the tactical level has become
the task force organization.

The Task Force Or gani za tion.

While there is no overarching guidance or standing procedure for forming-up and running
task forces, the Federal Government has encouraged task force organizations as a way to
integrate skills and resources in the pursuit of counterdrug objectives. The use of task forces
gives local agencies flexibility in attacking the drug problem, and asset forfeiture rules have
ensured the viability of task forces.61 The International Association of Chiefs of Police
reported that 72 percent of the departments they surveyed participated in multijurisdictional 
counterdrug task forces.62 A recent survey conducted by Operation Alliance of 350 counties in
four Southwest states provides some insight about the nature of task forces today. 63

The Alliance survey found that in 60 percent of 182 task forces located in Texas, New
Mexico, Arizona, and California, state and local agencies were the predominant level of
participating agency. About 31 percent of task forces are composed of all three government
levels: Federal, state and local. On average a task force will have about 6 or 7 participating
agencies.
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About 86 percent of task forces are permanently collocated and ongoing, with 27 percent of
the task forces overall having their own intelligence units or groups. Funding through the
HIDTA Program, the OCDETF Program, and the Bureau of Justice Assistance has
encouraged the development of task forces that are ongoing and have their own intelligence
centers. Several examples of task forces follow.

The Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) is a Department of
Justice program which integrates law enforcement agencies and skills to identify and
dismantle large, sophisticated drug trafficking organizations. OCDETFs are located in core
cities across the United States with the purpose of attacking the criminal organizations that
are inflicting significant violence or major property loss on the community.

The OCDETF process reviews significant drug cases in meetings chaired by an Assistant
U.S. Attorney. About a dozen agencies are represented in these meetings where cases may be
presented for committee review. When a case is seen to have broad implications requiring
significant resources, the case is transferred from the individual agency to OCDETF for
further action. A task force is established with agents from appropriate agencies assigned to
the case.

In a large HIDTA such as Houston, 20 or more agents may be dedicated to an OCDETF
case (although the agents may work several cases simultaneously). These are usually
interstate cases that local police forces cannot work by themselves. In order to fund the
OCDETF, each participating agency requests money from its department in Washington,
plus the Department of Justice apportions OCDETF money as requested by the U.S.
Attorneys’ offices.64

On the Southwest border, over 40 law enforcement elements working in the OCDETF
Program concluded “Operation Zorro II” in the spring of 1996. Operation Zorro resulted in the
arrests in Los Angeles, Chicago, Houston, El Paso and Midland, TX, of operatives working for
the suppliers in Colombia and distributors in Mexico that smuggled cocaine into the United
States.  In the Midwest, OCEDETF units focused on large crack-dealing gangs such as the
Gangster Disciples and Vice Lords. Together, these Illinois gangs were selling over 500
kilograms of crack cocaine per year. Through 1996, Operation CRACKSHOT has decreased
gang-related violent crime by 70 percent and resulted in dozens of indictments and
convictions of gang leaders.65

The DEA, State and Local Task Forces are units with dedicated investigators and staff.
They were established to “promote cooperation between DEA and State and local law
enforcement officials, with the goal of immobilizing local drug trafficking groups.” 66 They
pursue open-ended drug problems such as money laundering, the Jamaican connection, and
Nigerian smugglers.

A recent innovation is the DEA Mobile Enforcement Team (MET) concept to target violent
organizations involved in drug trafficking. MET teams have been operational since March
1995, working out of 15 domestic divisions to aid local law enforcement agencies and
communities. DEA has deployed 24 teams to such locations as Selma, Alabama and San Luis
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Obispo County, California. These teams “provide trained personnel to do intelligence
appraisals; money to make undercover buys and to pay informants to penetrate criminal
organizations; sophisticated investigative and technical tools; and money to relocate
witnesses to avoid reprisals from violent drug traffickers.” 67 The mission of MET is to identify
violators, collect, analyze and share intelligence, and manage investigations and
prosecutions to a successful culmination. Also, the DEA State and Local Task Force Program
addresses the need of local communities.

Numerous other organizations of federal, state, and local governments at the tactical level
are grouped together under the term Drug Law Enforcement Agencies (DLEA). Examples of
Federal, state and local DLEAs include: State Departments of Justice and Public Safety,
State Police, metropolitan police, county sheriffs, prison officials, U.S. Marshals Service
agents, Coast Guard Law Enforcement Detachments (LEDETs) aboard U.S. Navy ships, and
even U.S. Forest Service agents cutting marijuana plants on Federal land.

These tactical elements are often effective when organized as interdisciplinary teams, or
“task forces,” guided by a strategy and operational plans for action. Deputy U.S. Attorney
General Jamie Gorelick credits the task force concept with reducing violent crime in virtually
every major city in the country, much of it associated with narcotics. “And while I wouldn’t tell 
you that we’ve made interagency competition magically disappear overnight, we do have task
forces of Federal, state and local law enforcement officials working effectively together all
around the country.”68 The task force concept has proven effective within state and local
domains.

Pennsylvania, for example, has over 1,000 police departments, some with only 10 officers.
Over the past 6 years, the Pennsylvania State Attorney for Organized Crime and
Counternarcotics has put together a Municipal Drug Task Force Program with participation
by about 800 police departments supporting some 5,000 law officers.

Using a DOJ grant, funding from the state legislature, and asset forfeiture money, the
state program evolved to counter drug crime at the local level. The Municipal Drug Task
Force Program is guided by an oversight board of chiefs who facilitate interagency
agreements for multijurisdictional law enforcement.  Currently, Pennsylvania has 9 Task
Forces (ranging from 10-30 people) located around the state. Typically the Task Force has
representation from the State Bureau of Narcotics Investigation, State Police, local police,
and a full-time state attorney to augment the team. 69

These Pennsylvania task forces and their officers represent the foot soldiers who fight the
war against drugs every day in every state. As one state officer said, “From a law enforcement
perspective we are doing fine, but law enforcement isn’t the answer–drug use is up because of
a lack of a consistent anti-drug education system.” They recognize that the “drug war” will
ultimately be won through demand reduction efforts, but meanwhile they are willing to hold
the line against drug criminals.

Their unselfish and heroic actions deserve thoughtful policy direction and a cogent
national drug strategy backed-up by coherent operational plans. The diversity of these
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operations requires some unity of effort to synchronize their actions at the operational and
tactical levels. The system for countering drug trafficking in overseas areas resides in
different domains than discussed here. The next chapter looks at the U.S. organizations that
prosecute the drug war overseas.
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CHAP TER 3

THE OVERSEAS EFFORT

OVER SEAS STRAT EGY

Integrating the skills and resources represented by the large number of government
agencies under a coherent strategy and implementing plans is a significant challenge. To set
the stage for a later discussion of strategy and planning, this chapter briefly identifies the
overseas part of our national drug control strategy (Latin America focus), provides a view of
government agencies involved, and identifies some of their counterdrug operations.

The U.S. National Drug Control Strategy is meant to “break foreign and domestic drug
sources of supply,” and “shield America’s air, land, and sea frontiers from the drug threat.” 1

Bilateral and multilateral efforts are intended to destroy drug trafficking organizations and
dismantle the means of growing and producing illicit drugs. This supply reduction strategy
calls for intelligence sharing, eradication of drug crops, assistance for crop substitution, and
continued interdiction of the drug trade in the transit zone and within host nations (such as
Bolivia and Peru). These actions are consistent with wider U.S. national security strategy
goals for promoting democracy and sustainable development abroad. 2

The U.S. strategy reflects the commitment made at Cartagena, Colombia, in February
1990. There, the U.S. President, with the Presidents of Bolivia, Colombia, and Peru, pledged
“to step up efforts within their own countries to interdict illegal drugs and to increase
coordination and cooperation among them to facilitate this fight.” 3 The Presidents agreed
that future U.S. assistance would be based on counterdrug performance and sound economic
planning, and that interdiction efforts would be in the context of demand reduction and
economic development.

The Declaration of Cartagena gave credence to the concept of an internationally
coordinated attack against illicit drug production and trafficking and criminal organizations,
combined with economic development for the region. It was the foundation for what was
popularly called “the Andean Ridge Strategy.” At the outset, military and law enforcement
cooperation was important because principal drugtrafficking activities would have to be
disabled. The combined efforts of U.S. and international agencies would be needed. It
suggested the need for coordinated interagency strategies and campaign plans.

In May 1993 a Presidential review of the international counterdrug strategy determined
that too much effort was being placed on interdiction in the Caribbean. It suggested that
resources should be shifted to the drug source countries to enhance host nation interdiction
and training and support in order to counter drug kingpins and their money laundering. The
result of the review was Presidential Decision Directive (PDD) 14, which now serves as the
framework for U.S. overseas counterdrug strategy and the basis for interagency planning.
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PDD 14 provided concepts for interdiction at the U.S. border, in the transit zone, and in the 
drug source counties, but it also shifted emphasis away from interdiction in the transit zone to 
favor helping the host nation. An interagency effort was directed to provide sustainable
development (especially Colombia, Peru, Bolivia); attack the drug kingpins, their essential
chemicals, and money laundering; and help shore-up host government institutions through
training and foreign assistance.4

Thus, U.S. overseas counterdrug strategy reflects the agreement at Cartagena,
subsequent Presidential Directives, and the goals of the National Drug Control Strategy.
Current counterdrug objectives can be summarized this way: develop bilateral and
multilateral intelligence sharing to thwart drug trafficking by air, land, and sea; use
technology to help stop the flow of drugs; conduct maritime and aerial interdiction in drug
transit zones; destroy major drug organizations; reduce and eradicate drug crops; attack drug 
essential chemicals and money laundering; strengthen host nation institutions and political
will. Meanwhile, the United States will reduce domestic drug production. To accomplish all of
this, a key concept is to “make greater use of multilateral organizations to share the burdens
and costs of international narcotics control.” This complex and interrelated set of activities
requires interagency and international coordination and highlights the need for a coherent
approach to planning.5

In recent years, a top priority has been to stop cocaine, then other drugs such as heroin,
marijuana, and methamphetamine. Because virtually all cocaine is grown in Latin America,
counterdrug organizations and efforts there provide the model for this discussion, although
major drug trafficking industries centered in Thailand, Pakistan, Nigeria, and other
countries are also important cases. Following is a review of the principal organizations
overseas that support U.S. counterdrug policy. A view of the relationships among key
overseas U.S. players is seen in Figure 20.

THE STRA TE GIC LEVEL

Strategic level players who write, coordinate, and oversee our international drug supply
reduction effort are discussed here. Direction for overseas initiatives begins with the
President, who often transmits his drug strategy decisions into the interagency arena
through the National Security Council.

Na tional Se cu rity Coun cil.

The National Security Council (NSC) is the principal forum for national security issues
that require Presidential decision.6 Its statutory function is to advise the President on the
integration of domestic, foreign, and military policies relating to national security so as to
enable the departments and agencies of government to cooperate effectively. 7 It develops
interagency policies and strategies for Presidential consideration. Once the President makes
a decision, the NSC Staff assists in the promulgation of national security directives and
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coordinates and monitors their implementation. The NSC is chaired by the President. He
presides over meetings with his cabinet members, statutory advisors (such as the Chairman,
JCS and Director of Central Intelligence) and other advisors, depending upon the subject at
hand. The NSC is supported in information fusion and policy development by the NSC Staff
and its interagency groups.

Below the NSC, the interagency groups in the NSC system are the Principals Committee,
the Deputies Committee, and various Interagency Working Groups (IWG). As the senior sub-
cabinet forum, the Principals Committee is chaired by the National Security Advisor and
composed of the NSC cabinet-rank leaders, minus the President and Vice-President. The sub-
cabinet level Deputies Committee is chaired by a deputy national security advisor and has a
membership made of deputies and under secretaries of the departments and agencies. By
Presidential decisions and directives of the executive secretary of the NSC, IWGs are formed
to provide the routine assessment, coordination and policy development for issues of concern
to the NSC members. See Figure 21.8
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Most of the important ground-work leading to Presidential policy decisions is done at the
IWG level by members who typically are at the assistant secretary, deputy assistant
secretary and staff (action officer) levels of departments and agencies. Chairmen may be from
the NSC staff, departments, or agencies, depending upon the issue under consideration.
These interagency groups constitute the principal mechanism for developing advice for the
President. They formulate, recommend, coordinate, and monitor the implementation of
national security policy and strategy.

A representative sample of working groups active since the publication of the first
national drug control strategy in 1989 is instructive. The Andean counterdrug
implementation working group, chaired by ONDCP and NSC, was formed to oversee the
implementation of Department of State plans and to evaluate host nation and U.S. agency

66

Figure 21.  National Security Council.



performance. A Cartagena working group, chaired by State Inter-American
Affairs/international Narcotics and Law Enforcement, dealt with Presidential counterdrug
agreements in the Document of Cartagena, especially for economic cooperation and trade.
The heroin strategy working group, chaired by the State Department developed a policy
approach toward heroin. Other functional groups included the military initiatives working
group, transit and secondary source working group, and foreign intelligence working group.
All of these have proven helpful in coordinating policy development for international
initiatives in the drug war. Upon Presidential approval, the elements of the Federal
Government, such as the Department of State and the Drug Enforcement Administration,
implement the policy developed by such groups. Today, the counternarcotics interagency
working group (CN-IWG), chaired by ONDCP, brings together the principal officers of
government for counterdrug policy meetings.

Of fice of Na tional Drug Con trol Pol icy (ONDCP).

The Director of ONDCP assists the President in developing and disseminating
international counterdrug policy and providing leadership for counterdrug matters in the
interagency and international areas. ONDCP leads the development of the classified annex to 
the national drug control strategy. This is written to give direction for classified activities tha t 
are required to fully implement the international goals of the President’s strategy:

Goal 4: Shield America’s air, land, and sea frontiers from the drug threat.

Goal 5: Break foreign and domestic drug sources of supply.

The classified annex provides guidance to agencies of the U.S. Government for
implementing Presidential Decision Directive 14 on international drug control activities and
Presidential Decision Directive 44 concerning the U.S. international heroin control strategy.
By his participation in international fora, the director plays a direct role in enjoining
cooperation and unity of effort in bilateral and multinational efforts to counter the drug
scourge.

ONDCP also provides the Chairman for the CN-IWG where he leads the process of
developing policy recommendations for Presidential decision. Thus, ONDCP is a central actor 
in the interagency fora which function under the NSC system of committees and working
groups. ONDCP has an additional role in supervising the High Level Contact Group for
Cooperation between the United States and Mexico.

De part ment of State.

The Department of State (DOS) is a key participant in the interagency process. It is a
major contributor of goals and concepts for international initiatives in the national drug
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control strategy assembled by ONDCP. Several bureaus of DOS are active in developing
policy aims for overseas counterdrug activities.

The Under Secretary for Political Affairs handles DOS crisis management and integrates
political, economic, global, and security issues. He oversees six geographic bureaus which
coordinate the conduct of U.S. foreign relations: African Affairs (AF); East Asian and Pacific
Affairs (EAP); European and Canadian Affairs (EUR); Near Eastern Affairs (NEA); South
Asian Affairs (SA); and Inter-American Affairs (for Latin America and the Caribbean—ARA).

The Bureau for International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs (INL) is
subordinate to the Under Secretary for Global Affairs. Created as International Narcotics
Matters in 1978, INL is the State Department point of contact for all international illicit drug
matters. In 1994, the INL mission was changed to include responsibility for international
crime that threatens U.S. security.

The INL mission is to coordinate international drug control programs of all U.S.
Government agencies and to provide policy direction to U.S. missions abroad. INL negotiates
cooperative agreements with foreign governments and represents the United States at the
United Nations and other drug control organizations. It administers the International
Narcotics Control Program under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended. INL is also 
charged to promote international law enforcement initiatives, improve international law
enforcement cooperation, and develop training programs to strengthen police and criminal
justice institutions in democracies.9

The INL Bureau plays both diplomatic and programmatic roles. It uses diplomacy to
convince other governments and international organizations to halt the flow of illegal drugs
into the United States. It supports programs that provide assistance to foreign governments
to eradicate narcotics crops, destroy illicit laboratories, train interdiction personnel, and
develop education programs to counter drug abuse by their populations. 10 INL purchases
personnel services and goods, and it funds host nation contracts in support of overseas
counterdrug initiatives.

INL is staffed with 126 personnel. Of these, 28 American foreign service officers, 18
foreign service nationals, and about 180 contract employees are in jobs overseas; 80 civil and
foreign service staff work in Washington. The bureau is organized by functional programs,
such as international criminal justice, policy and planning, and regional activities (Latin
America, Asia-Europe-Africa). It provides administrative, policy, and technical guidance to
narcotics assistance sections (formerly units) located with the Ambassador’s staff (country
team). See Figure 22.

The Chief of Mission–the Ambassador–represents the President, but takes policy
guidance from the Secretary of State via regional and other bureaus. Responsible for all U.S.
activities within the host nation, the Ambassador interprets U.S. national drug policy and
strategy and oversees its application. He uses his country team to assist in translating
strategy or policy into operational direction within the country. For counterdrug issues, the
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deputy chief of mission is often tasked to be the embassy or mission coordinator for Narcotics
affairs (CNA).

The CNA coordinates all INL program activities and keeps abreast of host nation
counterdrug activities. He provides policy oversight for counterdrug activities of all
government agencies at the mission, initiates requests for INL-funded projects, and is the
point of contact for visitors from U.S. Government national drug control program agencies.

The Narcotics Affairs Section (NAS) is headed by a narcotics affairs officer (NAO) who
participates as a member of the country team and reports to the CNA. With INL’s new
responsibility for international crime and law enforcement issues, the NAS has become
involved in crime issues as well as the counterdrug strategy. The mission of the NAS is to
manage routine counterdrug actions in cooperation with the host government. The NAS
works with the host government to develop narcotics control programs–crop control and
eradication, law enforcement, interdiction (with DEA), demand reduction, and related crime
programs. The section also prepares the annual budget request for narcotics control funds
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and provides oversight of host nation use of U.S.-provided support. 11 For procurement
requirements, INL is authorized to use USAID acquisition regulations in addition to those of
State.

U.S. Agency for In ter na tional De vel op ment.

USAID is responsible for the design and conduct of development assistance programs
worldwide. It administers U.S. economic and humanitarian assistance designed to promote
sustainable development in countries in Africa, Asia, the Near East, the new independent
states of the former Soviet Union, Central and Eastern Europe, and Latin America and the
Caribbean. USAID programs address issues of health and population, the environment,
economic growth, and supporting democracy. AID promotes conditions that expand markets
for U.S. goods and services in developing countries. It funds technical assistance and
commodity assistance, trains thousands of foreign students each year at American colleges,
and supports development research.

In the counterdrug strategy, AID helps the Andean Ridge countries to diversify their
economies and depart from dependency on the coca industry. AID attempts to help host
countries achieve lasting economic growth, strengthen democratic institutions, and improve
respect for human rights. AID also sponsors anti-drug education programs. 12

Trans por ta tion De part ment.

The Transportation Department’s U.S. Coast Guard intercepts and apprehends drug
traffickers on the high seas and (with host nation permission) in foreign waters. It employs
aircraft and cutters in support of the interdiction part of the drug control strategy. The Coast
Guard provides law enforcement detachments aboard U.S. Navy ships to support maritime
detection, interception, and apprehension of drug smugglers. It also works with drug-
producing and transshipment countries in a program of on-site training.

The Commandant of the Coast Guard has been appointed by the Director, ONDCP to be
the U.S. interdiction coordinator (USIC). He is responsible for monitoring and overseeing the
U.S. interdiction program in the Western Hemisphere, near U.S. borders, in narcotrafficking
transit zones, and in host countries (with permission) to optimize interdiction effectiveness.
To ensure that assets are adequate, the commandant coordinates with USG departments and 
agencies that have overseas interdiction missions, to include embassies and military
commands.

The U.S. interdiction coordinator provides “oversight coordination” over four counderdrug 
coordination centers (see discussion of JIATFs in Chapter 2). Joint Interagency Task Force
South (JIATF-South), a U.S. Southern Command unit in Panama, looks at the hemisphere
from Belize southward through the Andean Ridge. JIATF-East, at Key West, FL, is a U.S.
Atlantic Command unit that monitors the Caribbean north of Venezuela-Colombia and up
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the Atlantic Coast. It is also responsible for Mexico. As DoD’s Unified Command Plan assigns
responsibility for the Caribbean region to U.S. Southern Command after mid-1997, Southern
Command is likely to take over operational command of JIATF-East.

JIATF-West, March AFB, CA, a U.S. Pacific Command unit, has an operating area in the
Pacific and southward to South America. The Domestic Air Interdiction Coordination Center
(DAICC), March AFB, a U.S. Customs unit, monitors 150 miles seaward around Puerto Rico
and 100 miles seaward around U.S. coastlines. (The DAICC is discussed in Chapter 2.) These
joint task forces are composed of drug law enforcement officers (especially Customs and Drug
Enforcement Administration), and military officers of all services, and often have foreign
liaison offices.

The JIATF East and West are essentially information and intelligence fusion centers that
conduct the DoD-assigned mission of detection and monitoring of suspected drug trafficking
aircraft and vessels headed toward the U.S. border. The JIATFs pass this information to the
Coast Guard (or Navy ships with Coast Guard law enforcement detachments aboard) and to
the DAICC. The U.S. Customs’ DAICC performs the law enforcement mission of vectoring
Customs aircraft to intercept smugglers, follow them to ground, and arrest them. The Coast
Guard performs the law enforcement function of arresting criminals at sea. Because its
extended counterdrug mission throughout Latin America provides some interesting
examples, JIATF-South is discussed in greater detail later in this chapter.

De part ment of De fense.

Three of the five counderdrug mission areas identified by the Secretary of Defense directly
concern overseas initiatives: training and operational support to drug-source nations;
supporting the DEA to dismantle the cocaine business; and, detecting and monitoring (D&M)
illicit air and sea smuggling traffic.13 The ASD (SO/LIC) Drug Enforcement Policy and
Support staff develops, coordinates and oversees policy and planning for these overseas
counterdrug missions. DoD, as the lead agency for D&M, operates the JIATFs (discussed
previously) through U.S. combatant commands. DoD provides training and technical
assistance to host nations, and it is responsible for integrating the counterdrug C3I network
that has been especially effective throughout Latin America.  The Joint Staff plays an
important role in supporting the Secretary’s counterdrug plans.

The J3 Operations Directorate, Counternarcotics Division (CND) is the Joint Staff focal
point for strategic, policy and budgetary matters associated with military support to the
national drug control strategy. CND monitors military, political and intelligence situations
and develops courses of action to support counterdrug strategy. 14

For strategic direction CND relies upon the President’s national drug control strategy and
Presidential decision directives which implement the international parts of the strategy.
Other strategic guidance comes from the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman, Joint
Chiefs of Staff, who play direct roles in coordinating the counter narcotics actions of the
combatant commanders-in-chief (CINCs). Finally, CND representatives attend various
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interagency meetings held under the aegis of the National Security Council and ONDCP
where international drug policy is developed.

In the Counternarcotics Division, the Strategy and Policy Branch is responsible for plans,
policy and strategy relating to Defense counterdrug efforts worldwide. It concentrates on
supporting drug source nations in their fight to dismantle drug cartels, detection and
monitoring activities, and drug law enforcement agencies along the Southwest border and
within the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas identified in the national drug control
strategy. The Programming, Budget, and Requirements Branch reviews the DOD program
and budget and ensures that resources are on hand to support the operational requirements
of the counterdrug strategy. 15 See Figure 23.

The U.S. Combatant Commands support the national drug control strategy in response to
their regional counterdrug threat situation, missions, and concepts of operations. This
section narrows the discussion to U.S. Southern Command (USSOUTHCOM) activities as it
is most directly involved in countering overseas cocaine trafficking.
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U.S. Southern Command maintains operational direction over U.S. military activities
throughout Latin America from its headquarters at Quarry Heights, Panama. (In 1997 it
began establishing a new headquarters in Miami, FL). Every year, SOUTHCOM’s service
components, special operations component, and two joint task forces deploy and support over
50,000 troops in the southern region. They conduct a range of operations supporting U.S.
interests in Latin America: reducing inter-state and regional tensions; encouraging military
accommodation to civilian control, human rights and the rule of law; engaging with regional
nations and their military establishments; and stopping the production and flow of illicit
drugs into the United States.16 For the counterdrug part of its strategy, SOUTHCOM
programs support U.S. ambassadors, drug law enforcement agencies, and host nations to
counteract illicit drug trafficking and its negative effect upon regional countries and their
citizens.17

The SOUTHCOM area of responsibility (operating area) of Central and South America is
strategically significant for its geography which lends support to drug production,
manufacturing and trafficking. Foremost, the Andean Ridge is the only region in the world
that produces commercially viable coca leaves. Drug trafficking is facilitated by the operating
area’s maritime characteristics, with 23,000 miles of coastline on the Atlantic and Pacific
Oceans, and major river systems that are navigable for thousands of miles by ocean-going
vessels. For instance, the Amazon river is navigable from Iquitos, Peru to the Atlantic Ocean
by 20-foot draft ships.

Many of the central areas of South America sustain fluvial societies, and this environment 
makes government presence and the rule of law difficult to establish. Since June 1997, the
SOUTHCOM area of responsibility has incorporated the Caribbean Sea and the Gulf of
Mexico–along with the additional challenges of dealing with drug trafficking routes through
the island nations. Also, since road networks are limited, most nations of the region have a
seemingly limitless number of small (often illegal) airstrips (pistas) that are needed to
facilitate communications by legitimate businessmen and narcotraffickers alike.

In this environment, current threats facing SOUTHCOM include illegal migrations and
refugee flows, international crime and terrorism, environmental degradation, rapid
population growth, drug trafficking, weapons proliferation, and regional instability such as
the Amazon border dispute between Ecuador and Peru. Throughout this huge area,
SOUTHCOM deals with 32 sovereign nations (but not Mexico) and 12 protectorates in
pursuit of its strategic objectives.

SOUTHCOM’s strategic objectives are to defend U.S. interests and to promote and
enhance democracy and stability in Latin America. A few of the ways the command intends to
achieve these objectives is by combating terrorism, drug trafficking and international crime.
The success of these actions is linked to other SOUTHCOM concepts: promoting cooperative
security measures; conducting military-to-military contacts; strengthening democratic
institutions and human rights practices. Success in the counterdrug effort will require the
coordinated application of these programs throughout the region. This synergism is created
through the interagency cooperation of leaders at the operational level of the drug war. 18  An
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example of this is seen in Operation LASER STRIKE, a counterdrug operation conducted at
the request of the U.S. interdiction coordinator.

The LASER STRIKE operation evolved from the DEA interdiction concepts developed
under the Support Justice (later Steady State) series of programs in the Andean countries in
1991 through 1994. Under the Support Justice program, Operation GHOST ZONE in the
Chapare region of Bolivia proved the effectiveness of combined riverine, ground, and
especially air interdiction to shut down the flow of coca product to refiners in Colombia. It was
a brilliant plan conceived with the help of SOUTHCOM planning assistance. 19 A follow-on
operation called GREEN CLOVER concentrated detection and monitoring assets in source
countries to support interdiction.

The impact of these operations against the Peru-to-Colombia “air bridge” is that coca leaf
and base prices paid to coca farmers have dropped. “As a result, an increased number of
farmers expressed interest in U.S. AID alternative development programs in the region.” 20

Meanwhile, drug traffickers are finding new routes through Brazil and Bolivia. Operation
LASER STRIKE, begun April 1996, continues with increased intelligence support to U.S.
country teams and host nation DLEAs. It also includes increased support to Peruvian and
Colombian counterdrug forward operating bases.

Ad di tional Fed eral De part ments.

Numerous additional federal departments support the national drug control strategy’s
international initiatives. They are briefly mentioned here to round-out the view of the
overseas counterdrug effort.

The Treasury Department is responsible for money laundering control programs and its
U.S. Customs Service works to disrupt the smuggling of contraband and drugs through U.S.
ports of entry. Customs has the authority for investigating drug-related crimes, including
smuggling and money laundering. As suggested in the discussion of the DAICC above,
Customs has developed a sophisticated electronic and visual interception capability to hunt
down drug smuggling aircraft. It also provides technical assistance and training programs to
host countries. Customs is active in joint enforcement operations with drug money
laundering, transit and source countries as targets.

The Justice Department has the lead in counterdrug cases and prosecuting drug
criminals. It also works with Department of State to negotiate extradition treaties and
mutual legal assistance treaties.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) works in foreign countries to collect
information supporting drug-related investigations of major drug organizations. It conducts
long-term domestic investigations aimed at prosecuting the leaders in major criminal
organizations and dismantling these organizations. In prosecuting drug criminals, the FBI
often attends to domestic and overseas dimensions of the case.

74



The Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) conducts investigative work overseas with
foreign law enforcement agencies. It provides technical support and training to these
organizations to disrupt the production and transport of illicit drugs. DEA coordinates drug
intelligence collection and works with host countries on counter narcotics operations. For
example, in the summer of 1986, Operation BLAST FURNACE was organized by DEA to
destroy coca-processing facilities in Bolivia. Operation GHOST ZONE in 1992 interdicted
Andean Ridge transit routes (air, land, rivers) that linked coca growers in Bolivia to cocaine
processors in Colombia. This successful concept of operations continues today in similar
operations throughout the Andean Ridge, with air interdiction especially effective in Peru.

In Bolivia, DEA officers direct the embassy drug intelligence center (EDIC) which
includes a tactical analysis team and operations planning group. The EDIC coordinates
investigations and interdiction operations in the Chapare Valley and Beni Region with the
Bolivian National Police.21

In Colombia, DEA targets the cocaine production and transportation vulnerabilities of
Colombian drug criminals. Operation SELVA VERDE is a combined interdiction program
with the Colombian National Police (CNP) that has seized 25 metric tons of cocaine base and
cocaine-hydrochloride, 63 metric tons of marijuana, 120 kg of heroin and morphine, and
destroyed 52 cocaine production facilities (1995 figures). Operation SKYWEB is a joint DEA-
CNP aircraft interdiction effort that has successfully targeted the drug mafia’s general
aviation fleet.

In Peru, a combined Peruvian national police (PNP)-DEA intelligence program has
reported the interdiction and seizure of six drug aircraft in 1995. US Southern Command has
reported for 1995 that the Peruvian air force shot down nine and seized 2 aircraft. 22 (These
figures may be overlapping.) A PNP-DEA major violators task force (MVTF) of some 30 PNP
investigators are at work dismantling kingpin drug organizations. At the same time the PNP
has been highly successful in its operations to dismantle the Sendero Luminoso (Shining
Path–SL) and the Tupac Amaru Revolutionary Movement (MRTA). The Sendero has had a
long-standing relationship with narcotraffickers in Peru. DEA’s overseas activities highlight
the multiagency, international dimension of counterdrug planning and operations.

THE OP ERA TIONAL LEVEL

Several organizations are in good position to translate U.S. policy and strategy objectives
into operational direction and synchronize counter narcotics tactical actions within the host
countries. These organizations reside at a level below the strategic players. Given the
authority to coordinate and the comity of participating agencies, they could make a major
contribution toward unity of effort in the overseas drug war. Most prominent of these are the
U.S. Ambassadors’ country teams.

75



The Am bas sa dor’s Coun try Team.

The US diplomatic mission to a foreign country includes representatives of the U.S.
departments and agencies present in the country. On average, the State Department supplies 
only about 38 percent of the U.S. Government employees working at an embassy; the rest are
from DOD (36 percent), DOJ (5 percent), Department of Transportation (3 percent), along
with others such as Treasury, Agriculture, and Commerce. 23 The President gives his
ambassador direction and control over these U.S. Government personnel, except for those
assigned to another mission, international agency, or a DOD combatant command (the U.S.
CINCs).

The country team organization facilitates interagency coordination within the embassy.
The composition of a country team varies widely, depending on the desires of the chief of
mission, the in-country situation, and the number and levels of U.S. departments and
agencies present. The principal military members of the country team are the defense attache 
and the chief of the security assistance office (SAO). The U.S. regional combatant commander
(the CINC) can be represented by the SAO chief or another officer in meetings and
coordination conducted by the country team. 24

The country team meets in various configurations to address issues, but when it
assembles to coordinate in-country counterdrug actions, it is usually chaired by the CNA
(most often the deputy chief of mission acting as coordinator for narcotics affairs). Principal
players can include the Chief, Security Assistance Office (SAO), Chief of Station, DEA
narcotics attache, INS attache, Customs attache, Narcotics assistance section (Department
of State, International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs), FBI legal attache, U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID), U.S. Information Service, and the Defense
Attache.

Many country team members maintain direct communications with parent organizations
located stateside as well as directive authority for any related subordinate teams they may
have operating within the host country. For example the narcotics attache maintains a link
with DEA in Arlington, VA, while he also directs actions of DEA teams in the field. The same
stovepipe effect is true of the legal attache (FBI), security assistance officer (Defense Security
Assistance Agency and Unified Command), Defense attache (Defense Intelligence Agency),
public affairs/USIS Officer (U.S. Information Agency), the narcotics assistance section officer, 
and so on. In addition, the Treasury Department’s U.S. Customs Service, Justice
Department’s U.S. Border Patrol, and Transportation Department’s Coast Guard send
training teams to numerous countries to assist in professionalizing those host nation
institutions.

This mixed group demands the close attention of the Ambassador and his CNA to ensure
coordinated action within the host country. This underscores the necessity of effective
strategic and operational planning on the part the Ambassador and his country team
members.
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US SOUTH COM Sub or di nate Com mands.

Joint Interagency Task Force South (JIATF-South), is located at Howard Air Force Base,
collocated with the U.S. Air Force Southern Command (USSOUTHAF) Joint Air Operations
Center. JIATF-South is a SOUTHCOM unit which operates under the combatant command
of USCINCSOUTH and the policy guidance of the Commandant of the Coast Guard, acting as
the U.S. Interdiction Coordinator.25 JIATF-South assists host nations to destroy drug
trafficking organizations, drug crops, and drug production facilities; and track and seize
drugs scheduled to be shipped to the United States. The JIATF-South integrated system of
detection and monitoring includes riverine and land operations as well as air surveillance. Its
activities include detection and monitoring, intelligence, training, planning, logistics, and
communications in support of U.S. and host nation law enforcement. 26 It passes the
movement information of suspected drug trafficking aircraft and ships to U.S. and host
nation law enforcement agencies for seizure. Its area of operations is Belize southward
through the Andean Ridge.

JIATF-South is organized under the command of the SOUTHCOM Director of Operations, 
J3. Other SOUTHCOM staff divisions participate in the JIATF.  In addition it has an
interagency targeting cell made up of representatives from JIATF-East, Customs, Defense
Intelligence Agency, DEA, and SOUTHCOM staff and air component officers. See Figure 24.
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Most successful to date has been the interdiction of airborne drug routes, especially in
Peru. This can involve cuing and initial detection, airborne monitoring, tracking the target,
and finally, host nation pursuit using reaction forces. Flights of E3C Sentry airborne warning
and control system (AWACS) aircraft extend coverage by JIATF-South supported TPS-43
radars based at Lago Agrio, Ecuador; Yurimaguas, Peru; and, Araracuara and Leticia,
Colombia. Relocatable over the horizon radar (ROTHAR) operating from Puerto Rico, Texas,
and Virginia extend coverage into Bolivia, Brazil, and Peru. During its 12-hour, air-refueled
flights over the Andean Ridge, the AWACS affords a real-time link to host nation air forces for
intercepting drug trafficking aircraft.27

The JIATF’s combined air interdiction operations with host nations have changed the way
drug criminals have to operate in Peru. “[Air space] . . . control has been so tight that aircraft
don’t come in any more,” a police commander has said, “the drugtrafficking is starting to
spread out to the south–down to the Bolivian border, and into Brazil.”28 Indeed, since 1995
and this partial success of the Andean Ridge Strategy, the Brazilian border town of Tabatinga 
on the Amazon River has swelled with several thousand Peruvians directly and indirectly
involved in the illegal contraband trade.29 SOUTHCOM owes part of its operational success to 
the intelligence and planning assistance teams that work with U.S. Government agencies
and the host nations.

Tactical Analysis Teams (TAT), organized and deployed by the JIATF, provide
intelligence support to the country teams. They work under the direction of the SOUTHCOM
J2 counterdrug intelligence officer. These small intelligence teams focus intelligence
collection assets (imagery, communication) to support country team planning and
counterdrug operations. The TATs provide a real-time link between the country team and
U.S. SOUTHCOM. There are now ten TATs in Latin America.

Planning Assistance Teams (PATs–11 currently) are helping host nation and country
team officials plan and conduct counterdrug operations in embassy and field locations in
Guatemala, Venezuela, Colombia, Equador, Peru, and Bolivia. For example, the operations
planning group and tactical analysis team of DEA’s EDIC in Bolivia are manned by TAT and
PAT personnel provided by SOUTHCOM. The PAT and TAT program is one way that
SOUTHCOM’s service component personnel directly participate in overseas counterdrug
support activities.

Joint Task Force Bravo (JTF-B) located at Soto Cano Airbase, Comayagua, Honduras, is a
support facility of about 500 service personnel whose mission is to conduct training, perform
contingency planning, and support nation assistance projects within Honduras. 30 Current
activities include humanitarian and civic assistance missions in Honduras and providing
staff training for regional military leaders. The airbase can support counterdrug aircraft that
are involved in JIATF-South missions, and it has a C5B Galaxy aircraft capability to facilitate 
the off-load of heavy equipment. JTF Bravo is in an excellent location to support U.S.
Government and host nation agencies in their efforts to gather information about, and
conduct operations against, the transiting of drugs and other contraband through Central
America.
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USA COM Sub or di nate Com mands.

In addition to JIATF-East previously mentioned, U.S. Atlantic Command provides an
information analysis center (IAC) to assist the U.S. Ambassador to Mexico and his country
team. The IAC falls under the staff supervision of the Army Forces Command (FORSCOM)
Director of Operations, and it takes its interagency lead for in-country actions from the
country team’s DEA attache. The IAC currently has five communications and information
analysts, and it will probably add logistical and operations planners to complete its
organization at about 9 people.

The Information Analysis Center is a communications link that provides counterdrug
information to support country team cooperative programs with Mexican authorities and
U.S. DLEAs in Mexico. The IAC develops information products (such as terrain and
movement analysis), assists with operational planning, analyzes multiagency counterdrug
information, and provides tracking and technical data to Mexican and U.S. DLEAs. 31

The IAC sustains a 24-hours-a-day communications and analysis center that coordinates
overflight and air safety information to U.S. aircraft. It assists the hand-off of counterdrug
actions from U.S. assets to Mexican authorities in order to deal with drug criminals within the 
sovereign territory of Mexico. In this regard, the IAC coordinates support to the Mexican
Northern Border Response Force (NBRF), a Mexican counterdrug law enforcement team that 
intercepts drug criminals. As the focal point for DoD detection and monitoring requirements
for Mexico, the IAC is an important asset for coordinating with JTF-6, in El Paso, TX,
operations that are close to Mexico’s northern border. The IAC’s communication and
coordination functions are critical for ensuring that counterdrug law enforcement efforts on
the U.S.-Mexico border enjoy international and interagency cooperation and are conducted
safely at the tactical level.

THE TAC TI CAL LEVEL

The United States has provided functional teams that assist host countries to fight the
drug war at the tactical level. In most cases, these are training teams that work with host
country counterparts to help them improve their law enforcement and military capabilities,
develop planning and logistics skills, and encourage conduct appropriate for government
officials and institutions in a democratic society.

U.S. Customs Service often provides teams for counterpart training in nations around the
world. The DEA has agents working with host country officials to develop intelligence about
narcotrafficking, and they contribute training and planning assistance to enhance front-line
law enforcement capabilities. Narcotics assistance section agents and contract personnel
coordinate with the host country to spray drug crops with defoliants, while U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID) personnel seek to construct crop substitution and
economic development programs. Military training teams working in a supporting role under
the Ambassadors’ country teams endeavor to improve the viability and professionalism of the
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host country military structure while contributing to humanitarian assistance and nation
building projects.

These illustrations evidence the need for the close coordination and cooperation of these
teams. In the overseas arena, the tactical activities are coordinated by the U.S. Ambassador
through his country team process and by the Unified Commander (CINC) through joint
planning procedures. When compared with their stateside counterparts, both the
Ambassador and the CINC have considerably more authority to effect tactical cross-
department coordination within their domains.

If we are going to be successful in projecting the national drug control strategy overseas, it
will be with the cooperation of the international community. The Ambassador’s country team
and his country plans will remain the most effective means of guiding our counternarcotics
efforts within the host nations. Regional approaches will be difficult to implement until
multilateral agreements provide the foundation for combined law enforcement and military
actions.

With the large number of U.S. agencies engaged in overseas counterdrug activities, the
need for a coherent strategy and implementing campaign plans is apparent. The following
chapters propose models for planning the counterdrug effort. These are useful for
coordinating counterdrug activities at the strategic and operational levels.
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CHAP TER 4

A STRATEGY PROCESS

THE STRAT EGY RE QUIRE MENT

The dimensions of our counterdrug effort, reaching throughout the United States and
overseas, and involving a seeming infinite number of drug law enforcement agencies, make
evident the need for strategies and plans. The diversity of counterdrug activities makes the
case. On any given day, DoD is conducting detection and monitoring, Transportation
Department (Coast Guard, USIC) is conducting maritime interception, Treasury
Department (U.S. Customs) is conducting aerial interception, Justice Department (DEA) is
leading the attack on drug kingpins, U.S. AID is administering sustainable development, and 
the State Department (NAS) is conducting aerial spraying of herbicides in a country overseas. 
It is easy to see that strategies and plans are critical for getting things organized and
integrating such a wide range of activities.

The National Drug Control Strategy establishes policy and a general sense of direction for
the counterdrug effort. The National Drug Control Program agencies need supporting
strategies too, in order to effectively direct a myriad of subordinate actions.

The concern for “greater efficiency and effectiveness and less unnecessary cost” was
expressed by President Clinton as he signed The Government Performance and Results Act
(GPRA) of 1993. In the President’s words, the Act “requires the formulation of strategic plans,
of setting yearly goals and . . . measuring and reporting how well programs actually perform.” 1

The intent of Congress is to improve program efficiency and effectiveness through
performance budgeting at Washington’s top levels of government, but the basic ideas of
GPRA (strategic objectives and concepts, relationship of goals to performance) also apply in
the field to our leading counterdrug organizations. 2

Strategic plans are needed to establish objectives, tell subordinates how the outfit will
accomplish the objectives, and what resources are in place to get things done. Then, at the end
of the planning period, an evaluation of performance can offer feedback on what works well,
and what needs improving.

Strategic plans are important for telling strategists in other organizations what you are
doing for the long haul. Thus, they can accommodate to your concepts in their strategies and
can know how to support you. And, the long-range nature of a strategy makes it important as
a compelling rationale for future funding requirements.

While there is a clear need for a strategy, it is not clearly agreed what strategy is or what a
strategy document should look like when it is written down for others to see. A good
counterdrug strategy should coordinate the instruments of counterdrug power to achieve
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objectives that will contribute to national security and a vision for “success” in the
counterdrug effort.

These instruments of counterdrug power are the organizations and skilled personnel
competent at anti-drug education, drug abuse rehabilitation, technology, criminal justice
(investigation and prosecution), finance and accounting, interdiction, detection and
monitoring, and intelligence. The strategist also makes use of traditional elements of power
whenever they are appropriate and available: the diplomatic, economic, military, and
informational elements that are often accessible for overseas initiatives.

All this must be put into a strategy document, but how does one go about writing the
strategy? Following is one approach to consider. While this is not a performance budgeting
process, it is consistent with, and fits into, the GPRA framework used at the top levels of the
government.

DE VEL OP ING THE STRAT EGY

One distinguished strategist summed up the definition of strategy this way: Strategy
equals Ends (objectives towards which one strives) plus Ways (courses of action) plus Means
(instruments by which some end can be achieved). 3 Constructs involving anything less are
simply wishful thinking. This formula enjoins the strategic planner to fully account for What
is to be done, How he plans to do it, and what Resources will it take to get the job done. The
message is clear; any viable strategy requires the planner to examine his operating
environment (assessment), then identify:

• Measurable Objectives

• Concepts for Operations

• Resources

The extent of imbalance among these three elements of strategy will suggest the degree of
risk inherent in the strategy. A partial strategy written without regard to resources is at
grave risk. Here, the authors take a direct approach to conceptualizing strategy: first look
at the strategic environment, then establish strategic objectives, and concepts for
accomplishing them. Determine what resources will be needed to make the strategy
effective. Finally, consider a plan or method of evaluating how well the strategy is
working–so that it can be adjusted.

First, Examine the Environment. National interests drive U.S. Government behavior in a
region of the world, in the local community, or in a functional policy area such as countering
illicit drugs. A statement of interests should be expressed as a desired end state or condition.
Counterdrug examples at the national level might be stated this way:
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The United States has an interest in:

• Safe communities free from drug crime and terror

• Educated citizens resistant to illicit drugs

• Effective drug treatment programs within the community and the criminal justice
system

• Border security that resists penetration by drug smugglers

• Strong allies that can fight illicit drug production and trafficking in overseas areas.

Once interests are identified, the planner can identify political, economic, geographical,
social, and law enforcement factors, trends, and events that affect these kinds of interests.
In other words, what is going on within your domain that has an effect on your
counterdrug interests. When completed, this examination of the strategic environment
becomes the “threat assessment” that establishes a baseline of criminal activity from
which you can later measure the success of your strategy. A threat assessment is likely to
be a large, stand alone document. Thus, a good approach is to use a synopsis of the threat
assessment in your strategy document (examine the environment), and place the full
assessment in an annex to your strategy.

There are likely to be specific factors of criminality that adversely impact your interests.
Consideration of these will help you to decided what should be done.

Second, Establish Strategic (Measurable) Objectives. In each case where our counterdrug
interests are threatened by drug criminals or found to be at risk in some other way, strategic
objectives should be identified to protect, defend, and enhance the interest(s). In this way, the
planner identifies what needs to be accomplished with our counterdrug resources to protect
our interests. Such objectives are best stated with action verbs and should include some way
to measure progress toward achieving the objective. Objectives supporting our interests in
“safe communities free from drug crime” could be stated this way (using a High Intensity
Drug Trafficking Area for this example):

The HIDTA will:

• Dismantle the money laundering operations of the two major drug trafficking
organizations now operating in Western Texas not later than January 1, 1998.

• Defeat maritime parasitic smuggling operations of the Pena Gang in San Diego County
by the end of FY 97.

• Identify causal factors of drug trafficking and abuse and incorporate these factors into
the FY 98 HIDTA strategy objectives and concepts.
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When an objective cannot be written in terms that can be evaluated easily or measured in
some way to determine later success, consider developing one or more supporting
performance objectives. Because of the multiagency environment in which we plan and
operate, strategic objectives may not be exclusively law enforcement. Law enforcement
activities may be supporting, parallel, or complementary resources for a wider strategic
objective developed by another agency of government.

Third, Formulate Concepts for Programs or Counterdrug Operations. Concepts are
courses of action that tell how our power resources will be used to achieve strategic objectives.
The concept should be explicit enough so that organization members and supporting agencies
can clearly see how things are going to be done, so that it can serve as a basis for their planning 
and programming. Collectively, concepts should address all strategic objectives identified in
the assessment process. One concept (related here to interest and objective) could be stated
this way:

Interest: Safe communities free from drug crime and terror.

Objective: Dismantle the money laundering cells of the two major drug trafficking
organizations in Imperial County by January 1, 1998, to include bankers, financiers,
investment counselors, attorneys, accountants, realtors, couriers, and those involved with
the financial management of the drug cartels.

Concept: An interagency cooperative program headed by the San Diego Financial Task
Force (SDFTF) will incorporate seven critical activities: intelligence gathering and analysis;
detection and analysis of currency transactions; financial audits and accounting; undercover
techniques; electronic surveillance; asset forfeiture and seizure; and use of designated
investigator-prosecutor teams to focus effort.

As planners develop a strategy, it is likely that there will be a number of objectives and
concepts identified to support or protect each interest, and there may be a degree of overlap
among them. The final step is identifying necessary resources to support the objectives (what) 
and concepts (how).

Fourth, Determine Required Resources. Here the strategist needs to determine what it will 
take in terms of law enforcement organizations, training, practice exercises, logistics
(materiel, services and maintenance), military support, and so on. The need for resources
must be considered in light of each concept. Resources should be defined clearly enough to tell
planners and participating agencies what will be needed to do the job (organizations, man-
days, hardware, dollar costs, and so on).

   Formulating a strategy requires that the planner think broadly about the resources
needed. Statements of required resources should be simple and direct and not drift into a
count of night sticks and batteries. Resources are stated in terms of major items of equipment, 
training programs and major funding requirements, and so on. Here are some notional
examples:
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Resources:

• To support on-going investigation and prosecution during FY 97, $410K will be required
for operations and maintenance funding for five Regional Border Alliance Group
collocated task forces: San Diego Integrated Narcotic Task Force; Imperial County
Multiagency Narcotic Task Force; Operation Alliance; San Diego International
Airport/Harbor Narcotic Task Force; and the San Diego Financial Task Force.

• To support analysis of currency transactions, $80K operating funds will be required to
sustain Operation BORDER EXCHANGE IV during FY 97.

• Computer equipment is required to access the Western States Information Network and 
other RISS Projects, EPIC, NADDIS, U.S. Army Forces Command Intelligence Center,
and the state data bases; start-up costs (hardware, software, installation) is $12K for FY
97, with $4K required for each of the three following FYs.

• To support Border Patrol interdiction efforts in Roosevelt National Forest, one Army
reconnaissance and observation team and one Spanish translator will be required for
each of six 2-week operations during FY 97.

The resources section of the strategy provides a strong rationale for budget decisions and
the apportionment of resources by your higher headquarters.

The resources section should include input from all available sources. For example,
beyond considering funding from the National HIDTA Program, a HIDTA could receive
resources (money, equipment, people) from federal, state and local agencies, from private
agencies, and from asset forfeitures. These should be included in the budget. If such inputs
are not firmly assured at the time the strategy is published, then these additional inputs can
be identified as budget assumptions–but they should be recognized.

At the conclusion of this chapter, an example strategy of a notional HIDTA is provided. It
includes two “displays” which outline the resources needed to support the strategy. In the
figures, the resource requirements are carried forward for a 5-year period. This can be useful
to establish a foundation for long-term vision and to keep all members of the HIDTA on
course.

EVALU AT ING THE STRAT EGY.

Prior to the annual update of the strategy, conduct an evaluation of successes and failures. 
Review the success of the strategy; evaluate how well it did; describe and explain why parts of
the strategy may not have achieved success. Describe how well the strategy fits with the
strategies and operations of higher headquarters and other parallel agencies. Describe how
any strategic objectives, concepts or resources need to be changed to better meet the strategy’s 
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vision, and indicate how the higher headquarters can help. Apply the lessons learned to the
revised strategy.

In sum, the process suggested above requires that interests in the national counterdrug
effort which are at risk need measurable objectives to protect, defend, and enhance these
interests; objectives will require strategic concepts (courses of action) to indicate how to do the  
job; and strategic concepts will need adequate resources to get the job done. The construct
reflects the imperative that a strategy requires full consideration of ends, ways, and means.
While this formula may seem a bit involved, the hardest task is to write the initial strategy. In 
subsequent years, updating the strategy will be easier.

Americans have a great deal of experience with strategic planning, in corporate America,
scientific enterprises, and in governmental operations. The DLEAs can take advantage of the
strategy process for large-scale, multiagency counterdrug endeavors to promulgate a vision
and strategic direction. And while there has often been little specific guidance available about 
the process for writing a strategy, the formula suggested here (strategy = ends + ways +
means), is a common-sense framework that can help.

Appendix A provides an example of a strategy that will be useful to planners tasked with
producing a DLEA strategy document. The Annex below provides an abbreviated format. The
format lends itself to modification to meet administrative and organizational requirements.
The next chapter moves from strategic planning to the idea of campaign planning–a way to
place strategic concepts into operation.

END NOTES - CHAP TER 4
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ANNEX

STRATEGY FORMAT

Copy No._______
Organization’s Name
Location and Date

NAME of STRAT EGY

I. IN TRO DUC TION.

II. STRA TE GIC EN VI RON MENT. (At tach lengthy ap praisal, as sess ment as an ap pen dix
or en clo sure)

A. Organi za tional In ter ests.

B. Sig nifi cant Gen eral Fac tors Af fect ing In ter ests.

C. Law En force ment and Crimi nal Fac tors Af fect ing In ter ests.

1. Ex ter nal Fac tors.

2. In ter nal Fac tors.

III. NA TIONAL POL ICY AND STRA TE GIC GUID ANCE.

A. Vi sion, In tent, Mis sions of higher- level lead ers and or gani za tions.

B. Pol icy Guid ance, Goals, Ob jec tives of higher- level lead ers.

IV. STRA TE GIC OB JEC TIVES. [ENDS]

A. Di rec tor’s/SAC’s/Lead er’s Vi sion.

B. Stra te gic In tent.

C. Mis sion of the Or gani za tion.

D. Stra te gic Ob jec tives [what].

1.

2.

X. Etc....
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V. STRA TE GIC CON CEPTS [how] for Op era tions and/or Pro grams. [WAYS]

A.

B.

X. Etc....

VI. RE SOURCES. [MEANS]

A. Re quire ments (re sources for each ob jec tive/con cept/pro gram).

B. Other Re quire ments.

1. Op era tions and Main te nance.

2. Train ing.

3. Ad min istra tion.

4. Con tin gency.

VII. STRAT EGY RE VIEW.

(Plan for annual review of the strategy: measuring success, assessing the changing
environment, updating the strategy with refined/new objectives and concepts, and deleting
objectives/concepts that do not prove effective.)
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CHAP TER 5

OPERATIONAL PLANNING:
FILLING THE GAP BETWEEN STRATEGY AND

TACTICS

The first National Drug Control Strategy suggested that_". . . a truly integrated, effective
and efficient national strategy requires that various law enforcement authorities coordinate
their efforts when drugs are involved." 1 This chapter offers the thesis that the ideas of
military strategy and campaign planning can make a significant contribution toward unified
counterdrug action. The issue is not limiting the authorities and jurisdictions of the many
drug law enforcement agencies; rather, it is synchronizing the inherently interdisciplinary
counternarcotics effort among well-established, if overlapping, domains.

In the last chapter, the idea of strategic planning was introduced. Here, some techniques
of military planning are suggested as a way to place counterdrug strategy into action. The
chapter describes a campaign planning process and suggests that the process can be applied
to counterdrug planning. Finally, the chapter posits several tenets of campaign planning for
guiding counterdrug operations.

OP ERA TIONAL ART

In military parlance, operational art is the employment of forces to attain strategic or
operational objectives through the design, organization, and conduct of campaigns and their
major operations. Operational art translates strategy into operational and, ultimately,
tactical action. No specific level of command is solely concerned with operational art.
Operational art is the skill that causes strategic intent to influence operational design and
tactical action. Operational art facilitates the top-down relationships among national
military strategy, theater strategy, theater campaigns (strategic level), subordinate
campaigns (operational level), and tactical battles. In turn, campaigns are “a series of related
military operations aimed to accomplish a strategic or operational objective within a given
space and time.” 2

Cam paigns.

Campaigns are the way a commander employs and sustains his forces in a phased series of
unified or joint actions to achieve strategic objectives. The synergistic effect of these phased
operations creates an advantage, or leverage, which makes the opponent’s position
untenable. An important characteristic of the campaign is the authority given its commander
to synchronize air, land, and sea efforts to attain his objective. 3
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Campaigns can be conducted at the strategic and operational levels. At the strategic level,
campaigns achieve theater of war strategic objectives by the conduct of a series of related
unified operations. When there are several lines of action within a theater of war, the
commander-in-chief (CINC) may establish subordinate theaters of operation. Each theater of
operation commander could conduct subordinate (operational level) campaigns to achieve
both the CINC’s strategic objectives as well as supporting operational objectives by the
conduct of a series of related joint and service operations.

Cam paign Plans.

 A theater campaign plan translates strategic intent into operational focus for
subordinates. It provides the theater commander’s intent–what he plans to do with his
resources to achieve strategic objectives. This includes a description of the condition or
desired end-state he wants to achieve. The campaign plan provides broad concepts for phased
operations and sustainment. The plan defines the initial phases(s) of the campaign clearly
and establishes what spells success at the end of the campaign; however, to the extent that
the commander comprehends the potential for war’s “fog and friction” which may affect
planning and operations, the mid-phases of the campaign may show less definition.
Campaign plans, therefore, are supplemented with contingency plans to provide flexibility in
dealing with changing situations.

Cen ter of Grav ity.

Both strategic and operational level campaign plans orient on the enemy’s center of
gravity (in order to put him at a disadvantage, rob him of the initiative or will to continue, and
defeat him). The center of gravity has been described by Clausewitz as the “hub of . . . power
and movement, on which everything depends.”4 The Joint Chiefs of Staff Basic National
Defense Doctrine (Final Draft) describes center of gravity in these terms:

The char ac ter is tic, ca pa bil ity, or lo cal ity from which an op pos ing na tion or al li ance de rives its
free dom of ac tion, physi cal strength, or will to fight is called the en emy stra te gic cen ter of grav -
ity. If it can be re duced to a sin gu lar ca pa bil ity, that . . . should be the . . . ob jec tive. If com plete de -
struc tion or neu trali za tion of the cen ter of grav ity is not fea si ble, ma jor in roads against sev eral
com po nents thereof may pro vide . . . [suc cess].5

The center of gravity is not a vulnerability or a weakness. Rather, it is easiest to discern in
terms of that main concentration of an opponent’s power which can interpose itself between
us and our strategic objective, thus causing our campaign to fail. Other components that are
considered during the process of identifying the center of gravity have been described as
decisive points, critical nodes, intermediate objectives and the like.

In a counterdrug campaign, examples of an enemy's center of gravity could include key
individuals (first and second echelon leaders); key nodes in the distribution system; major
transportation assets, communications capabilities; or, perhaps most important, the
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financial war chest, i.e, major money caches necessary to sustain operations. In identifying
the enemy’s center of gravity, one might ask what could win for the enemy or what is vital to
the enemy to accomplish his strategic aim. 6

Unity of Ef fort.

Most important is that the campaign plan synchronizes the varied and diverse actions of
subordinate commands to achieve a synergistic effect in attacking the center of gravity and its 
components. Such synchronization enjoins unity of effort, the prerequisite for success.

Unity of effort is created by establishing command relationships among the commander,
his subordinates, and those other commands and agencies charged to support him. This
authority, written into the plan, is based on law, treaties, regulations, and standing
procedures.

Of course, the campaign plan can exact unity of effort by way of its commander’s precise
mission statement, his statement of intent (what he intends to accomplish), and his phased
concept for operations throughout the campaign. The plan organizes the terrain and key
functions to delineate responsibility, and it composes forces into unified and joint forces for
the operations of each phase of the campaign. The campaign plan provides a theater logistics
concept for sustaining the command throughout the campaign. This includes logistics goals
and priorities for each phase of the campaign. It describes, by phase, direction for procuring
resources, establishing logistics bases for operations, and opening and maintaining lines of
communication (supply) to the fighting forces. The campaign plan, therefore, provides a
logical and powerful rationale to justify the funding programs requisite for success.

CAM PAIGN PLAN NING PROC ESS.

Having discussed the campaign plan’s contents and its relationship to strategy, it is now
useful to address the process–how to do it. Here, a conceptual procedure for writing the plan is 
suggested. Reduced to its essentials, operational art requires the leader to answer these
questions: what condition must be produced to achieve the strategic objective; what sequence
of actions is most likely to produce that condition; and how should resources be applied to
accomplish that sequence of actions? The process for campaign planning describes the
leader’s vision for fighting and articulates his intent.

This process is a cognitive and conceptual exercise of conducting an assessment (estimate
of the situation); developing campaign design through assigned missions, concepts of
operation and logistics; establishing theater organization and command relationships;
writing these into a plan; and leading its execution.
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As sess ment.

In the assessment a myriad of variables must be considered. Intelligence resources are an
essential aid in the assessment for both historical and predictive information of enemy
capabilities and intent. Yet other information is also critical in assessing the strategic
situation: political-diplomatic considerations, personalities of key leaders, the cultural and
religious environment, geography and climate, and so on.

Staff techniques used by the military services can facilitate this assessment process. Joint
planners look at command, control, and communications countermeasures to thwart the
enemy’s capability to perform his mission. For example, Air Force planners (targeteers) look
for “critical nodes” in enemy command and control systems in order to disadvantage the
enemy at points where he is vulnerable.

The Army’s intelligence preparation of the battlefield (IPB) is a process uniquely suited to
effect predictive intelligence fusion. The IPB process integrates known enemy procedures and 
activities with environmental factors and relates these to the mission at hand. IPB “provides
a basis for determining and evaluating enemy capabilities, vulnerabilities, and probable
courses of action. These staff processes are helpful in assessing the situation at the strategic,
operational, and tactical levels. The excellent staff analysis at JTF-6 (see Chapter 2) has
demonstrated the usefulness of IPB for supporting law enforcement counterdrug activities.

De sign.

Campaign design addresses the concepts of center of gravity (discussed above), lines of
operation, culminating points, and offense and defense. The line of operation connects the
force with its base of operations at the rear (where it gets its reinforcements and supplies) and
its objective at the front (where it operates against the enemy). This is important for
developing a zone of supply, communication, transportation, and the like. Another concept for 
campaign design is the notion of culminating point–the point in time and space at which the
offensive becomes overextended and offensive combat power no longer sufficiently exceeds
that of the defender to allow continuation of the offense.

This is a useful concept as it reminds the leader to generate sufficient resources to enable
him to achieve the strategic objective before reaching the culminating point–running out of
steam! Conversely, when on the defensive, the leader draws his enemy to culmination, then
strikes him when he has exhausted his resources. This goes hand-in-hand with the essential
decision of offense or defense, and various combinations of these at both strategic and
operational levels.

Other classic elements of design are self-explained but deserve mention. Also considered
are objectives, sequence of operations (deployment, phased employment, sustainment),
intelligence architecture, maneuver, firepower, and deception. So, many factors are
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considered in designing the traditional military campaign, and some of these can be helpful to
the interagency planner as well.

Or gani za tion and Com mand Re la tion ships.

While considering the conceptual constructs described above, the campaign planner
decides how to get organized. Both area and functional organization are considered. Often a
combination of area commands (theaters, regions, sectors, zones) and functional commands
(air support, transportation, intelligence) is decided. As the organization is determined, the
command relationship among units and their commanders must be described based upon the
authority given the commander by law, regulation, or directive. Command relationships
answer the question, “Who’s in charge?" Also described are subordinate and supporting
relationships. When authority for establishing firm relationships is not granted the leader,
his campaign is placed at risk in execution by the competing demands within participating
organizations.

In any event, command relationships should be described in specific terms: command,
operational control, tactical control, attachment, coordinating authority, or support. Each of
these must be defined in the plan so that all participants understand their meaning.

Writ ing the Plan.

With all this conceptualizing, it eventually becomes necessary to write the commander’s
vision into a coherent command and control instrument—the campaign plan. The best format 
is the simple military order: friendly and enemy situation (assessment); mission; execution
(phased concept of operations); logistics (sustainment); and command and communications.
(See Figure 25.) The Annex, Campaign Plan Format, suggests a detailed format for a
campaign plan that can be helpful to DLEAs.

Lead er ship.

Finally, as the campaign plan is published, the leader must supervise its execution by his
technical competence, his timely commitment and positioning of resources, and his presence.

CAM PAIGN PLANS: HOW DO THEY AP PLY TO THE DRUG
CON TROL EF FORT?

The campaign planning process can be helpful in tying together the broad strategic
objectives and concepts of the national drug control strategy, other strategies and policy, and
the tactical efforts of federal, state, and local drug law enforcement agencies. The campaign
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plan is an effective command and control instrument that fills the gap between strategy and
tactics.

The High In ten sity Drug Traf fick ing Ar eas–An Ex am ple.

The HIDTAs could design campaign plans to accomplish the strategic objectives of their
strategies. While strategies are generalized and long term, the campaign plan accomplishes a
particular strategic objective of the strategy in the near term–perhaps a year or so. This could
synchronize the efforts of diverse DLEAs and task forces in the HIDTA area, such as DEA,
state, and local task forces, organized crime drug enforcement task forces, and police and
sheriffs’ departments in a phased manner to achieve the objectives of strategy. This kind of a
plan would logically justify the apportionment of HIDTA money to the DLEAs in accordance
with the phases of a campaign.

A coherent campaign plan at the HIDTA (or Operation Alliance, Operation NORTH
STAR) level would be especially helpful to those who provide support to the DLEAs. The
Counterdrug Support Office (CDSO), Joint Task Force Six, State Adjutants General
(National Guard), National Guard Bureau, and the Joint Staff all would provide improved
support if they could develop supporting plans in line with an overall campaign plan. Such a
campaign plan would go a long way to answering the lament, “Who’s in charge here?”

The DLEA task forces that exist throughout the nation, and other mid-level DLEAs, could
also make use of the campaign planning technique. Especially in task forces with many
players and large operating areas, the campaign plan can help to create a unity of effort.
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Ten ets of Cam paign Plan ning.

The following tenets of campaign planning can guide the supply side counterdrug
planning process. These tenets describe what a campaign plan is and does:

• Orients on the center of gravity of the threat;

• Provides concepts for operations and sustainment to achieve strategic objectives;

• Displays the commander’s vision and intent;

• Provides the basis for subordinate planning and clearly defines what constitutes
success;

• Phases a series of major operations and their tactical actions;

• Provides operational direction and tasks to subordinates; and,

• Composes subordinate forces and designates command relationships. 7

CON CLU SION

In the final analysis, the campaign planning process described in this chapter is not
important for the written plan–a document to be placed on the shelf. Rather, it is the process
itself that is significant–the process of the leader’s vision and guidance, the planning
conferences, the liaison visits, the building of consensus toward specific goals, and the
continuous talking together at all levels. The campaign planning process provides a structure
and sense of direction which can encourage a community of cooperation, even where formal
authority and command relationships are inadequate.

The following chapter withdraws from this theoretical construct to describe current
strategic planning and suggests a model for campaign planning at the operational level.
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CHAP TER 6

PLANNING THE COUNTERDRUG EFFORT

The previous chapter offered a campaign planning process and tenets which can be
followed in developing a military campaign. Several examples of the strategy and
campaigning process employed today, as well as some ideas for using the campaign planning
model at the operational level, follow. First, we will look at national level strategic direction
practiced within the Department of Defense and the Drug Enforcement Administration
within the Justice Department. Then, we will review regional strategies and campaign plans.
The chapter concludes with a notional campaign plan format (see Annex) adapted for use at
the strategic and operational levels of the drug war. A fictional example of how this format can 
be applied is also provided in Appendix B.

STRA TE GIC DI REC TION–THE NA TIONAL LEVEL

In developing strategy and campaign plans, the first step is conducting an assessment of
the strategic environment or situation. While many variables (discussed in Chapter 4) are
considered, the most compelling task is assembling the strategic guidance, missions, and
tasks promulgated by higher authorities. This is a difficult chore because the reality of high
level, interagency bureaucracy finds that our key civilian and military leaders often work for
several bosses. So strategic guidance can come from many directions. After getting the lay of
the land, the leader can begin to provide his own strategic guidance to subordinates. The
military describes this process as estimating the situation and providing initial and
subsequent commander’s planning guidance.

De part ment of De fense.

One historical example of the product of this process is seen in the Department of Defense
“Guidance for Implementation of the President’s National Drug Control Strategy” (Appendix
C).1 This document is historically significant because it was instrumental in getting the
military fully involved in supporting the DLEAs. It drew upon Presidential and congressional 
guidance to frame its strategic concepts, briefly assessed the drug threat, and identified tasks
required by the President and the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988.

The broad concept of supply interdiction that it outlined was repeated from the President’s 
drug control strategy: attack the flow of drugs to the United States in source countries, in
transit, and within the United States. It was a broad policy statement that underscored the
Secretary’s intent to use DOD assets to support the national drug control strategy.
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As a supplement to the DOD guidance document, the Secretary provided a memorandum
of instruction to his staff and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It directed the
department to “undertake immediately the initial actions set forth . . .” in the
memorandum–such as training assistance, establishing regional logistical support offices
providing equipment to DLEAs, and expanding the National Guard effort. 2 At high levels of
authority, a memorandum is a likely policy document for providing direction.

In this manner, several unified and specified commanders received memorandums of
instruction which told the combatant commanders what to do and synchronized their actions
in accordance with the DOD Guidance. For example, Atlantic Command was tasked to deploy
a Caribbean counterdrug task force (which became JTF-5, later JIATF-East); Pacific and
Southern Commands were to combat drug production and trafficking in coordination with
host countries; and North American Aerospace Defense Command was to complement and
support the DLEAs through detection and countering illegal drug trafficking.

In subsequent years, this initial guidance has been supplemented by Presidential
Decision Directives, policy guidance from the DoD Coordinator for Drug Enforcement Policy
and Support, and strategic guidance emanating from the Joint Staff. These are examples of
sources for strategic guidance that helps the planner get started on developing a strategy or a
campaign plan. Other departments of government have similar documents, but DEA made a
strong effort in the early 1990s to make strategic guidance readily available to its agents in
the field.

De part ment of Jus tice and Its Drug En force ment Ad min istra tion
(DEA).

Through the summer of 1990 the DEA developed a draft DEA Strategic Management
System (SMS). It was produced in the Office of the Assistant Administrator for Investigations
and Planning with assistance from military planners. DEA’s SMS set forth the objectives and
priorities for dealing with its environment in three levels of documents: at the macro level was 
the drug strategy; supplementing the strategy were program directives and regional and field 
plans.3 The full system is organized this way:

• Strategic Management System–Administrator’s overarching strategy

• Domestic field management plans–annually by each domestic office

• Foreign Regional Operation Plans–for drug source and transit regions:

— South Amer ica re gional op era tion plan

— Cen tral Amer ica and Mex ico re gional op era tion plan

— Car ib bean re gional op era tion plan
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— Far East re gional op era tion plan

• Southwest Border regional operation plan (with FBI and other agencies).

Budget cut-backs in the mid-1990s gave the SMS a temporary set-back. As one DEA
strategist indicated, there was a problem with strategic goals that were not linked to the
declining budget. By placing budgeteers and strategists in the same office, DEA has been able
to keep strategic objectives and concepts in line with finite resources.  The SMS continues as
an important guiding document.

Currently the DEA strategy provides an assessment of the environment and provides the
administrator’s strategic vision (what he will accomplish) and mission. Subordinate
functional plans concern such things as training, intelligence, investigations, and
management. Several “sub-strategies” orient on categories of drugs: cocaine, marijuana,
heroin, diverted legal drugs, and chemically produced drugs.

Field management plans are required of special agents in charge at various domestic field
divisions and offices. In turn, the special agent-in-charge (SAC) provides DEA headquarters
his “SAC Outlook” in a format designed under the SMS. To support the SACs plans, the DEA
Operations and Management Office prepares a “Tasking Book” for each functional or critical
area to coordinate Administration support of the SACs in the field. 4

The DEA SMS represents an important example of departmental strategy and planning.
It is designed to coordinate the planning and operations of the administration headquarters
with 20 field divisions within the United States, and offices in 44 foreign countries. How good
it is and how much it plays a central role in leading the counter drug war depends upon the
interest and involvement of key leaders in the strategy’s development and execution. It is a
practical and logical planning system designed to synchronize effort at the strategic,
operational and tactical levels. The SMS applies within DEA and carries no authority across
departmental lines; however, by establishing vision and direction, it would assist supporting
agencies to efficiently focus their help in useful areas if it were disseminated widely.

STRA TE GIC DI REC TION AND CAM PAIGN PLAN NING–
THE REIONAL LEVEL

The pattern for direction at regional levels includes broad strategies and specific action
plans. In the U.S. joint military arena, unified commanders (such as U.S. CINCSOUTH)
write theater strategies and augment these with campaign plans. The same approach, if less
structured, can be found in civilian agencies. The military and civilian regional planning
efforts described below represent current efforts to bridge the operational gap in the drug war
with strategic and operational direction.

101



U.S. South ern Com mand (SOUTH COM)–Strat egy and Cam paign
Plans.

Southern theater strategy and operations are focused on nontraditional threats.
SOUTHCOM mission areas include: regional cooperative security measures; encouraging
Latin American militaries to consider security roles appropriate to national requirements,
civilian control, human rights, and the rule of law; developing SOUTHCOM plans and
resources to remain actively engaged with regional nations and their military
establishments; and supporting the national drug control strategy and U.S. drug law
enforcement agencies to reduce illicit drug production and trafficking.

Rather than attempting a Southern Region counterdrug strategy that would tie-together
all U.S. counterdrug activities in Latin America, the Southern Command supports the
Ambassadors’ counterdrug initiatives and the actions of U.S. and host nation law
enforcement agencies in the region. The supporting “counterdrug campaign” is conducted by
Joint Interagency Task Force-South (JIATF-South).

JIATF-South (mentioned in Chapters 2 and 3) provides the strategic and operational
direction for Southern Command counterdrug activities. As the leading U.S. military
organization, it provides the operation orders that direct military counterdrug support.
Typically, these tasks include assisting host nations to destroy drug trafficking organizations
and drug crops, leveling drug production facilities, and tracking and seizing drugs scheduled
to be shipped to the United States. (SOUTHCOM is revising its strategy and plans in light of
its forthcoming move from Panama to Miami, Florida in the 1997-2000 time-frame.)

OP ERA TION AL LI ANCE–A COA LI TION STRAT EGY.

In 1990, the Director of Operation Alliance (who was also the SW Border HIDTA
Coordinator at that time) produced a drug control strategy for his region. Although Operation
Alliance lacks the authority to compel the cooperation of DLEAs in the drug interdiction
effort, the strategy has served as a means of consensus building. Using the guidance of the
national drug control strategy, authors nominated by the Operation Alliance Joint Command
Group wrote the initial draft during a strategy authors’ convention. Some 21 Southwest
Border agencies provided authors to build the strategy. 5 The result is a generalized document
which announces a consensus on the strategic situation (threat), strategic objectives, and
support requirements and resources needed for drug interdiction in the Southwest Border
area.

The Operation Alliance strategy provides the agreed framework for drug law enforcement
actions in the Southwest Border area, yet by definition, strategies lack the specific
coordinating guidance by which subordinates must operate. For this, campaign plans are
used. Indeed, the essence of operational art is achieving the objectives of strategy through
campaigns.
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The reason for campaign plans, after all, is that we seldom have the resources at hand to
achieve strategic objectives at once. The strategic situation is complex, the enemy difficult
and our resources limited. We, therefore, visualize a desired end-state or condition and phase
the application of resources over time toward its achievement. The phases of a campaign
represent a series of major operations, or events, along the path toward success. Given such a
phased plan, subordinates can plan their major operations in coordination with each other,
and supporting agencies can estimate when, where, and why their support will be needed. For 
these reasons, Operation Alliance has recommended that law enforcement agencies jointly
develop a campaign plan, with the participation of JTF-6 Staff, to address operations in the
SW Border area.

An Operation Alliance campaign plan would be a useful planning vehicle for coordinating
DLEA activity over a period of time. The Operation Alliance campaign plan would enable
JTF-6 to program military resources over time to support DLEA operations. Such a phased
plan would assist the DEA SAC, the Customs SACs and CMCs, and the Chief, Border Patrol,
in programming their resources to support the phases of the Alliance campaign as requested
by the DEA, Border Patrol, and Customs tactical coordinators.

Finally, by establishing a plan for action within the limits of its own domain, an
organization can generate the dynamic effect of pulling along the participation of other
agencies because the plan is cogent and compelling in its support of the President’s national
drug strategy. This effect can be seen in USCINCSOUTH’s strategy and campaign plans
discussed above. Lacking the authority over U.S. Ambassadors and various stovepipe
activities throughout Latin America, the USCINCSOUTH regional strategy and campaign
plans have encouraged coordinated counterdrug and counterinsurgency effort because they
set logical objectives, and provide concepts and resources. It is no surprise that
USCINCSOUTH’s coordinating efforts have been most successful in areas where he has had
the resources to commit. Money talks, and it is the glue which binds together disparate
agencies with common goals. Campaign plans, if well-conceived and properly presented,
provide sound bases for congressional budgetary support of counterdrug efforts.

CAM PAIGN PLAN NING–BRIDG ING THE OP ERA TIONAL GAP

The idea for a campaign plan to bridge the gap between strategy and tactics has equal
application with other mid-level agencies. The campaign planning methodology could also be
helpful to coordinate various field divisions within single agencies such as DEA and Customs.
For example, in developing the DEA domestic field management plans, the SAC of various
field divisions could use the campaign planning process and tenets cited in Chapter 5 to
ensure a coordinated effort to attain the goals of the DEA strategy and program directives.
The DEA foreign regional operations plans mentioned earlier are considered by DEA
planners as campaign plans for specific areas. 6

In overseas areas, a country team campaign plan can be effective in coordinating the
activities of its members in harmony with a logical, phased plan. Members of the Security
Assistance organization, who already coordinate their actions under the CINC’s campaign
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plan, could help the Deputy Chief of Mission in designing the campaign and supervising its
execution.

There should be no illusions about the effectiveness of such campaign plans when
participating agencies determine not to cooperate. Because operational leaders in the drug
war lack command authority, the tenets of campaign planning (described in the previous
chapter) will be imperfectly satisfied. Even with this problem, it is better to proceed by a plan
of vision than to operate on a near-term basis without a sure sense of strategic destiny. From
the review of counterdrug planning in this chapter, it is apparent that the effort and guidance
provided has been largely at the strategic level. Strategic objectives and concepts are
important but necessarily generalized. At lower echelons, campaign plans are harder to write
and specifics are needed. There is no mystique associated with campaign plans–research,
planning conferences, coordination, and hard work. The campaign plan is simply another
plan with a certain style.

Pre dic tive In tel li gence Sup port.

Timely and effective intelligence support will be critical for law enforcement agencies in
developing their campaign plans. “To be truly dynamic, campaign planning must have a
predictive intelligence fusion process.”7 Military staff officers assigned to DLEAs from the
military services bring to drug law enforcement planning such critical capabilities and
techniques as the intelligence preparation of the battlefield (IPB) process. In his article on
“Counterdrug IPB,” Christopher M. Schnaubelt describes the process in these terms: defining 
the environment; describing the effects of the environment upon drug traffickers; evaluating
the criminal threat; and determining the criminals’ likely courses of action. 8 As the services
lend more of their intelligence support to the counterdrug effort, organiza tions such as EPIC,
the NDIC, and the Customs DAICC could benefit from predictive intelligence techniques such 
as IPB.

A FOR MAT AND NO TIONAL PLAN

This chapter has described current strategic planning and suggested that law
enforcement agencies will find campaign planning useful as they prosecute the drug war. To
help the DLEA planner tackle the task of campaign planning, the authors suggest a format
(see annex that follows) that has proven useful to military planners; and to give the DLEA
planner a sense of the flavor and style of a campaign plan, a notional plan has been written.
Appendix B illustrates how this format can be used in counterdrug planning. A
countermarijuana campaign for federal lands in northern California, Oregon, and
Washington is described.

Clearly format is much less important than content, but the authors suggest that a
universally accepted format would be helpful in improving communications among the many
organizations involved in counterdrug operations. When organizations opt to use other
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established formats, the “campaign planning Tenets” found at the end of Chapter 5 will
provide a solid touchstone for effective planning.

The following chapter addresses what is feasible in developing a national counterdrug
structure that can plan campaigns and provide the command and control necessary to
conduct America’s war on drugs.
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ANNEX

CAMPAIGN PLAN FORMAT FOR DLEAs

(SE CU RITY CLAS SI FI CA TION)

Copy No.______
Issuing Task Force/ Agency
Place of Issue
Date/Time Plan Signed

DRUG IN TER DIC TION cam paign plan: (Num ber or Code Name)

Ref er ences: Maps, charts, and other rele vant docu ments

1. Situa tion. Briefly de scribe the situa tion that the plan ad dresses.

a. Stra te gic Guid ance. Pro vide a sum mary of di rec tives, let ters of in struc tions, memo ran -
dums, and stra te gic plans, in clud ing plans from higher author ity, that ap ply to the plan.

(1) Re late the stra te gic di rec tion to the situa tion in your do main.

(2) List stra te gic ob jec tives and tasks as signed.

(3) Con straints: List ac tions that are pro hib ited or re quired by higher author ity 
       (rules of en gage ment, le gal, ju ris dic tional).

b. Crimi nal Forces (the drug threat). Pro vide a sum mary of crimi nal in tel li gence:

(1 )  Com po si tion, lo ca tion, dis po si tion, move ments, and strengths of drug traf fick ers t hat can
in flu ence your do main.

(2) Stra te gic con cept. De scribe crimi nal in ten tions.

(3) Ma jor crimi nal ob jec tives.
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(Note: Con sid er an in tel li gence an nex for add ing de tailed in for ma tion.)

(4) Idio syn cra sies and op er at ing pat terns of key per son ali ties and or gani za tions.

(5) Op era tional and lo gis tics ca pa bili ties.

(6) Vul ner abili ties.

(7) Cen ter of grav ity. De scribe the main source of the criminal’s power.

c. Friendly Forces. State here in for ma tion on friendly Drug Law En force ment Agen cies
(DLEAs) or sup port ing mili tary forces not as signed or at tached that may di rectly af fect the or -
gani za tion:

(1) In tent of higher, par al lel and sup port ing agen cies, task forces, units.

(2) In tent of higher, par al lel and sup port ing for eign agen cies.

d. As sump tions. State here as sump tions ap pli ca ble to the plan as a whole. [Re mem ber that
as sump tions are con tin gent con di tions, the ab sence of which will make you re vise your plan.]

2. Mis sion. State the task(s) of the or gani za tion and the pur pose(s) and re la tion ship(s) to
achiev ing the stra te gic ob jec tives(s). State in terms of who, what, where, when and why.

3. Exe cu tion.

a. Over all Con cept. State the broad con cept (how) for the de ploy ment, em ploy ment, and lo gis -
tics sup port of par tici pat ing DLEAs dur ing the coun ter drug cam paign over all. In the nar ra  -
tive para graph, in clude this in for ma tion:

(1 ) Area or func tional or gani za tion (geo graphic or tech ni cal area for each par tici pat ing
DLEA).

(2) Ob jec tives for over all cam paign.

(3) Phases of ma jor events or op era tions of the cam paign.
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(4) Tim ing. In di cate the ex pected time pe ri ods of each phase. EX AM PLES: Phase I, D-
 Day–D+45, or Phase I, March 29–August 1, etc.

b. Phase I (Tim ing for Phase).

(1) Op era tional Con cept. How will par tici pat ing DLEAs and sup port ing ac tivi ties ac com pl ish
the ob jec tives of this phase. In clude op era tional ob jec tives, and de tailed scheme of op era  tion
(ac tions) for the phase. In di cate lead and sup port ing DLEAs re quired to do the job. Con sid e r
any roles of sup port ing De part ment of De fense forces.

(2) Tasks of DLEAs and other units par tici pat ing in this phase of the cam paign. (List each or -
gani za tion sepa rately and as sign it a job for this phase).

(3) Forces Held in Re serve. Lo ca tion and com po si tion. Ex plain “be pre pared” mis sions.

(4) De cep tion and Pro tec tion. Con sid er a con cept for de cep tion and for pro tect ing your
units/per son nel from crimi nal coun ter ac tions.  De scribe your con cept. Who do you wish to
trick; what be hav ior do you want him to ef fect; what do you wish to pro tect; what (friendly
force) will do the de cep tion ef fort; what ex tra re sources will be needed? [Use an an nex for d e -
tails if nec es sary.]

(5) Psy cho logi cal. De scribe any psy cho logi cal op era tions that might sup port your stra te gic ob -
jec tives.

c. Phases II–Through Sub se quent Phases. Cite in for ma tion as stated in sub para graph 3.b.
above for each sub se quent phase. Pro vide a sepa rate phase for each step in the cam paign at
the end of which a ma jor re or gani za tion of forces may be re quired and/or an other sig nifi ca nt
ac tion ini ti ated.

d. Co or di nat ing In struc tions. Gen eral in struc tions ap pli ca ble to two or more phases or mul ti -
ple ele ments of the or gani za tion may be placed here.

4. Lo gis tics. Brief, broad para graph de scrib ing how you will pro vide sup ply, serv ices, and
other ad min is tra tive sup port over the course of the cam paign. Pro vide over all goals and pri  -
ori ties for sus tain ing your or gani za tion through out the op era tion.

a. Phase I (Tim ing–same as in Para graph 3). Con sid er pro vid ing the fol low ing in for ma tion as
it ap plies to your plan.
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(1) As sump tions.

(2) Lo gis tics goals and pri ori ties for this phase of the cam paign.

(3) Sup ply as pects (in clude role of each DLEA in pro vid ing sup plies; con sid er any par tici pat -
ing for eign DLEAs).

(4) Base de vel op ment (de velop a base from which you will pro vide sup ply and serv ices if re -
quired).

(5) Trans por ta tion.

(6) Main te nance of equip ment.

(7) Medi cal serv ices.

(8) Per son nel (com mon pro ce dure for re place ments, man ning, etc).

(9) Ad min istra tion (de scribe any ad min is tra tive man age ment pro ce dures which im pact on
the coun ter drug cam paign).

b. Phases II through Sub se quent Phases. Cite in for ma tion stated in sub para graph 4.a. above
for each sub se quent phase.

5. Com mand and Com mu ni ca tions.

a. Com mand Re la tion ships. If us ing lead agency con cept, state lead agency by phase. State
gen er ally the com mand/co or di na tion re la tion ships for the en tire cam paign or phases ther eof.
In di cate any shifts of com mand or lead con tem plated dur ing the cam paign, in di cat ing time of
the ex pected shift. These changes should be con sis tent with the op era tional phas ing in para -
graph 3. Give lo ca tion of Spe cial Agent- in- Charge or other of fi cial in charge and com mand
posts. If the SAC or lead agency of fi cial is out of ac tion, state who is the dep uty or the next  in
charge.

b. Com mu ni ca tions. Plans of com mu ni ca tions. [May be con tained in an an nex.] In clude time
zone to be used; ren dez vous, rec og ni tion, and iden ti fi ca tion in struc tions, and plans for  us ing
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ra dio, tele phone, and com puter net works. Con sid er en cryp tion and spe cial needs for ru ral
and city en vi ron ments.

(Signed)_________________________                  (SAC, or other Official- in- Charge)

AN NEXES: As re quired
DIS TRI BU TION:

(SE CU RITY CLAS SI FI CA TION)
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CHAP TER 7

PLANNING AND THE INTERAGENCY ARENA:
THE ART OF THE POSSIBLE

Earlier chapters described the problems caused by drug trafficking, listed the key
organizations involved, and set forth strategy and planning principles that could be followed
in guiding most any group. Unfortunately, real world situations seldom permit the
formulation of an ideal plan, or the optimum use of all assets, even when unity of authority is
present and all subordinates try to be cooperative. Theory often falls victim to reality,
impelling compromise–or outright changes to our ways of thinking.

It is reasonable to expect that any counterdrug campaign involving different DLEAs, and
supporting military units operating in areas of overlapping jurisdictions, will involve some
honest disagreements. But this does not alter the fact that adhering to the basic tenets of
strategic and operational planning will enhance the effectiveness of tactical actions directed
towards a defined objective. This is true whether the organization is a business, a military
command, or a group of DLEAs responsible for areas along the U.S. border.

The challenge is to determine how strategic and operational planning techniques can be
made useful to DLEAs and the military units that support them. What organizational
structure is possible that can use this kind of planning for integrating multiple agencies in
large counterdrug initiatives? This chapter addresses that question.

THE SEARCH FOR EF FEC TIVE COUN TER DRUG OR GANI ZA TION

The quest for an organizational structure that can efficiently and effectively meet the
challenge of drug trafficking is not new. There have been numerous attempts to reorganize
Federal drug control programs. Theoretically, what is needed is a single organization,
properly manned and funded, that operates under one leader who has directive authority to
control all counterdrug programming, planning, and tactical efforts, both domestically and
overseas. That will not happen.

The need for a single agency was recognized by the Nixon administration, and attempts in
that direction were made during the 1973 Executive Branch reorganizations. The effort failed 
for bureaucratic and political reasons, but the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) was
formed and made lead agency for investigating violations of federal narcotics and dangerous
drug law. However, other federal agencies, such as the U.S. Customs Service and the U.S.
Coast Guard, retained primary law enforcement roles in preventing the entry of illicit drugs
into the United States.
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Today some 50 federal agencies (to include such seemingly unrelated agencies as the
Bureau of Land Management; the Internal Revenue Service; Bureau of Indian Affairs; and
the Federal Aviation Administration have responsibilities as national drug control program
agencies in combating the flow of drugs. Then, too, the states and most large cities have their
own counterdrug bureaus and teams.

No one person or agency (excluding, perhaps, the President) coordinates or integrates the
operational planning or tactical actions of the many agencies. The ONDCP is not given this
authority, nor is it structured accordingly. The ONDCP is a policy developing organization,
concerned with national drug strategy, and serves as a coordinating mechanism at the
national level for implementing Presidential policy. In interagency operations at the
operational (campaign) planning level and at the tactical level, no one agency is “in total
command” nor in our system is it likely that any one agency ever will. This does not mean that
efficient operational and tactical activities cannot be accomplished. It means only that they
must be done through efforts in a multiagency coalition. The “headquarters” or designated
leading agency must be supported by diverse groups with common interests, much in the way
our nation has used alliances or coalitions in international initiatives–particularly when
facing grave threats to our interests.

PLAN NING CON SID ERA TIONS FOR THE COUN TER DRUG EF FORT

Many common considerations exist between the planning efforts for a military operation
and interagency efforts in an international and domestic war on drugs. Defining the strategic
objectives, understanding enemy (drug trafficker) intentions and capabilities, specifying
areas of operations, setting priorities of effort, establishing organizations with workable
command and control structures, sequencing operations, following span of control principles,
and making sound resource allocation should be similar in either military or drug law
enforcement strategic and operational planning.

As an example, when fighting a war that is spread over vast areas, the strategist
determines what functional and geographic subdivisions should be made in order to organize
and effectively combat the enemy. He considers all the factors mentioned above plus time-
distance factors, international law, sovereignty issues, the interests and objectives of his
allies, domestic political considerations, and budget constraints. In large conflicts, geographic 
subdivisions are often called theaters of war (strategic level) and theaters of operation
(operational level). A theater commander is appointed who devises a theater strategy which
complements national military strategy and, within his resource allocation, he begins
formulating operational-level campaign plan(s) to attain the strategic objectives. His plans
consider not only the organizations and assets under his control but also those friendly forces
that may become available.

In coalition efforts, the leader also becomes a diplomat in order to achieve harmony and
unity of effort among the allies involved. He must consider the agendas and objectives of all
forces under his authority if he is to be successful in obtaining maximum effort against the
enemy. Compromise is both necessary and productive in coalition warfare.
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Many of these principles also apply to drug war planning where multiagency coalitions
must be formed to integrate activities. The drug threat is immense by any measure. Coherent
long-term planning within a unified framework is needed for successful multiagency efforts
on a scale adequate to counter the threat.

A UNI FIED AC TION PLAN FOR SUP PLY RE DUC TION
OP ERA TIONS

A look at the strategic environment from a geographic and functional perspective might
lead to greater efficiency in countering the drug problem. Although the authors do not pretend 
an optimum solution, the organizational concept described in the next several paragraphs
provide an example of what could be a sound organizational structure to facilitate unified
actions and one that may be politically feasible.

Mul tia gency Ac tions within the United States.

The continental United States can be viewed as a National Interagency Area (NIA) that
encompasses functional and regional counterdrug activities. The Director, ONDCP, could
serve as NIA Director, or he could nominate a Chief of the NIA to the President for approval.
In any event, the Chief of the NIA would provide strategic guidelines for subordinate areas in
order to achieve a unity of effort. The term interagency operating area (IOA) may be a good
descriptor of these subordinate areas since interagency DLEA effort is required. See Figure
26.

Within the continental United States, certain operating areas lend themselves to
geographic breakout for supply reduction operations. The Southwest Border area; the
Central region; the Southeastern region; and the U.S.-Canada border states are appropriate
IOAs that merit an operational level headquarters for counterdrug planning.

Some IOAs can be functional, rather that geographic. These “areas” might include the
function of detection and monitoring or the function of financial crimes enforcement. The U.S. 
Interdiction Coordinator (USIC) (discussed in previous chapters) is one prototype example of
this approach to strategic direction. In this case, the USIC sets the goals and provides
strategic direction for the functional area of international interdiction, in the host countries
and in the transit zone. Although he does not exercise directive authority over U.S. drug
agencies in a specific area of the world, the USIC has “oversight coordination” authority over
U.S. agencies supporting the interdiction function.

We suggest that a lead agency be designated for each IOA within the United States. That
agency would designate an IOA Chief who has the authority and responsibility for preparing
regional strategies and campaign plans for multiagency counterdrug operations when they
are needed. This would involve the cooperative participation of appropriate federal agencies
(plus state and local agencies). Federal DLEAs playing a major counterdrug role might be
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designated a lead agency for an IOA related to its primary function. It would designate a
senior executive to serve as IOA Director. In those IOAs where it is not the lead agency, the
DLEA would serve in a supporting role.

The suggested organizational concept plays to the strength of each group by selecting as
lead agency that agency best suited for the IOA environment. Such an arrangement also gives 
each major DLEA a special domain in which to excel. Cooperative efforts are enhanced in that
each agency needs help from the others in order to succeed within its IOA. Agency heads will
encourage the cooperation of their subordinate officers assigned to IOAs where they are not
the leading agency.

The description of the IOAs shown in the Figure 26 is offered for illustration only.
Recommending geographical boundaries, functional areas, and lead agency designations is
more appropriately the role of ONDCP in responding to legislative requirements and
Executive guidance, and with consultation with the departments and agencies involved. But
the point to be made is that wherever multiagency operations are appropriate, they should be
guided by coherent strategies and plans, and implemented under authoritative direction.

Re gional Op era tions Over seas.

In overseas operations, the designation of a leading agency is more complicated.
International law, treaty agreements, U.S. foreign policy objectives, security considerations,
military-to-military relationships, the role of an American Ambassador and his country team, 
and the internal social and political environment of the foreign nation concerned are all piled
upon and intertwined with drug war problems. Over 50 U.S. Government agencies are
involved in activities outside the United States, particularly Agriculture, Commerce,
Defense, and Justice. Many of these agencies have important contributions to make in the
overseas counterdrug effort. But our foreign policy-strategy apparatus, unchanged since the
end of World War II, is challenged by the need to integrate U.S. overseas activities for
coherent and efficient actions.1 For the national drug control strategy, it is especially difficult
to specify one lead agency or theater headquarters to provide leadership and planning.

One solution is that the responsibility for developing and implementing drug strategy in
an overseas region should reside with a senior executive, serving under the Director, ONDCP. 
He would carry the authority of the Executive Office of the President to implement drug policy 
and build effective counterdrug coalitions overseas. Because of the myriad of complex issues
that pertain to every region of the world, several regional coordinators might be needed: for
example, Western Hemisphere, Asia, and Middle East.

A regional coordinator would work closely with the Assistant Secretary of State for
International Narcotics and Law Enforcement and the Director of Political-Military Affairs,
in consultation with other national leaders such as the Attorney General, Secretary of the
Treasury, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the regional military Commander-in-
Chief.  In this way the coordinator would be in good position to lead the regional strategy
formulation process. The regional coordinator would interact with this leadership group by
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way of his chairmanship of a regional interagency working group for international
counterdrug activities. He would take charge of U.S. drug policy and strategy in a region, and
ensure that law enforcement, the military, and other elements were effectively integrating
their skills and resources toward a common goal.

When it comes to operational planning, however, the American Ambassador and his
country team are the only persons in place with the knowledge, access, and opportunity to
develop plans for an in-country combined counterdrug campaign. The geographic U.S.
military CINC (example, CINC, U.S. Southern Command) can provide both strategic and
operational planning support as requested by the regional coordinator in charge or the
American Ambassador concerned. To under-use the talents and assets of the regional
military headquarters would be a mistake. (The regional military headquarters can provide
considerable intelligence data to the several lead DLEAs in the United States regarding the
flow of narcotics from overseas theaters to the United States.)

The Layer Cake Ef fect.

Most any proposal for improving interagency coordination and the integration of multiple
agencies in a common endeavor could be vulnerable to adding another layer of
bureaucracy–perhaps impeding the good intentions originally conceived. This notional
proposal would make use of existing organizations, and bring to these organizations leaders
with the authority and budget to implement strategic concepts.

Some staffs and Coordination centers are already in place to assist the IOA directors
perform their duties: in the Northern Tier, Project North Star can provide the basis for a
headquarters; in the Southwest Border IOA, Operation Alliance could take on this additional
requirement. Each of the IOAs would be supported by JTF-6 for military assistance to drug
law enforcement, as well as the Adjutants General of states within the IOA. These military
headquarters can assist in operational planning and in providing federal assets for mission
accomplishment.

In the main, new staffs need not be created to support this Unified Action Plan concept.
What are required for interagency cooperation and integration are leaders with the authority
to coordinate coherent strategies and plans.

PLAN NING AND THE IN TER AGENCY ARENA–CAN IT WORK?

There is the compelling need for a solution to the drug problem, and no single approach
will suffice. While demand reduction programs proceed apace, supply reduction efforts must
become more effective–and efficient.

The authors are convinced that the supply reduction effort can benefit from initiatives
that stress interagency cooperation and mid and long-range planning. Strategic and
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operational (campaign) planning are integral to joint, combined, and interagency operations.
They are adaptable to drug law enforcement operations, too. An organization responsible for
coordinating coalition efforts within a geographic area can use business and military
planning techniques to great advantage. The same principles apply to U.S. elements
operating in an overseas environment. Necessity stimulates innovation, and both a strategic
plan and campaign planning are within the art of the possible.

History teaches us that coalitions of different forces working toward a common goal have
been successful–particularly when the threat is beyond the capability of any one coalition
member to defeat. The drug threat is of that magnitude. A coalition of various drug law
enforcement entities, supported by the U.S. military and other agencies of the government, is
feasible, desirable, and necessary if the United States is to continue its progress in defeating
the drug trafficker.

Plan ning in the Sepa rate Drug Law En force ment Agen cies.

The strategy and campaign planning processes can also be helpful within the separate
DLEAs to coordinate their tactical actions. From the administrator level to the agent in
charge of a field division, these planning methods can be important for keeping concepts for
operations in line with available resources. Other opportunities for applying planning
methods might be found at regional, area or sector offices.

The planning techniques discussed here have been implemented by various DLEAs. The
DEA strategic planning system has been previously cited as an administration leadership
and planning tool. Operation Alliance has had considerable experience in developing a
strategy process although implementation has proven difficult. Project North Star’s “Polaris”
strategy has been put to good use in recent years. The HIDTA program is based on a strategic
approach: threat assessment; strategic planning to address the threat; initiatives and
budgets to impliement the strategy; and annual reports as to progress made in countering the
threat. In the past, however, some of these strategies often have been unable to realize their
full potential because the allocated resources (budget) were insufficient to place strategic
concepts into play, or the leaders responsible were not empowered to direct planning and
operations. Nevertheless, the strategies have been useful to coordinate counterdrug activities 
and maintain focus on the organization’s goals.

Through strategic and operational planning, senior and mid-level leadership within the
chains of command of our DLEAs have a means to synchronize their activities in phased
operations to achieve their objectives. Whether it is a part of strategic level endeavors as
posited in this chapter, or at the action level of a regional law enforcement bureau, strategic
planning and campaign planning can be critical for long-range success.  In the following
chapter, the authors offer some concluding thoughts about the national drug problem and the
role of strategic planning in the counterdrug effort.
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END NOTE - CHAP TER 7

1. Roger Sperry, Director Management Studies, National Academy of Public
Administration, “Diplomatic Disorder,” Government Executive, July 1996, pp. 17-18. The
article describes the State Department preference for “high policy” (diplomacy and reporting)
and its avoidance of “low policy” such as managing the implementation of high policy–making
things happen. Sperry suggests that the consolidation of functions and agencies operating
overseas “will happen as a matter of time.”
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CHAP TER 8

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS

Research for this publication included numerous interviews with officials at national,
state, and local levels concerned with drug supply reduction, as well as field visits involving
direct observation of law enforcement and military personnel engaged in tactical operations.
The authors also did extensive reading on the drug trafficking problem. These experiences led 
to the following conclusions regarding the drug war and how it should be waged.

•  The problems created by drug abuse and drug trafficking are enormous. American
social structures and moral standards are being degraded, and the economic drain is
staggering. The $150 billion yearly drain on the U.S. economy from drug trafficking and
abuse is intolerable and unacceptable. Drug-related problems have impaired our
relationships with foreign governments, and our national security programs have been
jeopardized. In the long run, America’s counterdrug campaign is more critical for U.S.
national interests than terrorism or regional conflicts in places like Southwest Asia,
Africa, or even the Persian Gulf.

•  After over two decades of fighting the drug problem, we may see the gains made in
reducing the numbers of drug users vanish as the traffickers concentrate on targeting
our youth. Regardless of their individual situations or their rationale for dealing in
illegal drugs, drug traffickers are the enemies of American society. They, in effect, are
waging an undeclared war against the institutions of the United States. They must be
vigorously pursued and punished to the limit of the law. To do this successfully, a
concerted national effort is required to mobilize the resources and will of the public.

•  The American people continue to demand a solution to the drug dilemma. As evidenced
by legislation enacted and by continued concern of several congressional committees,
the Congress appears quite sensitive to these demands. In 1996 the Executive Branch
revitalized its counterdrug program and provided a much needed push to the national
counterdrug effort. However, unless the effort is sustained, Congress is likely to
mandate additional measures.

•  The drug war is winnable, but the United States is not yet winning. We define winning
the war as reducing the amount of drug abuse and drug traffic to a level which is
acceptable to U.S. society and which does not seriously degrade our national security,
our economic well-being, and our social order.

•  In our system, no one but the President can really be in overall control of the drug war at
the national level. Only he can be the “Drug Czar,” for only someone above the Cabinet
level has sufficient authority to control the departments and agencies which are
responsible for the various counterdrug forces. This does not preclude strong influence
by subordinates in policy development, strategy formulation, and operational guidance.
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It simply ensures centralized authority. Nor does it interfere with the execution of policy
by DLEAs in the several interagency operating areas. Rather it ensures uniformity of
guidance.

•  By ensuring that the Director of ONDCP enjoys Cabinet-level status and remains a
member of the NSC, and by participating in the Presidentially-chaired Drug Policy
Council, the credibility of ONDCP can be maintained. This will enhance cooperation
among the several departments and agencies. While ONDCP can develop and
administer strategy and policy guidance for the President, through his Cabinet level
board, he must play an active, continuous role in directing the interagency counterdrug
effort. Only by his direct participation can we hope to pull together and fully integrate
our counterdrug efforts in the United States with those overseas.

•  While some improvement has been made in past years, the 50-some federal agencies
involved in drug law enforcement actions and the myriad of state and local law
enforcement entities are not yet working effectively together in a synchronized or
coherent manner nationwide. Operation Alliance, Project North Star, and JTF-6 are
examples of large scale, sustained interagency cooperation–but there is much room for
improvement.

•  The campaign planning process can serve the drug law enforcement community as a
planning technique to synchronize interagency operations in the war on drugs. The
stakes in this war are high. Thousands of dedicated people work long hours, often in
dangerous situations, attempting to stem the flow of drugs. They deserve more and
better support than they now receive, particularly in terms of personnel resourcing,
current technology, and interagency coordination. When fighting a foe that is cunning,
ruthless, and well-financed, to win we need a force of sufficient size that is better trained
and at least equally well-equipped. That force should use the best methods known to
plan and control the battles. Until demand reduction programs are successful, we must
continue the supply reduction struggle.

•  Strategy and campaign plans shape our tactical actions, but strategy and plans can only
work if there is an agreed theory or doctrine available to provide principles and rules to
guide our actions. Drug law enforcement employees, U.S. military personnel, and the
Washington bureaucracy (to include the Congress) all speak different professional
languages. Ways must be found to improve communications. ONDCP should promote an 
interagency effort to publish a doctrinal concept for drug interdiction activities to
include a dictionary of common terms. The nation would greatly benefit from the
establishing of a Law enforcement interagency senior level college for promising mid-
level DLEA officers–in the same form now enjoyed by the military services. We must
train together in order to operate together.

•  At the tactical level, interagency cooperation and joint operations have proven quite
feasible. Such operations flourish when an atmosphere of understanding and trust is
established. This has often been accomplished by continuous liaison, frequent planning
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conferences, and working together in joint operations. The challenge is to achieve
similar harmony at the operational and strategic levels.

•  Designating a lead agency to coordinate and control all joint (interagency) planning and
tactical operations within a geographical area (an IOA) is a feasible way to reap the
benefits of strategic and operational (campaign) planning.

•  The U.S. military is making a substantial contribution to the drug war. It must continue 
to actively seek its proper supporting role and act in a positive but noncompetitive
manner. Temptation to go beyond a support role when providing needed help for DLEAs, 
American embassy country teams, and friendly foreign governments should continue to
be avoided. The military should continue to be proactive within the rules of engagement.

•  The military should offer greater participation in the area of predictive intelligence
production and fusion (to include systems architecture, collection methods, analysis,
dissemination, and retrievability) and in strategic and operational level planning at
various DLEA and interagency headquarters and offices. The excellent intelligence
analysis methodology practiced at JTF-6 provides current intelligence to military units
supporting the DLEAs.

•  Though not endorsed by many, some well-meaning individuals have called for
legalization and the controlled sale of drugs to raise funds for education, medical, and
rehabilitation efforts to reduce demand. These critics of current policy argue that
present counterdrug efforts have failed, and that monies now going to drug dealers could 
be channeled into demand reduction programs. Presidents of both political parties, and
other national leaders, feel this argument is ill-conceived and would do much more harm
than good. We agree with them. The “War on Drugs” can be won, legalization is morally
repugnant, and the problems caused by any legalization could be more severe than those
now at hand.

•  The authors recognize that the terms “Drug War” and “War on Drugs” may be imperfect
metaphors for the complex social and legal situations involved in reducing drug abuse
and bringing drug law offenders to justice. However, they are useful and perhaps
descriptive in referring to what may be the level of effort necessary to stop the illegal
trafficking of drugs which is so damaging to our society. While compassion, medical
treatment, and rehabilitation assistance is called for in helping the user and addict,
there is little room for sympathy when dealing with those who traffic in human misery
for personal gain. While education, example, and patience are vital in deterring our
youth from falling prey to the drug dealer, no tolerance should be given the drug cartel,
the international smuggler, or those distributors and pushers who feed such poisons to
our children. They must be held responsible for their actions.

The principal point the authors wish to convey is that there is a better way to plan for
sustained counterdrug efforts. If joint efforts can be coordinated under lead agency
supervision, and the method for planning a campaign and marshaling assets needed is used,
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then greater success in our counterdrug effort can be realized. Ultimately we will win the
nation’s war on drugs.
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APPENDIX A
EXAMPLE (NOTIONAL) STRATEGY

* * * * * * *

Copy No._______ 
Executive Committee,
Olympia HIDTA
Seattle, Washington
30 August 2000

OLYM PIA HIGH IN TEN SITY DRUG TRAF FICK ING AREA (HIDTA) STRAT EGY
OLYM PIA 2005

I. IN TRO DUC TION.

A. This docu ment rep re sents the Olym pia HIDTA strat egy for the 5- year pe ri od be gin ning in
FY 2001. By HIDTA Com mit tee pol icy, this strat egy will be re viewed, and evalu ated an nu -
ally, dur ing the third quar ter of the Fis cal Year (FY).

B. The Olym pia HIDTA was es tab lished in 1997 by the Di rec tor, ONDCP af ter con sul ta tion
with the U.S. At tor ney Gen eral, heads of Na tional Drug Con trol Pro gram Agen cies, and the
gov er nor of Wash ing ton. The Olym pia HIDTA con sists of the seven Wash ing ton coun ties of
Thurston, Pierce and Ya kima in the south; King and Sno homish in the cen ter; and Skagit and
What com (on the bor der) in the north.  They ex tend east ward from the east ern side of Puget
Sound run ning 125 miles north ward from Ta coma through Se at tle to Blain on the bor der with 
Can ada. It in cludes the Ya kima River val ley which ex tends to the south east from the
Tacoma- Seattle area.

C. The HIDTA is op er ated un der the ae gis of the HIDTA Ex ecu tive Com mit tee. It has a col lo -
cated staff which in cludes an ad min is tra tive head quar ters group, a Com mu ni ca tions and
Sup port Cen ter, and an In tel li gence Group. Four Task Forces are lo cated in Se at tle, Ta coma ,
Ya kima, and Blaine. The Olym pia Ex ecu tive Com mit tee meets quar terly and on call. The cur -
rent chair man is Sher iff Jane Sum mers and the HIDTA di rec tor is Wil liam Dick er son, DEA.

D. The range of HIDTA task force ac tivi ties in the past year has in cluded drug in ter dic tion,
drug traf fick ing and fi nan cial crime in ves ti ga tions, sup port for prose cu tions, and drug abuse
pre ven tion ini tia tives.
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II. THE OLYM PIA STRA TE GIC EN VI RON MENT. (See An nex A,
HIDTA Threat As sess ment.) [omit ted]

A. The citi zens of the OLYM PIA HIDTA have an in ter est in:

1. Healthy chil dren, free of the bur den of sub stance abuse.

2. Safe streets, free of vio lent crime and gang ac tiv ity.

3. A North west re gion re sis tant to il licit drug im por ta tion and through put.

4. An edu cated adult citi zenry—re sis tant to il licit drug abuse.

5. An ef fec tive drug treat ment pro gram within the HIDTA re gion.

B. Sig nifi cant Gen eral Fac tors Af fect ing HIDTA In ter ests:

1. The Olym pia HIDTA area rep re sents a ma jor gate way for drugs to en ter the United
States from Can ada, Latin Amer ica, and Asia. It is also a hub for dis tri bu tion of il licit dru gs
through out the United States. The HIDTA has a large, drug- dependent popu la tion.

2. The Seattle- Tacoma area is the most im por tant eco nomic and cul tural hub in the
North west re gion of the United States. The Se aTac In ter na tional Air port is a ma jor trans -
ship ment point for U.S. in ter na tional trade with the coun tries of the Pa cific rim. Af ter Los  An -
ge les, the area is the sec ond larg est com mer cial con tainer ship ping area in the United State s.
The Ports of Se at tle and Ta coma pro cess an nu ally nearly 3 mil lion con tain ers, and this
through- put is con tinu ing to grow an nu ally. About 5,000 of the 7,000 com mer cial ves sels ar -
riv ing an nu ally in the Pa cific North west pass through ports in source coun tries in Asia. The
high den sity of in ter na tional trade has made the re gion vul ner able to il licit drug traf fic k ing,
and drug traf fick ers have taken ad van tage of this fac tor.

3. The HIDTA re gion is a sig nifi cant ma rine smug gling tar get for ves sels com ing from
the Far East, South ern Cali for nia, and Latin Amer ica. Smug gling or gani za tions op er ate fro m 
Can ada and the Pa cific North west.  The Puget Sound re gion has hun dreds of ma ri nas and iso -
lated coves, and about 170 re mote is lands in North west ern Wash ing ton. These is lands are lo -
cated in San Juan County and have been tra di tional points for smug gling op era tions. There
are no spe cific lines of op era tion or choke points to fa cili tate con cen trat ing law en force  ment
as sets; the bor der with Can ada is open and with out bar ri ers to im pede traf fic. Wa ter ob st a -
cles are used to ad van tage by smug glers who use small and large wa ter craft for il licit drug
trade. Lo cal roads fa cili tate smug gling op era tions.

4. Over 3 mil lion peo ple live in the Olym pia HIDTA area. In the past 4 years the re gion
has ex pe ri enced a grow ing epi demic of drug- related crime and drug abuse. Emer gency room
vis its re lated to drug abuse have in creased by 25 per cent over the last 3 years, and drug-
 related ad mis sions are 50 per cent higher than the na tional av er age (1999 fig ures). Area de -
mand for opium prod ucts has held steady in the past 4 years, spark ing lo cal opium pro duc tion
(in doors). Metha done treat ment pro grams have not had any sig nifi cant im pact on the de -
mand for heroin- opium prod ucts. The Wash ing ton Di vi sion of Al co hol and Sub stance Abuse
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ad vises that 14 per cent of the state popu la tion has a chemi cal de pend ency. Drug- related
deaths are higher in the HIDTA area than the na tional rate and hos pi tal over dose ad mis sions 
are 75 per cent higher than the rest of the na tion.

C. Law En force ment and Crime Fac tors Af fect ing HIDTA In ter ests:

1. Ex ter nal Fac tors.

a. Drugs. Il licit drugs en ter ing the HIDTA re gion are pre domi nantly her oin (from
Latin Amer ica and Far East), mari juana (from North ern Cali for nia, Can ada, and Mex ico), co -
caine (via Latin Amer ica), hash ish (South west Asia), and meth am pheta mine (from Mex ico
and Cali for nia). Foreign- based drug traf fick ers are us ing the Blaine bor der cross ing on the
bor der with Can ada, and the Ya kima Val ley ag ri cul tural re gion as the prin ci pal points of in -
fil tra tion and tran ship ment. Il le gal ali ens com ing north from Mex ico bring Mexi can black tar
and brown pow der her oin and co caine into Ya kima Val ley for stor age and tran ship ment to
other re gions of the United States. Asian gangs have been ac tive im port ing her oin via Blaine
for sales in Tacoma- Seattle and trans port to the south and east. Co caine and Latin American-
 produced her oin are mostly routed from An dean coun tries, usu ally via Mex ico, to Cali for nia,
and then to Ya kima Val ley for dis tri bu tion by Mexi can drug crimi nals and lo cal gangs.

b. Crime.

(1) The Mexi cans. The pre domi nant for eign drug traf fick ing or gani za tion in the
HIDTA re gion is the North ern branch of the Pena- Martinez or gani za tion. The pa tron, Os car
Pena- Martinez is based in the town of Urua pan, state of Mi choa can, Mex ico, lo cated about
180 miles west of Mex ico City. All of the Mexi can her oin is proc essed in Mex ico, then shipped
to mar ket. The Pena- Martinez gang has a well- established forward- based or gani za tion op er -
at ing at two iden ti fied lo ca tions in Se at tle. Through his con trol of mi grants in the Ya ki ma
Val ley, and a loose al li ance with Se at tle gangs, Pena- Martinez has be come an ef fi cient im -
porter of Mexi can her oin, meth am pheta mine and Co lom bian co caine and her oin. It ap pears
that most il licit drugs are smug gled in cars and trucks on a con tinu ing ba sis through out the
year. Pena- Martinez ap pears to have ceded mari juana traf fick ing to U.S. crimi nal groups. In
at tempt ing to at tack the prob lem at its source over the past 5 years, co op era tive ini tia ti ves
with Mexi can Fed eral and state law en force ment of fi cials have con sis tently failed.

(2) The Asians. Asian gangs in Ko rea and Ha waii have been ac tive in smug gling
crys tal (ice) meth am pheta mine and her oin into the HIDTA re gion. Such drugs have been in -
ter cepted on ves sels and in the mail sys tem. A re cent take- down of ice traf fick ers from Ha w aii
found that they were ship ping one hun dred kilo quan ti ties of ice via con tain er ized cargo int o
Tacoma- Seattle for nation- wide dis tri bu tion. Thai mari juana and hash ish smug gling or gani -
za tions off- load mother ships in the Puget Sound re gion to make use of ma ri nas and iso lated
coves, and is lands. Also, im me di ate ly prior to Chi na’s ac qui si tion of Hong Kong, nu mer ou s
Hong Kong- based crimi nals im mi grated to Brit ish Co lom bia. These crimi nals have been ac -
tively im port ing SEA her oin for sales in Can ada and the United States. Lit tle is yet known
about these gangs, and Ca na dian of fi cials have been un able to sig nifi cantly cur tail these o p -
era tions.
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2. In ter nal Fac tors.

a. Crimi nals. Locally- based crimi nals have been ac tive in the past 2 years grow ing
mari juana and opium pop pies in doors through out the 7- county re gion. Prose cu tions for her -
oin traf fick ing have in creased nearly 200 per cent over the past 4 years. Vio lent crime is part  of 
the turf wars among drug deal ers and the large drug traf fick ing or gani za tions. Afro-
 American Crips and Blood gang mem bers have been op er at ing in the Seattle- Tacoma area for
over 10 years. Vio lence in the form of street kill ings has di rectly re sulted from turf wars ove r
crack co caine and meth am pheta mine mar kets. Vio lent crime is also rou tine with us ers who
must sup port drug hab its with rip- off money. Though the youth popu la tion has de creased by 5 
per cent, vio lent crime by youths has dou bled over the past 10 years. About 100 youth gangs
have been iden ti fied in the HIDTA re gion (but only ten of these are re spon si ble for half of t he
kill ings). A re cent sur vey in di cated that 25 per cent of HIDTA teen ag ers car ried a gun to
school within the past year.

b. Her oin. There has been ap proxi mately a 50 per cent in crease in avail abil ity of
back tar her oin as ob served by po lice in Ta coma; Se at tle po lice have made simi lar re ports.  The 
seven sei zures of back tar her oin in the HIDTA re gion (1999), for a to tal of nearly 470 pounds,
in di cates that the area is a likely tran ship ment re gion as well as a lu cra tive mar ket. The pu -
rity of her oin in the HIDTA re gion has in creased sig nifi cantly over the past 9 years. In 1990,
the pu rity of her oin im ports av er aged be tween 60 and 80 per cent. To day in the HIDTA area,
the av er age is about 90 per cent, lead ing to ex pected crimi nal and health out comes. In-
 hospital ad mis sions for her oin over dose have in creased by 45 per cent over last year, and the
re gion now suf fers 7 her oin deaths per 100 th o u s a nd peo ple each year. In 1998, the seven
county area suf fered 195 her oin over dose deaths; pre limi nary fig ures for the first half of 19 99
ap pear that these an nual fig ures will be sur passed.

c. Co caine. Co caine con tin ues as a popu lar il licit drug. There has been a 40 per cent
in crease in co caine over dose deaths from 1997 to the end of 1998. To June 30, 45 co caine
deaths have been re ported by lo cal hos pi tals, in di cat ing a po ten tial an nual fig ure for 1 999
that may ap proach 100 deaths. The HIDTA area is a ma jor stor age and tran ship ment area for
co caine go ing to Can ada and the Mid west ern United States. Ca na dian mari juana is of ten ex -
changed for co caine, and then ped dled in Ca na dian mar kets.

d. Meth am pheta mine. DEA es ti mates that 75 per cent of the meth en ter ing the
HIDTA re gion is the re sult of Mexi can and California- based (mo tor cy cle gang) smug gling op -
era tions. But, there has been an in crease in dis cov er ing lo cal pro duc tion labs: 1998, 4 lab s;
1999 through sec ond quar ter, 9 labs.  Hy dri odic acid and other es sen tial chemi cals are in -
creas ingly be ing in ter dicted at the Ca na dian bor der. Pre cur sor chemi cals pene tra tion vi a the
Ca na dian bor der are be com ing a se ri ous threat to the HIDTA re gion. The port of en try at
Blaine, Wash ing ton has re ported a ten- fold in crease in the con fis ca tion of pre cur sor and es -
sen tial chemi cals over the past 2 years. With in creas ing threats from both Mexi can traf fick -
ing or gani za tions and lo cal labs, it is an tici pated that there will be a greater dan ger to t he
popu la tion from meth am pheta mine in the next few years.

e. Mari juana. Mari juana is in creas ingly be ing grown in doors in Can ada, then
smug gled into the United States in di rect com pe ti tion with Cali for nia, Ore gon and Wash ing -
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ton grow ers. Last year, the DEA Do mes tic Can na bis Eradi ca tion Pro gram sup ported a ma jor
counter- marijuana pro gram in the HIDTA. About 31,000 plants were eradi cated in some 345
in door nurs ery op era tions. Lo cal grow ing is so suc cess ful that Wash ing ton state now ex po rts
Mari juana to Ha waii and else where in the United States.

III. NA TIONAL POL ICY AND STRA TE GIC GUID ANCE.

A. Vi sion, In tent, Mis sions. The Presi dent has said that our com mon pur pose is to re duce il le -
gal drug use and its con se quences in Amer ica. His long- range vi sion for this ef fort is the ef  fec -
tive pre ven tion of il licit drug use by Ameri cans; qual ity and read ily avail able drug treat m ent;
dedi cated and en er getic citi zens work ing to coun ter drug abuse and drug crime; and ef fec tiv e
and co op era tive law en force ment and de fense agen cies ef fec tive against drug traf fick ing and
drug crime.

B. Pol icy Guid ance, Goals and Ob jec tives. The Na tional Drug Con trol Strat egy iden ti fies five
goals. Be cause of the stra te gic en vi ron ment of the Pa cific North west, all five of these goa ls ap -
ply to the Olym pia HIDTA.

1. Mo ti vate youth to re ject il le gal drugs and sub stance abuse.

2. In crease the safety of Ameri ca’s citi zens by sub stan tially re duc ing drug- related
crime and vio lence.

3. Re duce health, wel fare, and crime costs re sult ing from il le gal drug use.

4. Shield Ameri ca’s air, land, and sea fron tiers from the drug threat.

5. Break for eign and do mes tic drug sources of sup ply.

C. Pri mary HIDTA Ob jec tive. The pri mary ob jec tive of the HIDTA pro gram falls un der Goal 2: 
Im prove the abil ity of the HIDTA to coun ter drug traf fick ing.

IV. STRA TE GIC OB JEC TIVES

A. Vi sion State ment. The HIDTA Ex ecu tive Com mit tee fore sees a North west Re gion ef fec tive
in its re sis tance to drug traf fick ing, drug dis tri bu tion, and drug abuse, and a re gion of c iti zens
that en joy a safe and health ful com mu nity en vi ron ment, free of the scourge of il licit drugs .

B. In tent. The HIDTA Ex ecu tive Com mit tee in tends to put drug crimi nals in jail and shut
down ma jor drug op era tions with co or di nated, mul tia gency task force in tel li gence, in ves  ti ga -
tions, prose cu tions, and other ini tia tives; the HIDTA in tends to de velop and sus tain ef fec tive
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anti- drug edu ca tion pro grams for chil dren and adults; and it in tends to achieve ef fec tive d rug
re ha bili ta tion pro grams via re gional gov ern ment and pri vate groups.

C. Mis sion State ment. The Olym pia HIDTA co or di nates and pro vides fund ing sup port to the
HIDTA mul tia gency task forces to dis man tle or se verely dis rupt ma jor re gional and lo cal tr af -
fick ers of il licit drugs; fa cili tates the flow of in tel li gence in for ma tion among mem ber agen cies; 
as sists re gional pub li c and pri vate health agen cies to re duce the de mand for il licit drugs  and
im prove re ha bili ta tion pro grams.

D. Stra te gic Ob jec tives.

1. Dis man tle il licit drug traf fick ing and dis tri bu tion or gani za tions so that the Pena-
 Martinez or gani za tion is dis es tab lished by the end of FY 2002, and no other large or gani za  -
tion has re placed it through the end of the strat egy plan ning pe ri od (30 Sep tem ber 2005).

2. Pro mote an ef fec tive anti- drug edu ca tion pro gram for chil dren and adults of the re -
gion so that the per cent of chil dren us ing drugs is re duced from 12 per cent to 10 per cent by 30
Sep tem ber 2002; re duced in cre men tally to 1 per cent by 2005. Adult us age rates should dem -
on strate an an nual, in cre mental re duc tion from the cur rent 17 per cent to 5 per cent by 2005 .

3. In crease the ef fec tive ness of drug re ha bili ta tion pro grams with pri or ity to the crimi  -
nal jus tice sys tem pro grams to re duce the re cidi vism rate from 85 per cent to un der 50 per c ent
by 2005. Mid- point goal for 30 Sep tem ber 1993 is 65 per cent.

4. In crease the ef fec tive ness of drug in ter dic tion in the HIDTA re gion as meas ured by a
15 per cent in crease of the street prices of drugs and a 40 per cent drop in drug- related hos pi tal
ad mis sions in the Seattle- Tacoma area through 2005.

V. CON CEPTS for OP ERA TIONS and/or PRO GRAMS.

A. In tel li gence Group. To dis man tle il licit drug traf fick ing and dis tri bu tion or gani za tions and
in crease the ef fec tive ness of drug in ter dic tion ef forts, in tel li gence shar ing among Fed  eral,
state and lo cal agen cies will be im proved. The In tel li gence Group will be strength ened with
six ad di tional ana lysts (two from the Na tional Guard) to pro vide in creased case sup port and
ana lyti cal serv ices for in ves ti ga tions, and to pro vide in for ma tion about large drug traf  fick ing
or gani za tions in the re gion. The In tel li gence Group will com plete the pro cess of con soli dat ing
in tel li gence within the In tel li gence Group data base by the end of FY 2001. The Greater
Olym pia HIDTA- wide Stra te gic In for ma tion Net work (GOH SIN) will be com pleted by the
end of FY 2002, with ter mi nals sup port ing lo cal po lice de part ments lack ing in tel li gence  units
and task force par tici pa tion.

B. Cam paign Chill Blaine. Counter- smuggling Cam paign “Chill- Blaine” will be con ducted for 
the 3- year pe ri od FY 2001 through 2003 to de crease the in ci dence of drug- related vio lent
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crime, drug smug gling and drug traf fick ing. The cam paign will be in three phases. Phase I,
Op era tion “Black Dia mond,” 1 Oc to ber 2000 through 30 June 2001, will take drug crime off
the streets of met ro poli tan Se at tle and Ta coma and place em pha sis on citi zen and lo cal po  lice
neigh bor hood co op era tion and edu ca tion pro grams. Phase II, “ Op era tion White Swan,” 1 May
2001 through 1 March 2002, will fo cus on in ves ti ga tions of coun ter ing drug crimi nals in the
Ya kima Val ley re gion and in ter dic tion ef forts along the In ter state 90 cor ri dor.  Phase III, “Op -
era tion Night hawk,” 1 May 2002 through 30 August 2003, will fo cus on the north ern bor der
with Can ada from Blaine west ward to Night hawk; dur ing Night hawk op era tions along the
bor der to re duce smug gling and in ci dents of port run ning, in ter dic tion op era tions will c on -
tinue along In ter state High ways 90 and 5. Cam paign Chill Blaine suc cess will be meas ured
by a 15 per cent re duc tion in the in ci dents of vio lent crime in met ro poli tan Se at tle and Ta -
coma, a 15 per cent in crease in the street prices of drugs, and by a 40 per cent re duc tion in th e
number of drug- related emer gency room ad mis sions through out the HIDTA by 1 Oc to ber
2003.

C. Task Force Sup port. Law enforcement- unique equip ment, to in clude an elec tronic wire in -
ter cept fa cil ity, will be made avail able with pri or ity to all HIDTA task forces. Task forces
within the HIDTA will be re in forced with ad di tional in tel li gence sup port, HIDTA fund ing,
mili tary op era tional and non- operational sup port.

D. De mand Re duc tion. A com pre hen sive, HIDTA- wide de mand re duc tion pro gram will be de -
vel oped, in te grat ing the re sources and skills of lo cal gov ern ment and pri vate or gani za t ions,
mu tu ally sup ported by lo cal, state and HIDTA fund ing. Wash ing ton Army Na tional Guard
will be the co or di na tor for sup port ac tivi ties for this pro gram.

E. Crimi nal Jus tice Sys tem. Drug courts and re lated treat ment pro grams will be ex tended to
in clude all eli gi ble de fen dants us ing mul tia gency plan ning and pro gram ming to sup port a n
long- range pro gram for the re gion.

F. As set For fei ture. A com pre hen sive as set for fei ture pro gram will be con tin ued that tar gets
ma jor area drug or gani za tions with the pur pose of dam ag ing their fi nan cial ca pa bili ties .

X. (Ad di tional Con cepts as re quired.)

VI. RE SOURCES.

A. Di rec tor’s Re source and Budg et ing Guid ance. HIDTA re source re quire ments are pro jected
for the next Fis cal Year, and the fol low ing four years there af ter, to give a pic ture of the e x -
pected long- range costs of the HIDTA pro grams. Pro grams will be re viewed an nu ally to de ter -
mine their ef fec tive ness in meet ing HIDTA ob jec tives; the ob jec tives and con cepts of
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pro grams that dem on strate an in abil ity to meet ob jec tives will be re viewed for nec es sary
changes or elimi na tion from HIDTA fund ing.

B. As set For fei ture Funds.  The 5- year av er age an nual in put of for fei ture as sets made avail -
able to the HIDTA has been $870K. For plan ning the sup port of this strat egy, the HIDTA will
as sume re ceiv ing $850K in as sets for fei ture re sources dur ing FY 2001, and the four years fo l -
low ing. Fail ure to re ceive this amount will re quire ad just ment to the strat egy budget.

C. Strat egy Re source Re quire ments, FY 2001 through 2005:

1. In tel li gence Group Op era tions and En hance ments $815K for FY 2001. For the pe ri -
od FY 2001 through 2005, $325K in sala ries for FY2001, in creas ing to $350K by FY 2005, plus 
$85K ad di tional will be re quired each year to sup port tem po rary hire of two ad di tional ana -
lysts for the In tel li gence Group; data base con soli da tion pro cess will re quire $110K dur in g FY 
2001, and $3K main te nance costs for each of FY 2002 through 2005. The GOH SIN net work re -
quires an an nual con tract fee of $200K for FY 2001-3, and $85K for FY 2004 and 2005. Op era -
tions and Main te nance re quires $70K each year through FY 2002, in creas ing to $85K
through FY 2005. A con tin gency fund for TDY and con fer ences and the In tel li gence Group Di -
rec tor’s dis cre tion ary ac count is $25K for FY 2001- 02, in creas ing to $35K by FY 2005. To ta l
cost over the 5- year plan ning pe ri od for In tel li gence Group is $3532K. See budget dis play
(Fig ure 27).

2. Law En force ment New Equip ment . . .

3. Task Force En hance ments . . .

4. Over time re quire ment for ma jor in ves ti ga tions . . .

5. Train ing funds . . .

6. Main te nance of equip ment . . .

7. Edu ca tion and Re ha bili ta tion pro grams . . .

8. As set for fei ture use . . .

9. Ad min is tra tive/in fra struc ture sup port . . .

X. (Ad di tional re quire ments as iden ti fied.)

D. Re source Re quire ments by ma jor pro gram: (See Fig ure 27, In tel li gence Group.)

E. Olym pia HIDTA Strat egy Re ca pitu la tion: (See Fig ure 26, Olym pia HIDTA Five Year Pro -
jec tion.)
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VI. STRAT EGY RE VIEW.

A. The HIDTA Di rec tor will con duct a staff re view of Olym pia 2005 in August 2001 to es tab -
lish the ef fec tive ness of the ob jec tives and con cepts of the strat egy, and to as sess avail able re -
sources to sup port the strat egy as cur rently struc tured. Based on this as sess ment, the
strat egy will be re vised and dis semi nated to all HIDTA ac tivi ties not later than 15 Sep tem b er
2005.

B. Pro grams and op era tions that prove un able to meet the meas ur able ob jec tives of the strat  -
egy will be de leted from the strat egy, or modi fied to meet HIDTA ex pec ta tions of ef fec tive -
ness, time li ness, and econ omy.

C. The Strat egy Re view will serve as the ba sis for budget re quests for the fol low ing fis cal year.
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APPENDIX B

EX AM PLE OF A MUL TIA GENCY CAM PAIGN PLAN

The fol low ing ex am ple of a mul tia gency cam paign plan as sumes that a co or di nat ing head -
quar ters (West Star) is es tab lished to fa cili tate broad based coun ter nar cot ics op era tion s on
fed eral land in the West ern United States. It fur ther as sumes that the par tici pat ing agen ci es
un der West Star pro vided rep re sen ta tives to a plan ning con fer ence to de velop this plan. T he
cam paign plan pro vides in for ma tion about the situa tion, de scribes the mis sion (stra te gic ob -
jec tive), iden ti fies a lead agency for each phase of the cam paign, and as signs tasks to other
par tici pat ing agen cies. It iden ti fies re quired re sources and gives pri ori ties for their u se. This
type of plan also can be help ful to the su per vi sory chain of a sin gle agency in the con duct o f ex -
ten sive op era tions in volv ing nu mer ous groups.

Copy No________
Headquarters, Operation
West Star
Sacramento, California
1 August 1997

Drug In ter dic tion Cam paign Plan: Paul Bun yon I

Ref er ences: (Note: Here would be listed ap pro pri ate maps, or any spe cial di rec tives from
higher eche lon of fices per tain ing to this op era tion)

1. SITUA TION. Mari juana con sump tion in the United States has de clined only slightly in
the past 5 years while U.S. pro duc tion now ex ceeds 40 per cent of the de mand. Pro jec tions in -
di cate this will be come over 50 per cent by 2001, given that the cur rent con sump tion rate re -
mains con stant. With new plant ma te ri als be ing cul ti vated in the West ern United States, a
high con cen tra tion of THC (about 7 per cent) has made the U.S. prod uct popu lar with drug us -
ers at home and abroad. The gov ern ments of Mex ico, Vene zuela, Peru, and Bar ba dos have re -
ported sub stan tial sales of high po tency U.S. mari juana in their coun tries and have re quested  
ac tion be taken to cur tail U.S. ex ports. The Presi dent has di rected in creased ef forts be pla ced
on mari juana eradi ca tion and on the ap pre hen sion and con vic tion of U.S. mari juana pro duc -
ers and traf fick ers. The Con gress has been con sulted and sup ports the ef fort. How ever no ad -
di tional funds are ex pected this fis cal year to fi nance the cam paign.

Much of the high po tency U.S. mari juana is grown in the Op era tion WEST STAR area of re -
spon si bil ity (AOR). In tel li gence re ports in di cate that U.S. Na tional Parks and other fed eral
and state- owned lands now un der lease for fu ture tim ber har vest ing are prin ci pal grow ing a r -
eas for mari juana cul ti va tion. The North west Bor der Com mit tee will be aug mented with rep -
re sen ta tives from the In te rior De part ment, the U.S. For est Serv ice, the U.S. Na tional Par k
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Serv ice, the Bu reau of Land Man age ment, and the Bu reau of In dian Af fairs. This com mit tee
will fur nish guid ance and tech ni cal as sis tance for Paul Bun yon I and as sist in co or di na tion
nec es sary be tween Op era tion WEST STAR and their re spec tive field of fices. The U.S. At tor -
ney Gen eral has made Paul Bun yon I a pri or ity ef fort and has re quested the Ad min is tra tor,
DEA and the Di rec tor, FBI to sup port this cam paign to the maxi mum ex tent pos si ble. State
At tor neys Gen eral in the West Star AOR have been in formed and all prom ised their co op era -
tion. Like wise, ap pro pri ate state po lice of fi cials, fed eral and state mili tary lead ers, a nd
county sher iffs have been alerted that coun ter mari juana ef forts will be in ten si fied.

a. Stra te gic Guid ance. The Na tional Drug Con trol Strat egy calls for stepped- up ef forts
against do mes tic mari juana cul ti va tion and places suc cess or fail ure in this pro gram as an  in -
di ca tor of na tional an tidrug re solve. The stra te gic ob jec tive is a 10 per cent de crease i n do mes -
tic pro duc tion be tween 1996 and 1998 and a 50 per cent re duc tion by the year 2001. Both the
U.S. At tor ney Gen eral and the Ad min is tra tor, DEA have di rected that an ti mari juana ef for ts
be sus tained and not be ne glected in fa vor of an ti co caine/her oin pro grams.

(1) Cur rent strat egy and Presi den tial di rec tion dic tate that en hanced ef forts be taken
to elimi nate mari juana pro duc tion that now ex ists within the West Star AOR. Ac tion must be -
gin as soon as fea si ble. Pri or ity of ef fort should be at least equal to that be ing de voted t o other
il licit nar cot ics.

(2) ONDCP, Of fice of Sup ply Re duc tion pol icy let ter of Feb ru ary 2, 1996 pro vides these
pol icy aims:

(a) To end mari juana pro duc tion on fed eral lands, first pri or ity to the West ern Re gion.

(b) To de stroy the in fra struc ture now con trol ling mari juana traf fick ing within the
United States.

(3) Nor mal rules of en gage ment ap ply. No op era tions on land af fected by treaty with
Ameri can In di ans will be con ducted with out prior ap proval by the Bu reau of In dian Af fairs.
Care will be taken to mini mize dan ger of for est fires. Sup port ing mili tary units will be em -
ployed in ac cor dance with cur rent DOD pol icy and serve un der Ti tle 10 USC or Ti tle 32 USC
as ap pro pri ate.

b. Crimi nal Forces.

(1 ) A ma jor ity of the mari juana pro duc tion and dis tri bu tion in the Pa cific North west is
con trolled by the Car los Pena- Martinez fam ily. Their op era tions are based along the coastal
re gions run ning north of Fresno, CA, to the Ca na dian bor der and in land through out the for -
ested ar eas of Cali for nia, Ore gon, and Wash ing ton. Mari juana cul ti va tion oc curs mainly o n
federally- owned lands but also has been found on state- owned lands and pri vate prop erty.
The Pena- Martinez or gani za tion is sub di vided into sev eral dis tinct groups, each with dif fe r -
ent func tional re spon si bili ties. The groups may also be sub di vided on a re gional ba sis to re -
duce com mand and con trol prob lems. The ex act size of the Pena- Martinez fam ily is un known
but is be lieved to ex ceed 200 per sons.

(2) Func tional sub di vi sions in clude (a) cul ti va tion and har vest op era tions; (b) trans -
por ta tion, pack ag ing, and ware hous ing; (c) mar ket and dis tri bu tion; (d) fi nance and ac c ount -
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ing; and (e) se cu rity. Each sub di vi sion is headed ei ther by a rela tive of Car los Pena- Mart inez
or a trusted friend. (See An nex A, In tel li gence.)

(3) Geo graphic sub di vi sion of cul ti va tion op era tions is based on both po liti cal bounda -
ries and ter rain fea tures. In gen eral, the over all op era tion is sepa rated by states into Cal i for -
nia, Ore gon, and Wash ing ton. State op era tions are fur ther sub di vided as re quired by ter ra in
fea tures. Other com po nents of the or gani za tion op er ate across the bounda ries set for the c ul -
ti va tion and har vest ing di vi sion. (See An nex A, In tel li gence).

(4) Pena- Martinez in tends to main tain op era tions on Na tional and State Parks land in -
defi nitely. He pays noth ing for the land, avoids popu lated ar eas, en joys ex cel lent grow ing con -
di tions, and, to date, has not ex pe ri enced sig nifi cant loss to law en force ment ac tions. He  is
likely to ex pand his op era tion as the mar ket per mits.

(5) The fam ily in tends to ex pand their con trol over mari juana pro duc tion and dis tri bu -
tion through out the West ern United States. Pena- Martinez will avoid deal ing in other nar cot -
ics but will at tempt to es tab lish con nec tions with for eign deal ers for ex port ing his highe r
grade mari juana.

(6) Pena- Martinez sel dom vis its his field op era tions, spend ing most of his ef forts on
mar ket ing, dis tri bu tion, and fi nan cial plan ning. His son- in- law, Edu ardo Mon tez, acts a s an
“ex ecu tive vicePre si dent” in man ag ing rou tine af fairs. Both Pena- Martinez and Mon tez are
resi dents of Wal nut Grove, Cali for nia. An other son- in- law, Char les E. Kelly, is in charge o f
trans por ta tion and ware hous ing. Kelly lives in Port land, Ore gon. These three in di vidu als
make the ma jor de ci sions con cern ing op era tions. In charge of se cu rity is Alan Lynn, a bach e -
lor and a loner who re ports only to Car los Pena- Martinez. Lynn re sides in Oak land, CA, but
con stantly cir cu lates through out the Pa cific North west.

(7) The op era tion is so large that elimi na tion of a few fields will not sub stan tially de -
grade its po si tion. How ever loss of the crops and fields cov ered in ex ten sive eradi ca tion o p era -
tions will hurt him if the de nial can be sus tained. The fam ily could sus pend op era tions for o ne
grow ing sea son and still be a vi able or gani za tion.

(8) Vul ner abili ties.

(a) The de ci sion mak ing ap pa ra tus of the fam ily is small. Ap pre hen sion and con vic tion
of Pena- Martinez, Mon tez, Kelly, or Lynn would dras ti cally weaken the fam ily.

(b) Har vest sea son, when most mem bers of the field di vi sions will be on- site, of fers the
best time to dam age the lower lev els of the or gani za tion.

(9) Cen ter of Grav ity. The main source of en emy power is the ef fi cient and dis ci plined
sen ior lead er ship group of the Pena- Martinez or gani za tion. There are sev eral de ci sive fac  tors
con trib ut ing to the suc cess of the or gani za tion:

(a) Their abil ity to con trol large sec tions of land and use it for mari juana cul ti va tion.

(b) Sub stan tial fi nan cial re serves which per mit sus tained op era tions and ex pan sion
even dur ing pe ri od of de creased pro duc tion.

(c) Ef fi cient mana ge rial ex per tise at the higher lev els.
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(d) Loy alty to Pena- Martinez and co he sion of up per eche lon lead er ship.

c. Friendly Forces.

(1) ONDCP will as sist in co or di na tion with Wash ing ton, D.C.-based of fi cials as re -
quested. Dep uty Ad min is tra tor for Op era tions, DEA, will moni tor and as sist as re quired. A s -
sis tant Re gional Com mis sion ers, En force ment, and U.S. Cus toms Serv ice will pro vide
sup port as nec es sary to aug ment Cus toms of fi cials par tici pat ing di rectly in Paul Bun yon  I.
U.S. Bor der Pa trol will con tinue nor mal op era tions. U.S. At tor neys and State At tor neys Ge n -
eral con cerned will as sist in war rant and/or wire tap as sis tance and ad vise on ju ris dic tio nal is -
sues. Bu reau of In dian Af fairs Li ai son will ad vise on any ac tions con cern ing In dian Treat y
rights. State Po lice and High way pa trol sup port will be co or di nated through ap pro pri ate l i ai -
son of fi cers. Fed eral mili tary sup port will be co or di nated through Com mander, JTF-8 and
state mili tary sup port will be re quested through The Ad ju tant Gen eral of the state con cerned .

(2) The Royal Ca na dian Mounted Po lice will fur nish a Li ai son Of fi cer to Head quar ters
West Star dur ing Phases I and 11 of the cam paign. Ca na dian Author ity will sup port the op -
era tion as deemed fea si ble.

d. As sump tions.

(1) Per mis sion to op er ate on fed eral and state- owned lands will be forth com ing
through out the du ra tion of the cam paign.

(2) State and lo cal po liti cal sup port will con tinue through out the cam paign.

(3) Ti tle 10 (Ac tive and Re serve) and Ti tle 32 (Na tional Guard) mili tary sup port will be
avail able, es pe cially for air trans por ta tion.

2. MIS SION. West Star co or di nates phased Drug Law En force ment Agency op era tions to
elimi nate mari juana pro duc tion and dis tri bu tion from fed eral and state- owned lands within
Wash ing ton, Ore gon, and Cali for nia (north of Fresno) and to de stroy the Pena- Martinez
mari juana traf fick ing or gani za tion.

3. EXE CU TION.

a. Con cept. The par tici pat ing agen cies of West Star in tend to con duct phased op era -
tions over a two- and- one- half year pe ri od to stop mari juana cul ti va tion and traf fick ing from
fed eral and state- owned lands in the West Star area of op era tion; suc cess in this cam paign
will be marked by the de struc tion of the Car los Pena- Martinez or gani za tion and the in car -
cera tion of its key lead ers. Par tici pat ing DLEA will achieve the above ob jec tives by a co or  di -
nated two- and- one- half year ef fort which will in clude these ac tions:

(1) Elimi nat ing se cure ar eas for cul ti va tor of mari juana; de stroy ing mari juana crops
wher ever lo cated.

(2) Seiz ing drug re lated as sets of the Pena- Martinez or gani za tion.
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(3) Dis rupt ing the Pena- Martinez trans por ta tion net work by seiz ing or de stroy ing
trans load ing sites, ware hous ing, pack ag ing equip ment, air and ground fleet.

(4) Seiz ing capi tal (cur rency and other in stru ments) to ob struct the fi nanc ing of the or -
gani za tion.

(5) To ac com plish the above ac tions, a cam paign in three phases is en vi sioned:

Phase I, Prepa ra tion (March 1 - August 1, 1998).

Phase II, Eradi ca tion, In ves ti ga tions, Ap pre hen sion (August 2 - Oc to ber 30, 1998).

Phase III, Ex ploi ta tion (No vem ber 1, 1998 -O ct ober 1, 2000).

b. Phase I. Prepa ra tion. (March 1, 1998 - August 1, 1998). Dur ing Phase I, in tel li gence
about the Pena- Martinez or gani za tion will con tinue to be gath ered with em pha sis on plots
un der cul ti va tion and lo ca tions of fa cili ties and per son nel. A tac ti cal plan ning work shop will
be held un der the ae gis of DEA to pre pare plans for the Phase II op era tion, and to ef fect de -
tailed co or di na tion among DLEA for that op era tion. Re hears als will be con ducted, es pe cia lly
with sup port ing mili tary units to en sure mu tual un der stand ing of stand ing pro ce dures. La te
in Phase I, par tici pat ing DLEA and sup port ing mili tary units will de ploy to for ward op er a t -
ing ar eas and es tab lish lo gis tics/sup port ing bases. The time for tran si tion to Phase II wi ll be
when the lead DLEA (DEA) es tab lishes a for ward com mand post and con firms that sup port -
ing agen cies are ready. HQ West Star will re tain the lead for over all sup port co or di na tion for
this cam paign.

(1) Lead Agency. DEA is lead agency for op era tional plan ning and re hears als in this
phase; pro vides a spe cial agent in charge who will co or di nate DEA sup port from Se at tle and
San Fran cisco Field Of fices. DEA takes the lead in pre par ing a plan for the op era tion in Phas e 
Il; con ducts pre limi nary in ves ti ga tions and as simi lates in tel li gence in for ma tion as avail able;
iden ti fies sup port or lo gis tics short falls to West Star for reso lu tion; de vel ops rules of  en gage -
ment, guid ance for le gal pro ce dures, search and sei zure, ar rest; es tab lishes op era tional com -
mand post for Phase Il; di rects re hears als as re quired; as sures co or di na tion with HQ West
Star, within DEA su per vi sory chain of com mand, and with other law en force ment agen cies.

(2) Sup port ing Agen cies.

(a) State Po lice (Wash ing ton, Ore gon, Cali for nia). Pro vides in tel li gence and re con -
nais sance in for ma tion; as sists in iden ti fy ing friendly fa cili ties such as as sem bly poin ts, com -
mand posts and lo gis tics bases. Pro vides li ai son per son nel to DEA com mand post and
pro vides li ai son to mili tary units as re quired. Pro vides plan ner to at tend plan de vel op m ent
con fer ence.

(b) Bu reau of Land Man age ment, U.S. For est Serv ice, Na tional Park Serv ice, State
For est/Park Serv ices. Pro vide op era tional and tech ni cal sup port. Ad vise dur ing op era tio ns
via li ai son of fi cers.

(c) Bu reau of In dian Af fairs. Pro vides tech ni cal ad vice via li ai son of fi cer. Sup ports
plan ning phase by pro vid ing li ai son of fi cer to plan con fer ence.

(d) NDIC/EPIC. Pro vides in tel li gence sup port to plan ning pro cess.
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(e) Na tional Guard (Wash ing ton, Ore gon, Cali for nia). State Ad ju tants Gen eral will
pro vide li ai son per son nel for plan ning and to sup port es tab lish ing com mand post and lo g is -
tics fa cili ties.

(f) 6th Army. Pro vides li ai son of fi cer to plan ning con fer ence; co or di nates for Fed eral 
and Re serve troop unit sup port.

(g) CDSO- El Se gundo, CA. As sists in plan ning; co or di nates for fed eral loan and
grants of DOD prop erty in sup port of this plan.

(h) JTF-5. As sists West Star to co or di nate Ti tle 10 mili tary sup port. Pro vides li ai -
son for plan ning con fer ence; pro vides li ai son to DEA op era tional com mand post.

(i) FBI. Sac ra mento Field Of fice will pro vide li ai son to DEA dur ing plan ning and is
pre pared to sup ple ment DEA in ves ti ga tive ef fort.

(j) USMS. Pro vides li ai son sup port for op era tional plan ning con fer ence.

c. Phase II. Eradi ca tion, In ves ti ga tion, Ap pre hen sion. (August 2 - Oc to ber 30, 1998). 
Dur ing this phase, DLEAs will iso late and de stroy mari juana crops grow ing on fed eral and
state- owned lands; re lated as sets will be seized and crimi nals ap pre hended; case work in
prepa ra tion for trial will con tinue; pub li c re la tions ef forts will be con ducted by West St ar to
en cour age sup port for coun ter mari juana op era tions. The de struc tion of iden ti fied grow i ng
plots and ar rest of per sons in volved will sig nal the end of Phase II.

(1) Lead Agency. DEA is lead agency for this phase; pro vides Spe cial Agent in
Charge to di rect op era tions and co or di nate with DEA Field Of fices. DEA will co or di nate th e
crop eradi ca tion op era tion and pro vide guid ance for ar rests, sei zure of prop erty, and prep a ra -
tion of evi dence.

(2) Sup port ing Agen cies.

(a) State Po lice (Wash ing ton, Ore gon, Cali for nia). Pro vides sup port for eradi ca -
tion op era tions to in clude se cu rity for seized as sets, high way con trol/ac cess, spe cial we ap ons
and tac tics re ac tion teams and in tel li gence sup port. Pro vides li ai son of fi cer to com ma nd post.

(b) Bu reau of Land Man age ment, U.S. For est Serv ice, Na tional Park Serv ice,
State For est Park Serv ices. Con tinue with tech ni cal ad vise and li ai son to com mand post. Pr o -
vide fa cili ties for DLEA op era tions in for est and park ar eas.

(c) Bu reau of In dian Af fairs. Con tin ues li ai son to Com mand Post and pro vides
Mari juana Eradi ca tion Re con nais sance Team.

(d) NDIC/EPIC. Pro vides, within ca pa bili ties, in tel li gence con cern ing this cam -
paign phase.

(e) Na tional Guard (Wash ing ton, Ore gon, Cali for nia). Pro vides ad min is tra tive,
plan ning, in tel li gence and com mu ni ca tions per son nel to sup ple ment DEA com mand post.
Pro vides troop units for re con nais sance and to sup port crop eradi ca tion on fed eral and stat e-
 owned lands as di rected by DEA.
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(f) 6th Army. Pro vides troop sup port (one heli cop ter com pos ite com pany) un der
the tac ti cal con trol of JTF-5 to sup port Phase II. Pro vides com mu ni ca tions equip ment on l oan
ba sis with op era tors to sup port lead agency com mand post and West Star Head quar ters. Pro -
vides ground sen sor equip ment and per son nel to sup port lead agency.

(g) CDSO- Segundo, Cali for nia. Pro vides co or di na tion for grants and loans of
DOD equip ment and train ing in sup port of this phase.

(h) JTF-5. Con ducts co or di na tion with mili tary serv ices to as sure DOD sup port;
serves as sin gle point of con tact for Ti tle 10 sup port for this phase.

(i) FBI. Sac ra mento Field Of fice will pro vide sup ple men tal in ves ti ga tive sup port
as re quested by DEA. In ves ti ga tive re sources will fo cus on Pena- Martinez link age to Mexi c an 
Drug Traf fick ing Or gani za tion as well as its sup port in fra struc ture to in clude money laun  -
der ers, trans port ers and dis tribu tors.

(j) USMS. Sup ports lead agency with sei zure of prop erty re lated to drug traf fick -
ing, exe cut ing court or ders and ar rests, wit ness se cu rity, and ap pre hend ing fu gi tives.

(k) OCDETF. By ap proval of the As so ci ate At tor ney Gen eral and the Ex ecu tive
Of fice for U.S. At tor neys, the Of fice for U.S. At tor ney, North ern Cali for nia Dis trict (Sa n
Fran cisco) will be pre pared to pro vide OCDETF Pro gram sup port as needed. If the cam paign
de vel ops a case of suf fi cient scope (in ter state) with na tional im pli ca tions, then OCDETF will
be tasked to bring the case to court.

(I) ONDCP. Fa cili tates co or di na tion and li ai son for cam paign with ONDCP
and other Fed eral agen cies.

d. Phase III, Ex ploi ta tion. (No vem ber 1, 1998 - Oc to ber 1, 2000). Dur ing the Ex -
ploi ta tion Phase, in ves ti ga tions will be ex panded based on in for ma tion de vel oped in Pha se II. 
The DEA for ward com mand post will be dis es tab lished as needed. Re con nais sance will be
con ducted to iden tify new mari juana grow ing plots and sur veil lance will be main tained over
ar eas pre vi ously sub ject to eradi ca tion. DEA, sup ported by State and lo cal po lice, will ma in -
tain a rapid re ac tion ca pa bil ity to de stroy new- found grow ing ar eas and ap pre hend per so ns
in volved. The ul ti mate de struc tion of the Pena- Martinez or gani za tion and in car cera tion of its 
lead er ship will mark suc cess for this phase.

(1) Lead Agency. DEA con tin ues as lead agency for co or di nat ing re con nais sance,
sur veil lance, and rapid re ac tion op era tions for fur ther eradi ca tion, ar rests, and sei zur e of
prop erty. Con tinue case work lead ing to prose cu tion.

(2) Sup port ing Agen cies.

(a) State Po lice (Wash ing ton, Ore gon, Cali for nia). Con tin ues Phase II sup port on
as- needed ba sis to pre vent re sur gence of mari juana grow ing and traf fick ing.

(b) Bu reau of Land Man age ment, U.S. For est Serv ice, Na tional Park Serv ice,
State Park and For est Serv ices. Con tinue sup port and li ai son as in Phase II.

(c) Bu reau of In dian Af fairs. Con tin ues sup port as in pre vious phases.
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(d) NDIC/EPIC. Con tin ues to pro vide in for ma tion con cern ing mari juana traf fick -
ing.

(e) Na tional Guard (Wash ing ton, Ore gon, Cali for nia). Con tin ues to pro vide li ai -
son to DEA; as for ward com mand post is dis es tab lished, sup port per son nel will be re leased to
home units. Pro vides troop units as in Phase II on an as- needed ba sis to sup port rapid re ac -
tion re quire ments.

(f) 6th Army. As in Phase II, ex cept heli cop ter com pany avail abil ity lim ited to 48
hours’ no tice for sup port of re ac tion force.

(g) CDSO- El Se gundo, Cali for nia. Same as Phase II.

(h) JTF-5. Same as Phase II.

(i) FBI. Same as Phase II.

(j) USMS. Same as Phase II.

(k) OCDETF- Office of U.S. At tor neys, North ern Cali for nia Dis trict. Same as
Phase II.

(l) ONDCP. Same as Phase II.

e. Co or di nat ing In struc tions.

(1 ) West Star re tains lead for over all co or di na tion sup port through out this cam -
paign. DLEAs should sub mit re quests for sup port to HQ, West Star.

(2) HQ West Star will main tain in tel li gence fu sion cell through out cam paign to
sup port lead agency.

(3) Phase I plan ning con fer ence for lead agency op era tions will be held March 29,
1997 at the Com mand Con fer ence Cen ter, Pre sidio of San Fran cisco; co or di nat ing point of
con tact is West Star Sen ior Co or di na tor. Re quest par tici pat ing agen cies pro vide plan ne r to
con fer ence.

(4) Code name for this cam paign is Paul Bun yon I.

(5) HQ West Star will pro vide over all Pub li c Af fairs sup port. The lead agency will
pre pare and exe cute spe cific Pub li c Af fairs an nounce ments con cern ing ar rests, in ves ti ga -
tions and drug sei zures con ducted.

4. LO GIS TICS. Through out the cam paign, sup plies and serv ices (to in clude main te nance)
will be the re spon si bil ity of the sepa rate DLEAs and mili tary units ex cept as spe cifi cally  ad -
dressed in this plan or by bi lat eral agree ments be tween agen cies.

a. Phase I. Prepa ra tion (March 1, 1998 -August 1, 1998). The goal in this phase is to es -
tab lish sup ply and serv ice pro ce dures and to prepo si tion re quired sup plies to be ready to sup -
port op era tions in Phase II. Pri or ity for sup ply and serv ices will be to the lead agency and its
ef forts to es tab lish a for ward com mand post for the cam paign. Pro ce dures for in ter agency
trans fer of funds will be es tab lished by par tici pat ing DLEAs and mili tary units. Re quire -
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ments for sup port will be iden ti fied by the lead agency so that sup port ing agen cies can
plan for pro vid ing sup port.

(1 ) Base De vel op ment. Cali for nia Na tional Guard will pro vide the Gor don Dil more
Ar mory in Sac ra mento to all par tici pat ing agen cies for as sem bly ing ve hi cles, equip ment  and
sup plies as re quired. Na tional Park Serv ice will pro vide for ward Com mand Post fa cili ties a t
Las sen Vol canic Na tional Park. Ad di tional fa cili ties will be avail able at Cra ter Lake Na t ional 
Park in Ore gon.

(2) Trans por ta tion. Trans por ta tion will be pro vided by com mer cial con tract or
within the means of par tici pat ing agen cies.

(3) Medi cal Serv ices. Medi cal serv ices will be pro vided on a lo cal pro cure ment ba sis
in ac cor dance with the stand ing pro ce dures of the DLEAs.

b. Phase II. Eradi ca tion. In ves ti ga tions. Ap pre hen sion (August 2 - Oc to ber 30, 1998).
Prin ci pal lo gis tics goal in this phase is to as sure Lead Agency of suf fi cient trans por ta t ion (es -
pe cially air lift) and com mu ni ca tions fa cili ties to ef fi ciently con duct eradi ca tion op era tions.
Pri or ity for all lo gis tics ef forts will be to sup port DEA then state and lo cal agen cies.

(1) As sump tions. Army heli cop ter sup port (one as sault heli cop ter com pany of no
less than 10 UH60 type air craft) will be avail able to sup port the cam paign in this phase. JTF-
5 will co or di nate for com mand and in tel li gence com mu ni ca tion equip ment with mili tary p er -
son nel to en able 24- hour op era tion of for ward com mand post.

(2) Trans por ta tion. DLEAs will use or ganic and com mer cially con tracted trans por -
ta tion means as funded by each agency. JTF-5 will co or di nate through Forces Com mand to
pro vide one Army as sault heli cop ter com pany in sup port of the lead agency through out Phase
II. In ad di tion, TAGs of Cali for nia and Ore gon have agreed to pro vide truck trans por ta tion
through out Phase II in sup port of eradi ca tion ef forts. Re quests for ad di tional trans por ta  tion
sup port will be for warded to HQ West Star for ac tion. Lead DLEA will es tab lish pri ori ties fo r
trans por ta tion.

(3) Main te nance. DLEAs will be re spon si ble for main te nance of their or ganic equip -
ment. Ac tive and Re serve com po nent forces es tab lished in for ward op er at ing bases can pro -
vide main te nance as sis tance to DLEA equip ment within ca pa bili ties on an in ter agency
re im burs able ba sis. Main te nance for all mili tary sup port ing equip ment (to in clude C31) w ill
be pro vided by send ing Ac tive/RC units.

(4) Medi cal. DLEAs will be re spon si ble for rou tine medi cal sup port for their per son -
nel within agency guide lines. Army heli cop ters will pro vide medi cal evacua tion to lo cal hos pi -
tals on emer gency ba sis. Ac tive and Re serve Com po nent per son nel will be evacu ated through
mili tary medi cal chan nels ex cept when sent to lo cal hos pi tals for life- threatening emer gen  -
cies.

(5) Per son nel. DLEAs and sup port ing mili tary units will be re spon si ble to in sure
prompt re place ments for sick or in jured per son nel. Tem po rary trans fer of per son nel or tea ms
from one agency to the tac ti cal con trol of an other DLEA will be author ized by the send ing
DLEA.
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(6) Ad min istra tion. Pro ce dures for loan of equip ment and in ter agency trans fer of
funds will be es tab lished in bi lat eral agree ments among DLEA.

c. Phase III. Ex ploi ta tion (No vem ber 1. 1992 - Oc to ber 1. 1994). Pro ce dures and ar -
range ments es tab lished to sup port Phase II will also ap ply dur ing the Ex ploi ta tion phase. It
is not en vi sioned that a for ward com mand post or sup port bases will be needed; how ever,
DLEA and mili tary sup port ing units must be pre pared to pro vide re sources as needed to sup -
port short no tice re sponse op era tions.

5. COM MAND AND COM MU NI CA TIONS.

a. Com mand Re la tion ships. HQ West Star will re tain over all sup port co or di na tion
author ity through out this cam paign to pro vide a sin gle point of con tact for Fed eral, State a nd
lo cal DLEA re quests for as sis tance (trans por ta tion, equip ment, per son nel). West Star will  re -
tain in tel li gence fu sion re spon si bil ity dur ing the cam paign.

(1) Phase I. DEA is lead agency. It di rects op era tional plan ning, re hears als, and es -
tab lish ment of tac ti cal com mand posts as needed. Other DLEAs and mili tary or gani za tions
pro vide di rect sup port in ac cor dance with the ob jec tives and pri ori ties of the lead agency .

(2) Phase II. DEA is lead agency. It pro vides di rec tion for con duct of in ves ti ga tions,
eradi ca tion op era tions and guid ance con cern ing ar rest and evi dence. Other DLEAs sup port.
West Star con tin ues sup port co or di na tion func tion.

(3) Phase III. Ini tially DEA con tin ues as lead agency, other DLEAs pro vide op era -
tional sup port. West Star con tin ues as co or di nat ing head quar ters. On a con tin gency ba si s,
OCDETF (USAO, North ern Cali for nia Dis trict) is pre pared to serve as lead agency if scope of
case(s) de vel oped by this cam paign is suf fi cient to jus tify trans fer to the OCDETF Pro gram.

(4) Com mand Post Lo ca tions.

(a) HQ West Star. Dil more Re serve Ar mory, 133 West North Street, Sac ra mento,
CA 94300; Tele phone: 91 6- XXX- XXXX; Fax 91 6- XXX- XXXX.

(b) DEA Task Force. Phases I and III 450 Golden Gate Ave nue, San Fran scisco, CA
94102; Tele phone: 415- XXX- XXXX; Fax 415- XXX- XXXX. Phase Il: Hon ey moon Lodge,
Larsen Vol canic Na tional Park, CA 951 13; Tele phone: 91 6- XXX- XXXX; Fax 91 6- XXX-
 XXXX.

(c). OCDETF Pro gram. Of fice of U.S. At tor ney, N. Cali for nia Dis trict, 45 Pil lory
Place, San Fran cisco, CA 94102; Tele phone: 41 5- XXX- XXXX; Fax 41 5- XXX- XXXX.

b. Com mu ni ca tions. In ad di tion to rou tine and or ganic com mu ni ca tions pro vided by 
DLEAs, West Star will co or di nate through JTF-5 to as sure mili tary com mu ni ca tions sup port
through out Phase II and on- call as needed in Phase III. See An nex K, Com mu ni ca tions In -
struc tions.
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Wil liam Walker
Sen ior Tac ti cal Co or di na tor
West Star

AN NEXES (Omit ted):

A - Par tici pat ing agen cies
B - In tel li gence as sess ment
K - Com mu ni ca tions in struc tions

DIS TRI BU TION: A

B-11



APPENDIX C

DE PART MENT OF DE FENSE GUID ANCE
SUP PORT ING THE NA TIONAL DRUG CON TROL STRAT EGY

The let ters in cluded in this ap pen dix will be use ful to law en force ment of fi cials and mili  tary
of fi cers work ing to gether in the coun ter drug ef fort. The let ters de scribe the stra te gic in tent of
the Sec re tary of De fense in pro vid ing DoD sup port to the DLEAs and to other as pects of the
na tional drug con trol strat egy.

Two let ters by former Sec re tary Dick Che ney are im por tant for their guid ance: that the mili -
tary De part ment will sup port the drug war be cause drugs “. . . pose a di rect threat to the sov  -
er eignty and se cu rity of the coun try.” The let ter to the Com bat ant Com mand ers (the CINCs)
made it clear that the DoD coun ter drug sup port ef fort “. . . is a high pri or ity na tional se cu rity
mis sion of the De part ment of De fense.”

The more re cent let ters by Sec re tary Wil liam J. Perry ex press his “sup port for an ag gres si ve
and results- oriented DoD coun ter drug pro gram.” His let ter of 27 Oc to ber 1993 out lines spe -
cific ini tia tives that DoD will pur sue. The 15 April 1995 let ter iden ti fies DoD’s “five coun ter -
drug stra te gic ele ments” for sup port ing the drug strat egy.

In spite of sig nifi cant DoD budget and force struc ture draw- downs in the 1990s, the De part -
ment has been suc cess ful in pro vid ing as sis tance to the DLEAs.  The pro gram for pro vid ing
275 per son nel from the Mili tary De part ments has been ef fected. The DoD is pro vid ing about
88 per son nel to the DLEAs in the De tailee Pro gram. While the Re gional Lo gis ti cal Sup port
Of fices men tioned by Sec re tary Perry have been elimi nated and re placed with a Coun ter drug
Sup port Of fice un der De fense Lo gis tics Agency, DoD has been able to ad min is ter the Sec tio n
1208 Ex cess Prop erty Pro gram to great ef fect: about $1 bil lion in ex cess prop erty has been
trans ferred to the DLEAs in FY 96.

These guid ance let ters are sup ple mented by nu mer ous sub or di nate di rec tives and regu la -
tions that the prac ti tio ner will want to keep on hand. The let ters in cluded here es tab lish t he
frame work for DoD coun ter drug co op era tion and sup port.
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THE SEC RE TARY OF DE FENSE

WASH ING TON, THE DIS TRICT OF CO LUM BIA

Sep tem ber 18, 1989

DE PART MENT OF DE FENSE GUID ANCE

FOR IM PLE MEN TA TION OF THE

PRESI DENT’S NA TIONAL DRUG CON TROL STRAT EGY

On Sep tem ber 5, 1989, the Presi dent is sued the Na tional Drug Con trol Strat egy pur su ant to
the Anti- Drug Abuse Act of 1988. The Presi dent’s strat egy pro vides for an in te grated pro gram  
of coun ter nar cot ics ac tions de signed to move the coun try sub stan tially closer to the goal of a
drug- free Amer ica. This guid ance is de signed to as sist in the swift and ef fec tive im ple men  ta -
tion of the Presi dent’s strat egy within the De part ment of De fense.

The sup ply of il licit drugs to the United States from abroad, the as so ci ated vio lence and in ter -
na tional in sta bil ity, and the use of il le gal drugs within the coun try pose a di rect threat to the
sov er eignty and se cu rity of the coun try. The threat of il licit drugs strikes at the heart of the
Na tion’s val ues. It in flicts in creased crime and vio lence on our so ci ety and at tacks the we ll-
 being and pro duc tiv ity of our citi zenry. One of the prin ci pal for eign pol icy ob jec tives of this
Ad min istra tion is to re duce, and if pos si ble to elimi nate, the flow of il le gal nar cotic s ub stances 
to the United States. Also, the Con gress has by stat ute as signed to the De part ment the duty
to serve as the sin gle lead agency of the Fed eral Gov ern ment for the de tec tion and moni tor i ng
of aer ial and mari time tran sit of il le gal drugs to the United States. For these rea sons, the de -
tec tion and coun ter ing of the pro duc tion, traf fick ing and use of il le gal drugs is a high p ri or ity
na tional se cu rity mis sion of the De part ment of De fense.

The Na tion ul ti mately will be rid of the scourge of il le gal drugs only through the sus tained ap -
pli ca tion of the en ergy, cour age and de ter mi na tion of the Ameri can peo ple. As the Presi d ent’s
Strat egy re flects, the Na tion must seek to elimi nate both the de mand and the sup ply for il le  -
gal drugs, for the Na tion will con quer nei ther if the other is left un checked.

The De part ment of De fense, with the De part ment of State and U.S. Law en force ment agen -
cies, will help lead the at tack on the sup ply of il le gal drugs from abroad un der the Presi den t’s
Strat egy. The ef forts of the De part ment of De fense will com ple ment those of other U.S. agen -
cies and co op er at ing for eign coun tries. The De part ment of De fense will work to ad vance su b -
stan tially the na tional ob jec tive of re duc ing the flow of il le gal drugs into the United Sta tes
through the ef fec tive ap pli ca tion of avail able re sources con sis tent with our na tional val  ues
and le gal frame work.
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An ef fec tive at tack on the flow of il le gal drugs de pends upon ac tion at every phase of the f low:
(1) in the coun tries that are the sources of the drugs, (2) in tran sit from the source coun tries  to
the United States, and (3) in dis tri bu tion in the United States. The United States Armed
Forces can as sist in the at tack on the sup ply of drugs in each of these phases.

I. THE AT TACK ON DRUGS AT THE SOURCE

The De part ment of De fense will as sist in the at tack on pro duc tion of il le gal drugs at the
source. The pro duc tion of il le gal drugs is a com plex crimi nal en ter prise. The crimi nal en ter -
prise re quires il licit la bor, capi tal, en tre pre neur ship and a sub stan tial in fra struc tu re to grow
the plants that are the raw ma te ri als for il le gal drugs and to re fine and manu fac ture the i l le -
gal drugs. Re duc ing the avail abil ity of these ele ments of il le gal drug pro duc tion in the c oun -
tries from which il le gal drugs origi nate would re duce the flow of il le gal drugs to the United
States.

The De part ment of De fense can as sist in the three ele ments of an ef fec tive at tack on the su p -
ply of drugs in source coun tries: (1) as sis tance for nation- building, (2) op era tional sup por t to
host- country forces, and (3) co op era tion with host- country forces to pre vent drug ex ports.
Pur su ant to the Na tional Drug Con trol Strat egy, near- term ef forts will fo cus on the An dean
na tions from which most co caine en ter ing the United States origi nates. A key re quire ment for  
the suc cess of U.S. ef forts di rected at the sup ply of il le gal drugs, and in par ticu lar U.S.  coun -
ter nar cot ics op era tions, will be the co op era tion of the for eign coun tries in volved.

As the Na tional Drug Con trol Strat egy in di cates with re spect to the An dean coun tries, a sus  -
tained, multi- year ef fort to pro vide eco nomic, se cu rity, and law en force ment as sis tance i s an
es sen tial ele ment for a suc cess ful fight against il le gal drugs abroad. Drug- producing crimi  nal 
or gani za tions con trol what amounts to pri vate ar mies that chal lenge the law en force ment
and mili tary forces of their coun tries. Of ten such or gani za tions are in ter twined with in su r -
gent forces that chal lenge di rectly the gov ern ments of their coun tries. The Na tional Drug
Con trol Strat egy calls for the United States to re in force the abili ties of the gov ern ments o f the
coun tries co op er at ing in the fight against il le gal drugs to com bat drug pro duc ing or gani  za -
tions. Se cu rity as sis tance will help en able such a gov ern ment to pro tect it self from crimi  nal
drug en ter prises and drug- related in sur gen cies, and to en force its laws against drug pro duc  -
ers and traf fick ers. Fu ture eco nomic as sis tance will help to strengthen the na tional econ om y
and keep the la bor, capi tal and en tre pre neur ship avail able in the coun try chan neled to war d
use ful pro duc tion and away from drug pro duc tion. Suc cess in other ef forts to at tack the sup  -
ply of il le gal drugs de pends in the long- run upon the es tab lish ment of healthy econo mies in
drug- producing coun tries and the res to ra tion of gov ern men tal author ity in those coun tries .
To as sist in the im ple men ta tion of this ele ment of the Na tional Drug Con trol Strat egy, the
De part ment of De fense will exe cute se cu rity as sis tance pro grams in ac cor dance with Presi  -
den tial in struc tions and ap pli ca ble law, and in co or di na tion with the De part ment of Sta te.
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Ef fec tive im ple men ta tion of the Na tional Drug Con trol Strat egy re quires that the De part -
ment of De fense be pre pared to pro vide coun ter nar cot ics op era tional sup port to the forces  of
co op er at ing coun tries. The U.S. Armed forces can pro vide for eign forces sub stan tial as sis  -
tance in train ing, re con nais sance, com mand and con trol, plan ning, lo gis tics, medi cal sup port
and civic ac tion in con nec tion with for eign forces’ op era tions against the in fra struc ture of
drug- producing crimi nal en ter prises. Such U.S. mili tary sup port would be de signed to in -
crease the ef fec tive ness of for eign forces’ ef forts to de stroy drug proc ess ing labo ra to r ies, dis -
rupt drug- producing en ter prises, and con trol the land, river, and air routes by which the
en ter prises ex fil trate il le gal drugs from the coun try.

In ad di tion to as sis tance for nation- building and sup port for for eign forces’ strikes on dru g-
 producing en ter prises, the U.S. can as sist law en force ment agen cies of co op er at ing for e ign
coun tries in com bat ing the ex port of drugs from those coun tries. The De part ment of De fense
can as sist with an im proved in tel li gence col lec tion ef fort, which will be es sen tial not o nly to
as sist the gov ern ments of the source coun tries, but also for U.S. ac tions in the sec ond line of
de fense—the at tack on drugs in tran sit to the United States.

II. THE AT TACK ON DRUGS IN TRAN SIT

The sub stan tially in creased ef fort to at tack drugs at their source in the drug- producing coun  -
tries as a first line of de fense should help re duce over time the ex port of il le gal drugs to t he
U.S. Nev er the less, drug- producing crimi nal en ter prises in those coun tries cur rently are so
vast in scope that, even if U.S. ef forts to at tack drugs at the source are highly suc cess ful, t he
flow of drugs by sea, air, and land will con tinue. As the sec ond line of de fense against the flo w
of il le gal drugs, the U.S. armed forces will im ple ment the Na tional Drug Con trol Strat egy
through sub stan tial ef forts to coun ter the flow of il le gal drugs in tran sit to the United St ates,
both out side the United States and at the Na tion’s bor ders and ports of en try. The De part -
ment’s serv ice pur su ant to statu tory di rec tion as the sin gle lead agency of the Fed eral Gov  -
ern ment for the de tec tion and moni tor ing of aer ial and mari time tran sit of il le gal drugs to the
United States will prove par ticu larly im por tant to the suc cess of this ef fort.

De ploy ment of ap pro pri ate ele ments of the U.S. armed forces with the pri mary mis sion to in -
ter dict and de ter the flow of drugs should over time help re duce the flow of il le gal drugs int o
the U.S. At a mini mum, de ploy ing the armed forces with this mis sion should have the im me -
di ate ef fect of sub stan tially com pli cat ing the lo gis ti cal dif fi cul ties of crimi nal dr ug traf fick ers
and in creas ing the costs and risks of their drug smug gling ac tivi ties.

As a high pri or ity, United States mili tary coun ter nar cot ics de ploy ments will em pha size c om -
bat ing the flow of drugs across the Car ib bean Sea and across the south ern bor der of the
United States. The De part ment of De fense will pro ceed with plan ning to de ploy a sub stan tial
Car ib bean Coun ter nar cot ics Task Force, with ap pro pri ate air and mari time drug in ter dic tion 
as sets and aer ial and mari time de tec tion and moni tor ing as sets, to com bat the flow of il l e gal
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drugs from Latin Amer ica through the Car ib bean Sea. The De part ment also will pro ceed with 
plan ning for other de ploy ments of U.S. forces to com ple ment the coun ter nar cot ics ac tions of
U.S. Law en force ment agen cies and co op er at ing for eign gov ern ments.

Suc cess of the at tack on drugs in tran sit will re quire sus tained de ploy ment of ap pro pri at ely
trained and equipped mem bers of the U.S. armed forces and sub stan tially im proved co op era -
tion be tween the armed forces and U.S. Law en force ment agen cies. The sub stan tial in crease
in mili tary par tici pa tion in the at tack on drugs in tran sit is in tended to be in ad di tion to,
rather than in place of, Fed eral law en force ment agen cies’ ef forts.

The suc cess of in ter dic tion and de ter rence ef forts will de pend greatly upon the abil ity of  the
De part ment of De fense and law en force ment agen cies to mar shal ef fec tively the myr iad com -
mand, con trol, com mu ni ca tions and in tel li gence re sources they pos sess into an in te grate d
coun ter nar cot ics net work. The De part ment of De fense will serve as the sin gle lead Fed eral
agency for the de tec tion and moni tor ing of aer ial and mari time tran sit of il le gal drugs an d
will be pre pared, with the co op era tion of U.S. Law en force ment agen cies, to in te grate ex p e di -
tiously into an ef fec tive net work the Fed eral com mand, con trol, com mu ni ca tions, and tech ni -
cal in tel li gence as sets that are dedi cated to the mis sion of in ter dict ing il le gal drugs from
abroad. The De part ment of De fense will seek to de velop and em ploy when ap pro pri ate the ca -
pa bil ity to ex er cise tac ti cal con trol of Fed eral de tec tion and moni tor ing as sets ac ti vely dedi -
cated to coun ter nar cot ics op era tions out side the United States and in bor der ar eas.

To en sure that ac tion to im ple ment the Presi dent’s Na tional Drug Con trol Strat egy be gins
im me di ate ly, the Commanders- in- Chief of all uni fied and speci fied com bat ant com mands wil l 
be di rected to ele vate sub stan tially the mis sion pri or ity within their com mands of ac tions  to
fight il le gal drugs.

III. THE AT TACK ON DRUGS IN THE UNITED STATES

Af ter the first and sec ond lines of de fense — ac tions di rected at il le gal drugs in source co un -
tries and in tran sit — the third line of de fense against drugs will be in the United States it se lf.
The role of the armed forces in the third line of de fense in cludes both ac tions to re duce the s up -
ply of il le gal drugs and ac tions to re duce the de mand for those drugs.

Within the United States, to as sist in re duc ing the sup ply of il le gal drugs, the coun ter nar  cot -
ics ac tions of the De part ment of De fense will em pha size sup port to Fed eral, State and lo ca l
law en force ment agen cies, and the Na tional Guard in State status. The De part ment of De -
fense will as sist re quest ing law en force ment agen cies and the Na tional Guard with train ing,
re con nais sance, com mand and con trol, plan ning, and lo gis tics for coun ter nar cot ics op er a -
tions. In ap pro pri ate cases, armed forces per son nel and equip ment will be de tailed di rectly  to
law en force ment agen cies to as sist in the fight. The De part ment of De fense will en sure that
its ad min is tra tive and com mand struc tures per mit rapid and ef fec tive re sponse to ap pro p ri -
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ate re quests for coun ter nar cot ics as sis tance from law en force ment agen cies and the Na tio nal
Guard. The De part ment will con tinue to as sist the Gov er nors of the sev eral States in em ploy  -
ing the Na tional Guard in the fight against il le gal drugs.

With re spect to re duc tion of de mand for drugs within the United States, the De part ment of
De fense bears an im por tant re spon si bil ity to re duce the use of il le gal drugs within the a rmed
forces and among its ci vil ian per son nel. The De part ment of De fense has met with sub stan tia l
suc cess in its de mand re duc tion ef forts with armed forces per son nel through ag gres sive dru g
abuse edu ca tion and drug- testing pro grams — an 82% re duc tion in drug abuse since 1980.
The De part ment will step up its ef forts to com bat il le gal drug use by de part men tal per son  nel
and will make avail able to other large or gani za tions its ex pe ri ence in re duc ing the de man d
for il le gal drugs. The De part ment also will em pha size drug abuse aware ness and pre ven tion
pro grams in the De part ment’s school sys tem, which edu cates over 190,000 of Ameri ca’s chil -
dren.

The De part ment of De fense will be pre pared to as sist the De part ment of Jus tice with its re -
spon si bili ties for in car cera tion and re ha bili ta tion of drug crimi nals, through means suc h as
train ing Fed eral, State and lo cal per son nel in the con duct of rehabilitation- oriented train ing
camps for first- offense drug abus ers and pro vid ing over flow fa cili ties for in car cera tion of
those con victed of drug crimes.

The Presi dent’s Na tional Drug Con trol Strat egy em pha sizes a multi- national and multi-
 agency ap proach to re duc tion of the drug sup ply. The De part ment of De fense has a cru cial
role in de fend ing the United States from the scourge of il le gal drugs. The De part ment will em  -
ploy the re sources at its com mand to ac com plish that mis sion ef fec tively. Should it prove ne c -
es sary in im ple ment ing the Presi dent’s Strat egy ef fec tively, any needed ad di tional statu tory
author ity will be sought. The men and women of Ameri ca’s armed forces will fight the pro duc -
tion, traf fick ing and use of il le gal drugs, as an im por tant part of the na tional ef fort to se cure
for all Ameri cans a drug- free Amer ica.
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THE SEC RE TARY OF DE FENSE

WASH ING TON, THE DIS TRICT OF CO LUM BIA

Sep tem ber 18, 1989

MEMO RAN DUM FOR THE COM MAND ERS OF THE

UNI FIED AND SPECI FIED COM BAT ANT COM MANDS

SUB JECT: Ele va tion of the Mis sion Pri or ity of Coun ter nar cot ics Op era tions

One of the prin ci pal for eign pol icy ob jec tives of this Ad min istra tion is to re duce, and i f pos si -
ble to elimi nate, the flow of il le gal nar cotic sub stances to the United States. The de tec tio n and
coun ter ing of the pro duc tion, traf fick ing and use of il le gal drugs is a high pri or ity na tional se -
cu rity mis sion of the De part ment of De fense.

I di rect you to ele vate the pri or ity of the coun ter nar cot ics mis sion within your com mand.  Keep 
me in formed through the Chair man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the prog ress of your com -
mand in car ry ing out this mis sion within your area of re spon si bil ity.

/s/ Dick Cheney
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THE DEP UTY SEC RE TARY OF DE FENSE

WASH ING TON, D.C. 20301

27 Oct 1993

MEMO RAN DUM FOR SEC RE TAR IES OF THE MILI TARY
DE PART MENTS
CHAIR MAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UN DER SEC RE TARY OF DE FENSE FOR POL ICY
UN DER SEC RE TARY OF DE FENSE FOR AC QUI SI TION
DOD CO OR DI NA TOR FOR DRUG EN FORCE MENT POL ICY AND SUP PORT
COM MAND ERS OF THE UNI FIED AND SPECI FIED COM MANDS
DI REC TOR OF AD MIN ISTRA TION AND MAN AGE MENT
AS SIS TANT SEC RE TAR IES OF DE FENSE
DI REC TOR OF OP ERA TIONAL TEST AND EVALUA TION
DI REC TOR OF PRO GRAM ANALY SIS AND EVALUA TION
COMP TROL LER, DOD
GEN ERAL COUN SEL, DOD
IN SPEC TOR GEN ERAL, DOD
AS SIS TANTS TO THE SEC RE TARY OF DE FENSE
DI REC TORS OF THE DE FENSE AGEN CIES

SUB JECT: De part ment of De fense Guid ance for Im ple men ta tion of Na tional Drug Con trol
Pol icy

The flow of co caine and other il le gal drugs into the U.S. con tin ues to con sti tute a criti ca l na -
tional se cu rity threat. The vio lence ac com pa ny ing the dis tri bu tion and sale of these il l e gal
drugs, and the so cie tal toll that drug use im poses on our citi zens, are na tional prob lems tha t
af fect every Ameri can. Moreo ver, the en demic vio lence and cor rup tion that the co caine car -
tels bring are sig nifi cant threats to the de moc ra cies of South Amer ica.

New National- level pol icy has keen prom ul gated to re spond to this threat. The In terim Na -
tional Drug Con trol Strat egy re cently re leased by the Di rec tor of the Of fice of Na tional Dr ug
Con trol Pol icy em pha sizes the need for an in te grated Na tional drug con trol pro gram, in clu d -
ing both de mand and sup ply re duc tion ac tivi ties, while un der scor ing the cru cial value of de -
mand re duc tion ef forts. The In terim Strat egy pres ents an in te grated anti- drug In ter na ti onal
Lead er ship pro gram that sup ports dis man tling car tels, as sist ing key Source and Tran sit na  -
tions, and the in ter dic tion of the trans port of drugs. The in ter dic tion ef forts are re di r ected
from the Tran sit zone to the co caine Source na tions.
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In di rect sup port cf these pol icy ini tia tives, the De part ment of De fense will con tinue to ag -
gres sively exe cute a com pre hen sive coun ter drug pro gram. The pro gram will be re fo cused in
or der to sup port the new Na tional di rec tion out lined above, and will be shaped by the find in gs
of the re cently con cluded in ter nal Com pre hen sive Re view of DoD coun ter drug pro grams. The
new DoD coun ter drug pol icy will en hance pro grams that sup port co caine Source na tion ac -
tivi ties, dis man tling car tels, and de mand re duc tion, and will ad dress at a lesser pri or it y the
her oin threat. Con sis tent with ap pli ca ble laws, authori ties, and regu la tions, DoD will als o
con tinue to sup port Fed eral, State, and lo cal law en force ment agen cies in their ef forts to dis -
rupt the trans port of il le gal drugs into the U.S., em pha siz ing criti cal bor der lo ca tions.  As in
the past, DoD will not ac tively par tici pate in the ar rest of traf fick ers or the sei zure of d rugs,
and DoD per son nel will not ac com pany Host Na tion forces on field op era tions.

The De part ment of De fense will, through the Of fice of the DoD Co or di na tor for Drug En force  -
ment Pol icy and Sup port, in con cert with the Na tional Pol icy, im ple ment the fol low ing coun  -
ter drug pro gram guid ance:

1) Source Na tion Sup port. The new Na tional Strat egy calls for in creased sup port to
those na tions that dem on strate the po liti cal will to com bat nar co traf fick ing. Spe cifi ca lly, DoD 
will fo cus its sup port ing ef forts in Peru, Co lom bia, and Bo livia. Sup port will be aimed at
strength en ing the demo cratic in sti tu tions in these na tions, en cour ag ing na tional re solv e and
re gional co op era tion, and fur ther de vel op ing air sov er eignty and “end game” (ef fec tive ar rest
and prose cu tion) ca pa bili ties. DoD will achieve these ob jec tives by pro vid ing, to the ex t ent
fea si ble and ef fec tive, train ing and op era tional sup port to Source na tion po lice and mili  tary
through de ploy ments funded by se cu rity as sis tance or coun ter drug fund ing—pri mar ily by in  -
creas ing the utili za tion of author ity un der Sec tion 1004 of the FY 1991 Na tional De fense
Authori za tion Act (NDAA) as amended and Sec tions 517 and 506(2)(A) of the For eign As sis -
tance Act of 1961 as amended.

2) Dis man tling the Car tels. DoD will en hance its sup port of the Drug En force ment Ad -
min istra tion’s (DEA’s) King pin strat egy and the Coun ter drug Com mu ni ty’s Lin ear strat egy
which are spe cifi cally de signed to dis man tle the co caine car tels and the co caine “busi ness .”
DoD will en hance sup port to drug law en force ment agen cies (DLEAs) through the use of Sec -
tion 1004 author ity to pro vide lin guist and in tel li gence analyst- support, and by ex pand ing  in -
tel li gence gath er ing and shar ing pro grams.

3) De tec tion and Moni tor ing (D&M) of the Trans port of Il le gal Drugs. DoD will sup port
do mes tic law en force ment and host na tion de tec tion and moni tor ing ef forts by: (a) em pha siz -
ing ac tivi ties in the co caine Source coun tries of Co lom bia, Bo livia, and Peru; (b) stream li n ing
ac tivi ties in the Tran sit zone (the re gion be tween the Source coun tries and the U.S. bor der re -
gion)—Tran sit zone D&M ef forts will be fo cused to ward intelligence- cued op era tions that di -
rectly sup port the Lin ear strat egy and Source coun try and Ar ri val zone op era tions; and (c)
re fo cus ing ac tivi ties in the U.S. to em pha size the co caine threat at criti cal bor der lo c a tions.

4) Di rect Sup port to DLEAs Do mes ti cally —Em pha siz ing the South west Bor der and
other High In ten sity Drug Traf fick ing Ar eas. DoD cur rently di rectly sup ports the DLEAs
through: (a) a De tailee pro gram that pro vides in tel li gence ana lysts, lin guists, and sup por t

C-9



per son nel; (b) a pro gram im ple ment ing Sec tion 1004 that pro vides trans por ta tion, main te  -
nance, equip ment up grade, etc.; (c) a pro gram im ple ment ing Sec tion 1208 of NDAA FY 1990
and 1991 as amended that pro vides ex cess DoD equip ment to Fed eral, State and lo cal
DLEAS; and (d) the Gov er nors’ Plans for us ing the Na tional Guard for coun ter drug sup port to 
Fed eral, State, and lo cal DLEAs. DoD will de velop com pre hen sive pri ori ti za tion plans for re -
quire ments sub mit ted un der these pro grams, em pha siz ing the im por tance of ef forts at the
South west Bor der and other High In ten sity Drug Traf fick ing Ar eas. Fund ing sup port for the
Sec tion 1004 pro gram will be in creased, and DoD will con tinue to exe cute the De tailee and
Sec tion 1208 pro grams at their ba sic FY 1993 fund ing and re source lev els. In ad di tion, DoD
will con tinue to sup port Fed eral coun ter drug law en force ment agen cies in ad dress ing and
solv ing multi- agency coun ter drug com mand, con trol, com mu ni ca tions, and tech ni cal in tel  li -
gence prob lems.

5) De mand Re duc tion. All Mili tary De part ment and De fense Agency drug test ing pro -
grams will be con tin ued, with an em pha sis placed on cost ef fec tive, auto mated and con soli -
dated test ing. Fur ther more, the Mili tary De part ments and the Na tional Guard will
im ple ment ex panded coun ter drug com mu nity out reach pro grams that tar get at- risk youth.
Build ing on the cur rent de mand re duc tion out reach pi lot pro grams, Ac tive and Re serve
CONUS units will de velop new pro grams that use mili tary per son nel as role mod els. Ad di -
tion ally, the DoD Co or di na tor will study the fea si bil ity of in creas ing sup port, un der S ec tion
1208, to in sti tu tional drug treat ment pro grams at State and lo cal lev els.

Other Is sues:

In or der to en hance coun ter drug op era tional re sponse, the Chair man, Joint Staff will
re view the cur rent CD op era tional struc ture, evalu at ing the cur rent des ig na tion of five sup -
ported coun ter drug CINCs.

Ad di tion ally, CIN CU SA COM and USCINCPAC will re view coun ter drug in tel li gence
cen ters and func tions un der their com mand in or der to de ter mine econo mies or con soli da -
tions which will en hance coun ter drug mis sion ac com plish ment.

The Mili tary De part ments will, un der a 275 bil let ceil ing, plan to con tinue outyear bil -
let/per son nel sup port for the coun ter drug De tailee pro gram that sup ports the DLEAS, and
for the Re gional Lo gis ti cal Sup port Of fices that are key to the very ef fec tive Sec tion 120 8 pro -
gram.

/s/ William J. Perry
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THE SEC RE TARY OF DE FENSE

WASH ING TON, DC 20301- 1000

17 APR 1995

MEMO RAN DUM TO SEC RE TAR IES OF THE MILI TARY DE PART MENTS

CHAIR MAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UN DER SEC RE TAR IES OF DE FENSE
DI REC TOR, DE FENSE RE SEARCH AND EN GI NEER ING
AS SIS TANT SEC RE TAR IES OF DE FENSE
GEN ERAL COUN SEL OF THE DE PART MENT OF DE FENSE
DI REC TOR, OP ERA TIONAL TEST AND EVALUA TION
AS SIS TANTS TO THE SEC RE TARY OF DE FENSE
DI REC TOR OF AD MIN ISTRA TION AND MAN AGE MENT
DI REC TORS OF THE DE FENSE AGEN CIES
COM MAND ERS OF THE UNI FIED AND SPECI FIED COM MANDS

SUB JECT: Coun ter drug Op era tions and Pro grams

On Oc to ber 27, 1993, I is sued pol icy guid ance for im ple men ta tion of the Presi dent’s In -
terim Na tional Drug Con trol Strat egy. I stated that the flow of co caine and other il le gal dru gs
into the United States con sti tutes a criti cal na tional se cu rity threat, and that the De part ment 
would con tinue to exe cute a com pre hen sive coun ter drug pro gram. I want to re it er ate this pol -
icy in sup port of the Presi dent’s 1995 Na tional Drug Con trol Strat egy, and clearly state my
sup port for an ag gres sive and results- oriented DoD coun ter drug pro gram.

The use of il le gal drugs in the United States re mains at cri sis pro por tions, and the ris -
ing costs of as so ci ated vio lence, in car cera tions, and care for drug us ers are caus ing per va sive
dam age to our so ci ety. Alarm ingly, the use of il le gal drugs by young peo ple in our na tion i s on
the rise. We must con tinue to make a strong con tri bu tion to the Presi dent’s Na tional pro gram
if we are to suc ceed in miti gat ing this se ri ous threat to our na tion.

The Presi dent has re leased the 1995 Na tional Drug Con trol Strat egy. My im ple ment -
ing guid ance to the De part ment is clear. The De part ment of De fense will fully sup port the
Presi dent’ s Strat egy through fo cused ef forts which fur ther en hance our five coun ter drug
stra te gic ele ments; (l) source na tion sup port, (2) dis man tling the car tels, (3) de tec tion  and
moni tor ing, (4) sup port to do mes tic drug law en force ment agen cies, and (5) de mand re duc -
tion. The De part ment will make every ef fort to en sure that suf fi cient forces are al lo cated to
the coun ter drug mis sion to make our sup port to do mes tic and for eign law en force ment agen -
cies more ef fec tive and pro duc tive.

The DoD Co or di na tor for Drug En force ment Pol icy and Sup port, with over sight from
the Un der Sec re tary of De fense for Pol icy, is the sin gle fo cal point for DoD’s coun ter drug  ef -
forts and will en sure that the De part ment de vel ops and im ple ments a strong coun ter drug
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pro gram with di rec tion, pri ori ties, and meas ured re sults. To en sure that the De part ment i s
im ple ment ing a co he sive coun ter drug pro gram, the DoD Co or di na tor for Drug En force ment
Pol icy and Sup port will chair quar terly meet ings with coun ter drug prin ci pal de ci sion mak ers
from the Joint Staff, Serv ices, Comp trol ler and Gen eral Coun sel. While re solv ing is sues is im -
por tant, I want this group to also fo cus on de vel op ing and im ple ment ing new ini tia tives t hat
will en sure the suc cess of the De part ment’s pro gram. The DoD Drug Co or di na tor will for war d 
the re sults of these quar terly meet ings to the Dep uty Sec re tary, whom I have asked to give
spe cial at ten tion to the De part ment’s coun ter drug pro gram.

The Di rec tor, Na tional Drug Con trol Pol icy has asked to re view all drug- related pro -
posed leg is la tion and tes ti mony, regu la tions, press state ments, and speeches bef ore they a re
re leased. and to be in formed of ma jor changes to DoD’s im ple men ta tion of the Na tional Strat  -
egy bef ore they are im ple mented. I ask that you sat isfy the Di rec tor’s re quest, but that all  in -
for ma tion pro vided to or con tact with the Di rec tor, Na tional Drug Con trol Pol icy be first
co or di nated with the DoD Drug Co or di na tor.

To be suc cess ful, the na tion must work to gether. For our part, the De part ment makes
an im por tant and valu able con tri bu tion with the unique skills of its per son nel, and the gre at
ca pa bil ity of its mili tary sys tems and in tel li gence as sets. Please tell your per son nel t hat the
fight against il le gal drug use con tin ues to be a high pri or ity mis sion of the De part ment o f De -
fense. Like wise, I ask that you en sure they are rec og nized for their im por tant con tri bu tio ns.

/s/ William J. Perry
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APPENDIX D

DRUG LAW EN FORCE MENT AND
MILI TARY AC RO NYMS AND AB BRE VIA TIONS

AD NET - Anti- Drug Net work

AG - Ad ju tant Gen eral (also TAG, The Ad ju tant Gen eral)

AID - Agency for In ter na tional De vel op ment

ANG - Air Na tional Guard

AOR - Area of Re spon si bil ity

ARNG - Army Na tional Guard

AR STAF - Head quar ters, De part ment of the Army Staff

ATF - Bu reau of Al co hol, To bacco and Fire arms (also BATF)

AUSA - As sis tant U.S. At tor ney

AWACS - E3C Sen try Air borne Warn ing and Con trol Sys tem

BATF - Bu reau of Al co hol, To bacco and Fire arms

BAY WATCH - In tel li gence sup ported op era tions to coun ter move ment of il licit drugs
through Cen tral Amer ica and Mex ico to the U.S.

BIA - Bu reau of In dian Af fairs

BIC - Bor der In ter dic tion Com mit tee

BLM - Bu reau of Land Man age ment

BLM - Bu reau of Land Man age ment

BOP - Bu reau of Pris ons

C3I - Com mand, Con trol, Com mu ni ca tion, and In tel li gence

CARIB NET - In tel li gence sup ported op era tions to coun ter move ment of il licit drugs through
the Car ib bean

CDSO - Coun ter drug Sup port Of fice (of the De fense Lo gis tics Agency)

CHAR LIE T - In tel li gence col lec tion fo cused on drug traf fic through the Pa cific by air and  sea

CIA - Cen tral In tel li gence Agency

CINC - Command- in- Chief (of a U.S. Uni fied or Speci fied Com mand)

CIN CLANTFLT DETSO - Commander- in- Chief, At lan tic Fleet De tach ment South

CIN CU SA COM - Commander- in- Chief, U.S. At lan tic Com mand
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CIN CUS SOUTH COM - Commander- in- Chief U.S. South ern Com mand

CMC - Cus toms Man age ment Cen ter

CMIR - Cur rency Mone tary In stru ment Re port (a U.S. Treas ury Form 4790 by which cash en -
ter ing the U.S. is de clared to Cus toms)

CN - Coun ter nar cot ics

CNA - Co or di na tor for Nar cot ics Af fairs (usu ally the Dep uty Chief of Mis sion)

CNAC - Cus toms Na tional Avia tion Cen ter

CND - Joint Staff Coun ter nar cot ics Di vi sion

CNOD - Coun ter nar cot ics Op era tion Di vi sion, J3, The Joint Staff

CONUS - Con ti nen tal United States

CON VOY -  In tel li gence sup ported op era tions to coun ter move ment of il licit drugs and cur -
rency on the U.S. in ter state high way sys tem

CSGN - Co or di nat ing Sub group Nar cot ics of the NSC

CT- Coun terter ror ism

CTR - Cur rency Trans ac tion Re port (a U.S. Treas ury Form 4789 by which U.S. banks re port
de pos its over $10,000)

D&M - De tec tion and Moni tor ing

DAICC- Domestic Air In ter dic tion Co or di na tion Cen ter (U.S. Cus toms)

DAWN - Drug Abuse Warn ing Net work

DEA - Drug En force ment Ad min istra tion

DEP&S - Of fice of DoD Co or di na tor for Drug En force ment Pol icy and Sup port

DIA - De fense In tel li gence Agency

DLA - De fense Lo gis tics Agency

DLEA - Drug Law En force ment Agency

DoD - De part ment of De fense

DOI - De part ment of In te rior

DOJ - De part ment of Jus tice

DOS - De part ment of State

DROP- IN - In tel li gence and op era tions di rected against gen eral avia tion air craft at re mo te
lo ca tions within the U.S. and parts of the Car ib bean

EDIC - Em bassy Drug In tel li gence Cen ter at U.S. Em bassy Bo livia
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EPIC - El Paso In tel li gence Cen ter

FAA - Fed eral Avia tion Ad min istra tion

FBI - Fed eral Bu reau of In ves ti ga tion

FDIN - Fed eral Drug Iden ti fi ca tion Num ber

Fin CEN - Fi nan cial Crimes En force ment Net work

GOLDEN CAR RIER -  In tel li gence sup ported op era tions to coun ter move ment of il licit drugs
from Asian source coun tries to the U.S.

GPRA - Gov ern ment Per form ance and Re sults Act of 1993

GPS - Global Po si tion ing Sys tem

GSR - Ground Sur veil lance Ra dar

HIDTA - High In ten sity Drug Traf fick ing Area

IAC - In for ma tion Analy sis Cen ter in U.S. Em bassy, Mex ico City

INL - Bu reau for In ter na tional Nar cot ics and Law En force ment Af fairs of the Un der Sec re -
tary for Global Af fairs, U.S. State De part ment

INM - In ter na tional Nar cot ics Mat ters

INS - Im mi gra tion and Natu rali za tion Serv ice

IN SINC - INS In te grated Net work Com mu ni ca tions Sys tem

IN TER POL - In ter na tional Or gani za tion of Po lice Forces

IOA - In ter agency Op er at ing Area

IPB - In tel li gence Prepa ra tion of the Bat tle field

IRS - In ter nal Reve nue Serv ice

IWG - In ter agency Work ing Group

JCG - Joint Com mand Group

JCS - Joint Chiefs of Staff

JET WAY - In tel li gence sup ported op era tions to coun ter move ment of il licit drugs via com -
mer cial air craft within the U.S.

JI ATF- Joint In ter agency Task Force

JICC - Joint In for ma tion Co or di na tion Cen ter

JOA - Joint Op era tions Area

JSCP - Joint Stra te gic Ca pa bili ties Plan

JTF - Joint Task Force
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JUST - Jus tice De part ment Tele com mu ni ca tions Sys tem

La ser Strike - U.S. South ern Com mand sup ported, U.S. and host na tion in ter agency in ter dic -
tion ef fort to coun ter drug traf fick ing in An dean Ridge coun tries

LECC - Law En force ment Co or di nat ing Com mit tee

LE DET - Coast Guard Law En force ment De tach ment

LEIS II - Coast Guard Law En force ment In for ma tion Sys tem

LNO - Li ai son Of fi cer

MAAG - Mili tary As sis tance and Ad vi sory Group

MAR FOR LANT LN ELM - Ma rine Forces At lan tic Li ai son Ele ment

ME DE VAC - Medi cal Evacua tion

MET - DEA Mo bile En force ment Team

MIL GROUP - Mili tary Group

MTT - Mo bile Train ing Team

NAD DIS - DEA Nar cot ics and Dan ger ous Drugs In for ma tion Sys tem

NAS - Nar cot ics Af fairs Sec tion of the Coun try Team

NCIC - Na tional Crimi nal In for ma tion Cen ter

NDIC - Na tional Drug In tel li gence Cen ter

NG - Na tional Guard

NGB - Na tional Guard Bu reau

NICC - Na tional In tel li gence Con sum ers Com mit tee

NICI - Na tional In ter agency Coun ter drug In sti tute

NIIS - INS Non- immigrant In for ma tion Sys tem

NISU - INS Na tion al ity Iden ti fi ca tion Search Unit

NLETS - Na tional Law En force ment Tele type Sys tem

NNBIS - Na tional Nar cot ics Bor der In ter dic tion Sys tem

NNICC - Na tional Nar cot ics In tel li gence Con sum ers Com mit tee

NORAD - North Ameri can Aero space De fense Com mand

NPS - Na tional Park Serv ice

NSC - Na tional Se cu rity Coun cil

NSDD - Na tional Se cu rity De ci sion Di rec tive (of the Presi dent of the U.S.)
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NVG - Night Vi sion Gog gles

OAJCG - Op era tion Al li ance Joint Com mand Group

OA SIS - Op era tion Ac tivi ties Spe cial In for ma tion Sys tem (Im mi gra tion and Natu rali za tion
Serv ice’s file on ali ens, drug smug glers and fraudu lent docu ments)

OCDETF - Or gan ized Crime Drug En force ment Task Force

OCO NUS - Out side the Con ti nen tal United States (over seas)

OMB - Of fice of Man age ment and Budget

ONDCP - Of fice of Na tional Drug Con trol Pol icy

OPALL - Op era tion Al li ance

OP BAT - Op era tion Ba ha mas, Cai cos, and Turks Is lands

OP CON - Op era tional Con trol

OPORD - Op era tion Or der

PAT - U.S. South ern Com mand Plan ning As sis tance Team

PCC - Pol icy Co or di nat ing Com mit tee of the NSC

PDD - Presi den tial De ci sion Di rec tive

PIPE LINE - In tel li gence sup ported op era tions to coun ter move ment of il licit drugs via the
U.S. high ways by pri vate auto

PNS - Pro ject North Star

POI - Pro gram of In struc tion

POM - Pro gram Ob jec tive Memo ran dum

RDD - Re quired De liv ery date

RE CON - Re con nais sance

RLSO - Re gional Lo gis tics Sup port Of fice

RMIN - Rockey Moun tain In for ma tion Net work

ROE - Rules of En gage ment

RSU - Rapid Sup port Unit

SAC - Spe cial Agent- in- Charge

SAO - Se cu rity As sis tance Of fice

SEALS - Sea Air Land Navy Spe cial Op era tions (Team)

SEN TRY - Fed eral Bu reau of Pris ons Da ta base

SFOD-A - Spe cial Forces Op era tional De tach ment, Al pha

D-5



SKY WEB - DEA and Co lom bian Na tional Po lice op era tion to in ter dict drug air craft

SMURF - To make a number of de pos its un der $10,000 into a bank to avoid CTR re quire -
ments of De part ment of Treas ury

SO COM - Spe cial Op era tions Com mand

SOC SOUTH - Spe cial Op era tions Com mand South (a Sub or di nate Uni fied Com mand of US -
SOUTH COM)

SWB - South west Bor der

TACON - Tac ti cal Con trol

TACSAT - Tac ti cal Sat el lite

TAG - The Ad ju tant Gen eral

TAT - U.S. South ern Com mand Tac ti cal Analy sis Team

TECS II - Treas ury En force ment Com mu ni ca tions Sys tem Data Base

TIC - The In ter dic tion Com mit tee of ONDCP

Ti tle 10 Forces - Forces Un der Fed eral Con trol

Ti tle 32 Forces - Forces Un der Na tional Guard (State) Con trol

TRA DOC - U.S. Army Train ing and Doc trine Com mand

TRANS COM - U.S. Trans por ta tion Com mand

USA COM - U.S. At lan tic Com mand

USAID - U.S. Agency for In ter na tional De vel op ment

USAO - U.S. At tor ney’s Of fice

USAR PAC- U.S. Army, Pa cific

USARSO -  U.S. Army, South

USBP - U.S. Bor der Pa trol

USCG - U.S. Coast Guard

USCS - U.S. Cus toms Serv ice

USDA - U.S. De part ment of Ag ri cul ture

US FOR SCOM - U.S. Forces Com mand

USG - U.S. Gov ern ment

USIC - U.S. In ter dic tion Co or di na tor

USIS - U.S. In for ma tion Serv ice

USMS - U.S. Mar shals Serv ice
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US PA COM - U.S. Pa cific Com mand

US SOUTHAF FWD - U.S. Air Force South, For ward

US SOUTH COM - U.S. South ern Com mand

USSS - U.S. Se cret Serv ice

WIN TER NIGHT - In tel li gence sup ported op era tions to coun ter the smug gling of nar cot ics
into the U.S. via com mer cial air, mari time and over land cargo

WSIN - West ern States In for ma tion Net work (state and lo cal DLEA net work for crimi nal
case in for ma tion)
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APPENDIX E

AC KNOWL EDG MENTS

The per sons listed be low gra ciously lent their time and ad vice to help us in pre par ing  Stra te -
gic Plan ning and the Drug Threat.  Their list ing here does not nec es sar ily re flect their agree -
ment with or sup port of the the sis and con clu sions of this study.

Colo nel Louis J. An ton etti, Army Na tional Guard
Di rec tor, Na tional In ter agency Coun ter drug In sti tute
San Luis Obispo, CA

Cap tain An drew J. Be nard, Flor ida Na tional Guard
Train ing Man ager
High In ten sity Drug Traf fick ing Area As sis tance Cen ter
Maimi, FL

Mr. Rich ard Bly
As sis tant Ad min is tra tor, In tel li gence
Drug En force ment Ad min istra tion
Wash ing ton, DC

Mr. Law rence L. Caver
Chief Pa trol Agent
U.S. Bor der Pa trol
El Paso, TX

Colo nel Gary Claw son, Army Na tional Guard
Dep uty Di rec tor, Na tional Guard Coun ter drug Task Force
Na tional Guard Bu reau
Wash ing ton, DC

Ma jor Gen eral (Ret.) George E. Coates
De fense Con sult ant
Stei la coom, WA
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Ms. Valo rie J. Cook sey
U.S. Cus toms In tel li gence Re search Ana lyst 
Op era tion Al li ance
El Paso, TX

Lieu ten ant Colo nel Mark C. Coomer, U.S. Air Force
De part ment of De fense Li ai son
Of fice of Na tional Drug Con trol Pol icy
Ex ecu tive Of fice of the Presi dent 
Wash ing ton, DC

Mr. L. Neale Cosby
Man ager, Simu la tions Cen ter
In sti tute for De fense Analy sis
Al ex an dria, VA

Mr. Gor don L. Dil more
Moun tain Group In ter na tional
Tom ball, TX

Mr. Fre deric E. Edge combe
U.S. Cus toms Serv ice
Di rec tor of En force ment
Pro ject North Star
Buf falo, NY

Colo nel David Fri es tad, Air Na tional Guard
Di rec tor, Na tional Guard Coun ter drug Task Force
ational Guard Bu reau
Wash ing ton, DC

Lieu ten ant Colo nel Chick Gar land, U.S. Army
Mex ico Pro gram Of fi cer
Of fice of the Sec re tary of De fense 
Drug En force ment Pol icy and Sup port
Wash ing ton, DC
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Mr. Rob ert McGarity
Bu reau for In ter na tional Nar cot ics and Law En force ment Af fairs
De part ment of State
Wash ing ton, DC

Dr. Wil liam J. Jef ferds
Na tional Guard Bu reau
Wash ing ton, DC

Colo nel Char les E. John ston, U.S. Army
Di rec tor, For eign Mili tary Stud ies Of fice
Fort Leav en worth, KS

Colo nel Larry Jonas, Army Na tional Guard
Na tional Guard Li ai son
Of fice of Na tional Drug Con trol Pol icy
Ex ecu tive Of fice of the Presi dent
Wash ing ton, DC

Colo nel Tho mas R. Kelly, U.S. Ma rine Corps
Dep uty Com mander, Joint Task Force Six, 
Biggs Army Air Field
Fort Bliss, TX

Lieu ten ant Colo nel Pan cho Kin ney, U.S. Army 
Ex ecu tive Of fice of The Presi dent 
Of fice of Na tional Drug Con trol Pol icy
Wash ing ton, DC

Mr. Law rence J. La Chapelle
Chief, Plans Branch
Coun ter drug Di vi sion
U.S. Army Forces Com mand
Fort McPher son, GA

Ms. Linda A. Lav ery
Di rec tor, Cen tral In tel li gence
Crime and Nar cot ics Cen ter Rep re sen ta tive
Of fice of Na tional Drug Con trol Pol icy
Wash ing ton, DC
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Mr. Cather P. Louthan, Jr.
Spe cial Agent, De part ment of the Treas ury
Group Man ager
New Eng land Or gan ized Crime Drug En force ment Task Force
Bos ton, MA

Ms. Al li son J. Ma jor
Co or di na tor, In ter na tional Pol icy and Pro grams
Of fice of the Sec re tary of De fense 
Drug En force ment Pol icy and Sup port
Wash ing ton, DC

Mr. Steve Mar tin 
Drug En force ment Ad min istra tion Sen ior Ana lyst
El Paso In tel li gence Cen ter
El Paso, TX

Mr. Jo seph R. Mauz
Train ing Co or di na tor
HIDTA As sis tance Cen ter
Mi ami, FL

Mr. James T. McIn nis
Lima, Peru

Mr. Jo seph C. Pe ters
Chief Dep uty At tor ney Gen eral
Or gan ized Crime and Nar cot ics
State of Penn syl va nia
Har ris burg, PA

Mr. Brian K. Pledger
U.S. Cus toms Serv ice
Sen ior Tac ti cal Co or di na tor
Op era tion Al li ance
El Paso, TX
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Colo nel Jimmy D. Pow ell, Army Na tional Guard
Sen ior Na tional Guard Li ai son
Drug En force ment Ad min istra tion
Wash ing ton, DC

Chief War rant Of fi cer Char les E. Ran dal, Army Na tional Guard
Na tional Guard Coun ter drug Task Force
Na tional Guard Bu reau
Wash ing ton, DC

Mr. Ken neth Re duce
Fi nan cial Crimes Con sult ant
Co co nut Grove, FL

Wil liam C. Ro chon
Drug En force ment Ad min istra tion
Dep uty Sen ior Tac ti cal Co or di na tor
Op era tion Al li ance
El Paso, TX

Dr. Don ald E. Schultz
Stra te gic Stud ies In sti tute
U.S. Army War Col lege
Car lisle Bar racks, PA

Ms. Carole Schwartz
As sis tant U.S. At tor ney
New Eng land Or gan ized Crime Drug En force ment Task Force
Of fice of the U.S. At tor ney
Bos ton, MA

Ms. Ginny Shope
Re search Li brar ian
U.S. Army War Col lege
Car lisle Bar racks, PA

Lieu ten ant Colo nel Egan Stel zer, Army Na tional Guard
Do mes tic Op era tions
Drug En force ment Ad min istra tion
Wash ing ton, DC
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Lieu ten ant Colo nel John B Stin son, Sr., U.S. Army 
Of fice of the Sec re tary of De fense 
Drug En force ment Pol icy and Sup port
Wash ing ton, DC

Mr. Don Stern
Dep uty Chief, Of fice of Op era tions Man age ment
Drug En force ment Ad min istra tion
Wash ing ton, DC

Mr. John B. Wil son 
As so ci ate Di rec tor
South Flor ida HIDTA
Mi ami, FL

Mr. Rich ard Y. Ya ma moto
HIDTA Pro gram Di rec tor, 
Of fice of Na tional Drug Con trol Pol icy
Ex ecu tive Of fice of the Presi dent
Wash ing ton, D.C

Mr. Frank Ylinen
Chief, Strat egy and Plan ning Unit
Of fice of Op era tions Man age ment
Drug En force ment Ad min istra tion
Wash ing ton, DC

Mr. Larry Miller
Mrs. Mary Jane Sem ple
Mr. Dan iel Bar nett
Mr. James Kistler
Graphic Arts Team
U.S. Army War Col lege
Car lisle Bar racks, PA
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