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

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

(U) 1In FY 1989, Congress mandated the initial funding of
$300 million for DoD's counternarcotics efforts. In FY 1990,
funding for counternarcotics had increased to $877.6 million,
which includes $450 million mandated by Congress and
$427.6 million appropriated for normal DoD operations that also
benefited the counternarcotics effort.

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

report.

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




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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(U) We continue to support the disestablishment of JTF-S,
the designation of liaison personnel for coordinating with the
LEA's, and the relocation of the counternarcotics intelligence
operations of USPACOM to EPIC. For reasons explained in Part II
of this report, we maintain that benefits derived from the
consolidation of DoD intelligence centers at EPIC far outweigh
the disadvantages. Therefore, we request that USPACOM reconsider
its position on these recommendations in response to the final
report.

iii
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(0) USPACOM concurred with Finding B and Recommenda-
tion B.l. stating that action has been taken to use intelligence
as the Dbasis for conducting counternarcotics operations.
USAPACOM nonconcurred with Recommendation B.2. and indicated that
the application of broad national counternarcotics strategy to
ongoing day-to-day counternarcotics efforts, conducted by any
unit or by JTF-5, does not recognize the tactical nature of these
operations. The Joint Staff concurred with Recommendation B.1l.,
but nonconcurred with Recommendation B.2. stating "it is not
appropriate to suggest that the operations of any Unified command
should be reprogrammed to correspond in size and extent with the
strategy of an outside agency."

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

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

(U) Based on USPACOM's comments on Recommendation C.1l., we
believe that the intent of our recommendation was misinterpreted.
The purpose of the recommendation was to establish a lead role
for DoD support within Hawaii and to recognize the BHawaii
National Guard as having that responsibility. We did not
recommend that USARPAC appoint the Hawaii National Guard the lead
role for counternarcotics in Hawaii.

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

(V) On April 8, 1991, USPACOM provided updated funding
information in response to monetary benefits associated with
Finding A. The updated information was submitted on a marked-up
copy of our appendix from the draft report. USPACOM's response
inferred that substantial errors were included in our monetary
benefits estimate. To compile a S5-year estimate of USPACOM's
counternarcotics operations, we extensively coordinated with the
counternarcotics section of the intelligence organization (J26)
within USPACOM. We recognize that because of the newness of the
mission, significant changes to the original funding estimates
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could occur; however, we strongly defend the estimat: n thea
draft report as the best and most accurate information available
at the time of our audit.

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

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

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

(U) DoD Directive 7650.3 requires that all recommendations
be resolved promptly. Accordingly, USPACOM 1is requested to
provide final comments on the unresolved issues in this report
within 60 days of the date of this memorandum. Recommendations
and potential monetary benefits are subject to resolution in the
event of nonconcurrence or failure to comment,
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(U) The courtesies extended to the audit staff are
appreciated. 1f you have any questions on this audit, please
_contact Mr. Charles M. Santoni or Mr. Wayne B. Winkler on

(703) 693-0117 (DSN 223-0117). Copies of this report are being
provided to the activities listed in Appendix J.

%{j’ Kol i
Robert J Lieberman

Assistant Inspector General
for Auditing

cc:

Secretary of the Army
Secretary of the Navy
Director, Joint Staff

vi
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SUPPORT TO DRUG INTERDICTION EFFORTS
IN THE U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND (U)

PART I -~ INTRODUCTION

Background

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

(U) 1In response to the Act, the Secretary of Defense directed
that the Unified Commanders submit plans to the Joint Chiefs of
staff (JCS) for carrying out the counternarcotics mission in
their respective area of responsibility (AOR). Five U.S.
commands were tasked a counternarcotics mission by the JCS: the
Atlantic Command, the Pacific Command, the Southern Command, the
North American Aerospace Defense Command, and the Forces
Command. As lead Federal agency for detecting and monitoring
aerial and maritime transit of illegal drugs into the United
States, DoD provides intelligence and other support to its
customers, the law enforcement community.

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

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

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

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

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

Objective and Scope

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

Internal Controls

(U) We reviewed internal controls related to counternarcotics
requirements and justifications, financial management, resource
management, support functions, and compliance with DoD directives

and instructions, OSD guidance, and public law. The review
focused on documents for FY 1989 and FY 1990 and the period of
October 1989 through February 1950. Our objective was to

determine if appropriate internal controls were in place to
ensure that USPACOM's counternarcotics resources were utilized
efficiently and effectively. 1In addition, a DoD Hotline review,
Hotline Control No. 89-L46022, identified a weakness in USPACOM's
internal controls that allowed program reguirements not directly
related to the counternarcotics mission to receive command’s
approval as valid requirements. Details on the weaknesses are
discussed in Part II of the report.
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Prior Audits and Other Reviews

(U) In August 1989, the Inspector General Regional Office-
Hawaii, DoD, received a DoD Hotline complaint and subsequently
initiated a 1limited review of USPACOM's counternarcotics
requirements. The limited review of six projects with
requirements totaling more than $69 million concluded that DoD
guidelines were not being followed and that many of the proposed
projects submitted by USCINCPAC component commands could not be
supported by proper documentation. To preclude duplication of
effort during our audit, the Hotline review was closed without
recommendations for corrective action. During the same time
framé, USPACOM initiated a comprehensive review of its
counternarcotics requirements. The review resulted in USPACOM
deleting approximately $152 million of the $195 million of
requirements that were initially submitted and approved for the
period FY 1990 through FY 1994, Finding D of this report
addresses a deficiency in USPACOM's requirements review process.
With the incorporation of the Counternarcotics Program into the
Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System beginning in
FY 1992, procedures will exist to validate projects for counter-
narcotics efforts. Accordingly, we did not make any
recommendations concerning the establishment of additional
controls over the Counternarcotics Program. ‘

t*ta*tUNCLASS]FlEDt:***§




This page was left out of original document




PART II - PINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Joint Task Force 5 (U)

PINDING

(U) Joint Task Force 5 (JTF-5), a center for fusing counter-
narcotics intelligence, established at Alameda, California,
duplicates analyses of counternarcotics information and
communication, manpower, and command and control capabilities
that exist at other U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM) activities;
creates an unnecessary layer of operational overhead; and does
not provide the degree or type of counternarcotics support
required by the law enforcement agencies (LEA's). In
establishing JTF-5, alternative sites were not adequately
evaluated, OSD guidance on counternarcotics activities was not
complied with, and plans were not adequately coordinated with the
LEA's. As a result, $3.2 million was expended in FY 1989,
$5.1 million was budgeted in FY 1990, and $15.8 million was
programmed for FY 1991 through 1995 in USPACOM's Counternarcotics
Program without adequately documented justification and support
for the cost-effectiveness of JTF-5 operations. 1In addition, the
proliferation of access to data bases unnecessarily increased the
risk for potential compromise of sensitive counternarcotics
information.

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS

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

Duplication of Capabilities. According to its mission
statement, JTF-5 18 to act as a counternarcotics intelligence
fusion center responsible for the assimilation and analysis of
all-source intelligence. In addition, JTF-5 contains other
elements normally found in a command structure (i.e., Operations,
Plans, Communications, Logistics, and Administration). An
intelligence architecture was developed by the Naval Ocean
Systems Center, San Diego, California, to support JTF-5 in the
assimilation and analysis of all-source intelligence. The
purpose of this architecture was to identify the capabilities and
configuration of data bases and communication systems required to




perform intelligence analyses and to comnunicate the results to
the users. Approximately $3.2 million was expended in FY 1989
and $§5.1 million in FY 1990 for the intelligence architecture and
its supporting command structure. Further, $15.,8 million has
been programmed for FY 1991 through FY 1995 (see Appendix A).

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

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

(U) JTF-5 has been authorized billets for 69 personnel
(43 military and 26 civilian) to fully staff its operation. The
staff at JTF-S 1is augmented by personnel in other USPACOM
elements also performing counternarcotics duties.

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

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

. « « we should manage our role with respect
to . intelligence support to counter-drug
operations as though it were any other
adversary target with existing mechanisms. We
have a structure in place which is capable of
detecting and monitoring illegal  drug
activity. We need only to expand its tasking
and focus. We have also in existence at IPAC
{Intelligence Center, Pacific] an element that
can act as the fusion center for drug related
information and intelligence. I am firmly
opposed to the creation of a new command
within USPACOM for anti-drug operations as it
would serve only to create unnecessary
layering when we have & perfectly functional
c Command, Control, and Communications
structure in place.

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

(U) Other Intelligence Centers. In the September 1989
“National Drug Control Strategy," the Office of the National Drug
Control Policy (ONDCP) proposed the establishment of a National
Drug Intelligence Center, The primary purpose of the Center
would be to "improve drug intelligence capabilities by uniting
U.S. drug related data and analysis" and to develop a
state-of-the-art computer data base to assist in the analysis of
drug trafficking and organization structure. Further, the
charter of the El1 Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC), operated by
the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) states that EPIC will "provide
a complete and accurate intelligence picture of drug movement by
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l1and, sea and air," with a focus on narcotics trafficking
destined for the United States, The EPIC accumulates data,
conducts analyses, and provides tactical and operational
intelligence to agencies with statutory law enforcement
responsibilities.

(U) Coordination with LEA's. DoD's mission in the overall
national anti-drug campaiga 1s to support an external group of
users, the LEA community. ~ To wmaximize DoD support to this
community, coordination with the LEA's is essential. A February
1989, USPACOM memorandum states "We are not here to take over the
AD [anti-drug)] war or tell the LEA's how to do it. The LEA's are
the actual interdictors of the drug trade, and we are here to
provide them with assistance in detection and tracking, but
ultimately the LEA's are the customer.” This USPACOM memorandum
recognizes that DoD's support should assist the LEA's in the
enforcement roles of apprehension and seizure.

(U) Based on our audit work with the LEA's, we determined that a
strong perception existed within the LEA community that DoD did
not coordinate sufficiently with them before deciding to

_ establish JTF-5. The decision to locate JTF-S5 at Alameda,
California, was repeatedly questioned by the LEA personnel we met
with on the west coast. Most of the western regional

headquarters for the LEA's are located in the Los Angeles and
Long Beach areas, 400 miles south of Alameda. The U.S. Attorney
for central California expressed his concern in a letter to the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff over the dissolution of the
National Narcotics Border Interdiction System (NNBIS) and the
creation of JTF-5 in Alameda. The NNBIS served primarily as a
coordinating body within the counternarcotics community. The
U.S. Attorney stated, "it seems to me nothing is gained, and much
is lost, by positioning the successor coordination activity far
away from the heart of the threat.”

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

(U) Conclusion. When the peacetime counternarcotics
mission was assigned, USPACOM decided to accomplish the new
mission by establishing an entity outside the existing physical
command structure. The decision to locate JTF-5 in Alameda was
not supported, is contrary to OSD guidance, and does not provide
optimum support to the LEA's, Based on the capabilities of JTF-5
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and the lack of a unique contribution to the counternarcotics
effort, the establishment of JTF-5 at Alameda, California, is not
justified. We believe the $15.8 million of Operation and
Maintenance and Other Procurement Navy funds programmed to
support JTF-5 operations from FY 1991 to FY 1995 (Appendix A) can
be put to better use. The Operation and Maintenance portion of
the $15.8 million includes funding for the 26 civilian billets
authorized for the JTF-S5. Had the counternarcotics mission been
performed within the existing USPACOM structure, these civilian
billets may not have been needed. Our projection of cost
avoidance for FY 1991 through FY 1995 does not include military
pay programmed for the 43 military positions authorized for
JTF-5. The military personnel can be used as liaisons for
coordinating counternarcotics matters with the law enforcement
community and for directly supporting the EPIC and the proposed
National Drug Intelligence Center with all-source drug
intelligence related to the Pacific area of responsibility. This
integration would provide intelligence support in the Pacific
that compliments rather than duplicates LEA and existing DoD
intelligence centers.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION

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

(U)y 1. Disestablish the Joint Task Force 5  counter-
narcotics command at Alameda, California.

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

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

MANAGEMENT COXMENTS AND AUDIT RESPONSE

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

(U) Audit Response. USPACOM's response did not address the
concept of consolidation at the EPIC and the resulting benefits.
Instead, USPACOM 1identified concern for the adequacy of
operations over the next 2 to 5 years if JTF-5 functions were
moved to EPIC. It was not the intent of our recommendation to
immediately terminate JTF-5 functions, Although this report
addresses only JTF-5, our comprehensive draft report entitled,
“DoD's Support to Drug Interdiction Efforts," issued April 22,
1991, recommends consolidating all JTF activities at the EPIC.
The comprehensive report expands on the benefits of DoD intelli-
gence consolidation and takes into consideration offsetting
costs. We maintain that consolidating DoD counternarcotics
intelligence efforts at the EPIC can result in significant
improvements in mission performance and efficiency. Therefore,
in response to the final report, we ask that USPACOM reconsider
its position on disestablishment of JTF-5 at Alameda, California.

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

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

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

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

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

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS ON OTHER SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES

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

AUDIT RESPONSE TO MANAGEMENT COMMENTS ON
OTBER SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES

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

(U) It was not our intent to identify JTF-5 as exclusively an
intelligence fusion center, but as a counternarcotics center to
include 1intelligence. The importance of intelligence |is
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recognized in both the JTF-5 architecture and its statement of
work. It is in the architecture that the JTF-5 function is
referred to as the intelligence fusion center for the Pacific.

(0) In the discussion portion of the finding, we changed
»duplicative data bases" to “duplicative  analysis of
counternarcotics information." However, based on an October 1989

U.S. Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet, message describing the
JTF-5 architecture, we maintain that there are multiple
counternarcotics data base access terminals at various elements
within USPACOM.

(V) In an attempt to develop a comprehensive S5-year funding
program for JTF-5, our research and analysis included a review of
extracts from multiple documents. One of the primary documents
we used in support of our 5-year funding projection for JTF-5 was
the staffing adjustments provided by USPACOM personnel on
October 31, 1990. We have updated the JTF-5 funding figures in
" the final report based on the new funding information USPACOM
provided on April 8, 1991. The source of the staffing level
information for JTF-5 in the draft report was a Director of
Manpower, Personnel, and Support memorandum dated February 27,
1990. Regarding USPACOM's other comments related to staffing,
personnel in the Counternarcotics Section, within the Director of
Operations, identified seven billets dedicated to full-time
counternarcotics operations in USPACOM's J-2 and J-3
organizations and nine billets dedicated to the U.S. Army Pacific
counternarcotics program. The 63 billets identified in the draft
report were to be distributed throughout the Pacific Fleet
according to a message dated June 27, 1989, from the Commander in
Chief, Pacific Fleet. However, based on the updated information
in USPACOM's response to the draft report, we have revised the
personnel figures in the final report.

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

(U) USPACOM's comment that the draft report identified the U.S.
Attorney for central California as the sole critic of the Alameda
location is incorrect. The strongest opponent to the creation of
a separate counternarcotics intelligence organization at a remote
location and the source of the quote on page 7 was the USPACOM
Director of Intelligence.
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. (V) The audit staff extensively coordinated with USPACOM
personnel in developing a comprehensive funding estimate of
USPACOM's S-year Counternarcotics Program. The projected
monetary benefits in the draft report were based on the funding
figures for the S5-year Counternarcotics Program provided by
USPACOM personnel as of October 31, 1990. However, we have
adjusted the monetary benefits to reflect the updated funding
figures provided by USPACOM on April 8, 1991.
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B. Counternarcotics Operations (U)

FINDING

(U} The use of ships and aircraft to perform dedicated
counternarcotics missions in the Pacific area of responsibility
(AOR) was ineffective and could not be supported based on current
constraints on planning operational missions. This condition was
caused by limited intelligence information on potential
targets. As a