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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 Hawaii National Guard 
to determine if the support it provided to the.law enforcement 
agencies was adequate and met the intent of Congress. Separate 
reports have been issued on other segments of the audit and the 
overall results of our review of the support provided by DoD to 
the U.S. Drug Interdiction Program. 

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

(U) Based on a referral from the DoD Hotline, the Inspector 
General Regional 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 

ii 



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

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

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

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

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

(U) On April 8, 1991, USPACOM provided updated funding 
information in response to monetary benefits associated with 
Finding A. The updated information was submitted on a marked-up 
copy of our appendix from the draft report. USPACOM*s response 
inferred that substantial errors were included in our monetary 
benefits estimate. To compile a 5-year estimate of USPACOM's 
counternarcotics operations, we extensively coordinated with the 
counternarcotics section of the intelligence organization (J26) 
within USPACOM. We recognize that because of the newness of the 
mission,   significant   changes   to   the   original   funding   estimates 

xv 

******UNCLASSIFIED****** 



could occur; however, we strongly defend the estimat - n thtf 
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." 

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

Robert y.   Lieberman 
Assistant Inspector General 

for Auditing 

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

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) In response to the Act, the Secretary of Defense directed 
that the Unified Commanders submit plans to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff <JCS) for carrying out the counternarcotics mission in 
their respective area of responsibility (AOR). Five U.S. 
commands were tasked a counternarcotics mission by the JCS: the 
Atlantic Command, the Pacific 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 value drugs, 
specifically heroin. 

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

\ 
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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. 

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

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

Objective and Scope 

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

Internal Controls 

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

(U)  In August 1989, the Inspector General Regional Office- 
Hawaii, DoD, received a DoD Hotline complaint and subsequently 
initiated  a  limited  review  of  USPACOM's  counternarcotics 

s\ 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 
frame, USPACOM initiated a comprehensive review of its 
counternarcotics requirements. The review resulted in USPACOM 
deleting approximately $152 million of the $195 million of 
requirements that were initially submitted and approved for the 
period FY 1990 through FY 1994. Finding D of this report 
addresses a deficiency in USPACOM's requirements review process. 
With the incorporation of the Counternarcotics Program into the 
Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System beginning in 
FY 1992, procedures will exist to validate projects for counter- 
narcotics efforts. Accordingly, we did not make any 
recommendations concerning the establishment of additional 
controls over the Counternarcotics Program. 
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PART II - FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A.  Joint Task Force 5 (U) 

FINDING 

(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. In addition, the 
proliferation of access to data bases unnecessarily increased the 
risk for potential compromise of sensitive counternarcotics 
information. 

DISCDSSION OF DETAILS 

Background. On February 10, 1989, JTF-5 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 is 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 communicate the results to 
the users. Approximately $3.2 million was expended in FY 1989 
and §5.1 million in FY 1990 for the intelligence architecture and 
its supporting command structure. Further, $15.8 million has 
been programmed for FY 1991 through FY 1995 (see Appendix A). 

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

(U) Duplicate analysis of counternarcotics information not only 
makes inefficient use of resources, but also affects security. 
Responsible LEA personnel have expressed concerns with the 
proliferation of the counternarcotics information they furnished 
to DoD. We were advised by LEA officials that sensitive 
counternarcotics information historically had been disseminated 
only to selected individuals on a strict "need-to-know" basis. 
The expansion of 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-5 is 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. 
Bad the counternarcotics mission been performed within the 
existing USPACOM structure, this cost could have been avoided. 

(U) Guidance on Counternarcotics Resources. On January 6, 
1989, the 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 a perfectly functional 
C Command, Control, and Communications 
structure in place. 

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

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

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

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

(U) LEA officials indicated that the greatest contributions that 
DoD could make were in the areas of equipment loans and the use 
of DoD bases and facilities rather than as an operational 
intelligence fusion center. The LEA officials did not view JTF-5 
as an element created to facilitate coordination with the LEA 
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-5.  Had the counternarcotics mission been 
performed within the existing USPACOM structure, these civilian 
billets may not have been needed.   Our projection of cost 
avoidance for FY 1991 through FY 1995 does not include military 
pay programmed for  the 43 military positions authorized for 
JTF-5.   The military personnel can be used as liaisons for 
coordinating counternarcotics matters with the law enforcement 
community and for directly supporting the EPIC and the proposed 
National  Drug  Intelligence  Center  with  all-source  drug 
intelligence related to the Pacific area of responsibility. This 
integration would provide intelligence support in the Pacific 
that compliments rather than duplicates LEA and existing DoD 
intelligence centers. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION 

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

(U) 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 COMMENTS AND APDIT RESPONSE 

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

(U) Joint Staff Comments on Recommendation A.l. The Joint 
Staff nonconcurred with Recommendation A.l. because of the unique 
geographical area of responsibility for USPACOM and stated that 
JTF-5 provides critical and dedicated intelligence support to the 
counternarcotics operation. The Joint Staff did not comment on 
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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(li) Recommendation A. 3. USPACOM stated that the re]o. 
0f its intelligence mission would be executable only after 
incurring further sunk costs to HretoolM the EPIC and to create 
the National Drug Intelligence Center. Also, if USPACOM were to 
relocate its counternarcotics intelligence operations at EPIC, it 
would be farther removed from the LEA regional offices. 

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

MANAGEMENT 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 nonconcured with the estimated potential 
monetary benefits resulting from the disestablishment of JTF-5. 
USPACOM's comments are provided in Appendix F. 

AUDIT RESPONSE TO MANAGEMENT COMMENTS ON 
OTHER SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES 

(U) Based on USPACOM's response, several minor adjustments have 
been made to the Discussion of Details section of 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  intelligence.    The  importance  of  intelligence  is 
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recognized in both the JTF-5 architecture and its statement of 
work. It is in the architecture that the JTF-5 function is 
referred to as the intelligence fusion center for the Pacific. 

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

(U) In an attempt to develop a comprehensive 5-year funding 
program for JTF-5, our research and analysis included a review of 
extracts from multiple documents. One of the primary documents 
we used in support of our 5-year funding projection for JTF-5 was 
the staffing adjustments provided by USPACOM personnel on 
October 31, 1990. We have updated the JTF-5 funding figures in 
the final report based on the new funding information USPACOM 
provided on April 8, 1991. The source of the staffing level 
information for JTF-5 in the draft report was a Director of 
Manpower, Personnel, and Support memorandum dated February 27, 
1990. Regarding USPACOM's other 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. 

(U) 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 Alaraeda 
location is incorrect. The strongest opponent to the creation of 
a separate counternarcotics intelligence organization at a remote 
location and the source of the quote on page 7 was the USPACOM 
Director of Intelligence. 
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(U) The    audit    staff    extensively    coordinated    with    USPACOM 
personnel in developing a comprehensive funding estimate of 
USPACOM's     5-year     Counternarcotics     Program. The     projected 
monetary benefits in the draft report were based on the funding 
figures for the 5-year Counternarcotics Program provided by 
USPACOM personnel as of October 31, 1990. However, we have 
adjusted the monetary benefits to reflect the updated funding 
figures  provided by USPACOM on April  8,   1991. 
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B.     rounternarcotics 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 result, there were no indications that the use of 
dedicated assets was contributing to the law enforcement 
agencies' (LEA's) primary mission of interdicting and 
apprehending drug smugglers. USPACOM's plan to use those assets 
in counternarcotics operations will cost in excess of $23 million 
annually for FY 1990 through FY 1995. 

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The  Narcotics  Target.  Narcotics  smugglers  in  the 
*»acitic may employ any number of methods to get illegal narcotics 
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into the United States. The drugs may be concealed in luggage, 
carried aboard commercial vessels or aircraft, included as part 
of a load on a "mother ship," or concealed in a cargo container. 
The Commander, JTF-5, has acknowledged that/ "in the Pacific, a 
smuggler's mode of transport is literally only constrained by his 
imagination." JTF-5 is capable of exploiting only a fraction of 
the various smuggling methods used by traffickers. Through a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU), JTF-5 has delegated the aerial 
detection and monitoring of narcotics to the Korth American 
Aerospace  Defense  Command  (NORAD). 

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

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

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

(U) Conclusion. The ships and aircraft performing 
dedicated counternarcotics missions in the Pacific AOR are not 
being used effectively. In addition, USPACOM's emphasis on the 
marijuana threat is contrary to DCI guidance. The intelligence 
information available in USPACOH is inadequate to develop and 
schedule ship and aircraft counternarcotics operations.  As a 
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result, over $23 million was programmed for FY 1990 ..hrough 
FY 1995 wifch no indication that the funded missions will 
contribute effectively to the detection and monitoring of 
narcotics trafficking. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION 

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

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

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

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 

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

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

AUDIT RESPONSE 

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

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

FINDING 

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

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS 

(U) Background. The Hawaii National Guard (the Guard) has 
supported the law enforcement community in counternarcotics 
operations within Hawaii since 1977. For example, in 1977, the 
State of Hawaii initiated and funded "Operation Green Harvest." 
During this operation, the Guard supported Federal, state, and 
local LEA's in eradicating the growth, manufacture, and 
trafficking of illegal drugs within Hawaii. From 1977 through 
March 1989, the State of Hawaii funded marijuana eradication 
programs totaling more than $1.1 million. This effort resulted 
in the eradication of more than two million marijuana plants 
valued in excess of $1.0 billion. In FY 1989, the Guard received 
and spent more than $250,000 to accomplish its counternarcotics 
plan. For FY 1990, the Guard received $710,000 to support the 
LEA's. As of January 31, 1990, $111,000 had been expended. 
USARPAC received approximately $2.3 million in FY 1990 for its 
involvement in USPACOM's counternarcotics mission. Of that 
amount, approximately 25 percent ($600,000) was designated for 
"State of Hawaii initiatives" that support the LEA community in 
Hawaii. 

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

Hothing shall be construed as a limitation on 
the authority of any unit of the national 
Guard   of   a   state)   when   such  unit   is   not   in 
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federal service, to perform law enforcement 
functions authorized to be performed by the 
National Guard by the laws of the state 
concerned. 

(U) During congressional testimony, the DoD Coordinator for Drug 
Enforcement Policy and Support stated, "...the Defense 
Authori2ation Act provided for an enhanced role for the National 
Guard, under the direction of State Governors/ to support state 
drug interdiction and law enforcement operations." The, Defense 
Authorization Act of 1988 did not, however, authorize DoD to 
become an active participant in counternarcotics activities in 
any one state or territory. 

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

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

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

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

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

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION 

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

(U) 1. Revise the U.S. Army, Pacific, Counternarcotics 
Operations Plan to acknowledge the lead role of the Hawaii 
National Guard for counternarcotics support to the LEA's within 
Hawaii. 
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(U)  2.  Coordinate the U.S. Army, Pacific, Counter a.. :. 
Operations Plan with the Hawaii National Guard to minimize 
duplication of effort and to provide maximum support to the law 
enforcement agencies in Hawaii. 

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

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 

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

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

AUDIT RESPONSE 

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

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

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

25 

******UNCLASSIFIED****** 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

26 

******UNCLASS1FIED****** 



"""UNCLASSIFIED****** 

D.     Counternarcotics Requirements   (Ü) 

FINDING 

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

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS 

(Ü) Background. On December 20, 1988, the JCS advised the 
Unified Commanders that $300 million in the FY 1989 DoD budget 
had been identified for the counternarcotics effort. 
Approximately $260 million of the $300 million would be available 
for DoD use, and the remainder would be used to support the 
Guard. The JCS requested each Unified Commander tasked with a 
counternarcotics mission to submit a "Commander's Estimate" 
forecasting the fund9 required to support the counternarcotics 
detection and monitoring mission. These estimates were to be 
carefully considered by the JCS in formulating recommendations 
for distribution of the $260 million. In response to the JCS 
tasking, USPACOM developed three possible courses of action: 
status quo, increased operations at current funding levels, or 
increased operations in anticipation of increased funding. The 
estimates were to be provided to the JCS by December 23, 1988. 

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

(U)  On August 23, 1989, the Inspector General Regional Office- 
Hawaii, DoD, received a DoD Hotline complaint and subsequently 
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initiated     a     limited     review    of     USPACOM's     counternarcotics 
requirements.     The DoD Hotline complaint  alleged  that  USPACOM's 
yy  1990-1994   Counternarcotics  Program  contained  several   invalid 
Projects«     A DoD Hotline Report  (Hotline Control No.  89-L46022), 
January    25,     1990,    concluded    that    there    was    merit    to    the 
cnegation.     A review of six proposed counternarcotics projects. 

Totaling   more   than   $34 million,   disclosed   that   DoD  guidelines 
Were   not   being   followed.      In   addition,   many   of   the   proposed 
projects   submitted  by   the  USPACOM   Component   commands   were   not 
Supported   by   proper   documentation   and   were   unrelated   to   the 
rounternarcotics  mission.     Further,   no  documentation   identified 

Either the Component command officials responsible for sponsoring 
:he projects or the officials that reviewed and approved funding 
for the projects. 

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

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

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

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

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

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION 

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

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 

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

AODIT RESPONSE 

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

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

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

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

csp (u) The Communications Support Processor provides the General 
Service/Special Intelligence AUTODIN service to the 
counternarcotics processors. This system is in use in 
USPACOH. 

FlsTy        (u)  Fleet Imagery Support Terminal Dedicated Circuitry 
FIST-III provides   the   communications   lines   to  communicate 

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

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

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

Intelligence Agency that is being used as part of USPAGOH'i 
domestic marijuana detection program. 
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SYSTEM DESCRIPTIONS (Continued) 

opus (u)    The OS1S  (Ocean Surveillance Intelligence System)  Prototype 
Upgrade System ii «n automated, secure, all-source 
intelligence processing, analysis, and reporting system. 
This system supports a broad range of ocean surveillance 
analyses        and reports        (summary, advisory, and 
event-by-event).    This  9ystem is  in use  in USPACOM. 
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SYSTEM PROCUREKEMT AKT) OPERATI MG COSTS (U) 
($ In Thousand») 

OPN O&M ' 

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

Totais $959 223 $223 $204 $204 $204 

FY 1990:        OPN $    959 
O&H $    474 

Total $1,433 

FY 1991-1995: O&M $1,058 
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AREAS OP DUPLICATION!  BKTVEEM THE HAWAII   HATIOKAL CUARD 
AKD THE WITED STATES ARMY COMMAND,   PACIFIC (U) 

(U) 

Are« of 
Duplication 

Ground 
Reconnaisance 

Aerial 
Reconnaissance 

Training 

Equipment 
Support 

Excerpts from the 
CDRWESTCOM * 

Counternarcotics OPLAN 

Plan Summary: ... at the 
request of local law 
enforcement agencies 
WESTCOM [Western Command] 
as  the ÜSCINCPAC [United 
States Commander in Chief, 
Pacific] Supported Commander, 
... Assistance will also 
be given to operations 
to eradicate illegal 
drug crops. 

Annex F: (Aerial Search Operations) Appendix 9 to Annex C: 

Excerpts from the 
Hawaii National Cuard 

Drug Enforcement Support Plan 

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

...Soldiers will search a given 
area for cultivated marijuana or 
other drug operations. 

Annex G:  (Aerial Transportation) 
... guidance for planning, 
training and implementation for 
aerial transportation of law 
enforcement officials into 
amount of marijuana cultivated 
areas. 

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

The use of Army tactical 
air reconnaissance ... will 
not be tasked to provide 
intelligence gathering for 
counternarcotics operations 
unless authorized by higher 
headquarters. 

Basic Plan: 
Supervise and assist 
in training of LEA (Law 
Enforcement Agency], in 
military skills appli- 
cable to counternarcotics 
OPS [Operations].  Examples 
of this would include practical 
training in rappelling, 
partrolling.... 

Basic Plan: Military equip- 
ment may be used by local 
LEAs in Counternarcotics 
Operations. 

Commander U.S. Army Western Command, currently, the Commander, U.S. Army, Pacific 
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COMMANDER IN CHIEF, US. PACIFIC COMMAND 
{USONCPAO 

CAMP KM. SMrm, HAWAII B*M 1-902S 

J01 
3800 
Ser0190-91 
30 Kir 91 

To:   Director, Readiness and Operation Support Directorate, Office of the 
Inspector General, Department of Defense 

Subj: DRAFT AUDIT REPORT ON SUPPORT TO DRUG INTERDICTION EFFORTS XX THE U.S. 
PACIFIC CCWW© (PROJECT NO 9RC-OO52.02) 

Jtef:  (a) DoDIG teao for Casaander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Catcand, dtd 30 Jan 
91 

Enci:  (1) Specific Coaaents, DoDIG Project 9RC-0O52.02 

1. I am pleased to oanment on the subject draft report, forwarded by 
reference (a). Following paragraphs address the four specific findings of the 
subject report. Biclosure (1) responds paragraph by paragraph to the full 
text of the draft repent and its annexes. 

2. Finding A alleges that Joint Task Force (JTF) FIVE is deficient in 
supporting Law Enf orcenent Agencies (lEAs) in this theater and recaaaaüs its 
disestablishment. Do not concur. The real management issue is that the 
oounternarcctics (CN) effort constitutes a distinct probles set, requiring the 
attention of personnel vith some amount of supporting equipment, the draft 
report iaplies that by fragmenting our support and distxibuting functions to 
two or mare intelligence activities (one several years in the future), we vill 
increase efficiency and achieve economies in personnel, and perhaps, 
facilities and equipment. This clearly is not the case. To date, each of the 
lajor CDC's vith a CN mission has found that focusing CN activities in a 
single task farce is the desirable way to provide DoD support to LEAt. Your 
report recccrends dissolution of JTF FIVE and substitution of the El Paso 
Intelligence Center (EPIC) as the locus for our essentially maritime and air 
Pacific CN role. This is clearly inconsistent vith acceptance of JTF Six's 
establishment vithin several miles of EPIC to provide DoD support to land 
border and air operations because EPIC cannot and does not conduct such 
operations. 

3. Finding B concludes that use of Dec ships and aircraft in interdiction 
support is ineffective without best possible intelligence to focus their 
efforts. I agree. This has long been our conclusion, and we have devoted a 
»ajar portion of our CN program development to exactly that effort. It is not 
a »iaple task and much renaine to be done. Elimination of JTF FIVE per 
f iiding A would certainly exacerbate this already formidable challenge. I am 
"unclear as to hew we are to repujgiaa operational forces in consonance vith a 
strategy outlined by the Director of Central Intelligence. 

4. I agree in principle vith reccraaendatians 2 and 3 of finding C regarding 
USARPAC and Hawaii National Guard eradication programs. In fact, wt 
iapleoarted such procedures at the inception of cur CN piujiaa in 1989. Me 
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caret, however, appoint tha Guard to lead Bavaü sarijuana (KJ) «abdication 
operations per recaasendation 1.   A* they are not in our chain of coasend and 
can not ba tasked by USOHCPAC.   Tactual «rron Ouch lead to erroneous 
conclusions in the "Finding" and "Discussion of Detail»" of finding C ax» 
identified in enclosure (1). 

5     I fully agree with the rearoerdaticn in finding D relating to fiacal 
program discipline,    «a to* that action during our review erf the 09CDCPAC 
K90 CN program ccqplatad nearly a year ago.    However, the assertion in 
»entenae two of thia conclusion that tha audit teas's efforts, and those of 
the DoDIG Jtegicnal Office,* had direct causal relation to an ongoing U9CBKPAC 
review of the QJ resource prograa is untrue.    Detailed cements regarding thie 
are at enclosure (l). 

6. Caaaents on substantial error» in resource and «yets» display« in annexes 
K, B, «nd D which Materially affect the cost avoidance suns «et forth in 
recoanerdation Al are at enclosure (1).    Inaccurate fiscal inforeation 
presented in Annex B resulted in an $UX error, or 70», of the »onetary 
savings associated with finding A.   A eecond error was sade in the logic 
offered in support of recaaifindaticn A2.   Crediting the full (if inaccurate) 
savings of scrapping JTF FIVE is unsound.   Hxh of the savings suet be 
attributed to substitution efforts directed to the same goal at several other 
activities.    Establishing ace» unknown ruafcer of liaison offices, per 
recoB*=endation A2, without reference to their costs, is equally unsound. 

7. It is difficult to dispute leujtmfrrtnrlffn Bi that OSPA0CM forces should 
reduce Qi operations without cuing based on tiiaely focused intelligence 
sraort.   However, this required intelligence support would be difficult to 
sustain if the balance of audit report reccnnendatiaris were accepted and 
Inplsasnted. 

t.   >*» devote great attention to CS internal control aechanisas at this 
headquarters, and note that no additional controls were WTiiinmVd by the 
«uiitors.    So I resain cacerned by the auditors' unfounded att«pt to take 
credit for internal control and fiscal discipline actions already taken by sy 
stAff.    I trust this will be corrected in the final report. 

9. I hope our coaxMänta give you a clearer perspective of cur Of efforts to 
date. He look forward to a closer working relationship and an increasingly 
effective Qi progrw in the Psciiie. 

npsas      ' 
lieutenant General, TEA 
Deputy U9CD*3PAC/Chief of Staff 

cc: 
Secretary of the Acsy 
Secretary of the Kavy   
DoD Coordinator for Drug Tmtorosnent Jolicy and &fpxt 
Director, Joint Staff 
Chief, national Guard Bureau 
Adjutant General, Hawaii National Guard 
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BJC I - DTOCOUCXICN 

ft,;    fxj, a,  Urn 13;   The uii»A apallino; 1« KÖOW.   The vert is »iaepallad 
thrcu^wut the report. 

Pre« «. lA«t line:   The review «M not initiated In Au**t W.   That w the 
date of the ccnpUint.   the «view atartad 15 Sapt-eefrar 1SW. 

»»;    PM» 8. linai;   the eix project* revieutd vaa* thoee »ubeitted to 
jtagicrial Of fie» CRD) audits*» fcy USCDCPAC Staff saaber» who bad already found tha* 
\rword. 

JJrjcJ:   DUa^tree.   lh* review of project« « inJeryey «*wi the FD euditor 
firat arrived. 

Utft_10s    Disagree.   The nviw did not raeult in the deletion. Ihe 
project» wer« already under review and, in «an» cm»*«, already delated. 

fa>:   hm t:   There is no paoe »lx in the report fumiahed u».    (nor paoes ><* 
J5,  40,  «4,  46,  4»). 

PMC H - 7INDDC A: JODT Ml KSCX FIVE 

BE;    Page 7.  Ill* l!    JIT-5 il U OR DfTO, and single point Lew «hforcener* 
Agency (LEX) llaiaon end eervic« unit, not eolaly en Intel fusion center. 

Lin» 38   There are no JIT FIVE «datahasea' which delicate data be*«« fctrd 
in any oth«r activity In USPKXM.   JIT ITVt aooeaaee, where epproprixt*, data base* 
locetid elaaUier».   There is no aantion anyyhere in the report, WJ*: A) Indian«» 
kr»t those data bases are; S) further r1i*mim^—i thee or; O indicate which ether 
data bases they are duplicatino.   This assertion U incorrect and unsupported. 

LiM_3:   "oaaajucation": JTT TIVE is a aubeariber to cconuniceticn evata» 
oarer. thrcu*KWt the theater.   Syata» ccoacnelty U eaeentMil to effective 
ccataxiicetione.   JIT nvt ia the only theater entity. CM or otherwise, which Is 
specifically configured to eoaajnicata with OoO and IX*. assets engaged in CM 
interdiction activity.   VoUwn in the report, er amaxaa, ara the ■duplicative« 
ccnajnloetlona identified. 

Lina 3;    "aancowr*:   JIT WVt haa the only CM dedicated aanpewar in the 
UEPttXM.   There ara 10 persons on th» USCDa*C CM Raff and a aodaat (laaa than 
10) r&Mfaer to be dedicated to CM activity at th» Joint IntaUioanoa Center Pacific 
(Jia*Q (cospoaed of foraer na*C, D»q which la a ««crtlng cc—end to JIT 
fivt.   JiCPAC'a principle aL*3«rtina tola Is »aritisa track eorralation.   3lO*C 
tranaaito to JIT ITVZ this ccrralation of the Ocean Surveillance Inf oraation »yatSB 
(OCXS), a aajer OSM aurvaillanca ayataa net toeeaeaid iy JBT TTft, with othax 
orralatahla tracking data.   OGIS and aaaociatad data ara an lngrediant to, not a 
duplication of, the JIT nvt intaUioanca fuaion »achania».   Althcoch JIT TXVt 
peracrraa are tabolatad on page 10 of the report, the report, obae not preaant data 
to »ur^crt the allegation of duplication of function in aanpMBT aaployaant. 
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Ur*m i. 4:   "Cconand and control oapabilitt»«*:   JfcfcT>ar» do*« th« raport 
praaant any nfevn cc data to substantial» this duplication.    Saa ranorks abov« 
ragardinn, co—nlcatlcns. 

Tina» 6-t:   BJ» raport nawar citaa »pacific data to support daficiarcias in 
dagraa or typ» of CM support.   B*a raport doe« not iiurt try ooaplaint fraa a 
suppcrtad U& regarding any 1** of support. 

Lina» 11-13;   Th» figure» for Pf »1 through »5 ar» in error by ^ 
to 10%.   See renal*» r« Appendix A. 

Una 13-17?   <s*« reaezk. r» lin» 3 •»/*«>«- *hcM»).   cur 
feasting of CM activity »t • «ingle unit, rather than distributing CM activity «t 
•evwral US*CCK gareral intelligence activities, ww a conscious decision in part 
baaed on th« desire to prevent vld» distribution of CM infonaaticn wMxh would 
br*ad opportunity for oaEproalse by urrecessarlly «sqxswd individuals.   Bus is a 
f«r BOT» eericus possibility than data baa« cesaxoais«.   Again, th» statanont 
regarding prölifentien of data basaa, reiterated in line 1«, is unfwried and is 
not supported in th« belanoe of th» report. 

p»;   Pace I   ftrt oar»;   At th» Use of JIT nvz's foundation, other OGPACtM 
writs wer« eoaraancing vcrX on function» addressing th» CM problem,   JIT nvr was 
not designed for and is not performing any of than functions. 

|te:    Saecnd para;   figures, restated in this para, «r» dacidadly incorrast. 
Ox-tact figure« ar» annotated in Appendix A. 

Vm:    Pao» 9. fint full par»;    Saecnd sentence indicate« • systses alraady in 
USFMXK plaired for JIT nvt.   Biird aencance «ays < duplicate systae* for JIT 
nvt.   B* JIT has only 3 of th» «yrten« rafarred to, as captionad in Appendix C. 
Nona Is really • «y«te».   B»y ar» nodaa of lax-oar system, thaatar and national. 
feference to systae tarainala as aystana and altarnataly as data basaa and 
»iwtlw as coewüestion systaa» throughout th» report and appandioas is 
incorract.   Dollar values citad, including fund» In projects previously cancelled 
or never r*-1**-* for funding, ar« Inaorrect.   erroneous data in appendices, vhich 
for» tha basis of erroneous systaw and funding totals and conclusions in this 
paragraph, ar» eorractad in appandioas portion of this response. 

Page ». second full par«;    Sentence or» Is repetitive of pravicualy 
va-eupportad inaccuracies.   Wa ahara oonoam, itfsn swart In balano» of para, 
regarding security.   Bus is praelsaly tha raaaon thy va fecuaad Ot actlvitiaa at a 
»ingle dadiortad facility rathar than to circulate tha Inf creation at a raafear of 
general production intallioanea and Una operation haadguartars vhcra lnfcraatien 
ocntrol im such sera difficult. 

ft:   Pao» 10. fli^t Ml car«:   B» ptrsonml cc-plaaant of JIT RW is 
t.-n.-—* of 43 iii, }i dv; not 40 and 29.   B» balanoa of iMpport providad to 
JIT-*- is as »tatad in raaponM to Lim 3, abew».   Othar opa and CM Kfiport is 
nacaaaarily flaodfcla and drawn froa USPMXH Staff and subordinata ooaaand« as 
fij^m^fA by naad.   B» racjuast for 43 additional billats v«s not honorad by this 
hsadguartars in tha acrob of our CM proom pracadincj tha audit. 

a»;   Bdni para;   Wa can find no figiaras to pufcatantiata tha $»J0K BW dtad. 
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»s:   Pap* 11:   »a »sintain that the juAjsent to fccu« and oaftrol « 
infarssticn, operation« and LEA «erviee is sound.   DM decision then to build JTT 
FIVE «t and en existing facilitle«, collocated vith a principal UX involved in CH 
interdiction operation« which v« era »wdated to ««pert, certainly «MM 
apprcprist«. 

**•   fwi ia. ftrt foil pan, fc Hjtta_l=g;   Disasres.   B» decision to cnati 
JIT nvt end locate it «t Alaaeda wx «ubaitted to full Sponsoring service, XS and 
060 review.   MXKVK, the planning and attendant resource action« have been 
•uocesefully reviewed and r*-rr/i»*d by authorities, including tha Congress of the 
\j\lted States, through full, fiscal cycles for IY'a », *©, »i and ©utyear progress. 

LiojLÜ'   1* 'TV^ ** not •*t*rr"lll *° *"• DSPACOK HO structure. It la a 
eub-unifled cona&nd of CBCD*3*C.   Statsaent that rational« for establishsant of 
JIT nvt was not provided to th» auditor» i» not oorract.    Rationale ML« provided 
in the fera of a three page J3 point paper dated 17 April 19*9. 

fte »eccrd para!   Tha aCCF Äticnal Drug Control Strategy of Septaafcer 1S89 wu 
not available to ua six aonth« earlier, in February 1»», when JIT FIVE <•» 
cceaiasicnad.   **i acted on the beat Information available at tha tl» our decision 
was required.   This paragraph critieiiea a deci«lon sack», of necessity, in 1»W and 
•scribes to JIT FIVE a role dupllcats of a Mational Drug Intelligence Canter which 
will be fortunate to be in operation by the sid-lSSO's.   Vtiils ccrractly stating 
tha EPIC ftiaelen, the audit report fail« to discuss the acknowledged inability of 
EPIC to copt with the voluss ard variety of data that valid be neceeaary to 
vrdcrtaka • principally aaritiae detection and tracking role in the «liable OSPKCK 
ACR.   EPIC does not now receive the information now handled in the VSPKXX O» 
detection ard sonitoring apparttu«.   »either ia it prcyi-aatied to receive ease in 
tha future. 

p^   v~T ». tArt two cart«;   »a 1»« ^«vingthe larowtinterert intha 
detecticn and scnitoring role Ouch VEPXXX ia «*ndat*d to m^pott are: DEA. OSS 
ard the US».    There is no eingle place where all have «ajar theater beadauartara. 
Tht DE* structure ia one vith nuaercua denestie and cveraeaa units all directly 
reporting to their »hshlngtcn headquarters,   the U9CS has a regional office in to« 
Angelas and subordinate offices throughout the UEPAOCM ACR.    Ihe OSCC Pacific Ares 
headquarter« la at Coast Guard Island, Alaseda where JIT FIVE is located.   The OSCC 
provided tha building and unit support bo quickly establish a DoD central Q) 
facility which allowed us to ccsply vith tht sendete to "build on existing 
f^-mtj.« mr* «MPii» HI «-—eiTy...expenditure... of resources.'   Th« sols critic 
of tha Alassds location cited in tha report is a O.i. Attorney vho was accredited 
to tha WBIS, which JIT FIVE in theory replaced. 

».: T*, ». Ifjfft rf-K ^"» -ntarca: face—rd delete »entsnee begiming: 
•Matt of tha regional...". Replace with nnstara regional headguartera for a» of 
tht LEV« is located in ths to* Angelas...« 

MI   PCT U. flTft Mil «n:   The first too »«itsnoes are »™jg«*»3 Pf 
dizsct data.   In Finding B, tht report takes Issue that v« conducted »andatad CM 
oparaticnt not »diquetejy supported by Intelligence.    In this paragraph, it takes 
lasue that we established ths activity focused on developing and delivering thst 
intelligence. 

f«i   Cercluatcn. ficntarc« 1;   JTT FIVE is not outside of the existing U9CDKTAC 
ooBsvd «tructure.    It is a USO>Cf*C «ubordinaU joint tssX force reporting 
directly to IBC1HCTAC. 
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*«ntarce at   The deciaian to oamlmian JXT nvx vaa suppcrtsd at »very 8 , 9 
level of QJ review «toaM including the Oonjrese of the thitad Statea.   Thi» 
•pccovel bee included prevision of resource» far JIT nvX far FT*« W, »0, tX, and 
acceptance at JOf projicfce far future support throughout the currant WCP.   Mt ere 
uvüex* of any epecif ie guidance to th« oanti»ry free CS> or any other DcO entity. 
The finding of failure to provide optiau» IÄ support does not delineate what 
»bcrtocaünga Cras that aptlaua exist end i» ur»ufparted by «v art» in the report 
attributed to «v UX authority. 

SsnJaCQLJs   The JIT FIVE contribution to UM Is unity».   It la the sola 
CSFACE* unit providing sustained <* support vithta tha OoD character to UM.   It 
continues to be our penuulcn that UK support focuaad at > single dedicated point 
i» use least ccnfuaing and »cat afficiant way e* aaetlng eur obligations.   Contrary 
to tha iaplication that Of la »iaply another facet of DaD aparation or intelligence 
activity, the CH target la era vith which we In DaO have not prevlouBly dealt. 
Wule va eaploy pre-existing intelligence and operaticr» assets, their exercise la 
»»terially diff«rant than in usual ailitary operation« and Intallioanca production. 

gantanca «:   The report find« that tha entirety of tha TOP resource* for 
3Vt riVE could be "put to better use."   CH work aust ba parforaad by people uaing 
equipment.    It la unfounded to asasrt that support of tha O* aiaeicn can continue, 
vithout acknowledging tha need of funds to do ao «t aoaa location.   The stated 
figure of $3«.aK of aorwtary benefits derived froa JIT FIVE closure U incorrect by 
appro* $11.3H.    (The entire balance of tha OSPACCK CM prograa for tha equivalent 
five year period la circa $«.) 

Eantarca S:   The above rationale also appliaa to pBraomel. Personnel 
figure la incorrect.    Jtaad 26 vice 29. 

frnfnoea t - 7;   Thia propoaal la equivalent to eloaing the factory and 
aaeigning all tha aeplcyees to tha salea force to aarkat • oaaaodity no longer 
produced.    Perhaps EPIC, or tha proposed national Canter, could ba baafad up to 
provide a tiaaly, tactical product, tailored to operation« and targeta In thia 
theater, but surely not for a period of fraa 3 to 5 year» froa now. »eed 37 ail 
positions, vloa 40. 

Sentence 1;   Diaagrae for reasons aa stated In tha foregoing. 

»*;   Pace 1« «Hacomarelatioggi 9 

levxacavdaticn 1:   Disagree.   Here thia dona, va could not effectively 
east our obligation to support UM with detaction and aonitoring and OI support 
during tha next 3 to 9 years. 

ran minilit Tni 2:   Disagree.   Ha have bten coordinating affectively with 
UM for the last 2 years and will oontinue to do ao. BEX, U9CS, and OBCC ere 
ian.eeenrert by nine bllleta paraansntly filled by thaa on the JIT nvE staff. 

fecoenerdxticn 3:   Disagree.   Thia auostitutas present cngolng tactical 
operational and Intelligence support to UM vith • plan which would ba exenit-ahla 
only after further expenditure of aur* coeta to retool EPIC and to crests tha 
Jtational Caotar.   The proposal diracta davelapaant of a Han vith only one of tha 
UVe wa now eerva.   Earlier In the report, one criticise was that JIT ITVE la 
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reacvad troa en IA regional office by MM 400 *ilm. Ths report. rev ccncludss 
that the aolvUon to this U to focus theater support through on«, poaeihly two, 
oentara that are KM one to three thousand adlM farther wo«l Crem the »or» of 
action. 

pwi n - ruoDC i:   CDWISWCOTICS cpBwncKs. 

ft:    peg« 17. par. 1. last agrtsnea:   There are no pl*m to UM OSPMM 1 5 
Datecticn end Monitoring MM** for uncued patrol operations In Ti'* »1-*S. 

fm:   Paoe 11, 1st full pain. last twtwa:   This is incorrect.   An edlsr can 16 
bs an effective CX platfors against sariUs« targets.   In «oat cases M effective 
M a frigate, aim bath can catch a sailboat frort, oeanon suspect vassal) and 
neither can catch a cigaretts beat (least conecn).    In casss vhara a specific 
capability la required, OTT TM specifUs esaa and »CTIJ auat provide to the 
limit erf its capability.   In tha ona ease where a nuclear subsarine was used In a 
CM operation, It VH not ■ill-equipped" but in fact tha only «hip which could do 
tha mission vhich cmllad for sustained close-in, covert surveillance.   This 
^«Tn<rart a submersible. 

p.:    Pag» IB. and full para «mar Ccnonpt Of ft» OTtlmlra to Maa_2fl; 16,1! 
U9C3MCPAC abandoned rando* patrols in An 1990 in favor of tha sera productive 
intelligence cuad or specified narootxaffiefcer profila, oparetlon».   «a did rendea 
patrol for Just lmm than 1 yaar, July 1M9 - Aaw 19*0.   Ma bcardad «war SCO 
vessels vith nagativa results.   It is easy now to say that bacauM 
thaee operatior» where ouanUtaUvely unaucceaaful, they should not hava baan dena. 
Tat in 1M9 «van vithin tha OSCC with a decade of eigserienoa in CM cparaticna, 
thara tu no unified position on tha «ffactivanaM of patrol operations.   Ona 
position hald thay were a vast* of UM and aonay in tha Pacific.   The altamata 
poaition VM that thara «as ecsa datarrant value aaaocdatad vith tha "cop en tha 
beat."   Ho* of this eWtsrranoa was unejjantlfiabla sine» you navar know «ho doesn't 
ccna tacauM ycu ara thara.   Another factcr weighing on tha sida of trying patrols 
was that it had navar baan dona bafora in tha Pacific vith plentiful aaaats over a 
euEtained UM period.   Additionally, in 1»M, thara had baan an abaolutaly rendaa 
salrjra of U00 pounds of marijuana M tha rasult of a randoa patrol bearding of 
tha sailing VMaal Myth of leuria by tha 09GB.   thus, thara vara «rough alaaa*i of 
doubt to fester an earnest attempt.   HUB, tha patrol assets vara there anyway. 
the inferred poaition that tha soniM spent doing patrols Vera wasted and could ba 
recouped somehow is in error.   Buss ships and aircraft vculd hava cperttsd bo 
their staeaing limits in any case; if not on Ol patrol than on other OJUM.   The 
fact that thay war« on CM patrols did not rasult in any decuaantad decline in their 
unit reedi/ass.   Zn fact, CM siMlons provida affective training in arete directly 
tranaportabls to »ore conventional DcO siMions such m ovmr--the-hori*on targeting 
and SMrch and reacue.   Having uremrraMfully triad patrols, va hava embraced 
intelligence vith such greater clarity and «aal. Cuad cparaticna ara effacUve, hit 
to say va would ba M sura of that today if va had not triad patrols vholehaartadly 
is engaging in hindsight. 

»»•   fee» 10. f<™* full carat   «Intslligenoa«:   Tha antlra contsnt of this 16 
paragraph is a repudiation of audit finding A. 

Pt:   Paaa 11, full para, last senUnoe;   True, and an area of cur greatest 17 
current CM intelligence develcpaant eifert. 
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a-,    EM. 21 f<™t and aoccrd paraa;   JTT HVT la dlractino; it« affect* aqainat 1 / 
aH SreotS «-ujtjUn; in It« jurisdiction.   Tor axsapl«, a* cccaifta trafficking 
beccooa aura jravilant In «M* ACK, JTT nVT rapidly acvaa to that problaau    &i 
bet   tha larvaat aaritiaa interdiction on record, tf/ >CFCOJ*> (15 10W e< cccaina) 
us« controUad by JIT nvx.   lha ranking of narootica ea«editi«a by tha Director 
of Cantral Intalliganca «>UM to broad national Oi atratacy and fading 
daeiaiana.   To apply thaaa critaria to ongoing day to day CM intallioanca and 
Intardicticn affart* by any unit or at JIT FIVE, do» hot raccgnit« tactical nature 
of thaaa operation*.   Our tactical t»*k la to oatact, acnitor, and track to IA 
Interdiction. all Illicit narcotic« daatinad for tha Chitad Kataa. 

«,;   ft«, 33. Thnrlualcn-;   If «hat la M*nt by tha firat aantanea ia urruad 1 7 
ntrol oparatiom, thay hava baan dlacorrtiruad.   fiaa abeva raaarks re pj la.   Cuad 
«ratior«; though, require «pad* ic i/**lliganca.   B» aolution to tha dlrth of 
eoUactad, aasatfclad. analyiad »rd raportad intalligerca ia, bo-avar, not to 
rtli.iTtrrMt tha unit dadicatart to doing ao. 

18 
PB;   yy» ». "Reoawrerdfltlop;; 

ttoccaaerdatlon 1:    Agre*.   BÜ» ha» already baan accaapliatiad. 

jtocoaeardation 3:    Diaagraa.    Saa raMxfcs ocncamlnj laoadlataly pracadinj 
thraa paragrapha.    ^»ciiic atratagy to Wvioh this raecrrardatian rafara la not 
eitad In tha report. 

f*RT H - rDODC C, »*W3 »HOW, OMD 

a»;   Ere» 3S. care 3;    Ihi* para atata* that tha Ravail national Oard and 21 
UE7AOX racaivad a total of <1.3K In fY W for duplicata Of oparationa.   In tha 
following paragraph«, tha figure* for tha aaaa ya*r, »a* activity, total $3.01«. 
jt la poaalhla, ho-avar, to aggngat* tha figure*, aa rtatad. to 11.31« if a Guard 
budgatad figure and tha V&N&K daaignatad figure are totalad.   X» fact, US\W*C 
racaivad no fotäa daalqr«tad for Hwaii CM aradicaticn Croa tha OSMC0K K »O CM 
pragraa.   Thoaa actlvitiaa van ccrductad uaing ISN59C optaaco ftrda. 

a»:   Pre» 3i. tan 3;    tha U yaar» of Ba<*U «radicatlon ccaretlcna •^^ortad 21 
by tha ««rd yialdad an avaraga aradleation of lrJ.COO plants par yaar.   Sha ttX 
racauaatad. WCDCMCflEftPtC »focrtad, «Cparation Vlpaeut* yialdad atout JM.000 
plant* aradicatad In < acnth*.   Poaaibla raaacna for wiaticn are diao»aad In 
»i—jant paraijrapha. 

ya>;   aaoa ». para i. laat aentanot:   Iht DoD *uthorix«tion Act of 1»U nalthar 2 1 
«noovsaoaa nor prohibit* DoD activity of tha typa undar diacaaalon. 

a,-   P» n. era ai   Dia«^aa that • lack of ecerdlnaUon asdato vlto 22 
tha Coard.   from tha ootaat, «a oonduetad rajularly achadulad bi-acrthly Matiroa 
Utwaan VBJ&tC and tha Guard.   Motional coordination of apadflc acUvltlas 
•qpfdaaantad thaaa aaatlnc/a. 

a»-   Paoa n, para a;   9m tSCSOK « CPIAM ln4aad aakaa provision foe 22 
DSMWC and othar thaetar DcO tlmii+s to provida agjulpaar* loan*, training ate., 
rociaaly a* tha Mthxiiatlon let aandatas.   Ihla do«* not, par a«, conrtitut* 
S^jlicaUon of affort.   »a hjaan and aqoipaant aaaat* of USUQftC and tha «**ii 
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Guard are different. Ths satisfaction erf recjaerts for eaaiatanoe, with 03W3SC ml 
Guard coordination, hev« taken advantag« erf both to seat m«Kii need«. Wt agps* 
ccaplataly with last sentarc«.   Present activities do oaaplsaent not duplicata. 

y»;   ft** M. flr«t nor«. last stntsne»'.   drop eradication cperttlona on public 2 3 
land (as th**» are) hav« a vary lev potential for reejUring axsrcls« erf polio« 
powers.   In fact, over the entire history erf Hawaiian eradication operations, than» 
Is no »card«! inrtanc* erf UMd cerifrcntation erf active silitary, Guard, or 
rsderal lav enfeccseent pnKrral by serijusne growers. Only I£M conducted amal 
«rsdicstion on th« ground during Vipeout. 

ft.,-   P«.?9. saccndnarai   <B» en« of the is** I* alluded to in this 2 3 
pBiwjr«*v.   Agree ther« arm now two silitary mjer&rn to which XÄ» say new look 
for a«»i*t*n=e; bmfcr« J*M DeO Authorization Act, ther« was only the Ouard.   Ibis 
It th» effect »rd presused intent erf the act.   W» hav» coordinated and do 
ecordin»U response» to USA request* with th« R>*il Ouard.   Cenerally, «tat» 
authorities will r*?v»st assistance of th« Guard a* th«y are aceuetcssd to do «rd 
M senticned in th» report.    Federal agenda«, as pointed out, vill often ooss to 
DcO active force headquarters.   Hatur« erf th» response depends en th« «1M and six 
of forces aveilahl« and th« spaed and security with Ouch th«y can be brought to 
tear.   bc»M Ouard faro«* are not full tise farces, th« Guard suet plan Its 
activities up to 2 years In advance.   Active forces do not require this lead tisa. 
Hare«, their responses can ba and In «any instances an ejiiefcer.   Qua wt cm 
reason why Da, baaed on previous «aeperlancs, requested aid free th« active 
military.   Additionally, the spartaoilar success of Operation Wpecut resulted froa 
extensive. p;e-cper»ticn ««rial photo reccrnaissvc« and detailed isagery 
interpretation erf «ulti spectral imagery.   The Hawaii Ouard pca«a«««« none of th« 
rsoon and Intel MMU to do thla.   As a raeult of th« issgery effort, araaa for 
year» thought to bt relatively free erf plant« ylaldad tne tulX of th« aradleaticn 
hai%*rt.   1h« proof la in th« waulta.    During th« U yaar« pracading. eur 1W0 
ar»dlc«tion «ffecta, Hawaii bacaaa ba th« »«xrd highaat preduoar and mipactmr erf 
dcsMtlc ».   & 1*»0, CO rapartad the atita had baaaaa a net importer erf th« 
drug. 

«acanerdation 1:   Oiaagrae.    DBWPAC la the lead aoansy fer IZX support 2 3 
by tores« wrier U5CIX3*C.   tSMiPAC has not and aey not b» appointed a lead role 
MI tht Ouard, thich is not in th« V9COO*C chain erf cossand. 

rmxmmiintitn 3:   This has bean the case sines bafers th« audit and vill £ 4 
oontinue to be so. 

Jtoconarriatlon 9i   As stated abows, ooordlnstlen with the Guard has been 2 4 
craping.   It has not and liXaly will not result in fvrding adjustasnts.   Xn 1*90, 
thTouard provided »hat thay could to Operation Wpscut and USC3K3»C activ» forces 
than provided th« balanca rsojaartad.   Uüs contlnjea to b« the casa in 1991.   Us 
slngl« tammra, Ouard or activ» duty, can prcvid« all »»xstad assets. 

»OT n - roea» o, ocomacwooncs fsvaoam 
©>e PcOIC rsccasanoed action ecocBpanying this finding was taXsn toy this JO ewsr a 2 7 
year ags.   «S do wish to oorrsct several sisStataaenta erf fact contained in th» 
»adit report and to eschatlcally disagree with th« incorrect ccneluaicn that the 
audit ten'« work resulted in savinos alluded to In the portion erf the report 
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dealing with thi* finding.   A* 1st* as 51 Cctcber 1W0, VBCDCPfC staff alaaants 
continued to aaalst the audit tees ina not yet ccepletaly successful «ttaapt to 
derive end UM figure« that accurately r«txae«nt what had been done by »a*«» of 
th« USCncJ« «taff to reconcile the USCDCPAC « progra«. 

p.,   t»^. u   Mw»;   TY» r**»«t WM »22.3K, not $21.».   B* 2 7 
m»0-M request Mt »10«, not $1S» 

p»;   Page W, flrtt carm:   B» first sentence 1* incorrect.   On 23 August IS« 2 7 
th« Dcoac J^giene! Office (JO) Peeifle USSBIMÖ • Botline canplaint. Bli* MM not 
the d»U thtt it Initiated the investigation.   B* investigation of this cosplaint 
began on 15 September.   B*" DcCgC Botlin« investigation focus«! en six CK preset« 
identified by the CECDCPM staff as having (fjaeUonahl» »erit.   B* $WK figur» 
quoted in th» »aiit import is for TWO only.    In the second per« an pg 3S, the 
DoOIfi «ulitor« ea=c*r« thi» to rVDP totals of S1S3K.   B» urarrotated switching 
fro« «m»I to HEP figures is repeated «l»a4wr* in the audit report. 

*■•   PBC» is ^ff^nrt mrr   Bus paragraph is ij«rract.   B* USP^ operation« 28 
directorate CX wüt, J31» (later redesignatad «a J33) hid been in «sditance sines 
October 19«*.   B« Intalligone« Directaret« O* «lenent bed h« in existence sine* 
U Septanbar 1*M.   Prior to creation of dedicated « Division within J2 and J3, 
both dlractcrste« did have full tise Of staff officers assigned.   Bur« MS no 
caueal relationship between any of th« oucuntcaa aliuded to and vert dent by th« 
DcOlC Bstline inveetigetian or by tht sot—client DaDIC audit of tha 09PKXX Ot 
Progrsa.   by th« ttart of th« Hotline investigation, USCDCmC ataff was already 
vail underway reviewing th« Q« resource progra«.   Bus review wt • UXDCFAC 
initistlva. not tag* because of th« pending Hotline investigation of which va were 
than unaware. 

p>-   v** i«. f«rrt full «fi;   During th« Ml of i*W. th« rvw « pcograa 
was vUl into axacution.    In aarly Howaabar l»tf, its ravlsad «tructur« MS 28 
raportad in raapanat to data calls fro« lauhlnjton CM suthoriti««, not as • raault 
of audit werk, which was not than coaplats.   B» r«vi»^ XSStax n »0 » rrogrs» 
r«qua«t ^SCDtytC 0902202 DEC *0) was $13.«, not $2«.   B* F«l-*5 Qt prograa 
«as not than npxtad a« thcaa fiouras war« apadfically not t»»Äatad by (highar) 
«Q.   B« t4T)( fiojr« in this Dome audit rapcrt parsgrafh was taXan froa a 
USCDO*? internal verting paper, later revised. 

I»;    P»» M «r. «(»rrluaiai-i    B» aaconJ »«*««• is i"«T«Ct-«>« «* 2 9 
of th« prenra« *** a«12 initiatad and ULaoadaJ tha initiation of th« ÖcCXC Botline 
invaetigrticn.   BUs included cur aericua ejuesticning of th« validity of tha Sacure 
Vidao Talaccnferar«ing (SVTC) prajact.   Hi did and do agraa vith tha XC position 
that th« tvic project baa no «arlt.   Hi eareallad this project with no ««pandit»» 
of funds.   Vith »jiae—rt on this point, thara raeains no sobetanoa to this issue. 
Our sola pares» in ooaaanting on this finding is to correct the »isatateaent of 
fact caaanelng in first para, first eantanoa, pg 13 "Cn August 23, 1*M the 
Inapactar Canaral...*; contained in first sentence, second par«, pg 35 »after th« 
ftotltra CM was Initiatad...*) further contained »acond sentence, first full para, 
pg 3«, "after th« initiation of a OcO hotline review... v« subaaejjanUy 
ldantifiad...»   Bie XC audit did not identify as cjuaaticnabla any project not 
pravioualy under review by U9C2HO*C « staff.   Xn fact, those reported by DoSOC in 
the hotline investigation and again in tha audit report vara pracisaly the ones 
highlighted by DSCSOAC CN staff as unsuitable. 
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offiBEELs« 31 
1.   Tha CN raacurca pregra* haa baan changad aaveral UM« In aach fiscal yaw 

vith tub*. «xBoutien taking plaoa vhila Ctngraaa, st. al, changed progra* figuraa. 
Exsoitlm, bufaat aatlsat* subndaaiona and KK aubalasion hava oftan baan 
sijaüUnaous.   At Appantix A lades tha cuatxamry atataaant regarding tha "as of" 
data fcr tha prograa figures, er a aourca erf the data, it la difficult to sales 
precis« ccrraetiene. 

3. Project« 3309 ana 3415 war» sergad effactivs r»l.   The figures displayed 
for TV» tl-M era not addiliva. 

J.   Probet 3501 WM nevar part of tha JIT nvi prcgras.   further, it MM 
rejected in our IMS progra» reviav. 

4. Corractiona to inoorract figure« fro» draft report are on attachad shaat. 
Ha carrot locata tha aourca erf «»$ f igures Shown in Appmdix K.   »ay ara not tfaa 
onaa »ubtittad by thia HQ. 

NVBVa & 35 
1.   tha CPUS tarainal for no*C ves rejected in our •» raviav. 

3.   Ho SVTC ha« baan procured vith OJ funde or for OI in thia thaatar. 

3. There U no JKH tarainal at TOBST VSBtC. 

4. The OCT-H tarsiml at TKTVT is rot ralatad to tha Of affort or funding 
prograa.   It ia a generally uaad intal aollactlon sanajeaent davioa.   Mona vill ba 
procurad fcr JIT FIVE.   The OBT-H prograa haa baan eanoallad.   No OCT-H tarainal 
ia pUmad or yi uji ■—1 for F3CPAC. 

5. In Appendix I tha TW is corractly idantifiad (as it was In POX) as tha 
circuit for tha 7I3T in tarainal.   In Appendix C, flST WO TOT m axa both 
described aa tarainals vith incorraetly idantifiad circuits.   Tha appandix 
ldantifiee tsrainala at places vhsra thay do not «adst.   If thay ara regarded as 
circuits, thay ara also tarainttad at plica* vhare thair tarainals do not exist. 
Iha FISTa at 0X0*012 and nuabarad flaats an ralatad to regular flsst 
eparatiana.   they vara not funded wear OI 

f.   CSP's ara COeajnicatlcr» IVsxxrt procaascn.   TfOVt and XN/OHS KSXPM: 
have both had CSP's fcr ouita aosa tisa.   Ma hava paid no OI funds fcr ths 
oomrdcation davicaa diaplayad. 

7.   MSI la an iaegary intarpratation davioa.   no»C haa a thaatar OI isagery 
interpretation mission. 

MTOQg.lft N 

I.   CPUS:   Appendix C cradita USPKXK Ot prograa vith era at thraa locationa. 
Thtra ara CPUS at tw> locations.   Cnt of tha» was drawn fro» pra-sadstina T*CTU 
inventory.   Iha aecond is under proeuraaant.   Tha coat of an era unit, depending 
on cptione needed, is circa KSOK. 
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2. SVTCs   A« pravicualy etatad, thij   pre>ct MM cancallad par our raviav, 
Th» ayata« vaa not purchaaad or ■ainUinad for cur O* program. 

3. OCIHI:   All figura» are lnxmet.   Cmiact pro>ct (/ 137») figyraB ara: 
r»o - OOW-SMOK; cuty« «t WK Oä,» «a. 

4. nsr, I18T in»   Correct figuraa ara TWO IllST fcr tarainal, (4CK fcr ddt. 
|5« total «or r»l and aach cutyaar.   Ik My ba kbit, aa cam ayataa« «ra 
<xrr*ct*d «t JIT five, to aliminat« cutyaar ooats. 

5. CSP:   Saa consent« on Appendix C 

irrw^W g;   Titl*.   Disagree.   A« etatad In the foregoing, no eingla aarvioa can 39 
provide all regjactad aupport to UM. Coordination batveen VSMPtC and the Guard 
aLat «t covering all reqjaets and doing ao with tha aaa«t beet suited to tha tuk. 
Bus 1« not duplicetiva bat ocnplaaentery. 

itsgcdiX-T: 

XI:   figura» ar* incorrect.    Saa revision to Appendix X. 

A3:   Disagree for reason* aat forth on page S. 

A3:    Ditto. 

Bl:   Disagree.   Ceeta of cuad operation* have potential to exceed those of 
rand« patrol.   Experience anew« cuad oparationa ooaa to fruition at auch greater 
distance* firm hcaa ports than tha location of cur old randca patrol station* l.a., 
Couth of Baja varaua off Southern California. 

B3:    No 

B3:    Disagree.    Currant intelligence fro« JTT TTft justifies cuad operation. 

d, C3, O:   Agree.   All «era ecocapHahed trot tha cutset of our CM program. 

0:   Agree In principle.   However, it 1« difficult to attribut* SOI of ,_ 
and future saving* to eonies navar coeaitted, obligated or expended under a project 
cancelled over • year ago. 
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****»OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL, DOD, 
ADDENDUM TO THE OSPACOM REPONSE****** 

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

on the draft report was omitted from management's initial 

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

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

been modified accordingly. 

****** 
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THf JOIKI «TAJf 
«ASHM0tOM.ee 

J-3A 00130-91 Reply ZIP Cod«: 
20318-3000 * "P"1  "" 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  DIRECTOR,   READINESS  AMD OPERATIONAL SUPPORT 
DIRECTORATE,   OFFICE  OP  THE   INSPECTOR GENERAL 

Subject:     Draft Audit Report on Support to Drug Interdiction 
Effort*  in the 0.   S.  Pacific Command   (Project 
9RC-0052.02)    (Ü) 

1. (U)     I have read with great interest the subject draft 
report evaluating the detection and monitoring support that 
U.S.   Pacific Command  (USPACOM)  provide» the law enforcement 
community.     Several  recommendations have the potential to 
improve the performance of USPACOM'« counter-drug »ission. 

2. (U)     The Joint Staff disagrees with the recommended 
disestablishment of JTF-5.    The structure and functions of the 
JTFs are vital to support DOD's role  in counter-drug 
operations.     USPACOM has a unique problem in providing this 
support due to the large geographic area of responsibility 
(AOR).    JTF-5  fulfills a critical role *a the sub-unified 
command within USPACOM solely dedicated to CN operations.     It 
performs  the  following  function«: 

- Conducts operations to detect and sonitor aircraft and 
surface vessels suspected of  smuggling drugs  into U.S. 

- Integrates the anti-drug Command,   Control, 
Communications and Intelligence   (C3I)  network for 
federal,  state,  and local LEA*. 

- Coordinates activities of other Federal agencies 
engaged in detection and monitoring. 

- Serves a« an intelligence fusion center and provides 
drug-related intelligence to appropriate law 
enforceaent agencies  (LEAs). 

- Facilitates coordination among DOD and civil agencies 
in order to maximize effective us« of resources. 

3.   (0)     The recommendation on pag« 23 which states that PA COM 
operations should be reprogrammed to be commensurate with 
strategy  issued by the Director,  Central  Intelligence Agency, 
should be" deleted from the report.    USCINCPAC has developed 
operational plans to support the National Drug Control 
Strategy within hi« AOR.    While it is valid to evaluate 
USPACOM count«r-drug operation« within that context,  it is not 
appropriate to «uggest that the operations of any unified 
command should be reprogrammed to correspond in size and 
extent with the strategy of an outside agency. 

DKlauifcdONJ   aAoK 
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4.   (U)    A« part of  it» mission, JTr-S coordinate* DOD support 
to both «tat» and  federal  LEA«,   including the  Drug Enforcement 
Administration (DEA),  U.S.  Customs Service   (USCS),  and the 
U.S.   Coaet Guard  (USCC).    Vhen JTr-5 was established,   it was 
located in Alameda in order to collocate it with the USCC 
Pacific Area Headquarter«,   the principal maritime LEA in 
USPACOH's AOR.    The VSCG al»o provided the building and other 
facilitie«  for JTr-5'«  rapid establishment.     The Joint Staff 
is unaware of any failure on USPACOK's or JTr-5'« part to 
provide adequate support to the LEA«.    A single command with a 
dedicated CM mission vould seem to remain the sost efficient 
method of coordinating LEA support. 

6. (U)     X agree that the Commander, U.S. Army,   Pacific 
(USARPAC)   should coordinate his CM plan vith the Hawaii 
national Guard in order to eliminate duplication of efforts. 
Each organization ha« strength« and requirements which «hould 
be taken into account when planning operation«. 

7. (U)    X viev vith concern your finding« that USPACOK may not 
be following DOD funding guidelines.    X trust that the issue 
will be clarified by USCINCPAC when be respond« to your draft 
report. 

8. (U)     X appreciate the obvious time and effort that vent 
into the making of your draft report.    Many of the 
recommendations will assist USFACOM in better fulfilling their 
counter-drug mission.    If my CM staff can further assist you 
in refining your report, please don't hesitate to let me knew. 

J. X. f« 
Rear Admiral, USM 
Deputy Director for Operations 

(Current Operations) 
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SOMMARY OF POTENTIAL MONETARY AND OTHER 
BENEFITS RESULTING FROM AUDIT (U) 

(U)     ,      ■ Recommendation 
Reference 

A.l. 

Description of Benefit 

Program Results. 
Disestablishment of 
Joint Task Force 5. 

Amount and/or 
Type of Benefit 

Funds put to better 
use of $15,773/000±

/ 

(Operation and 
Maintenance - 
$14,873,000; Other 
Procurement Navy- 
$900,000). 

A.2. 

A.3. 

B.l 

B.2, 

B.3, 

Program Results. 
Establishment of liaison 
offices within the law 
enforcement community. 

Program Results. 
Direct support of the 
EL Paso Intelligence 
Center and the 
proposed National Drug 
Intelligence Center 
agencies that 
require it. 

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

Program Results. 
Reassess and coordinate 
theater U.S. Pacific 
narcotics threat with 
the Director, Central 
Intelligence, 
funds cannot be 
readily determined. 

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

Nonmonetary. 
Allows DoD to pro- 
vide the support 
that is required. 

Nonmonetary. 
Facilitates the 
immediate use of 
time-sensitive 
information by law 
enforcement 

Funds put to better 
use of 

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

Nonmonetary. 
Precludes the 
diversion of assets 
from other 

l./      Offsetting costs to relocate to the El Paso Intelligence 
Center are addressed in our comprehensive draft report, 
"DoD's Support to Drug Interdiction Efforts," April 22, 1991. 
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SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL MONETARY AND OTHER 
BENEFITS RESULTING FROM AUDIT (U) (Continued) 

(U)     ,      • Recommendation 
Reference Description of Benefit 

Amount and/or 
Type of Benefit 

C.l 

C.2 

C.3. 

Program Results 
Acknowledgment of the 
lead role status of the 
Hawaii National Guard, 

agencies and 
provides one point 
of contact. 

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

Economy and Efficiency. 
Review and adjust fund- 
ing for counternarcotics 
support. 

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

Nonmonetary. 
Eliminates con- 
fusion among the 
law enforcement 

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

Undeterminable. 
Provides additional 
support. 

Funds put to better 
use of $4,000,000 - 
Operation and 
Maintenance. 
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ACTIVITIES  VISITED OR CONTACTED   (U) 

(U) 
Office of the Secretary of Defense 

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

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

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

DoD Coordinator for Drug Enforcement Policy and Support, 
Washington, DC 
Regional Logistics Support Office, Honolulu, HI 

Joint Staff, Washington, DC 

Department of the Army 

Headquarters, Department of the Army, Washington, DC 
united States Army Pacific, Fort Shatter, HI 

Department of the Navy 

Chief of Naval Operations, Washington, DC 
Headquarters, United States Marine Corps, Washington, DC 
Pacific Fleet, Pearl Harbor, HI 
Naval Ocean Systems Center, San Diego, CA 

Department of the Air Force 

Headquarters, Department of the Air Force, Washington, DC 

Unified Commands 

Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Command, Camp H.M. Smith, HI 
Intelligence Center, Pacific, Camp H.M. Smith, HI 
Joint Task Force 5, Alameda, CA 

Defense Agencies 

Defense Intelligence Agency, Washington, DC 
National Security Agency, Fort George G. Meade, MD 

Non-DoD 

Central  Intelligence,  Counternarcotics Center, 
Washington,  DC 

Department of Justice 
Headquarters,  Drug Enforcement Administration,  Washington,  DC 

Field Offices:     San Francisco,  CA;   Los Angeles,  CA; 
San Diego,  CA; Honolulu,  HI 
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ACTIVITIES VISITED OR CONTACTED (U) (Continued) 

Non-DoD 

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

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

Department of Treasury 
Headquarters, U.S. Customs Service, Washington, DC 
Western Regional Intelligence Division, Long Beach, CA 
Field Offices:  San Francisco, CA; Honolulu, HI; 

Corronado, CA; Command, Control, 
Communications and Intelligence Center-West, 
Riverside, CA 

APPENDIX I 

Page 2 of 2       ******UNClA&VlED****** 



"""UNCLASSIFIED****** 

FINAL REPORT DISTRIBUTION (U) 

(U) 
Office of the Secretary of Defense 

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

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

Joint Staff 

Director, Joint Staff 

Department of the Army 

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

Department of the Navy 

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

Department of the Air Force 

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

Comptroller) 
Air Force Audit Agency 

Unified Commands 

Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Command 
United States Army, Pacific 

Defense Agencies 

Director, Defense Intelligence 
Director, National Security Agency 
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FINAL  REPORT DISTRIBUTION   (U)   (Continued) 

(U) 
National Guard Bureau 

Director, National Guard Bureau 

Non-DoD Activities 

Department of Justice 
Administrator, Drug Enforcement Administration 

El Paso Intelligence Center 
Commissioner, Immigration and Naturalization Service 
Office of the Inspector General 

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

Research 
Office of Inspector General 

Department of Transportation 
Commandant, united States Coast Guard 
Office of Inspector General 

Department of Treasury 
Director, Operation Alliance 
Commissioner, united States Customs Service 
Office of Inspector General 

Central Intelligence Agency 
Chief of Staff, Counternarcotics Center 

Office of National Drug Control Policy 
U.S. General Accounting Office, 

NSIAD Technical Information Center 
Office of Management and Budget 

Congressional Committees; 

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

Armed Services 
Senate Subcommittee on Preparedness, Committee on Armed 

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

Committee on Armed Services 
House Subcommittee on Readiness, Committee on Armed Services 
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