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BRIEFING FOR NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ATTORNEYS GENERAL
| MARCH 13, 1989
WASHINGTON, D.C.

THANK YOU... I'M VERY HAPPY TO BE HERE.

JUDGING FROM THE KIND OF WORK THIS ASSOCIATION HAS
BEEN DOING LATELY, I KNOW WE'RE FIGHTING THE SAME
BATTLES. |
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THE TWO COMPREHENSIVE REPORTS YOU ADOPTED THIS
WINTER -- ON ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, AND ON DRUG
CONTROL STRATEGIES -- PUT YOU OUT FRONT ON TWO ISSUES
THAT ARE CENTRAL TO MY AGENDA FOR THE FUTURE, TO BUILD
A BETTER AMERICA.

THE APPROACHES YOU'VE TAKEN REINFORCE MY CONVICTION
THAT, TOGETHER -- ON EVERY FRONT WHERE WE HAVE SHARED
CONCERNS -- WE'RE GOING TO FIND SOLUTIONS. WE'RE GOING
TO DEFINE STATE AND FEDERAL ROLES THAT WORK.
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AND WE'RE GOING TO APPLY LIMITED RESOURCES IN A
COORDINATED MANNER.

AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL, ON MANY ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES,
I THINK THE TIME FOR STUDY HAS PASSED. So I'M
PROPOSING LEGISLATION TO REAUTHORIZE THE CLEAN AIR AcT.
I WANT TO WORK WITH CONGRESS ON A COMPREHENSIVE ACID
RAIN PROGRAM. AND I INTEND TO THROW THE BOOK AT THOSE
WHO ENGAGE IN ILLEGAL OCEAN DUMPING.

-4 -

OVER THE LAST DECADE, THE STATES HAVE TAKEN ON A
LEADERSHIP ROLE IN PROTECTING OUR ENVIRONMENT -- AND
THAT'S GOOD NEWS.

I WILL WORK CLOSELY WITH YOU ON THOSE ENVIRONMENTAL
QUESTIONS WHERE WE SHARE RESPONSIBILITY. WE NEED TO
-STEP UP THE SUPERFUND CLEAN-UP PROCESS, AND IMPROVE
ENFORCEMENT. TOGETHER, WE MUST ASSURE COMPLTIANCE WITH
HAZARDOUS WASTE LAWS.
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AND WHERE ENFORCEMENT OF ALL OF THE LAWS THAT ik
PROTECT OUR ENVIRONMENT ARE CONCERNED, I'D LIKE YOU TO b
THINK AbouT THOSE MOST SERIOUS CASES WHERE WE MUST MOVE
BEYOND CIVIL PENALTIES, TOWARD CRIMINAL ENFORCEMENT -=
BOTH AS A SANCTION, AND AS A DETERRENT.

IN A FEW MINUTES, BILL REILLY WILL OUTLINE IN
DETAIL OUR AGENDA ON THE ENVIRONMENT.

-6 -
YOUu WILL CERTAINLY FIND HIM -- TODAY, AND OVER THE -
COURSE OF THIS ADMINISTRATION -- TO BE AN ENVIRONMENTAL
EXPERT, AN OUTSTANDING ALLY AND FELLOW SOLDIER IN THE
STRUGGLE. |

- But BEFORE I HAND OVER THE PODIUM, I WANT TO ENLIST
YOUR SUPPORT ON ANOTHER PERVASIVE PROBLEM: THE NATIONAL
_ FIGHT AGAINST DRUGS.

WE MUST SEE THAT ALL GREAT CITIES ARE NOT HELD
\

HOSTAGE BY CRACK DEALERS.
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AND OUR SCHOOLS NOT LOCKED IN A STATE OF SIEGE.

~ You KNOW, DRUGS ARE LIKE CHEMICAL WEAPONS THAT A

SOCIETY TURNS ON ITSELF. THEY BREED THE MOST INSIDIOUS

FORMS OF DOMESTIC TERRORISM. AND THEY WILL BE STOPPED.
THE BUDGET I PRESENTED TO CONGRESS LAST MONTH IS A

REALISTIC, FISCALLY RESPONSIBLE PLAN THAT IDENTIFIES

KEY PRIORITIES REQUIRING OUR IMMEDIATE ATTENTION. ONE

OF THESE PRIORITIES IS COMBATING THE SCOURGE OF DRUGS.

P =7 remy

-8 -
THAT'S WHY I'M ASKING FOR $1 BILLION IN NEW OUTLAYS FOR
OUR ANTI-DRUG PROGRAM. THAT'S A 47 PERCENT INCREASE
OVER 1988 -- FOR A TOTAL OF $6 BILLION IN BUDGET
AUTHORLITY FOR 1990. |
MosST OF THAT MONEY -- 70 PERCENT OF IT -- WILL BEEF
UP FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT; PROVIDE GRANTS TO STATE AND
LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES; AND BUILD UP OUR
PROSECUTION, DETENTION, AND INTELLIGENCE-GATHERING
STRENGTH.



AsS CHIEF LEGAL OFFICERS, YOU UNDERSTAND
ENFORCEMENT. YoUu KNOW HOW VITAL IT IS -- AND AS MY
BUDGET MAKES CLEAR, I WANT TO DEVOTE UNPRECEDENTED
RESOURCES TO ENFORCEMENT.

Butr WE MUST DO MORE. THIS WAR WON'T BE WON BY
POLICE WORK ALONE. WHERE THERE IS DEMAND, SUPPLY WILL
ALWAYS RISE fO MEET IT. WHERE THERE IS NO DEMAND,

SUPPLY IS USELESS.
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THAT'S WHY I WAS GLAD TO SEE THAT YOUR "BLUEPRINT"
FOR DRUG CONTROL STRATEGIES BROADENS THE GOALS OF
ENFORCEMENT. YOU SAY THAT REDUCING DEMAND MUST BE "THE
IDEOLOGICAL CORNERSTONE OF ANY COHERENT DRUG
ENFORCEMENT POLICY" -- AND YOU'RE RIGHT. ENFORCEMENT
STRATEGIES MUST LOOK BEYOND EFFECTS, TO CAUSES.

DRUG EDUCATION, TREATMENT, AND PREVENTION PROVIDE
OUR BEST HOPE FOR A LONG-TERM SOLUTION -- ESPECIALLY
WITH OUR KIDS. YES, WE NEED TO TELL THEM TO "SAY NO."
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BUT WE MUST ALSO GIVE THEM THE WISDOM TO KNOW WHY --
AND THE SKILLS TO KNOW HOW -- TO SAY NO. |
I ASK YOU TO CONTINUE LOOKING CLOSELY AT YOUR DRUG
ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS. HOW CAN THEY HELP REDUCE DEMAND?
LESS DEMAND MEANS MORE SUCCESS IN THE WAR ON DRUGS.
'AND TO THE EXTENT YOU CAN CUT DEMAND, YOU CAN MAKE YOUR
JOBS -- MY JOB -- AND THOSE OF EVERYONE INVOLVED IN LAW
ENFORCEMENT -- A WHOLE LOT MORE REWARDING.

| - 12 -

OUR FINANCIAL RESOURCES MAY BE LIMITED, 5UT OUR
RESOLVE IS UNLIMITED. WITH THAT LIMITLESS RESOLVE, I
KNOW WE CAN INSPIRE EVERY CHILD, TEACHER, AND PARENT,;
EVERY COMMUNITY GROUP, RELIGIOUS INSTITUTION, AND
TENANT ASSOCiATION; AND EVERY BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL
ORGANIZATION IN THIS COUNTRY. ' AND THEN, UNITED IN
COMMON RESOLVE, WE WILL TRULY BE INVINCIBLE.
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As 1I'vE SAID BEFORE, WE HAVE MORE WILL THAN WALLET.

- But THE ONLY LIMITS ON OUR WILL ARE THE LIMITS WE PLACE

ON OURSELVES.

TOGETHER, WE CAN BUILD A CULTURE OF ZERO-TOLERANCE.
WE CAN SEND A MESSAGE, LOUD AND CLEAR, TO THOSE WHO
TAKE DRUGS -- AND TAKE OUR LENIENCY -- FOR GRANTED:
THE PARTY... IS OVER.

- 14 -
LET ME NOW INTRODUCE BILL REILLY, ADMINISTRATOR OF
THE E.P.A. HE 1S A GREAT BUILDER OF BRIDGES BETWEEN
PEOPLE -- HE'S EVEN BEEN CALLED "THE GREAT INCLUDER."
HE HAS DEVOTED HIS CAREER TO PROTECTING OUR LAND,
AIR, AND WATER -- AND HE HAS MY COMPLETE CONFIDENCE.

THANK YOU ALL VERY MUCH.  AND GOD BLESS YOU.
| # # #
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PRESIDENTIAL REMARKS : BRIEFING FOR NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF ATTORNEYS GENERAL
MARCH 13, 1989
;
"

"News" -- President Enlists Attorneys General
in Fight for Environment, War on Drugs

Thank you... I'm very happy to be here.
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The approaches you've taken reinforce my conviction that,
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the course of this Administration -- to be an outstanding allv.

But before I hand over the podium, I want to turn vour
attention -- and enlist vour support -- on another pervasive

problem: the war on drugs.

While I'm President, great cities will not be held hostage

by crack dealers. And our schools will not be locked in a state

of siege. N \/
No. Together we are going to ban this%chemical weapenrv..

It breeds the most insidious form of domestic terrorism. And it

will be stopped.
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federal enforcement»)and to build up our prosecution, detention,

and intelligence-gathering strength.
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As chief legal officers, yvou understand enforcement. You
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devote unpfegedented resolurces to enforcement.,

But we must do more. This war won't be won by police work
alone. Where there is demand, supply will always rise to meet

it. Where there is no demand, supplv is useless.
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Drug education, treatment \and prevention provide our best

hope for a long-term solution -- especiallv with our kids. Yes, _
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-— my job -- and those of everyone involved in law enforcement --

a‘whole lot easier.

Our resources may be limited -- but our resolve is not.
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Our task is to win the hearts and minds of every child, teacher,
and parent; every communitv group, religious institution, and
tenant association; and every business and professional

organization in this countrv.
Together, we can build a culture of zero-tolerance.

We can send a message, loud and clear, to those who take

drugs -- and take our leniency -- for granted: The party.

is over.
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He has devoted his career to protecting our land, air, and

water -- and he has my complete confidence.

Thank you all very much. And God bless you. {
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PRESIDENTIAL REMARKS: BRIEFING FOR NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF ATTORNEYS GENERAL
MARCH 13, 1989

"News" -~ President Enlists Attorneys General
in Fight for Environment, War on Drugs

Thank you... I'm very happy to be here.

Judging from the kind of work this association has been
doing lately, I know we're fighting the same battles.

The two comprehensive reports you adopted this winter -- on
environmental protection, and on drug control strategies -- put
you out front on two issues that are central to my agenda for the

future, to build a better America.

The approaches you've taken reinforce my conviction that,
together -- on every front where we have shared concerns -- we're
going to find solutions. We're going to define state and federal

' roles that work. And we're going to apply limited resources in a
coordinated manner.

At the federal level, on many environmental issues, I think
the time for study has passed. So I'm proposing legislation to

reauthorize the Clean Air Act. I want to work with Congress on a



comprehensive acid rain program. And I intend to throw the book

at those who engage in illegal ocean dumping.

Over the last decade, the states have taken on a leadership

role in protecting our environment -- and that's good news.

I will work closely with you on those environmental
questions where we share responsibility. We need to step up the
Superfund clean-up process, and improve enforcement. Together,
we .must assure compliance wifh hazardous waste laws.

And where enforcement of all of the laws that protect our
environment are concerhed, I'd like you to think about those most
serious cases whefe we must move beyond civil penalties, toward

criminal enforcement -- both as a sanction, and as a deterrent.:

In a few minutes, Bill Reilly will outline in detail our
agenda on the environment. You will certainly find him -- today,
and over the cburse of this Administration -- to be an

outstanding ally and fellow soldier in the struggle.

But before I hand over the podium, I want to enlist your

support on another pervasive problem: the war on drugs.
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While I'm President, great cities will not be held hostage
by crack dealers. And our schools.will not be locked in a state

of siege.

You know, drugs are like chemical weapons that a society
turns on itself. They breed the most insidious forms of domestic

terrorism. And they will be stopped.

The budget I presented to Congress last month is a
realistic, fiscally responsiblé plan that identifies key
priorities requiring our immediate attention. One of these
_ priorities is combating the scourge of drugs. That's why I'm
asking for $1'bi11ion in new outlays for our anti-drug program.
That's a 47 percent increase over 1988 -- for a total of $6

billion in budget authority for 1990.

Most of thét money -- 70 percent of it -- will beef up
federal enforcement; provide grants to state and local la&
enforcement agencieé; and build up our prosecution, detention,
and intelligence-gathering strength.

As chigf legal officers, you understand enforcement. You
know how vital it is -- and as my budget makes clear, I want to

devote unprecedented resources to enforcement.
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But we must do more. This war won't be won by police work
alone. Where there is demand, supply will always rise to meet

it. Where there is no demand, supply is useless.

That's why I was glad to see that your "blueprint" for drug
control strategieés broadens the goals of enforcement. You say
that reducing demand must be "the ideological cornerstbne of any
coherent drug enforcement policy" -- and you're right. N

Enforcement strategies must look beyond effects, to causes.

Drug education, treatment, and prevention provide our best
hope for a long-term solution -- especially with our kids. Yes,
we need to tell them to "say no." But we must also give them the

wisdom to know why -- and the skills to know how -- to say no.

I ask you to continue looking closely at your drug
enforcement programs. How can they help reduce demand? Less

demand means more success in the war on drugs. And to the extent

you can cut demand, you can make your jobs -- my job -- and those
of everyone involved in law enforcement -- a whole lot more '
rewarding.

Our financial resources may be limited, but our resolve is
unlimited. With that limitless resolve, I know we can inspire
ever& child, teacher, and parent; every cdmmunity group,

religious institution, and tenant association; and every business



s

5
and professional organization in this country. And then, united

in common resolve, we will truly be invincible.

As I've said before, we have more will than wallet. But the

oniy limits on our will are the limits we place on ourselves.
Together, we can build a culture of zero-tolerance.
We can send a message, loud and clear, to those who take
drugs -- and take our leniency -- for granted: The party...
is over.
Let me now introduce Bill Reilly, Administrator of the
E.P.A. He is a great builder of bridges between people -- he's

even been called "The Great Includer."

He has devoted his career to protecting our land, air, and

water -- and he has my complete confidence.

Thank you all very much. And God bless you.






TOWARD A
" DRUG-FREE AMERICA

A Nationwide Bluepr'int‘ for State
and Local Drug Control Strategies

THE EXECUTIVE WORKING GROUP FOR FEDERAL-STATE-LOCAL
PROSECUTORIAL RELATIONS

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ATTORNEYS GENERAL

NATIONAL DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION |

in association with

® International Association of Chiefs of Police -
® International Narcotic Enforcement Officers Association
® National Criminal Justice Association -

. @ National Sheriffs Association

December 1988



TOWARD A DRUG-FREE AMERICA:
A NATIONWIDE BLUEPRINT FOR
STATE AND LOCAL DRUG CONTROL STRATEGIES

Table of Contents

- “A Generation Free of Drugs—A Goal We Must Achieve’’
by Cary Edwards, New Jersey Attorney General and Chairman of the

Drug Resource Subcommittee of the Executive Working Group .........ccccoceeeeveevvvveveerennnnnnn, vii
Acknowledgements ...........c..ccooeevueeennnnnn. e T viii
Preface ...........cccccevvvvennnnn. e RTSTR e et et e e e a et e e te st e beeteenreennen . oxi
Chapter 1 The Evolving Role of the Law Enforcement Community ...............cccccoevevvvvvvvevnnnns 1

Law Enforcemer:t’s Supporting Role ......ccccovevvrevriiiiiiiciieeceea resereerrneraeiaaan 1
Reducing the Demand for DIUZS .....cccccceevvereeriveiinieniiiriierereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesseessesassssessnses 1 ¥
Law Enforcement’s Role in Prevention and Deterrence ..............cc.......... TR 2 ¥
Law Enforcement’s Role in Intervention and Treatment ..............ccccorrune.... e 3 ¥
Law Enforcement’s Role in Education—Helping to Make Schools Drug-Free ............ 3
Teamwork and the Allocation of Responsibilities ...........ccccceevvuuvnnn. e eteeerrrreeraerraaraaas 4
The Unique Contributions of State and Local I;aw Enforcement ................ S PPTOUUP 1
Chapter 2 Establishing a Nationwide Process to
Ensure Effective State and Local Action ................. [ eerereetr e eaens 7
Full Participation in a Statewide Planning Process ....... ettt et e e ee et eareans 7
Census of Resources and NEEAS .........cccccveeeviiveiiiieieeeeiieeeceiiereeeseeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeseaeees 8
Assessment of I:,egal Tools and Necessity for Statutory Reform .........cccooeevvvvvvvereeennnn. 8
Setting Priorities .........cccoeeevvveviveieiieieiiiiieeeeeeceeeeennn. e 9
Basic and In-Service TTaiNiNg .......ococoiiiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e eeeee e e e e e e e e e ee e 9
Interagency Cooperation—A Theme for All Levels of Government ............occcovvvuev.... 16
Coordination and Continuity of Funding—Restoring the Art of Grantsmanship ......... 11

iii



Chapter 3

Chapter 4

Chapter 5

Conclusion:

LeBAl TO0LIS .....ocuvvnniiiiiiieiiiiiieie it eeeii e ert et e raestnsrteessbe s easessestnsetnsennssanssnsssssonnns 13
Legislative | o) 3 TR 13
Statutory CReck LISt .oeouueiiiiiiiiiiiciii et e e e et e eeeneeeretsnaeeesaeneeennans 14
Provisions to Ensure Enhanced Punishment for Targeted Offenders ........ccocoovvrvunen..e. 14
Provisions to Protect Children and Educational Environments ........cccccoceeuvvvvirieennnnnn. 15
Provisions to Ensure User Accountability ...........cceoiiiiiiiiiiieiieeiiereeeiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeneeeens 16
Provisions to Ensure Juvenile Accountability .........cooviieiiiimiieriiieeeieeeeerreeeeeeenesessnnnns 17
Provisions Concerning the Seizure and Forfeiture of Assets and Proceeds .................. 17
Provisions to Enhance Inf;)rmation Gathering .....ccveeviiiiiiiee e 18
Provisions to Expedite Forensic Laboratory AnalysiS .........cccoeeeeeeeeeeeeoveeieereeeeesesaesnens 19
Administrative Remedies and Local Ordinances .........co.cccoooveeviiirreomiureeeereeeeseneeeeeens 19
Study of System-Wide IMPACE ......ccuvereeeiuiiiieiieetieeeeeeeeeeeeeerreeseeseesesseesseessssssnns 19

Complementary State and Local Drug Enforcement

Programs and Initiatives ..............ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieereeeiiiieeeesenieeesssessnens et 21
State and Local Contributions to the National Drug Intelligence Strategy ................ 22
State and Local Contributions to the National Drug Interdiction Strategy ................ 24
State and Local Contributions to the National Drug Investigations Strategy ............. 26
State and Local Contributions to the National'Narcotics Prosecution Strategy ......... 30

Building Upon the National Drug Strategy and Implementation
Plans: Taking Full Advantage of the State and Local Law

Enforcement Perspective ..............o.ucoeiiiiiiiimimeeeeeeeseeeeeeeestteseeeseseseee e 33
National Juvenile JUStICE StTALEZY ..ccocecvvveeiiiieeeiieiritieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e s eeeeee e 33
National Community Involvement and Interaction Strategy .......cc.cceeeevevevveveiivrevninnn 35
Developing a Nationwide Drug Enforcement Planning

and Evaluation Process ..............cccooioiiiieeiiieiiiiiiieeeeeeee e eeeeeceee e e e eseiee s 39



This state and local Blueprint represents a water-
shed in the law enforcement community’s response
to the nation’s drug epidemic. For one thing, it is
the result of the combined efforts of state and local
prosecutors, police and sheriffs. This document, in
other words, outlines a unified drug enforcement
strategy—one which helps to define the contribu-
tions of all state and local law enforcement officers
and prosecutors. It must be recognized that state
and local law enforcement handles over 90 percent
of all drug arrests and prosecutions, and it is essen-
tial that all law enforcement and prosecuting agen-
cies, regardless of their jurisdiction, become full
and co-equal partners with the federal government
in the war on drugs.

Furthermore, this document recognizes that the
role of the law enforcement community, while being
tough and consistent, must not be limited to stav-
ing off the supply of drugs. It must also channel
its efforts to change tolerant attitudes about drug
abuse. So long as demand remains at current levels,
and so long as enormous profits remain to be
reaped, some drug traffickers will always be able
to find a way to reach and exploit that market. Law
enforcement cannot stand idly by while this hap-
pens. We in law enforcement must help to prevent
drug abuse by holding users accountable through
the vigorous enforcement of tough, realistic drug
laws. We must also play a key role in intervention
and treatment by identifying drug users and by
bringing them to the attention of courts and com-
munity-based rehabilitation programs.

Most importantly, the law enforcement com-
munity must support education by making certain

“A GENERATION FREE OF DRUGS—
A GOAL WE MUST ACHIEVE”

Cary Edwards, New dJersey Attorney General
and Chairman of the Drug Resource Subcommittee
of the Executive Working Group -

that every school is drug free. Every child in Ameri-
ca should have the opportunity to attend a school
which is free of drugs, violence and intimidation.
By creating a safe environment, one which is con-
ducive to education, law enforcement can give
teachers and substance abuse counsellors a fair
chance to do their jobs and to teach a generation
of students how and why to say no to drugs. This
approach has the best chance ultimately to break
the backs of international drug cartels and
domestic drug trafficking networks.

This Blueprint is not a panacea. It does not
purport to provide all of the answers, especially
with respect to the acute drug enforcement prob-
lems faced in our urban centers. It nonetheless her-
alds a new era of interagency cooperation and com-
mitment to achieving longterm strategic objectives.
This will help to make certain that the nation’s vast
law enforcement community contributes in a mean-
ingful way to solving every state’s unique drug
problems. The law enforcement community, work-
ing with community groups and professionals in
other disciplines, can over the course of the next
fifteen to twenty years help this nation raise a gen-
eration which is truly drug free. We should make
no mistake. The goal of a drug-free generation is
an attainable one ... a goal we must achieve.

CARY EDWARDS
Attorney General of New Jersey
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In March 1987, President Reagan signed an ex-
ecutive order creating the National Drug Policy
Board, which was charged with overseeing all
aspects of the federal anti-drug effort. Recently, the
Policy Board issued a report entitled “Toward A
Drug Free America: The National Drug Strategy
and Implementation Plans.” That report outlines
nine major strategies, five of which define law en-
forcement’s contribution.

The National Drug Policy Board’s report was
carefully developed over the course of many months
by a number of federal agencies. These strategies
provide an overarching framework of guidance for
federal agencies as they develop and implement
their own strategies to achieve subordinate goals or
objectives that contribute to the larger anti-drug
effort.

Members of the Executive Working Group for
Federal-State-Local Prosecutorial Relations were
asked to review the law enforcement strategies de-

veloped by the National Drug Policy Board. Many-

members of the Executive Working Group felt that
this report could best be characterized as a “feder-
al” plan of action. While laying the foundations for
a truly national drug enforcement strategy, the re-
port was not intended to provide direct guidance
and policy direction to state and local law enforce-
ment agencies, which in 1986 accounted for more
than 90 percent of all drug arrests made in the
United States. The Executive Working Group con-
cluded that all law enforcement and prosecuting
agencies at all levels of government should be en-
listed as full partners in a coordinated effort.

The Executive Working Group agreed to develop
a state and local strategy to complement and build
upon the federal strategies of the National Drug
Policy Board. New Jersey Attorney General Cary
Edwards, a member of the Executive Working

TOWARD A DRUG-FREE AMERICA:
A NATIONWIDE BLUEPRINT FOR
STATE AND LOCAL DRUG CONTROL STRATEGIES

Group, was asked to serve as chairman of a Drug
Resource Subcommittee, comprised of representa-
tives from several law enforcement agencies and
professional associations, including the National
Association of Attorneys General, the National Dis-
trict Attorneys Association, the International As-
sociation of Chiefs of Police, the National Criminal
Justice Association, the National Sheriffs Associa-
tion and the International Narcotic Enforcement
Officers Association. This document was drafted by
the Drug Resource Subcommittee and on Novem-
ber 29, 1988 was unanimously adopted by the Ex-
ecutive Working Group.

This Blueprint is not intended to serve as an
operational manual. Its purpose, rather, is to iden-
tify overriding policies which should be adopted in
every jurisdiction, and to establish a planning pro-
cess which ensures that law enforcement and pros-
ecuting agencies throughout the nation coordinate
their efforts to have the greatest possible impact on
the nation’s drug problem.

This Blueprint is not an endorsement of any op-
erational model. Many programs have been de-
veloped by state and local government agencies and
by a number of professional associations. Given the
complexity of the drug problem, no single model
will be effective in every state. State and local law
enforcement officials should carefully review all ex-
isting models in developing programs which are
described in this document.

Although this Blueprint embraces some new ap-
proaches to law enforcement’s contribution to the
anti-drug effort, none is original. Ideas have been
borrowed from the programs of state and local
agencies which have already proven to be effective
in dealing with local and regional problems. It is
nonetheless hoped that these ideas will now for the
first time be embraced by the nation’s entire law
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enforcement community, since there is no chance
of achieving any meaningful impact unless all agree
on common goals and objectives.

Finally, it must be noted that this Blueprint
deals exclusively with programs which relate to
controlled dangerous substances. This document
does not recommend a strategy concerning the vex-
ing problem of alcohol abuse. This is, admittedly,
a major shortcoming. A comprehensive program
designed to deal with the nation’s substance abuse
problem should not be limited to illicit drugs, since
alcohol remains the most widely used and abused
chemical substance, especially among our youth.

It must be remembered, however, that this docu-
ment is intended to build upon the law enforcement
strategies developed by the National Drug Policy

xil

Board by incorporating a state and local law en-
forcement perspective. The laws and regulatory
systems governing the manufacture and sale of al-
cohol, at least with respect to adults, are very dif-
ferent from the laws governing the use and distribu-
tion of controlled dangerous substances. Ultimate-
ly, a broader substance abuse strategy should be
developed, but for now, that crucial task must re-
main the subject of future work.

Notwithstanding this limitation, it is hoped that
this Blueprint will serve as a catalyst for action,
and will help to encourage law enforcement and
prosecuting agencies across the country to embrace
the need to work together as full partners in waging
an aggressive, realistic attack on both the supply
of and demand for illicit drugs.



TOWARD A DRUG-FREE AMERICA:
A NATIONWIDE BLUEPRINT FOR

STATE AND LOCAL DRUG CONTROL STRATEGIES

Chapter 1

Law Enforcement’s
Supporting Role

According to recent public opinion polls, the drug
problem has become the nation’s number one con-
cern. Despite some signs of recent progress and
reasons to be genuinely hopeful, many Americans
believe that this problem is becoming increasingly
intractable. Many citizens look to law enforcement
for the solution. The state and local law enforce-
ment community has a vital part to play as shown
by the fact that in 1986 this community accounted
for more than 90 percent of all drug arrests through-
out the nation. Law enforcement alone, however,
cannot win the war on drugs. Solving the drug
epidemic will require a sustained, coordinated ef-
fort involving many different professional dis-

ciplines.

A drug-free America will not be achieved until
there are drug-free schools where children can be
taught to resist drugs, drug-free workplaces where
:av;)ox;(li{gsfcan safely reach the full potential of their

uctivity, and drug-free neighborhoods where
/ residents can walk the streets without being touted

victims of drug-related crime.

v

w'd These goals require the combined efforts of mem-
bers of the judiciary, educators, health care pro-
fessionals and treatment specialists, parents, civic

* organizations and community support groups, ten-

ant associations, social and fraternal organizations,

professional athletes, media, religious institutions

and the business community. America must today

to buy drugs and without fear of becoming th/e'

control the s

The Evolving Role of the
Law Enforcement Community

.+ « A drug-free America will not be
achieved until there are drug-free
schools, drug-free workplaces and
drug-free neighborhoods . . .

forge a true partnership dedicated to attacking the
drug epidemic on all fronts. The law enforcement
community is only one actor in this long-term
struggle, whose job is not only to arrest drug of-
fenders, but also to help galvanize public opinion
against drug use and to support and complement
the efforts of others. Every community in the na-
tion must establish a comprehensive drug educa-
tion, prevention and treatment program which is
worth supporting. Unless this is done, the law en-
forcement programs and activities described in this
Blueprint will be unavailing.

Reducing the Demand
for Drugs

Law enforcement’s contribution to achieving a
drug-free America must not be limited to efforts to

mains at current levels, drug traffickers will always
be able to find a way to reach and exploit this

l
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or drugs re-




market. Arresting drug dealers is only a means for
achieving an end, not an end in itself, since drug
traffickers who are apprehended will be quickly
replaced by those who eagerly await the opportuni-
ty to share in the enormous profits in this criminal
industry.

The only viable, long-term solution to the na-
tion’s drug epidemic is to reduce the demand for
illicit substances. This important conclusion must
not become just a well-worn cliche. The goal of
demand reduction must constitute the basis for
actual strategic and tactical law enforcement plan-
ning. It is imperative that policymakers at all levels
of government recognize the inherent limitations of
any supply-oriented strategy, and embrace a de-
mand reduction philosophy as the ideological cor-

nerstone of any coherent drug enforcement policy.
Simply stated, every drug enforcement program

and activity must be ebaluated in terms of its con-
tribution to the critical objective of reducing the

public’s demand_for controlled dangerous sub-
stances. At a minimum, law enforcement activities
should be designed to promote and complement
demand reduction programs and initiatives.

This approach is perfectly consistent with the
law enforcement community’s time-honored obli-
gation to protect citizens and their property from
criminal attack. The relationship between drugs

. . . The long-term solution to the
nation’s drug epidemic is to reduce
demand . . .

and crime has been clearly established. By reduc-
ing the level of illicit drug consumption, there will
be fewer drug abusers to commit either violent
crimes while under the influence of mind altering
substances, or economic crimes committed in order
to support their drug habits. By reducing the size
and intensity of the drug demand market, more-
over, illicit profit margins will be reduced and tra-
ditional law enforcement interdiction tactics will be
more likely to impose “overhead” costs deemed by
profit-minded drug dealers to be prohibitive. The

best and most direct way to take the profit out of

drug crime is simply to deprive drug dealers of their
customer base.
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Law Enforcement’s Role in
Prevention and Deterrence

The concept of deterrence, the keystone of our
penal system, must be an integral part of “preven-
tion” strategies designed to reduce the public’s de-
mand for drugs. In recent surveys of high school
students in California and New Jersey, more than
two-thirds indicated that the fear of getting into
trouble with the law would prevent their use of
illicit substances. Very few students who have used
drugs, however, reported that they had ever been
arrested. For deterrence to be effective, drug of-
fenders must believe that they now face an
enhanced risk of being caught and the certainty of
swift and stern punishment. By vigorously enforc-
ing tough yet realistic drug laws, the law enforce-
ment community can effectively alter the “risk
equation” and thereby deter the use and sale of
illicit drugs.

Tough, aggressively enforced laws can also
change attitudes and perceptions about drugs, and
repudiate the notion that drug offenses are some-
how “minor’’ or “victimless” crimes, or that drug
users are ‘“‘only hurting themselves.”” This approach
has been used to address drunk driving. Through-
out the country, state legislatures responded to the
drunk driving problem by enacting tough laws,
while at the same time, state and local police de-
partments adopted innovative, aggressive and well-
publicized enforcement tactics. As a result, drunk
drivers now face not only a greater risk of being
caught, but also the certainty of stern punishment.

Although the problem of drunk driving remains
a critical concern, and has not been solved in any
jurisdiction, it is clear that these law enforcement
and legislative initiatives have had a significant
impact. It is now clear to the public that drunk
driving is a serious offense that will not be toler-
ated. New terms such as “designated driver’” have
become a part of America’s vocabulary, and the
majority of Americans now find it unacceptable to
drink and drive.

The enforcement of drunk driving laws rep-
resents an effective model which should be used in
designing the nation’s drug enforcement strategies.
Recent surveys show that public attitudes about
drugs are already beginning to change and that
society is becoming more aware of the magnitude
of the problem and more intolerant of drug use.
Increasingly, the decision to say “no” to drugs is



becoming the path of least resistance—one which
citizens (and especially young people) can make
without fear of being subjected to scorn and ridicule
from their peers. These studies reveal harbingers of
future progress and prove that comprehensive ef-
forts to change people’s attitudes and perceptions
can be effective.

- If the deterrent thrust of the criminal law is to
have any meaningful impac¢t on the demand for
illicit drugs, every drug offender must face a re-
alistic prospect of apprehension and punishment.
Recreational or casual users must become the
special focus of law enforcement attention. Casual
users, who can quit at any time but choose not to,
account for much of the profits now enjoyed by drug
traffickers. These occasional users are morally re-
sponsible for much of the violence and tragedy as-
sociated with the nation’s drug epidemic, since it
is their money which sustains international and
domestic drug trafficking networks. °

It is now necessary on a nationwide basis to
transform these users’ moral culpability into legal
accountability through the imposition of stern, re-
alistically enforceable penalties and sanctions. The
concept of “user acccountability,” a fundamental
theme of the National Drug Policy Board’s report,
must also become the centerpiece of any state and
local drug enforcement strategy.

Furthermore, the law enforcement community
must eliminate “vice centers,” where drugs are
openly bought and sold. By working with communi-
ty leaders, by developing neiglbborhood watch pro-
grams and citizen “tip”’ lines and by using ag-
gressive street level enforcement tactics, police can
discourage “casual” drug deals and make it more
difficult for purchasers, especially young and inex-
perienced buyers, to procure illicit substances. The
eradication of open drug marketplaces will not only
discourage young people from seeking to buy drugs,
but also will reduce the temptations to try drugs.
By moving drug marketplaces out of sight, the law
enforcement community can help to keep the drug
culture out of mind as well.

. « . The law enforcement community
must send a clear message: the era of
leniency is over . . .

The law enforcement community must send a
clear message: the era of leniency is over. Besides
deterring some users by increasing their fear of
being caught and punished, this approach also
provides young people who are inclined not to use
drugs with an additional reason—an “excuse” as it
were—to resist peer pressure and to say no. This
is one of the more subtle benefits of an aggressive
user-oriented strategy. The law enforcement com-
munity must do everything that it can to help
young people resist drugs.

Law Enforcement’s Role in
Intervention and Treatment

Law enforcement professionals do not directly
provide counselling or treatment to drug users. The
law enforcement community, however, must help
to identify drug dependent offenders and those of-
fenders who are at risk of becoming drug dependent
so that the courts and appropriate substance abuse
professionals can provide the necessary evaluation,
treatment and monitoring services. An arrest may
be the beginning of a long process leading to re-
habilitation. Very few drug users ‘“volunteer” for
treatment in the true sense of the word. More often,
participation in a fehabilitation program is the re-
sult of coercion and pressure brought by family,
friends, school officials, employers or by the crimi-
nal justice system. Many addicts vigorously deny
that they have a problem, and resist efforts by
others to help them. It is after treatment that re-
covering addicts often express their gratitude for
having been forced initially to participate in re-
habilitation.

Law Enforcement’s Role in
Education—Helping to Make
Schools Drug Free

Nationwide efforts to reduce the public’s demand
for drugs will ultimately depend on new educa-
tional programs now being put into our schools.
These programs will teach a generation of children
how and why they should say no to drugs. Schools
will serve as the single most important component
of a comprehensive, long-term prevention program
designed to alter tolerant attitudes and behavior
concerning drug abuse.



The recent national survey of high school stu-
dents confirms that children continue to be exposed
to drugs at a frighteningly young age, and that
illicit drugs are too often used on school grounds
and when school is in session. The law enforcement
community, working with education officials, must
make certain that schools and the areas around
them are safe havens for law abiding children, not
convenient marketplaces or sanctuaries for drug
dealers or users. Children are entitled to an en-
vironment which is conducive to education, one
which is free of drugs and violence and where drug
trafficking activities will not be tolerated. Children
should not be able to look out their classroom win-
dow and see a drug deal taking place. They should
not be able to find used “crack” vials or syringes
littered around school playgrounds, and they
should not be propositioned to buy or use drugs
while walking to school or while on school property.

As an absolute priority, the law enforcement
community must do all it can to keep children as
far away from the drug culture for as much of the
day as possible. Law enforcement can play a vital
role in helping to promote efforts to reduce the
demand for drugs by giving teachers and school
substance abuse counsellors a fair chance to
provide children with the tools and skills they will
need to resist drugs. Protecting our schools and
schoolyards is the greatest possible contribution
which the law enforcement community can make
to the long-term effort to deal with the drug prob-
lem.

Teamwork and the Allocation
of Responsibilities

The nature of the nation’s drug problem dictates
that every law enforcement and prosecuting agency
at every government level contribute to the drug
enforcement effort. The nature and extent of a law
enforcement agency’s contribution will depend on
a number of factors. However, every law enforce-
ment agency, regardless of its size, jurisdiction, or
specialized mission must support the nationwide
effort to curb the drug epidemic. This must become
a nationwide priority within the law enforcement
community.

It must be recognized that all states remain vul-
nerable if any state is unable to assume its enforce-
ment responsibilities. This is a testament to our
mutual interdependence, and for this reason, a na-
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tional strategy must ensure that every component
of the comprehensive program is aggressively
pursued. Law enforcement and prosecuting agen-
cies must act in some sense as each other’s keeper
if they are to afford adequate protection to every
community and to every citizen.

The National Drug Policy Board’s report speci-
fies the roles and responsibilities of the federal
agencies involved in the war on drugs. The Na-
tional Drug Strategy is designed to enable these
federal agencies to devote a specified portion of
their resources to pursuing carefully targeted objec-
tives, with the goal of producing the greatest and
most lasting effect. This plan recognizes that feder-
al law enforcement agencies must take advantage
of their unique capabilities. Given the nature and

. . « The law enforcement community
must make certain that schools are
safe havens for law abiding children,
not convenient marketplaces for drug
dealers and users . . .

extent of federal resources, statutory tools, scope of
jurisdictional authority, levels of expertise and
degree of specialization, no state or local law en-
forcement agencies could reasonably be expected to
accomplish many of these particular tasks. Dip-
lomatic initiatives to encourage drug producing na-
tions to eradicate crops or curtail illicit drug ex-
ports, for example, represent a task of vital national
concern which is uniquely within the federal gov-
ernment’s bailiwick.

Most law enforcement objectives, however, entail
some degree of shared responsibility; no one agency
or level of government is uniquely suited to achieve
the objective, and any number of law enforcement
actors may be called upon to participate. The ques-
tion is how best to divide responsibilities among
participating law enforcement and prosecuting
agencies to take advantage of each agency’s par-
ticular resources and perspective. With this goal in
mind, the National Drug Strategy embraces the
concept of a “lead agency,” and identifies certain
tasks and activities for which a federal law enforce-
ment agency must assume a leadership role. The
National Drug Investigation and Prosecution
Strategies, for example, identify upper echelon



members of international drug trafficking networks
as primary targets, and a certain percentage of fed-
eral investigative and prosecutorial resources are to
be directed to identifying, apprehending and suc-
cessfully prosecuting such offenders.

The concept of prioritizing and targeting limited
resources is fundamental to any carefully conceived
law enforcement strategy, and requires that all par-
ticipating law enforcement and prosecuting agen-
cies agree as to what constitutes a ‘“primary”
target. A task or objective defined as “secondary”
or “‘supplementary” to one agency or level of gov-
ernment may be the “primary’ objective of another
agency or level of government. All law enforcement
and prosecuting agencies must know what they are
expected to do in relation to other law enforcement
agencies.

The National Drug Strategy relies heavily on
the Law Enforcement Coordinating Committees
(LECCs), which are currently chaired by the
United States Attorneys in each federal district.
The LECCs are an appropriate vehicle for state,
local and federal law enforcement and prosecuting
agencies to work together. They not only provide
a forum to discuss common problems and to voice
complaints, but provide a way for state and federal
investigative and prosecutorial activities to com-
plement each other. The LECCs can help to de-
velop and enhance information sharing, make
available non-English language support teams,
provide technical and laboratory assistance,
enhance forfeited asset and equitable sharing pro-
grams, coordinate training activities and encourage
the use of special federal deputization powers.

. « « Every state’s law enforcement
commaunity must develop its own plan
of action . . .

LECCs can also make certain that enforcement
strategies remain responsive to new threats as they
arise, and ensure that all local and regional drug
threats are dealt with. The LECCs, in other words,
can make certain that no level or type of drug
offender escapes attention, apprehension and pros-
ecution by the appropriate law enforcement agen-
cy. As noted, the National Drug Policy Board’s

strategy will direct federal resources to upper
echelon drug offenders and away from cases which
can be handled by state and local authorities. For
this approach to be successful, it is essential that
federal authorities, working with state and local
officials, ensure that each state is able to assume
these cases.

For all of these reasons, state and local law en-
forcement and prosecuting agencies should actively
participate in LECCs. To encourage participation,
the United States Department of Justice should use
rotating chairpersons, and state and local law en-
forcement officials should chair many subcommit-
tees. A state law enforcement community’s active
participation in an LECC, however, does not
absolve that state of its responsibility to develop its
own complementary strategy and plan of action.

The Unique Contributions
of State and Local
Law Enforcement

The National Drug Policy Board’s strategy con-
templates a “layered” approach to drug enforce-
ment, in which law enforcement erects a series of
barriers between the source of drugs and the mar-
ketplace. Some of these “barriers” must be the
primary responsibility of state and local law en-
forcement agencies. In fact, the lion’s share of drug
enforcement will continue to rest on the shoulders
of state and local agencies, which, as previously
noted, accounted for more than 90 percent of all
drug arrests in 1986.

Furthermore, some of the most important tasks
facing the law enforcement community must be
accomplished at the state and local level. The criti-
cal objective of holding drug users accountable, for
example, depends upon enhanced state and local
law enforcement efforts. It is not realistic to expect
federal agencies to handle a significant percentage
of all cases involving the use or simple possession
of controlled dangerous substances; nor is it reason-
able to expect federal courts to devote a substantial
percentage of their time to such cases.

State and local governments must also be pri-
marily responsible for juvenile matters. Young of-
fenders should be at the focus of any drug enforce-
ment policy designed to reduce society’s demand
for drugs. The federal criminal justice system, how-
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. . . The most important tasks facing
the law enforcement community must
be accomplished at the state and local
level . . .

ever, does not have the institutional resources or
statutory tools to deal effectively with this class of
offender. Juvenile courts and juvenile justice
procedures, rather, are a unique feature and re-
source of state and local government.

Finally, although the Congress has passed a law
to provide enhanced punishment for schoolyard
drug offenders, i¢ is not realistic to expect federal
agencies to patrol schools and surrounding areas.
That responsibility falls upon the shoulders of local
and, to a lesser extent, state law enforcement agen-
cies.

For all of these reasons, the con%%butions of local
patrol officers are as vital as the contributions of
federal narcotics agents who specialize in handling
complex, international investigations. Indeed, drug
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enforcement programs which focus most directly on
changing society’s permissive attitudes about drug
abuse tend to be those which depend principally on
state and especially local law enforcement ac-
tivities. While street level patrol enforcement ef-
forts may not appear to be as glamorous as in-
vestigations into the activities of international
kingpins or corrupt foreign officials, in fact, the
officer on the beat and the marked police car on
patrol are highly visible and far more immediate
symbols of the law enforcement community’s com-
mitment to hold all offenders accountable for their
actions.

It is often said that local police are the front line
of defense against crime. In the context of drug
enforcement, it is probably more correct to say that
state and local police are the last line of de-
fense—the last in a series of drug enforcement bar-
riers which extends from drug producing nations to
the marketplaces on street corners across the na-
tion. That is why it is imperative that every law
enforcement officer across the nation be on the
lookout for drug offenses, and that is why the en-
forcement of state and local drug laws must be
made the single highest priority of the nation’s law
enforcement community.



Chapter 2

Full Participation in a
Statewide Planning Process

Very few states have an integrated law enforce-
ment system in which all law enforcement and
prosecuting agencies are directly accountable to a
single executive authority. As a result, it is often
difficult to develop a statewide law enforcement
policy. Too often, a state’s response is little more
than a collection of disparate local pohcles without
uniform direction or guidance.

Lack of statewide law enforcement planning pre-
sents an inherent problem in responding to drug
trafficking networks, which have become increas-
ingly sophisticated and pay no heed to jurisdic-
tional boundaries. No law enforcement agency at
any level, operating in isolation, has the jurisdic-
tional authority or resources to identify or disrupt
the operations of an entire drug trafficking network.
It is therefore necessary to coordinate all available
law enforcement resources and promote com-
munication between law enforcement and pros-
ecuting agencies. Absent such coordination and
communication, an operation undertaken by one
department may unwittingly undermine tactical
enforcement efforts undertaken by another.

This level of coordination must be .achieved
within the overarching framework of each state’s
constitutional system and structure. Given the im-
portance of the problem, and the need for executive
leadership at the highest levels of government, the
Governor of each state should be actively involved
in developing and promoting a statewide drug en-
forcement program. Futhermore, each state must
establish a mechanism in which all law enforce-
ment and prosecuting agencies participate in de-
veloping comprehensive drug enforcement strate-
gies. These statewide strategies should complement
and build upon the drug enforcement strategies

Establishing a Nationwide Process to
Ensure Effective State and Local Action

outlined by the National Drug Policy Board, but
must be tailored to the specific resources and needs
of each state. Without an ongoing strategic plan-
ning process, many of the programs, activities and
tasks described in this Blueprint will not be
feasible.

. . . Each state must develop a
comprehensive drug enforcement
strategy which encompasses every
law enforcement program and
activity . . .

The Bureau of Justice Assistance in the United
States Department of Justice required each state
to develop a statewide strategy for the enforcement
of state and local drug laws as a condition of receiv-
ing federal grants under the Anti-Drug Abuse Act
of 1986. The Bureau prescribed.a process for de-
veloping these statewide drug strategies, and
strongly encouraged each state to establish a drug
policy board as a forum for communication and
coordination. Such boards were created by more
than 80 percent of the states which applied for
federal funding. Most of the resulting state strate-

. gies, however, dealt principally, if not exclusively,

with programs and activities supported by federal
dollars. These programs represented only a fraction
of the total state efforts in drug enforcement.

To be effective, and to ensure the optimum use
of limited fiscal and human resources, each state
must develop a comprehensive drug enforcement
strategy which encompasses every law enforcement
program or activity. These strategies must be de-
signed not only as a means for justifying federal
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funding, but must provide policy direction for all
drug enforcement activities undertaken by law en-
forcement and prosecuting agencies at every level
of government. Furthermore, this planning process
must be ongoing instead of a one-time project. Law
enforcement and prosecuting officials must peri-
odically amend the statewide strategy to respond
to new threats, developments and enforcement op-
portunities.

. . . Each state must have laws which
promote all of the recognized goals of
a rational penal system . . .

Each state must assess its substance abuse prob-
lems and statewide enforcement needs and develop
its own plan of action. Each plan should define and
coordinate the roles of all state and local law en-
forcement and prosecuting agencies, and should es-
tablish tactical priorities to ensure that resources
will be used in the most cost-effective way. These
statewide plans should also be compatible with and
complementary to the federal strategies im-
plemented in each federal district. States must,
therefore, work with resident federal agencies to
develop plans and agreements concerning the
identification of targets and the sharing of infor-
mation and resources. Federal and state implemen-
tation plans cannot be developed in isolation if
there are to be no “gaps’ with respect to any class
of offender. As noted, the LECCs are an appro-
priate forum in which to develop and institu-
tionalize a joint federal-state planning mechanism.
To further ensure close cooperation-and to avoid
duplication of efforts, federal and state law enforce-
ment agencies should consider entering into
memoranda of understanding which precisely set
forth their specific roles and responsibilities.

The planning and coordination process must not
be limited to federal-state activities and programs.
Lack of coordination and communication among
state and local law enforcement agencies is poten-
tially far more damaging than a lack of com-
munication with resident federal agencies. Each
state should therefore establish a statewide drug
enforcement policy board or committee patterned
after the LECCs to serve the same functions within
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the state as the LECCs serve for state and federal
agencies. These statewide boards or committees
can open lines of communication and resolve dis-
putes between member agencies, and can help to
derive the maximum benefit from the wide array
of law enforcement talent within the state.

Census of Resources and Needs

Before a state can develop a statewide drug en-
forcement strategy, it must inventory its law en-
forcement resources. Each state should determine
how many law enforcement officers and prosecutors
are already engaged in the enforcement of state and
local drug laws. Each state should identify existing
specialized drug enforcement units, including in- .
telligence gathering and analytical units, forfeiture
and financial investigations units, clandestine lab-
oratory response teams, drug detection canines and
patrol drug response units which can be used
thoughout the state to assist local agencies. A state
also should inventory all of its surveillance and
other narcotics enforcement equipment, and should
develop a means for the interdepartmental sharing
of these resources.

After identifying existing resources, each state
must identify those areas or regions within the state
which share problems. Statewide planners must
understand which drugs are available, which are
most prevalent within each region of the state,
where and under what circumstances drugs are
typically bought, sold and consumed, and the age
at which children are first exposed to and experi-
ment with illicit substances.

Assessment of Legal Tools and
Necessity for Statutory Reform

Each state should carefully evaluate existing
criminal drug laws and statutes which authorize
investigations. Each state must make certain that
it has laws which promote all of the recognized
goals of a rational penal system. [See Chapter 3 for
a checklist of recommended statutory features].
Where necessary, the law enforcement community
should seek new state laws so that law enforcement
and prosecuting agencies have. the tools necessary
to wage an aggressive and coordinated attack
against both the supply of and demand for drugs.
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Setting Priorities

A number of states report that drug enforcement
is presently not a high priority and that law en-
forcement resources are used instead for the-detec-
tion and prosecution of other “more serious”
crimes. Furthermore, many law enforcement re-
sources are scattered across the nation in small and
medium-sized police departments. Some of these
departments are not able to provide their com-
munities with 24-hour police protection, much less
to establish full-time drug enforcement units.
Throughout the country, only a comparatively
small number of state and local law enforcement
officers and prosecutors are assigned full-time to
narcotics enforcement.

In developing a pragmatic and realistic national
drug enforcement strategy, we must recognize that
state and especially local law enforcement depart-
ments serve many diverse public safety and public
service functions. Only a small portion of the aver-
age police officer’s time is devoted to enforcing any
particular criminal law. Law enforcement efforts
are also directed to the enforcement of motor ve-
hicle laws, routine patrol functions, responding to
service calls, and traffic and crowd control. These
are all vital public safety functions.

Given the demonstrated relationship between
drugs and crime, however, every law enforcement
and prosecuting agency throughout the country
must give highest priority to enforcement of state
and local drug laws, and should devote as many
resources as possible to enhance and support nar-
cotics enforcement. At a minimum, all sworn law
enforcement officers should be trained to be on the
lookout for drug abuse and drug trafficking ac-
tivities. Each law enforcement agency should de-
velop and enforce standard operating procedures
for responding to such criminal activities, either by
making on-the-scene arrests, or by relaying the in-
formation to another law enforcement agency.

In setting law enforcement priorities, and in
promoting statutory reform, each state must con-

. « « Every law enforcement and
prosecuting agency must give highest
priority to enforcement of drug

laws . . .

sider the impact that such statutory and policy
changes will have on the criminal and juvenile jus-
tice systems. Each state must consider, for exam-
ple, how the deployment of new resources (or the
redirection of existing resources) against drug of-
fenders will affect jail and prison populations, as
well as the effect an increase in arrests will have
in delaying the processing of cases. Statewide plan-
ners must also take into account the capacity of
existing forensic laboratory facilities and their
ability to provide timely reports needed for drug
prosecutions. The statewide plan, in other words,
should include a criminal justice system “impact
statement,” and must also consider solutions to all
of these system-wide resource problems. Each state
must devise innovative case management programs
to ensure that no part of the criminal justice system
breaks down.

Basic and In-Service Training

The goals and objectives in this Blueprint cannot
be achieved without enhancing the training and
expertise of the entire law enforcement community.
Enhanced basic and in-service training is needed
to achieve the highest levels of law enforcement
professionalism and to institutionalize drug en-
forcement policies and programs. Training, con-
tinuing education and professional development
programs must be a key part of each state’s drug
enforcement strategy, no less important than the
intelligence, interdiction, investigation and pros-
ecution strategies developed by the National Drug
Policy Board.

All law enforcement officers must keep abreast
of new drug distribution, marketing and transpor-
tation techniques, as well as current interdiction,
patrol, interrogation and investigation tactics. At
present, some police officers receive significant

. specialized narcotics training, while others receive

some preservice and little or no regular in-service
training. Each state should assess its existing
narcotics enforcement training programs, as well as
its training needs and deficiencies. Each state
should then develop a statewide training plan and
delivery system and should establish minimum
drug enforcement training standards designed to
instill in new recruits as well as experienced officers
the need to be vigilant and to treat drug enforce-
ment as an absolute priority.



Each state should develop a statewide and inter-
state training network to maximize resources, re-
duce duplication and reach the largest population
of law enforcement officers. Each state should de-
velop a clearinghouse for information concerning all
training programs offered throughout the state and
in neighboring states.

A number of federal agencies including the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, the Drug Enforcement
Administration, the Internal Revenue Service, the
United States Coast Guard and the United States
Customs Service offer excellent basic and special-
ized training programs which are available to state
and local law enforcement officers. Each state,
working with its LECCs, should take advantage of
the assurances in the National Drug Strategy that
the federal government will continue to provide and
to enhance these training and support services.
Each state also should explore all alternative fund-
ing, including public and private grants, to reim-
burse state and local agencies for training costs.

Interagency Cooperation—
A Theme for all Levels
of Government

Every state faces the prospect of waging a war
on drugs with inadequate resources. While every
reasonable effort must be made to increase federal
drug enforcement funding, it is apparent that law
enforcement and prosecuting agencies cannot de-
pend on the prospects of expanding existing re-
sources, and so must make certain that existing
resources are most cost-effectively used. Each state
must ensure that efforts are not duplicated and
that operations undertaken by one agency do not
undermine operations undertaken by another.

Each state must promote interagency cooper-
ation. Cooperative law enforcement ventures must
become more commonplace, and must be institu-
tionalized. The positive relationships among two or
more law enforcement agencies should not depend,
as is now often the case, on personalities and per-
sonal relationships. Each state should therefore
promote the use of formal agreements and
memoranda of understanding, clearly setting forth
the investigative and prosecutorial responsibilities
of all law enforcement and prosecuting agencies
which have potentially overlapping jurisdictions.
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. . . Every state must make certain
that existing resources are most cost-
effectively used . . .

The goal of enhanced interagency cooperation is
best achieved by encouraging joint investigations
and prosecutions, as opposed to outright referrals
from one agency to another. Each state should ac-
tively promote the cross-designation and special
deputization of appropriate local, state and federal
law enforcement officers to ensure that investi-
gative leads can be pursued without concern for
jurisdictional barriers. Each state also should es-
tablish uniform standards for state or local law
enforcement agencies to use in referring cases to
federal agencies, and cases should not be referred
by police departments directly to the United States
Attorney until the appropriate county prosecutor or
district attorney has been consulted.

Interagency cooperation can also be enhanced by
establishing a network of multi-jurisdictional task
forces within each state. The concept of an inter-
departmental task force is hardly an innovation.
Such cooperative ventures have been used success-
fully on many occasions. The cost-effectiveness of
this approach is evidenced, for example, by the
operations of Fugitive Investigative Strike Teeams,
which are administered by the United States
Marshals Service. By sharing resources and ex-
pertise, these strike teams have arrested a far
greater number of targeted offenders than would
have been possible had each agency been acting on
its own. The impressive accomplishments of the
nationwide Organized Crime’' Drug Enforcement
Task Forces (OCDETF) show that interagency co-
operation can and must be applied to narcotics
enforcement.

Multi-jurisdictional task forces serve a number
of functions. Certain types of investigations require
a core of experienced, full-time narcotics investi-
gators. Undercover operations may not be possible
in some places, for example, because all of the local
police officers are known to local drug traffickers.
Without assistance from neighboring jurisdictions,
these drug traffickers could operate with impunity
because the local law enforcement department does
not have the resources to infiltrate their operations.

Multi-jurisdictional task forces also allow small
departments to participate in complex investiga-



tions and share in the distribution of any forfeited
proceeds. Furthermore, task force members have
the opportunity to gain on-the-job training which
would otherwise be impossible. The establishment
of task forces and internship and officer exchange
programs will provide more law enforcement of-
ficers the opportunity to work with and learn from
federal, state and local experienced professionals.

Multi-jurisdictional task forces can be structured
to enhance and streamline sophisticated narcotics
investigations and to ensure the free flow of infor-
mation among all members of the task force. Simi-
larly, task forces can facilitate the early involve-
ment of prosecutors in investigations, so that cases
are developed to take advantage of statutory tools,
remedies and enhanced sentencing provisions. The
early and consistent involvement of prosecutors
makes it easier to induce targeted offenders to turn
state’s evidence and to cooperate with authorities
so that upper echelon traffickers can be reached.
Finally, and perhaps most significantly, ' multi-
jurisdictional task forces can foster cooperation,
understanding and mutual respect among federal,
state and local law enforcement and prosecuting
agencies. '

Interagency cooperation should not be restricted
to law enforcement agencies operating at different
levels of government. Each state should also con-
sider creating task forces or inter-municipal en-
forcement agreements among local police depart-
ments. In this way, each participating agency can
share in the resources of its neighbors, and thereby
provide greater protection for the citizens of all
participating communities. In developing inter-
municipal enforcement agreements, each state
should provide guidance and model agreements
which set forth the internal procedures and chain
of command, and which deal with the legal, tort
liability and workers’ compensation issues which
can arise in any such cooperative venture.

. « « Each state should coordinate
grant applications to make certain
that they are compatible with the
statewide drug enforcement
Strategy . . .

Coordination and Continuity
of Funding—Restoring the Art
of Grantsmanship

It is critical that each state take advantage of
federal funding opportunities outlined in the Na-
tional Drug Strategy. States must develop fa-
miliarity with the intricacies of grant application,
implementation and evaluation procedures. Each
state should also coordinate all law enforcement
grant applications to make certain that they are
compatible with the statewide drug enforcement
strategy. Each state should therefore establish a
state board comprised of representatives from all
law enforcement and prosecuting agencies includ-
ing the Attorney General, district attorneys or
county prosecutors, sheriffs and police chiefs,
which can lead in coordinating and evaluating all
drug enforcement funding priorities and grant ap-
plications. Each state’s comprehensive drug en-
forcement strategy must determine how resources
can best be expanded, enhanced or reprioritized to
have the greatest impact on targeted problem
areas.

Each state must also deal with the problem of
the lack of continuity of funding. Often, grant pro-
grams provide funding for only one or two fiscal
years, making long-range planning difficult. In
order to promote long-range planning, all grant pro-
grams should entail multi-year, long-term commit-
ments. Just as grantees are required to make vari-
ous assurances as a condition of receiving funds, so
too, grantors should provide assurances that the
funds they offer will in fact be available in the
future.

Finally, as noted, state and local law enforce-
ment agencies need more funding in order to ad-
dress the drug problem and states must make every
effort to increase federal funding. States must rec-
ognize, however, that some federal funding may
actually decrease rather than increase and each
state must be prepared to assume the costs of feder-
ally funded programs. States should proceed on the
theory that any worthwhile federal grant funded
drug enforcement program should survive the ini-
tial grant period and, accordingly, states should
plan on eventually assuming those program costs.


