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GAD United States 
General Accounting OCQce 
Washington, D.C. 20648

General Government Division 

B-251101

June 30,1993

The Honorable Daniel P. Moynihan 
Chairman, Committee on Finance'
United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This report responds to the November 12,1992, request from former 
Chairman Uoyd Bentsen that we review coordination between the two key 
agencies responsible for U.S. border crossing operations—the Customs 
Service and the Immigration and Naturalization Service (ms). Specifically, 
we were asked to

examine the role of Customs and ms at border crossing points, with a 
particular focus on the southwestern border of the United States and 
assess the degree to which the responsibilities of these agencies overlap 
and
evaluate current coordination efforts and alternatives for improvements, 
including a possible merger of the inspection functions of the agencies at 
border ports of entry.

In airalyzing these long-standing issues, which have taken on increased 
significance with the impending congressional deliberations on the North 
American Free Trade Agreement (nafta), we first reviewed the various 
studies conducted over the past 2 decades by executive and congressional 
branch organizations, including ours. Then, we did interviews and other 
work at Customs and ms headquarters and at selected district and 
port-of-entry locations. Our fieldwork concentrated on the processing of 
vehicular and passenger cross-border traffic, which is the primary 
inspection activity involving overlapping responsibilily and the need for 
coordination between Customs and ms. Also, in cooperation with the 
National Academy of Public Administration (napa), we convened a panel 
of distinguished current and former public officials to discuss options for 
improving border inspections. We did our work from November 1992 
through January 1993 in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards. Appendix I provides finther details about the scope 
and methodology of our work.

Results in Brief Customs and ms have a long history of interagency rivalry coupled with 
ineffective cooperation and coordination pertaining to border crossing 
operations. These problems still exist today, even ffiough the agencies
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share responsibility for primary inspections at land border ports of entry. 
On the basis of our work at Customs and ins headquarters and at selected 
field locations, it appears that these unproductive conditions are deeply 
ingrained in the management cultures of these agencies.

Cooperation agreements that top Customs and ins officials signed during 
the 1977-79 time period generally have not been adhered to or updated.
For example, Customs inspectors have not received training on changes in 
immigration law, and the agencies have not jointly studied the 
effectiveness of primary inspectors.

On the basis of historical evidence as well as our current review of 
Customs’ and ins’ operations, we believe that the coordination problems at 
the land border crossings will not be resolved until the current dual 
management structure is ended. Two basic options exist for policymakers. 
One is to focus specifically on the land border ports of entry by placmg 
responsibUity for primary inspections with one agency. The second is to 
use the opportunity provided by nafta to consider the broader issue of the 
U.S. government’s ability to provide effective immigration and customs 
services in the future. Our panel of current and former officials 
experienced with customs and immigration issues reached consensus that 
a single independent agency that would combine the functions of Customs 
and ms presented the most viable option for preparing the government to 
meet the broader challenges posed by changing international business 
competition and increasing international migration flows.

The new administration is confronted with a policy decision about how to 
establish responsibilities and accountability for border inspections. This 
decision will need to be foUowed by management efforts to ensure that 
inspection functions are being conducted effectively.

Border Inspections 

Have a Long History 

of Coordination 

Concerns

'The Customs Service and ms are the principal U.S. agencies providing 
inspection and clearance at U.S. border crossings, with Customs being 
primarily responsible for the entry of goods and merchandise and ms 
having the basic mission of handling the entry of persons. Since the late 
1970s, both agencies have “cross-designated” each other’s inspectors to 
conduct primary inspections at land border ports of entry. That is, the 
initial or primary inspection booth at each border entry lane is staffed by 
one inspector, fi:om either Customs or ms, who conducts the primary
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inspection for both agencies.* Reg^dless of which of the two agencies’ 
inspectors perform the primary screening, the first issue to be resolved 
generally is the immigration issue—the admissibility of the individual into 
the United States.

Since 1930, numerous studies or proposals have focused on ways to 
improve customs and immigrations operations along the U.S. borders. The 
Congressional Research Service has compiled a summary of these studies,* 
at least seven of which occurred during the 1973-88 time frame alone. 
Generally, these studies report that border control deficiencies result from 
common problems, including interagency rivalry and a lack of 
coordination and cooperation.

Border inspections have long been an integral component of U.S. efforts to 
stem the influx of illicit drugs and illegal aliens into this country. Although 
it is unlikely that such influxes will be eliminated, border control agencies 
perform important deterrent and interdiction roles.

At the same time, however. Customs and ms face persistent pressures to 
meet their enforcement responsibilities while minimizing disruptions to 
passenger and commercial traffic. Such pressures are prevalent, 
particularly along land borders. In fiscal year 1991, for example, 
approximately 420 million people—or 88 percent of all 
applicants—applied for admission to the United States at land border 
ports of entry, nafta is expected to increase the volume of cross-border 
traffic and, in turn, the workloads of Customs and ms.®

Coordination 

Problems Persist 

Despite Interagency 

Agreements

Since 1977, cooperation between ms and Customs in staffing and operating 
the primary lanes at southwestern border ports of entry has been governed 
by a series of interagency agreements providing for the cross-designation 
of Customs and ms inspectors. However, these agreements generally have 
not been adhered to or updated to reflect changing conditions. Interagency

‘The primary inspector must make a ‘release or refer" decision, that is, whether to release travelers 
into the United States or to refer them for a more detailed examination by either Customs or mS 
inspectors, who separately staff “secondary inspection' areas located near the primary entry lanes.

*See Border Management Reoptanization and Drug Interdiction, prepared for the Senate Committee on 
Governmental AfEhirs by the Congressional Research Service, Senate Print 100-111 (Washington, D.C.: 
1988).

mAFTA is expected to stimulate trade by reducirtg tariff and nontariff barriers but will not lessen the 
role of inspectors In enforcing rules of origin and other trade taws and regulations or addressing 
immigration issues.

/"< a ^ r>Tx AA
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rivalry persists, resulting in operational inefficiencies and diminished 
mission performance.

Interagency Agreements 
Set the Terms for 
Cooperation

In 1977, to help ensure that Customs and ins inspectors were capable of 
performing primary inspection duties for both agencies at ports of entry, 
the coimnissioners of Customs and ins signed a cross-training agreement. 
Under this agreement. Customs and ins committed to make 
cross-designation training a top priority.

In 1978, the first joint regional agreement between the two agencies took 
effect. This agreement, which focused on the southwestern border, was 
signed by the Customs and ins regional commissioners and recognized the 
necessity of close cooperation and coordination at the regional, district, 
and port level.“ Among other things, the agreement required the agencies to 
develop standards for the maximum amoimt of traffic backup tolerable 
before opening additional primary lanes.

In 1979, the Customs and ins commissioners signed another agreement to 
further enhance primary inspection training and staffing cooperation along 
the U.S.-Mexican border.® Under the terms of this agreement, the agencies 
were to periodically reinforce or update the training of cross-designated 
inspectors, strive to achieve a 50-50 commitment for staffing primary 
inspection lanes at applicable southern border locations, and monitor the 
performance of cross-designated inspectors by periodically conducting 
joint studies to determine the results of referrsJs firom primary to 
secondary inspections.

Throughout our review, both Customs and ms managers and inspectors 
emphasized to us that primary inspections are critical in preventing the 
entry of illegal aliens, drugs, and contraband into the United States. In this 
regard, primary inspectors need sufficient training and experience to 
identify and refer entrants to secondary inspection areas for further 
questioning and/or searches.

Updated Cross-Designation After their initial training. Customs and ms inspectors do not receive 
Training Not Provided periodic updates of cross-designation training. In the field locations we

° visited. Customs and ms officials gave us conflicting reasons for the

*The Regional Commissioner, U S. Animal and Plant Health Service, was also a signatory to the 1978 
agreement
•The Administrator. U.S. Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, also signed the 1979 agreement

Page 4 GAO/GGD-93-111C I Service and DiS
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absence of such training. For example, ins officials in El Paso, Texas, told 
us that they offered to provide Customs inspectors with training on entry 
documentation and other significant changes resulting from the 
Immigration Act of 1990. Yet, El Paso Customs officials told us that ins has 
never offered and that Customs inspectors have not received such 
training.®

No Joint Studies of 
Performance Effectiveness 
Conducted

Contrary to the 1979 agreement. Customs and ms officials have not 
monitored the performance of cross-designated inspectors by jointly 
studying the results of referrals from primary to secondary inspections. 
Generally, Customs and ms officials at the locations we visited believed 
that their respective inspectors do a good job of enforcing laws and 
regulations related to each agency’s principal mission. However, each 
agency’s officials questioned the effectiveness of the other agency’s 
inspectors in performing cross-designated responsibilities.

For example, ms officials in El Paso provided statistics for the 
Jime through August 1992 time firame showing that ms primary lane 
inspectors were responsible for 90 percent—^and Customs inspectors only 
10 percent—of all secondary referrals in the district during the period that 
subsequently resulted in the identification and processing of excludable 
aliens, such as persons with falsified documents.^ Also, Customs and ms 
officials in El Paso separately presented us with their respective versions 
of drug-seizure statistics for fiscal year 1992, with each agency claiming 
that its primary inspectors were more successful than those of the other 
agency in making referrals for secondary inspections that resulted in drug 

seizures.

We also observed that Customs does not have a performance appraisal 
system that encompasses the full range of cross-designated duties. 
Customs guidance specifies that ratings for the agency’s inspectors will 
not consider the results of referrals by Customs inspectors to ms 
inspectors for secondary inspections.

did not verlftr the acwiracy of these statistics.

Pa«eS
GAO/GGD-93-111 Cnatoms Service and mS
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No Coordinated Approach 
for Addressing Staffing 
Imbalances and Traffic 
Backups

The Customs/iNS agreement to strive for equal staffing of primary 
inspection lanes has not been updated since 1979, even though staffing 
imbalances have grown in the two agencies’ southwestern border 
inspection efforts. In 1987, for example. Customs had a total of 1,039 
inspectors on board at southwestern border ports of entry, whereas ins 
was authorized only 640. By 1992, the southwestern border staffing 
imbalance became more pronounced, with Customs authorized a total of 
1,603 inspectors and ins a total of 949.® Further, Customs received general 
appropriation authority to hire an additional 300 mspectors for the 
southwestern border in fiscal year 1993. In contrast, discussions with 
Office of Management and Budget (omb) officials and congressional staff 
indicated little prospect for additional appropriations to increase ins 
inspector staffing.

The staffing unbalances, coupled with increases in cross-border traffic, 
have caused some operating inefficiencies. For instance, in April 1992 we 
testified before the Senate Finance Committee that ms’ staffing shortages, 
in effect, had resulted in a ceiling on the number of primary inspection 
lanes open at some southwestern border crossings because 
Customs—while complying with the 50/50 staffing commitment^would 
open only as many lanes as ms.® Notwithstanding these conditions, no 
efforts were made by ms and Customs port directors to reach an 
agreement on the maximum amount of traffic backup to be allowed before 
opening additional lanes as called for by the 1978 agreement.

More recently, both Customs and ms took actions to ease the flow of 
traffic at certain border crossings. However, these were unilateral actions 
that proceeded without consultation or coordination. In October 1992, ms 
initiated a 1-day test of opening additional entry lanes at San Ysidro, 
California. Specifically, by using overtime funds, ms assured the 
availability of a sufficient number of inspectors to enable the operation of 
19 primary lanes, which was an increase beyond the 12 to 16 lanes 
normally open under the 50/50 staffing agreement ms officials deemed the 
test a success in that traffic at the border crossing moved smoothly all daj 
In contrast to ms’ assertions that proper coordination was being made, the 
Customs District Director in San Diego told us that he was not formally 
notified of the test beforehand. ’This official further told us that the 
urulateral action by ms adversely affected narcotics seiziures during the

•ms- authorized staffing of 949 for fiscal year 1992 includes 683 permanent fiiU-time inspectors and 2( 
temporary and/or part-time inspectors.
»U.S. Custoty Sei^ce: Conc^ About Coordination and Inspection Staffing on the Southwest Bord< 
(GAO/T-GGbfl2-29, Apr. 8, iilSil).

Page 6 GAO/GGD-93-111 Ooat Service Ih
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1-day test because the ins inspectors were concerned solely with moving 
traffic as quickly as possible.

In November 1992, about 3 weeks after ms’ San Ysidro test, Customs 
announced and simultaneously implemented a new staffing augmentation 
plan, whereby the agency unilaterally began opening and staffing 
additional lanes at southwestern border ports of entry during peak traffic 
periods, ms officials told us that Customs acted in response to our ongoing 
study and to the success of the San Ysidro test and that Customs’ action 
lacked interagency coordination, ms’ El Paso District Director told us that 
he learned about the plan in the local newspaper the day after its 
implementation. In commenting on a draft of this report. Customs officials 
said their staffing augmentation plan had been under consideration for 
quite some time before ms’ San Ysidro test.

nteragency Rivalry Is 
abstantial

On the basis of our observations, it is clear that substantial interagency 
friction exists at the headquarters level and that attitudes at the top affect 
field relations between Customs and ms. And drug interdiction seems to be 
the area in which the most counterproductive rivalry exists. For example, 
a special operation conducted in September 1992 involved ms’ use of 
canine teams to help interdict illegal aliens and drugs at the Laredo, Texas, 
port of entry. According to ms officials. Customs headquarters instructed 
its Laredo office to minimize opportunities for the ms special operation to 
make drug seizures—which the local Customs inspectors accomplished by 
running their own dog teams at the time of ms’ efforts. Customs officials 
told us that the use of drug-sniffir\g dogs is the sole prerogative of 
Customs, which has been designated the lead agency for drug interdiction 

at ports of entry.

Issues surrounding the use of the 'Treasury Errforcement Commumcations 
System (tecs), which is the principal automation enforcement tool 
available to inspectors, offer other examples of how poor headquarters 
coordination can diminish field operations.In Laredo and El Paso, 
Customs supervisors—who have no authority to correct or discipline any 
other agency’s personnel—told us that ms inspectors do not always input 
license plate numbers or even activate the tecs terminals. Not activating 
TECS terminals or inputting license plate numbers could compromise the 
enforcement mission. Further, any nonuse of tecs would negate the utility 
of the system’s random referral feature, which automatically selects a

‘“Each primaiy lane Inspection booth is equipped with a TECS computer terminal, wluch the 
inspectore should use to Input the Ucense plate numbers of vehicles to determine if the owners or tnc 
vehicles have been involved in any criminal activity being Investigated by federal agencies.

Paire 7
GAO/6GD-93-111 Customs Service and INS
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Dual Management 

Structure Weakens 

Operational 

Accountability

certain percentage of all vehicular traffic for the more intensive, secondary 
screening.

Customs views randomly generated inspections as important for 
safeguarding against breaches in inspector integrity. The results from 
these inspections could also be used to develop estimates of smuggling 
activity at ports and revise local threat assessments, ins officials told us 
that Customs officials have never raised the issue of nonuse of tecs by ins 
inspectors. Further, ms officials told us they had not been able to work 
with Customs in exploring the potential for using the results of randomly 
generated inspections for developing estimates of violations at the ports.

There is broad recognition within the public and private sectors that the 
dual management structure at ports of entry is not desirable. Among other 
disadvantages, the dual structure impedes accountability for operations, 
leads to separate planning and performance monitoring, and is costly.

Accoimtability for operations suffers under the dual management 
structure. For example, each port has both a Customs and an ms director 
who report through their respective organizational channels. At the key 
ports of El Paso and Laredo, Texas, and San Ysidro, California, Customs 
and ms inspectors and their first-line supervisors do not begin their 
day-to-day entry lane work shifts with joint briefings for sharing 
intelligence and other operatiorud concerns. Both Customs and ms 
officials told us that enforcement efforts suffer under the dual 
management structure because no one is in charge of overall port 
operations.

The dual management structure, combined with poor coordination 
between the agencies, results in each agency formulating its own 
long-range plans for land border inspections. These planning efforts 
perpetuate the potential for interagency conflict. For example, ms is 
contemplating a strategy for assuming responsibility for all primary 
inspections at land ports of entry. The strategy also calls for expanding ms’ 
canine program.

The dual management approach also leads to separate performance 
measurement efforts. An ms headquarters official said ffiere is a 
continuing issue concerning the adequacy of performance data—both 
between the agencies and within ms. Both agencies are trying to develop a 
more coordinated set of statistics to cover border operations. But at the

Pa«e8 GA<VaGD-93-lll Cnstoms Service and INS
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time of our review, Customs was focused on performance data regarding 
drug seizures, while ins was concerned principally with referrals for 
possible immigration law violations. Customs officials confirmed that they 
focus on the performances of their inspectors in detecting illegal 
narcotics. The officials said they do not monitor the effectiveness of their 
inspectors in referring possible immigration violations to ms. They also 
said they could not recall ms officials making an issue of the performance 
of Customs inspectors in referring possible immigration law violations.

Dual operations also lead to unnecessary costs. Prior studies of border 
operations have estimated that savings would accrue fi:om consolidated 
operations. Customs, ms, and General Services Administration officials 
responsible for the construction of facilities at ports of entry all agree that 
uimecessary costs are incurred imder current operating conditions.

Preparing for the 

Challenges of the 

Future

The operational problems along the southwestern border are real, have 
persisted for many years, and are deeply rooted in the culture of the two 
agencies. It was with these problems in mind that, in cooperation with 
NAPA, we convened a panel of current and former public officials familiar 
and experienced with customs and immigration activities. The purpose of 
the panel was to explore whether the problems were worth fixing and, if 
so, what solution would be best The panelists viewed operations 
problems at the land border ports as symptomatic of broader concerns 
about how well the United States is prepared to provide immigration and 
customs services in a modem world characterized by increased business 
competitiveness and growing migration.

The panel members did not believe the current dual management structure 
between ms and Customs was adequate to handle the customs and 
immigrations service demands that will likely confix>nt the government in 
the next 10 to 30 years. Their view of the modem world was one of 
increasing international trade and business competition in which the 
movement of goods, services, and people would be inextricably linked. 
Panelists noted the accompanying trend of increased international 
migration, with the United States experiencing the highest immigration 
growth in its history. They viewed nafta as presenting an opportunity to 
think about the future and how well prepared the government was to deal 
with the issues surrounding the movement of people and goods within an 
expanded tradiirg bloc. And they saw that management benefits could be 
gained by vesting responsibility with one agency. These benefits would 
include (1) an improved capability to think strategically about related

Page 9 GAO/6GD-93-111 Caatoma Service and INS
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immigration and customs issues and (2) clearer accountability for border 
operations by having one spokesperson within the government for issues 
surrounding the movement of people, goods, and services into the United 
States.

The panelists’ views regarding the inability of the current organizational 
structure to meet the demands of the future are also raised in other recent 
studies. A1990 report of the Commission for the Study of International 
Migration and Cooperative Economic Development” stated that the U.S. 
government is poorly organized to formulate coordinated policies to 
address 2 decades of imprecedented global migration—much of it 
uiuiuthorized—from developing to developed countries. The report also 
stated that reorganization of the current structure within the executive 
branch is urgently needed to better manage migration issues. The report 
recognized the government’s need to address the current division of 
responsibilities for the inspection of persons entering the United States.

In 1988, an interagency task force sought to identify the demographic, 
economic, and social trends that would affect the federal government’s 
ability to deliver services during the 1990s.^ One area the task force 
focused on was border management. The task force anticipated that ins 
and Customs would confront continuing demands to meet their 
enforcement missions while minimizing passenger processing delays in the 
face of rising international business and leisure travel and budget 
constraints. The task force recognized the benefits of greater integration 
of the inspection efforts of ins and Customs and foresaw that increasing 
reliance on automated information systems would diminish the 
justification for maintaining separate inspection staffs.

A more integrated approach to better managing the flow of people and 
goods into the Unit^ States offers the potential for greater service to the 

American public. The challenge facing policymakers in the executive and 
legislative branches is to develop the necessary consensus around a 
strategy for achieving the necessary integration.

“Unauthorized Migration: An Economic Devdopment Response, July 1990. This bipaitisan 
conunlssion was treated by Congress in the bninigration Refonn and Control Act of 1986.

“Meeting Public Den^ds: Federal S«v1cm in the Year 2000, prepared at the request of OMB’s 
Directoi^d Deputy birector for the President's Council on Management Improvement (Washington, 
D.C.: 1988).

Page 10 GAO/GOD-93-111 Customs Sendee
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Over the past 20 years, numerous study groups have recommended actions 
. . 1 • to correct common findings of fragrnented border control programs and

Organizational Options interagency rivalries, conflicts, and jurisdictional disputes (see table 1).
Analysis of

Table 1: Overview of Past Studies Recommending Unified Management Structure for Ports of Entry

Year

Recommended placement of lead 
inspection unit

Study proponent and synopsis Justice Treasury sped
Not

1973 Executive Office - President Nixon's Reorganization Plan #2 proposed to 
consolidate port-of-entry inspections by transferring personnel, 
jurisdiction, and authority from INS to Customs.

1973 General Accounting Office - GAO recommended single-agency 
management of port-of-entry inspections and supported the enactment of 
President Nixon's Reorganization Plan #2.

1974 Office of Management and Budget - 0MB advocated a single-agency 
management strategy for the U.S.-Mexico border, with Customs having 
management responsibility for primary inspections, port security, and 
administration.

1977 Office of Drug Abuse Policy - The office recommended creating a 
multipurpose border management agency by consolidating INS and 
Customs into a new agency. This proposal was later incorporated into 
President Carter's 1977 Reorganization Project.

1983 President’s Private Sector Survey on Cost Control - The Grace 
Commission recommended placing all responsibility for primary 
inspection functions currently performed at ports of entry into a single 
agency. ____________

1988 Congress - Senate Bill 2205 and House Bill 4230 proposed establishing 
an Office of Border Management Affairs which would have consolidated 
Customs and the Coast Guard within the Treasury Department. Senate Bill 
2230 would have consolidated Customs, the Coast Guard, and INS. also 
within the Treasury Department. _____

1988 General Accounting Office - GAO reiterated its position on border 
control management consistent with the findings of the Grace 
Commission; that is, all responsibility for primary inspection functions 
currently performed at ports of entry should be placed into one agency.

Source: GAO and Congressional Research Service data.

However, the Congressional Research Service found that no broad scale 
reorganization has ever been approved by Congress because of opposition 
from agencies and departments that would lose jurisdiction, firom 
congressional committees that would be similarly affected, and firom 
agency personnel and private sector organizations whose interests would 
be adversely affected.

11 aArVOCD.93.111 ( Service INS
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Throughout our review, we met with current and former Customs and ins 
officials, congressional committee staff, omb staff, union representatives, 
and affected interest groups to discuss the operational problems at the 
land border ports and to get their views on how to improve operations. On 
the basis of these views and our other audit work, we identified the 
following three options for improving operations:

Improve coordination within the existing firamework of joint staffing of the 
primary lanes at ports of entry.
Establish one agency as the lead for primary inspections.
Create a border management agency by merging the ins border patrol and 
inspection functions with the Customs Service.

We, along with the napa panel (see table I.l), considered each of these 
options. The panel rejected the first option because of long-standing 
evidence that coordination between the agencies has not been effective. 
The panelists noted that past commissioners had found efforts to improve 
coordination required a disproportionate amount of time and effort and 
detracted firom the ability to d^ with other challenges.

The second option—^vesting responsibility for primary lane inspections 
with one agency—^has been recommended by a number of prior study 
groups, including us. It also is supported by Customs, ins, and some 
special interest groups. Under this option, the problems in coordinating 
the staffing of the primary lanes would be eliminated because one agency 
would be accountable for the enforcement operations and traffic flows at 
the ports. Requests for resources would also be considered through one 
department, one omb budget examination branch, and one set of 
congressional appropriations subcommittees—an improvement over the 
current situation in which Customs and ins budget requests are considered 
separately.

However, this option has its weaknesses. Although giving one agency sole 
responsibility for prinuoy inspections has been recommended in the past, 
policymakers have not acted on the recommendation. The panelists felt 
that because both Customs and ins wanted to have the primary lane 
responsibility, strong opposition would cqme firom the agency that would 
be consigned to doing secondary inspections. The panelists expressed 
doubts that policymakers would devote the time and energy required to 
sell and implement an option that essentially resolved a long-standing 
jurisdictional dispute. Further, the panelists were opposed to an option 
that attempted to fix the problems at the ports of entry without

Pa«el2 GAO/GGD-98-111 Cnatonu Service and IN$
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consideration of the potential impact on overall mission operations. For 
example, they were concerned about the potential adverse impact a loss of 
primary inspection responsibility niight have on the overall ins effort to 
enforce immigration laws. At best, the panelists viewed this option as an 
interim measure rather than as a long-term solution.

Should this option be pursued, policymakers will be faced with deciding 
between agencies whose inspection activities are inextricably linked. 
Customs has an advantage in terms of inspector resources, because of 
favorable congressional support Also, the inspection function is a central 
component of Customs’ workforce, and Customs has experience in 
erdbrcing numerous laws for other federal agencies. Customs also has 
jurisdiction for narcotics interdiction at ports of entry. In contrast ins 
inspectors are a much less prominent part of ins’ overall workforce, and 
ms has limited staffing at the border crossings. However, by virtue of their 
training and ms’ jurisdiction, ms inspectors can be expected to devote 
greater emphasis to enforcing immigration laws. Further, because ms’ 
border patrol is responsible for enforcement activities between ports, 
giving ms the lead at the ports would make one agency accountable for 
implementing a coordinated land border management policy.

The panelists rejected the third option—creating a border management 
agency—^because it did not give adequate consideration to the 
relationships among the various functions that support ms’ missions. ’The 
panelists were concerned about the prospect of breaking up ms, both 
complicating efforts to develop a coherent poUcy for addressing world 
migration pressures and potentially demoralizing that agency. ’They also 
noted that this proposal had been made before without leading to any 

action.

Having rejected the three options, the panelists reached consensus for an 
independent immigration and customs agency. The creation of such an 
agency was seen as affording an opportunity to develop a more strategic 
and integrated vision within the government for addressing the problems 
of facilitating the entry and assimilation of people, services, and goods into 
the country in compliance with applicable immigration and customs laws. 
'The panelists saw an integrated organization as being a prerequisite for 
doing the mission planning necessary to get the most benefit firom evolving 
infonruition systems technology, which they saw as leading inevitably to 

consolidated inspection functions.

Fa<el3
GAO/GGD-98-111 Custom* Service sad DJS



B-2S1101

The panelists recognized that such an agency would not be a panacea for 
all of the management problems that both ms and Customs have 
experienced. However, they thought such an agency would provide the 
organizational framework to make progress. They suggested an 
independent agency because they thought independence would clearly 
establish accountability and lead to a more vigorous focus on defining the 
agency mission and developing the administrative systems required to 
accomplish mission objectives. Such an independent agency would also 
reduce the political problems associated with choosing one department 
over another as the parent for the proposed agency.

Ultimately, the decision to establish an immigration and customs agency 
as either a component of the departments of the Treasury or Justice or as 
an independent agency would depend on whether consensus can be 
reached among policymakers within the executive branch and Congress. 
The panelists believed the consideration of nafta was an opportune time 
for the new administration to think about how best to organize 
immigration and customs matters for the future. In the view of the 
panelists, a study of these issues, led by omb with Treasury and Justice 
participation, is needed to develop a specific proposal for congressional 
consideration. The panelists, drawing upon their broad management and 
reorganization experiences, felt such a study should consider issues well 
beyond those of the management of inspection functions along the 
southwestern border and encompass broader issues raised in prior studies 
of INS and Customs conducted by us, various commissions, and others.

Both agencies are responsible for numerous activities beyond the land 
border inspections, which were the focus of our study. For example, ms 
also is responsible for

granting benefits, including providing assistance to applicants seeking 
permanent residence status or naturalization;
preventing employment of or benefits to persons not entitled to such; and 
apprehending or removing those aliens who enter or remain illegally in the 
United States and/or whose stay is not in the public interest.

The Customs Service also has numerous other responsibilities, including 
the examination of imported cargo and related paperwork to ensure 
compliance with federal laws governing international trade and to ensure 
that appropriate duties, taxes, and fees are collected. Customs also 
enforces certain provisions of the export control laws of the United States. 
Further, beyond the efforts of Customs inspectors to interdict narcotics
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and other contraband at ports of entry, Customs also employs special 
agents to investigate allegations of smuggling and commercial fraud.

The panelists recognized the crucial need for a congressional role in 
ensuring that the government is adequately prepared to meet the 
challenges posed by the changing business and migration enviromnent. 
They saw the need for a congressional assessment of how well positioned 
the executive branch was to think about how to best meet the long-term 
challenges of an increasingly global economy and migration pressures.

If Congress were to approve an immigration and customs agency, the 
panelists thought Congress should take two steps that would contribute to 
the chances that the agency would be successful. First, they believed that 
it was important for the agency to be subject to Just one set of 
appropriations subcommittees. Second, they believed that Congress 
should give the president some flexibility to make adjustments to the 
initial structure resulting from the reorganization. Citing the formation of 
the National Aeronautics and Space Adnunistration, the panelists said that 
appropriate flexibility could be achieved by empowering the president to 
make organizational changes through use of executive orders.

Conclusions
Current coordination of border inspection functions is not effective, ins 
and Customs pursue different approaches to enforcing applicable laws and 
facilitating the flow of people and vehicles, leaving unanswered questions 
about the overall effectiveness of enforcement and facilitation efforts.

It is clear that the dual management structure for border inspections is not 
viable and should end. Two basic options exist for policymakers. One is to 
focus specifically on the land border ports of entry by placing 
responsibility for primary inspections with one agency. The second is to 
use the opportunity provided by the consideration of nafta to consider the 
broader issue of the U.S. government’s ability to provide effective 
immigration and customs services in the future. The napa panel that we 
convened of current and former officials experienced with customs and 
immigration issues reached consensus that a single independent agency 
that would merge the functions of Customs and ins presented the most 
viable option. Such an agency would prepare the government to meet the 
challenges posed by changing international business competition and 
increasing international migration flows.
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The new administration needs to make a policy decision, in consultation 
with Congress, about where to place accountability for border inspections. 
This decision must be followed by management efforts to ensure that 
those responsibilities are being administered effectively.

Recommendation We reconunend that the Director of omb, working with the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Attorney General, develop and present to Congress a 
proposal for ending the dual management of border inspections.

Agency Comments and the Treasury and omb acknowledged that problems have existed for 
some time in coordinating the inspection efforts of ms and Customs. 
Justice and Treasury indicated a preference for attempting to resolve these 
problems through efforts at improved coordination before contemplating 
any major reorganization, omb pledged to work with the two departments 
to further examine our conclusions and to assess potential remedies.

The start of a new administration offers an opportunity to resolve 
long-standing problems between ms and Customs. And improving 
coordination between the two agencies is an attractive way to proceed 
because it represents the least intrusive i^proach and essentially avoids 
the more difficult choices surrounding bringing the current dual 
management structure to an end. Clearly, tqrdating the agreements 
between the two agencies, including clarifying the government’s program 
objectives for land border inspections and reaching consensus on how to 
measure performance toward those objectives, could be important steps 
for improving border management But it should also be remembered that 
attempts to improve interagency coordination have repeatedly proved 
unsuccessful in the past It seems unlikely that another attempt would 
improve accountability for border inspections.

We also solicited and received comments from Customs, ms, and their 
respective employees' unions—the American Federation of Grovermnent 
Employees (afge) and the National Treasury Employees Union (nteu). 
These four parties agreed that further deliberations are necessary to 
develop a viable proposal for resolving coordination problems between 
and Customs, although they offer different perspectives on the appropria 
scope of such a study. Customs, nteu, and afge explicitly supported the 
option of vesting lead responsibility for border inspections with one 
agency. Customs and nteu favored Customs as the lead agency, while afx
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makes the case for ins. ins, citing a willingness within the new 
administration to undertake cooperative approaches, suggested that 
improved management and supervision efforts could address coordination 
problems.

Customs, NTEU, and afge explicitly opposed the option of consolidating 
Customs and ms into a single independent agency, while ms said it did not 
yet accept the premise that coordination problems at land ports of entry 
are systemic and warrant such a major reorganization, ms and afge 
expressed concern that this proposal far exceeded our congressional 
request to look at inspections along the southwestern border. Further, ms 
and AFGE were concerned that our limited field visits provided an 
insufficient basis for presenting the broad options discussed in the report.

Our findings regarding persistent coordination problems do not rest on 
our field visits alone. They are also supported by interviews with 
headquarters officials fix>m the two agencies and our review of agency 
documents. Further, our discussion of options arises from our review of 
numerous prior studies and our discussions with congressional committee 
staff, OMB officials, some affected special interest groups, and the napa 
panel of former and current public officials with knowledge of or 
experience with immigration and customs issues.

The persistence of coordination problems between the two agencies is not 
in dispute, and we recognize that there are various ways to approach 
solving these problems. With that in mind, our discussion of options is 
intended to provide executive branch and congressional policymakers 
with a fiamework to resolve the conflict between the two agencies. Also, 
we understand that resolving the conflict cannot be done without 
considering issues beyond those discussed in this report. For example, we 
acknowledge that the napa panel’s option of creating an independent 
customs and immigration agency transcends the scope of our study and 
would require additional consideration. We agree with ms and afge that 
any reorganization proposal should consider other aspects of ms and 
Customs operations such as seaports and airports. In fact, concern for 
better integrating the various components of ms and Customs operations 
was an important factor in the panelists’ decision to support a 
consolidated agency.

'The problem of ms and Customs coordination along the southwestern 
border is well documented. All past studies indicate that a lastmg solution 
to inspection coordination problems at land border crossings will not be

Page 17
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reached until the current dual management structure is ended. The 
potential actions range from a rerun of previous attempts to improve 
coordination, which have failed in the past, to the more difficult 
approaches, which get at the heart of the problem—^namely the dual 
management structure. We continue to believe that any serious attempt to 
improve border inspections must ultimately come to grips with ending the 
dual management structure.

We will send copies to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Attorney General, 
the Director of omb, and other interested congressional committees.
(Copies will also be made available to others on request.

The imuor contributors to this report are listed in appendix IX. If you have 
any questions, please call me on (202) 512-8387.

Sincerely yours.

J. William Gadsby 
Director, Government Business 

Operations Issues
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^pendix I

Scope and Methodology

In reviewing Customs and ins coordination issues, we first identified and 
surveyed previous relevant studies, particularly thosepqisted in the 
bibliography following appendix DC We focused our field work on three 
locations—Laredo and El Paso, Texas, and San Diego, California—each of 
which has significant cross-border traffic. According to ins statistics, for 
example, Texas and California accounted for 52 percent (235.8 million) of 
total entries of persons into the United States in fiscal year 1990, vidth El 
Paso and San Diego admitting 42 nuUion and 66 million, respectively. ‘ 
Further, the Customs district in Laredo reportedly handles more 
U.S.-Mexico trade than the ports of New Mexico, Arizona, and southern 
California combined.^ However, our direct observations about coordination 
problems in the field are limited to the locations visited and may not 
reflect circumstances in other locations.

In addition to interviewing senior executives at Customs and ins 
headquarters in Washington, D.C., we interviewed the agencies’ district 
directors responsible for Laredo, El Paso, and San Diego. Also, we visited 
Laredo and El Paso to

obtain an overview of applicable policies and procedures and to briefly 
observe primary and secondary screening by Customs and ins inspectors; 
conduct separate focus group discussions with each agency’s inspectors; 
and
interview local public officials and business leaders.

Further, at Customs and ins headquarters and the field locations visited, 
we obtained and reviewed copies of agency mission statements and 
inspector performance expectations, relevant Customs and ins 
cooperation agreements, and any available records or minutes of 
interagency coordination meetings held during fiscal years 1991 and 1992. 
Also, at the field locations, we inquired about current training records to 
determine if inspectors were receiving periodic updates of 
cross-designation training. In El Paso and Laredo, we also reviewed 
selected shift reports, which showed staffing patterns and inspection 
results for primary lane operations.

We also discussed the operational problems at the border ports with 
congressional committee staff, omb officials, union representatives, and 
some affected special interest groups.

'INS, 1990 Statistical Yearbook of the Iininigration and Naturalizatioii Service (Washmgton, D.C.:
1991), p. 180.

*Laredo is located strategically on the principal truck route for North American trade.
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Scope and Methodology

Poor coordination between ins and Customs at the border is an issue that 
has persisted despite the solutions proposed by numerous study groups. 
To develop the most viable proposal for solving this long-standing 
problem, we worked with the National Academy of Public Administration 
(napa) to convene a panel of former and current public officials (see tab. 
1.1) with knowledge of or experience with immigration and customs 
issues. The panel met on December 29,1992. The results of the panel’s 
deliberations are included in this report.

Table 1.1: Membership of Panel for 
Discussing Options to Improve 
Management of Border Inspections
(Dec. 29, 1992)

Name Position at time of panel Prior position
Don Wortman 

(Panel chairman)
Consultant and NAPA 
Fellow

Vice President and Director of 
Federal Programs for the 
Academy

Alan Dean Consultant and NAPA 
Fellow

Assistant Secretary for 
Administration. U.S. Department 
of Transportation

Frank Keating General Counsel, U.S. 
Department of Housing 
and Urban Development

Assistant Secretary for 
Enforcement, U.S. Department 
of Treasury; Associate Attorney 
General. U.S. Department of 
Justice

Doris Meissner Senior Associate. 
Immigration Policy
Project. Carnegie 
Endowment for 
Internationai Peace

Acting Commissioner, and 
Executive Associate 
Commissioner. INS: Deputy 
Associate Attorney General,
U.S. Department of Justice

Gerald Riso Special Advisor to the 
Secretary for Rnanciai 
Management, U.S. 
Department of Housing 
and Urban Development

Deputy Commissioner, INS: 
Associate Director for 
Management. 0MB

Robert Schaffer Partner. DeAngelis and 
Schaffer

Assistant Commissioner, U.S. 
Customs Service

Source: Panel membership selected by GAO and NAPA.
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Comments From the Office of Management 

and Budget

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2090}

March 17, 1993
THE DIRECTOR

Mr. Johnny C. Finch 
Assistant Comptroller General 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548
Dear Mr. Finch:

In accordance with Section 236 of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1970, this provides the Office of 
Management and Budget's preliminary comments on the draft GAO 
report on "Customs Service and INS: Dual Management Structure For 
Border Inspections Should Be Ended." This draft report describes 
some of the longstanding problems between the two agencies which 
hamper effective overall land border port management.

The Office of Management and Budget (0MB) is cognizant of 
some of these problems. Generally, we believe the agreements 
between Customs and IMS for cross-designation and parallel 
staffing at crossing lanes are appropriate. However, because of 
the problems which are documented in the GAO draft report, we 
will want to assess further their effectiveness.

As suggested by the GAO draft report, 0MB will wor)c with the 
Departments of Justice and Treasury to examine further GAO's 
conclusions and to assess potential remedies.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft report.

. Panetta
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Comments From the Department of the 

Treasury

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON

MAR 2 2 1993

Mr. Johnny C. Finch 
Assistant Comptroller General 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Finch:

Thank you for sending for our review a copy of your 
draft report, customs Service an'_- IWS: Dual Management Structure 
For Border Inspections Should Be Endeu. This repoit results from 
a request made by Secretary Lloyd Bentsen while serving as 
Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee that GAO review 
coordination between the Custome Service and the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service (INS), specifically on the southwest 
border.

The Secretary remains interested in this issue now that 
he is serving as Secretary of the Treasury. He hopes that in his 
new position he will be able to take more direct measures to 
Improve coordination between the Customs Service and INS. We 
expect to work closely with the new Attorney General to improve 
the effectiveness of both Customs and INS in protecting our 
borders, and to ensure that Isoth agencies use their resources 
wisely and without unnecessary duplication.

We are hopeful that this can be accomplished through 
the efforts of the new Administration to achieve better 
coordination, and through some realignment of responsibilities at 
the border. At this point we are not yet convinced that it is 
necessary either to merge INS Border Patrol and inspection 
functions into the Customs Service, or to consolidate Customs and 
INS into a new independent agency. These options, of course, are 
available should efforts at better coordination not meet 
expectations.

Again, we wish to thank you and your staff for your 
efforts and thoughtfulness in preparing this report.

Sincerely,

John P. Simpson 
Depvhfy Assistant Secretary 

Regulatory, Tariff and Trade Enforcement

OAO/aGD-BS-lll Ciul INS
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Comments^om the Department of Justi^

m
U5. Departmeat of Justice

Office of the Associate Attorney General

Wtsliinflon. D C. 20i30

April 20, 1993

Mr. Johnny c. Finch 
Assistant Comptroller General 
General Government Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Finch:

"is::; •«»'» «o»iA=

siS^Sf-ips-s.™-
Sincerely,

Webster D.'Hubbell 
Acting Associate Attorney General
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Appendix V

Comments From the U.S. Customs Service

THE CODyiOyilSSIONER OF CUSTOMS

February 16, 1993

WASHINGTON, D.C.

BOR-l-IC:P UM

Mr. Johnny C. Finch 
Assistant Comptroller General 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Finch:

I am pleased to respond to your January 29, 1993, 
letter to Secretary Bentsen regarding the draft General 
Accounting Office (GAO) report on border management.
I have reviewed the report U.S. Customs Service and 
U.S. Immigration and Naturalisation Service fINSI; Dual 
Management Structure for Border Inspections Should be 
Ended, and I would li)ce to offer the following comments and 
observations.

The Customs Service believes that the single GAO 
recommendation of ending dual administration, if acted 
upon, will result in a sound approach to future border 
management. Both the Customs Service and INS have 
dedicated professional staffs. Either agency, if given the 
opportunity, has the potential to eliminate the systemic 
rivalry, reduce duplicative costs, and implement a cohesive 
border plan. The question becomes "Which agency has the 
track record, diversity, and resources to best serve the 
administration's and the nation's needs?"

Any change in border management should first be 
considered in light of its impact on the administration's 
most important goal, an improved economy. When considering 
the economy and its relationship to our Federal services at 
the borders, the aspects of international movement of trade 
and international travel are foremost. This is partic­
ularly true as the North American Free Trade Agreement 
looms over the horizon.

The Customs Service, one of the oldest Federal 
agencies, has a history of maintaining the orderly flow of 
goods and persons into and out of our country. During our 
country's first 100 years. Customs managed all of America's 
trade affairs as well as all immigration matters. It 
protects the domestic economy and is second only to the 
Internal Revenue Service in generating revenue for the 
United States.

Kll'iim lIKt <; 'Ml <.l.l l\(, ;iM Ml I l>'i Ml' - I 'IMM' .HiVU I
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Comments From the U.S. Customs Service

- 2 -

Over the years, Customs has demonstrated that it 
can manage very diversified responsibilities, including 
trade matters, narcotics interdiction, and export control 
of strategic goods, raw materials and currency. In 
addition to these direct responsibilities. Customs is the 
surrogate agency representing numerous Federal agencies 
such as; the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Food and Drug 
Administration, and others.

In order to complete a cohesive landborder Federal 
program. Customs would recommend that certain functions of 
INS be transferred to Customs to eliminate the problems 
identified by GAO. We recommend the first option mentioned 
in the GAO report (placing responsibility of primary 
inspections with one agency) with elaborations that would 
further enhance the probability of success for both 
agencies.

This proposal would transfer land border primary 
inspections, port management, and the Border Patrol to the 
U.S. Customs Service. Customs ownership and maintenance of 
significant automated systems coupled with these changes 
would result in a comprehensive border agency. Concur­
rently, these changes would assist INS, allowing it to 
concentrate on its most important matters of enforcing 
employer sanctions, employer education, finding and 
removing illegal aliens, and administering to refugee and 
naturalization matters.

The second option mentioned in the report regarding 
the merger of both agencies into an independent agency is 
not viable. The overwhelming tasK of dismantling two 
agencies with combined personnel in excess of 35,000 and 
starting anew with an independent agency is prohibitive. 
Without departmental guidance and cabinet representation, 
an Independent agency is not, in our estimation, the path 
that will lead to improved border management, let alone 
improved government. Lastly, the cost for converting these 
agencies would be staggering in light of the cost reduction 
goals of this administration.
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At this critical time in our country's economic 
recovery when there is a need for effective government 
service. Senate Finance Chairman (now Secretary) Bentsen's 
request for this study was well timed. I am looking 
forward to working with our Treasury Department, the 
Department of Justice, and the Office of Management and 
Budget in developing solutions. In the interest of the 
agencies concerned, their working relationships, and the 
general morale of the personnel, I believe it is imperative 
that decisions regarding these matters be made with minimum 
delay.

Sincerely,

Michael H. Lane 
Acting Commissioner

Pace 29 GAfVGOD^S-lll Customs Service and DiS



^pendix VI

Comments From the Immigration and 

Naturalization Service

Note; GAO comments 
supplementing those in the 
report text appear at the 
end of this appendix.

U.S. Department of Justice 
Immigration and Naturalization Service

OfRcc of the Commissioner 425 £y€ Street N.W. 
WashinitOH. D C 20SS6

MAR 29 BS3

Mr. Johnny C. Finch 
Assistant Comptroller General 
General Government Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Finch:

The Immigration and Naturalization Service (IMS) has reviewed 
the General Accounting Office draft report entitled "Customs 
Service and INS: Dual Management Structure for Border Inspections
Should Be Ended," and submits the enclosed commentary and 
technical corrections to the report. The agency response will be 
made by the Attorney General.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the report and will 
cooperate in any study which undertakes to resolve the issues it 
raises. If you have any questions regarding the enclosure, please 
call Walt Wondolows)cl, INS Audit Liaison, on 616-7771.

Sincere1

is Sale 
Acting Commissioner

Enclosure
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Comments From the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service

Conmantary and Tactmlcal Corzactlona to "Customs Sarvica 
and ZHS: Dual Managamant Structura foz Border Inspactions

Should Ba Ended"

GENERAL

Conunent: It is not always clear in the report whether the
conclusions reached and recommendations made are those of the GAO 
auditors or the panel of experts. If the latter, it is not clear 
whether the auditors subscribe to them.

Comment: The format of the report is sometimes difficult to
follow, particularly the several levels of usage for the term 
"options" as used in the second half of the report. There also 
exists some confusion as to when the transmittal to the Chairman 
ends and the body of the report begins.

Comment: We believe the nexus between duality and inefficiency
needs to be more developed in the report, using a clearer 
definition of duality, and validated, hard data as the basis for 
the conclusions. We generally agree with the team's linking 
duality and inefficiency, but more detail could identify trouble 
spots more effectively.

Comment: We are concerned with the team's apparent projection of
past Administrations' failures to achieve effective coordination 
onto current, often new Administrations. Indications we have 
received suggest a willingness on the part of both agencies, and 
their respective Departments, to meet and work out differences.

Comment: We do not yet accept that the problems cited in the
report are systemic; they may be performance-related and 
controllable through.Improved management and supervision. 
Additionally, we do not yet accept the premise that broken systems 
at land Ports-of-Entry warrant fixing through reorganization, 
particularly reorganization of the magnitude suggested by the 
panel consulted in the study.

SPECIFIC 

Page 1: "... interviews and other work at Customs and INS 
headquarters and selected regional, district, and port- 
of-entry locations"
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Comments Ftom the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service

See comment 1.

Now on p. 3. 
See comment 2.

Now on p. 4. 
See comment 3.

Now on p. 5. 
See comment 4.

Conunent: We are concerned that the language in the report does
not adequately en^haslze the selectivity exercised by the audit 
team in reviewing field sites. For example, there are over 130 
land border Ports-of-Entry in the country; the auditors visited 
only two and contacted a third. None of the 120 air and seaports 
were visited. We acknowledge that operations at the land ports 
was the focus of the initial Congressional request; however, 
since the proposals for remedy have so broadly exceeded the focus, 
so too should the field work be expanded.

We are also unaware of any visits by the Team to INS Regional 
Offices.

Page 5, et al.: "Coordination Problems Persist Despite
Interagency Agreements"

Comment: While enphasizing instances of non-cooperation, the
audit team, in our view, has paid insufficient attention to 
instances of successful coordination. Among the cooperative 
efforts are Interagency Border Inspection System (IBIS), software 
development, document reader tests, airport primary inspection. 
Advance Passenger Information System (APIS), and Terrorist, Drug, 
and Fraud Task Forces (TDF).

Page 6: "Updated Cross-Designation Training Not Provided"

Comment: Since the Issuance of the draft report, the Acting
Commissioners of the INS and Customs have agreed to training 
Customs Inspectors In changes resulting from the Immigration & 
Nationality Act of 1990.

**blle the auditors' statement raises an Isq^ortant Issue, we 
believe It Is also Important tu report on the length of basic 
training received by Inspectors of both agencies: 15 weeks for
INS and 11 weeks for Customs.

Page 7: "Customs and INS...versions of drug seizure
statistics..."

Comment: The language In this section appears to suggest that the
two agencies fabricate statistics for their own aggrandizement 
when. In fact, the respective missions of each agency often 
require different, yet still valid, statistical counts. For 
example, seizures resulting from cargo inspections understandably 
contribute to Customs numbers, but have no impact on INS 
operations.
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Comments From the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service

Now on p. 5.

Now on p. 7. 

See comment 5.

on p. 7.

See comment 6.

Now on p. 8.

See comment 7.

Page 8: appraisal system that encompasses 
the full range of cross-designated duties."

auditors observe that Customs has no cross- 
INS^dSes appraisal systems, but do not mention that

r important evidence of INS
commitment to comprehensive border control.

Page 10: "...the use of drug-sniffing dogs is the sole
prerogative of Customs [as] lead agency for drug 
interdiction at Ports-of-Entry."

Conunent: The auditors relate this assertion without comment
by^S*a?rtrainL'‘’t canines utilized
ournoL to detect hidden people, their primary use and

^ mission. However, they are also
pr^rSncS' P««“™>-==

Page 10, ff : "The Treasury Enforcement Communications System
(TECS) [is an] example of how poor headquarters 
coordination can diminish field operations."

automated enforcementtool available to inspectors. (TECS is a component of IBIS.) IBIS

random referrals is somewhat that the program had just been implemented when the 
r^r.^ initiated. INS is eager, not unwilling, as the
report liq>lies, to participate in this program.

Page 11, ff: "Customs and INS Inspectors and their first-line
supervisors do not begin their day-to-day entry lane 

with joint briefings for sharing 
Intelligence and other operational concerns."

musters do not occur in ElPaso, Laredo, and San Ysidro, it should be noted that new 
construction at San Tsidro locates first-line shift supervisors

fishbowl-type operational environment, a 
room which, by mutual agreement and design, will oversee all of 
the primary vehicle lanes. vtsee ax± or

types of joint or semi-joint mustering plans, a fact not cited in the report.
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Commenta From the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service

We deleted this sentence.

Now on p. 9.

'Jowon pp. 9-10.

Pages 12-13: "An INS headquarters official said that INS
of Lr“«!w?L‘'^trdiff5:cuUy^' compilation

Cogent: This remark was taken out of context. There is
uniformity at the national level in the statistics INS collects 
However, various POEs, in each agency, keep sets of statistics, 
independent of national requirements, which satisfy local needs 
For example, while Headquarters has no compelling need for a count 
dL*^**® camper trucks crossing the border nation-wide, a
POE near a national parlc may find such data useful.

Page 13: "Dual operations also lead to unnecessary costs."

Commen^ In their several discussions on cost-effectiveness at 
the Ports-of-Entry, the auditors do not mention a significant 
element; the use of down-time of inspectors not on the line. INS 
inspectors adjudicate applications during this period, ensurina

*s®^«ting another INS function (AdjudicatiLs) 
not found on the border, and giving the inspector an opportunity 
for career development. i-unrcy

Pages 13ff: "pakpartmc fqr thf. rHAT.T.FucFg of thf FmTTRF."

Comment: While we recognize the soundness of the panel's
considerations and generally agree with several of its findings 
Md conclusions, we are concerned by the extent to which their 
focus has exceeded the Congressional request. While acknowledging 
that such a path of logic appears reasonable and appropriate, its 
emergence In an audit whose field work was so narrowly limited is 
questionable. The problems identified in the narrow area explored 
by the audit team are not consonant with those upon which the 
panel s recommendations were based. We believe a much more 
comprehensive exploration of nation-wide issues should have been 
conducted before the panel's recommendation was introduced.
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Appendix VI
Comments From the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service

The following are gao’s comments on the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service’s letter dated March 23,1993.

GAO Comments 1. Our work was limited to the southwestern border of the United States, 
which was the scope of our request We acknowledge that any 
reorganization proposal should be based on a broader consideration of 
other aspects of ins and Customs operations. For this reason, we 
recommended that omb, along with the departments of Justice and 
Treasury, develop a proposal to end dual management of border 
inspections. Appendix I contains a full description of our objectives, 
scope, and methodology.

2. We merely report the instances of noncooperation that ins and Customs 
officials provided us. The first time ins chose to present the cited programs 
as examples of cooperation was in their formal response to the draft 
report. Our message is that despite the need to cooperate, there is a 
pattern of competition that makes effective coordination difficult

3. We acknowledged in the report the agreement between ins and Customs 
(see p. 4).

4. INS misses the point that the debate over the effectiveness of Customs 
and ms inspectors in performing their cross-designated duties continues in 
the absence of performance data upon which both agencies can rely.

5. The statement, “Customs officials told us that the use of drug-sniffing 
dogs is the sole prerogative of Customs, which has been designated the 
lead agency for drug interdiction at ports of entry,” is true. Although ms 
officials commented that their dogs are trained to detect people first and 
are “capable” of detecting drugs, the last ms Commissioner acknowledged 
that the dogs were trained to do both. The fact remains that we portray a 
point of conflict between the two agencies.
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Appendix VI
Comments From the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service

6. We have changed the text to reflect that we are presenting selected 
issues that were provided us as examples of inadequate coordination, as 
opposed to speaking about the overall Treasury Enforcement 
Communications or Interagency Border Inspection systems (see p. 7).

7. We have changed the text to limit our comments to three major 
southwestern ports (see p. 8).
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Appendix Vn

/IIVTOIN FHBMTON OF G(WRNIW

John N. Sturdivant 
NmIoimI PrMidwit Bobby L Hamage 

N«tloii«l 8«»«l«y.Tf«Mur« Joan C. Welsh 
Orator. Wom«'.0.p.rt„«n

6/18-93-1
(GAO)

March 29, 1993

Mr. Johnny c. Finch 
J^siBtant Comptroller General

Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Finch:

m'SHI, iccoMUng Office le

Sibir-jec'-ssU'^ ^Including the n.S. Sorter “** “aturaliration Service
reviewed the GAO draft renor^-'^^ * daily basis. We have
tte Customs Service and the Immiw^et?^® possible reorganization of IVo issues were addre„ed"*‘i

a ^rtiMlar°^fo^s'^^^°“ Service and INS, with 
assess the degrel^ to ^ border, and
the agencies o^rlap; ** responsibilities of

«e^r Of the inspS^tion fuS^tion^^^fer

AFGE b^ieves*^S“studJ®waVlo?brort^'^ the GAO in the study,

entry. Further, much more tSSi^shonlH “““^western ported
^ount gathered at El C^«, CA, -i ^ the liniitrt
though these are among the busi^t lan/?^'^ Laredo, tx, even
major ports of entry, inclu^o a ' ”*«« «e other
report is unclear on how theTotio^^f^fJ **® northern border. The 
on the northern and interior ^rts^^S^JeTo^nTtfons^re

SOFStreet/ftiy l^Sigton^Dcloboi (262)^7^06^
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Appendix VII
Commenta From the American Federation 
of Government Employees

Mr. Johnny C. Finch 
March 29, 1993 
Page 2

The report also falls to examine either agency's operations away from 
border ports of entry, and the effect of the transfer on the 
inspection and other programs left in Customs and INS. Efficiency 
would be compromised if one agency controlled the entry of people at 
land border ports while another maintained control of air and sea 
ports and the area between land border ports.

We recognize that the Customs Service has a manpower advantage because 
of past favorable Congressional support in contrast to the INS. 
However, this should not be a consideration where the purpose of the 
study is to design recommendations to improve the efficiency of the 
inspection functions of both agencies.

AFGE strongly believes that a new study should be initiated before any 
recommendation be made. This study should be broader in scope to 
include the separation of law enforcement responsibilities from the 
collection of "duty" functions (import taxes and the like). We 
strongly recommend that all law enforcement, including Immigration 
inspection and Customs inspection, be consolidated into the Department 
of Justice while the Treasury Department retains jurisdiction over 
revenue collection. We would further suggest that the drug 
interdiction function of the Customs Service be transferred to the 
Drug Enforcement Administration of the DOJ. The law enforcement 
fmictions of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fireemns could be 
located within the Justice Department while any revenue functions 
could be retained with the Treasury Department.

All primary inspection functions at land ports of entry now performed 
by the Customs Service should be transferred to the INS. Other law 
enforcement functions of the Customs Service should be transferred to 
the INS, Border Patrol, or the Drug Enforcement Agency of the 
Department of Justice. In this way, there is no need to expand 
government by establishing yet another law enforcement entity. Ho 
believe it is more fiscally responsible to consolidate all law 
enforcement functions in DOJ and consolidate fee and revenue 
collection in the Treasury Department. Without demeaning the 
effectiveness of Treasury's various sub-agencies, recent experience 
in Waco and elsewhere demonstrates conclusively that the law 
enforcement business is far and away most ably handled by the DoJ 
under the nation's chief law enforcement officer, the Attorney 
General.

By using this approach, a major streamlining of INS and Customs 
functions can take place. Then all issues of law enforcement, whether 
immigration or other types of smuggling, can be handled under a single 
law enforcement agency and eliminate the counterproductive rivalry 
that now exists.
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Appendix Vn
CominenU Fh>m the American Federation 
of Government Employees

Mr. Johnny C. Finch 
March 29, 1993 
Page 3

The record shows that very little duty Is collected from people at 
ports o£ entry. Most duty is collected on cargo, a completely 
different process. Under our recommendations, the vrorlc of enforcing 
the law of peoples' origin and other trade laws would still be 
primarily Immigration oriented. The inspection process at all ports 
of entry for the masses of people seeking entry to the United States 
is first and foremost a matter of concern under Immigrration law. The 
limited revenue or Customs duty of the inspection process caxi easily 
be and should be handled by the Immigration inspectors.
The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) will be a reality in 
the foreseeable future. When that happens, the need of Customs 
inspections will be greatly reduced at land ports of entry. For this 
reason alone, recommendations such as those made above make the most 
sense.
All monies saved by the streamlining, either the new or existing 
functions, should be used to hire additional inspector personnel at 
ports of entry.
If you need any further information, please feel free to contact John 
Mulholland at (202) 639-6408.

Sincerely,

John N. Sturdivant 
National President
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Appendix Vm

Comments From the National Treasury 

Employees Union

Note: GAO comments 
supplementing those in the 
report text appear at the 
end of this appendix.

The National Treasury Emptoyecs Union

March 29, 1993

Hr. Johnny C. Finch 
Assistant Comptroller General 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Finch:

Enclosed please find the National Treasury Employees Union's 
comments to the draft report, U.S. Custnmg Service and U.S. 
Immigration and Naturalization ^rvice riNS<: Dual Management
Structure for Border Inspections Should be Ended.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments and 
look forward to working with you on this matter.

Sincerely,

Robert M. Tobias 
National President

'X)l E Sirtei. N.W • Suite 600 • Washineion. D C. M004 • ilOl) 7S.1-U44
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Appendix VIII
Commenta From the National Treasnry 
Employees Union

See comnent 1.

The NatkMial Iteasury Employees Unkw

INTRODDCTION:

As the exclusive representative for Customs employees 
nationwide, I am providing comments on the General Accounting 
Office's Draft Report, "Customs Service and IHS - Dual Management 
Structure for Border Inspections Should Be Ended." The Report 
focuses on the rivalry and ineffective cooperation between the two 
agencies. The GAO together with a panel of current and former 
officials with a background in INS and Customs issues considered 
three options concerning problems at the borders:

Option I: Improve coordination within the existing freunework of 
joint staffing of the primary lanes at ports of entry.

Option II: Establish one agency as the lead for primary 
inspections.
Option III: Create a border management agency by merging the INS 
Border Patrol and inspection functions with the Customs Service.

The Panel rejected each of these options and instead suggested that 
an independent agency be developed to incorporate all functions 
performed by Customs and INS.

The National Treasury Employees Onion disagrees with GAO's 
recommended decision and instead urges the GAO to recommend that 
Congress adopt Option II. NTED does not take issue with the 
conclusions drawn by GAO on the lack of cooperation and 
coordination between the two agencies. It is clear that there has 
been a problem for years and a long term solution is necessary and 
inevitable, especially in light of the impending passage of the 
North Americem Free Trade Agreement.

I. MERGING INS AND CUSTOMS INTO ONE AGENCY WOOLD BE INEFFECTIVE AND 
NOT COST EFFECTIVE.

Given that change is necessary, we must then address what is 
the most viable way of implementing change. The proposal put forth 
by GAO is both unnecessarily far reaching and ineffective in its 
implementation. Both Customs and INS have numerous other 
responsibilities outside of border inspections.

The Customs Service, in addition to guarding the nation's 
borders, also enforces trade laws and policies that protect against 
the introduction of foreign goods that threaten O.S. health, 
safety, and economic well being. Customs is the government's 
second largest revenue collection agency; it reported collections

901 E Strcei. N.W ■ Suiic hOO • Wishincion. D C MOW • (M2l 7R3-U44
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sJeciTl Customs also employs

appliciin seekino sH™® responsible for granting benefits to
S5 -Ploy^nt

Report cites no reason why these various functionn 
welf^asThrstidie**®^^^^® S the“SiJdwork perLmed“? |^S!°as

disruptions coordination problems and

meroe^th2^fn««2^<-®'''’®"‘^i^“*^®° required to dissolve and
a new patrol functions of Customs and INS into
do not Til® benefits of a merged inspection agency
tt thl^evoen^ expense associated with its^'establishment. S 
rfouired *^new «n^® obvious: new forma and stationery would be 
required, new uniforms would have to be purchased for 10 onntnyeotcr., ^ .11 vehicle, end fecllitlSTCid live to Se

would°h*wf are not so obvious. Significant tax dollars
reSJiia tasked with processing and
the t^o £^n?o^f^ ° administrative records^. Merging of

— These types of expenditures in pursuit of a dubious coal a con^rstent wlth^o"""^' justified. Such ^enL^isnot
defiJ?t reduct^nTfflrtl!""^"'^'*' consciousness and
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Comments From the National Treasury 
Employees Union

See comment 2.

II. AM INDEPEHDEMT AGEMCY WOULD STRIP BOTH CUSTOMS AND INS OF 
NECESSARY DEPARTMEKTRL GUIDANCE AMD CABINET REPRESENTATIOH.

The Draft Report reconmends that this new consolidated agency 
be an independent agency. If it is determined to merge the entire 
Customs and INS into one agency, we believe an independent agency 
would have many pitfalls. First, independence would weaken 
important links between the Agency and the President and between 
the Agency and other Agencies in Treasury and Justice. In 
addition, there is a threat rm independent agency could work at 
cross purposes with Treasury and Justice. An independent agency 
in theory is responsible to the President. However, we all know 
that the President of the United States is too busy to oversee each 
independent agency. Instead this duty is delegated to a staff 
person or 0MB. Either of these parties would not have the policy 
confidence of an umbrella department. Both Customs and INS would 
lose departmental guidance and true Cabinet Representation.

III. THE NATION'S BEST INTEREST IS SERVED BY HAVING THE CUSTOMS 
SERVICE THE LEAD AGENCY FOR PRIMARY INSPECTIONS.

NTEU believes that GAO should recommend vesting responsibility 
for primary lane inspections with one agency. This option has had 
widespread support among Customs, IMS, GAO, Members of Congress and 
other interest groups. As GAO itself stated:

The problems in coordinating the staffing of the primary 
lanes would be eliminated because one agency would be 
account£d)le for the enforcement operations and traffic 
flows at the ports. The cos^tition and interagency 
rivalry would be eliminated. In addition, requests for 
appropriations could be heuidled through one Congressional 
Committee.
Obviously, the problem of lopsided staffing would no longer 

exist. The problems of facilitation and enforcement would become 
the number one focused priority at the border entries rather than 
dickering between the two Agencies.

GAO recognized the advantages of pursuing this option but 
rejected it because in the past "policy makers have not acted." 
We believe that this is not an adequate reason to reject an option. 
Although there have clearly been jurisdictional disputes in the 
past, if it is in the nation's best interest to merge the primary 
inspection function into one agency, we believe that GAO and 
Congress must rise to the occasion and insist upon the course of 
action which best serves our nation.

There has always been a strong Congressional interest in the 
consolidation of primary inspections, but in a manner consistent 
with both the facilitation of persons arriving and an improvement 
in the enforcement of the drug, security Md other laws of the 
United States. Airline and airport authorities have been pressing 
the Congress and every Administration for over 50 years to make a
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deci^Bion on consolidation. It may also be assumed that they will 
supportive of this consolidation option. Border city 

officials and highways and bridge authorities should also be fully

A. CuBtoms ii the primary aaencv for narcotic interdioHnp

Last year, Customs Inspectors and Canine Enforcement Officers
S^tOM sJ^ic“^th °^^"JP®‘=^^°"*^*^^COTtroirthe brawh o^the

and 130,254 lbs. of cocaine. INS lacks the focus, training and 
illegal*^ugs*'^*'^*^*^^ protect our borders against the infl^ of

Inspectors, in the balance between enforcement and 
trade, employ a selectivity module while processing passengers.
othirtr-5 on "high risk- passengers, while allwing

K f proceed expeditiously. All Customs Inspectorshave been trained in observational profile techniques and stress 
analysis. Much of their training is enhanced through day to day 
experience of watching passengers. INS Inspectors lack this 
training. If CustoM Inspectors serve only in a secondary capacity 
they will be denied access to the ebb and flow and mix of border 
crossings which is essential to effective enforcement.

Obviously, the War on Drugs is far from over. The social 
effects on drug abuse in our cities is readily apparent. At this 
stage of the war on drugs, it would be disastrous to involve the 
already over-taxed Immigration and Naturalization Service in the 
iMd ^rde^/primary inspection responsibilities at

B. Customs has the necessarv staffing and n»nnn 
lead border aaencv. rcee be .ihs.

The Customs Service has consistently been provided more staff 
and resources than INS. The nation is best served by a full cadre 
of Inspectors at the border. The Customs Service has the staff and

primary border agency. The Customs Service 
Inspectors; whereas INS employs 4,000 Inspectors. 

For FY 93 Congress appropriated $1,315,917,000 for salaries and 
expenses for the U.S« Customs Service and
$ 96^000,000 for salaries and expenses of the INS. The GAO draft 
report recognized that Customs clearly has many more resources at 
future*^°"*^ unlikely to change at any time in the near

By 1992, the Southwest border staffing imbalance became 
more pronounced, with Customs authorized a total of 1,603 
inspectors and INS a total of 925 (683 full time
inspectors and 242 temporary and/or part time
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Inspectors.) Further, Customs received general 
appropriations authority to hire an additional 300 
inspectors for the southwest border in fiscal year 1993.
In contrast, discussion with Office of Hanagement and 
Budget (0MB) officials and congressional staff indicated 
little prosect for additional appropriations to increase 
INS inspector resources.

While it is unfortunate that INS has been unable to remedy its 
staffing shortage, the reality of the situation remains. If IMS 
is unable to meet the challenge of staffing its own agencies, it 
seems virtually impossible to expect it to receive adequate funding 
to be the lead agency for all primary inspections.

Ca Customs has a diverse« complex, |»^g8ion while INS ig a 
flinole |ni,Bgion Aoencv.

There are many vital interests at stake in the design of an 
effective primary inspection system. It is frequently noted that 
Customs, as the nation's primary border management agency, has had 
delegated to it by 40 other government agencies the responsibility 
for carrying out the laws emd regulations of those agencies at the 
border. Customs has a broad, diverse and complex mission as 
contrasted to the single mission of IMS. It should be remembered 
that inspection of travelers for Immi.gration purposes is a 
straightforward procedure. If Customs is merged into INS, IMS 
would need to learn the laws of forty different agencies. Whereas, 
if IMS is merged into Customs, Customs «rould only need to be better 
acquainted with IMS laws and regulations.

Ds INS ifl not eouipped to handle the volatile land border 
envir»pwi**T^t on its own.

Unlike an airport environment, a land border is not 
secured. Each vehicle approaching the border has never been 
inspected and is often met with unexpected danger. IMS in not 
equipped to handle this volatile and unpredictable environment on 
its own.

At the land border both IMS and Customs are concerned with 
passengers crossing the border. IMS is concerned with the 
admissability of passengers, and Customs is concerned with the 
goods passengers may be carrying on themselves. In addition, 
however. Customs is also concerned with vehicle crossings. Host 
goods and drugs are smuggled through a vehicle. IMS has no 
interest in a vehicle crossing. Therefore, it makes sense to give 
the primary function to Customs who has the interest in both the 
vehicle and the passenger at the land border.

IV. NTEU SUPPORTS GAO RECOMMENDATION FOR FURTHER STUDY.

We agree with GAO that the best course of action is for a 
specific proposal to be developed to be presented to Congress. For 
the reasons cited above we believe the focus of the study should
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Bow«v.r ‘’'“"I Inepbotion,.
group. The employees^“**°"^‘* ®«rve on any 

in the best position to provide^mMn^^<:^*l representatives are
.hlch th.y .ilf

CONCLUSION:

with S°aS!ilpirprSwe^“rthe deal
evidence that a full sca^ m^er of fthere is no 
or would be effective. We do no? °^,9"®toma and INS is necessary 
are sufficient grounds for not pi^suina*the^»“%^“®'' battle
of action for our nation. NTM fu reasonable course
agency for primarv lnRnc»r«4-<; ^ endorses the concept of a IrrH Se^ice is the"“b7st":gS!°^^rVo that ^he CusS
addition, we believe a fur^h?? * challenge. in
interested parties including the “®<=essary with all

agencies. We look forwarcT?^^ t-^*^^®“®"^*’^tves of the 
challenging endeavor. forward to working with the GAO on this
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The following are gao’s comments on the letter from the National Treasury 
Employees Union dated March 29,1993.

GAO Comments 1. NTEU mischaracterizes our recommendation. We recommend that omb, 
Justice, and Treasury collaborate in developing a proposal to end dual 
management of border operations. We present several options for 
consideration by policymakers. The creation of a consolidated 
immigration and customs agency is one of those options. This option 
resulted from the discussion among former and current officials 
experienced with customs and immigration issues convened by the 
National Academy of Public Administration at our request.

2. We did not reject the option of vesting responsibility for primary lane 
inspections with one agency. We do discuss some factors that 
policymakers must consider as they decide how best to end the 
coordination problems between ins and Customs.
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ExocutivcSummary

Creating an 

Agency for 

Migration Affairs

...a reorganization of the 
current structure within 
the Executive Branch for 
handling migration is 
urgently needed...

Migration responsibilities are currently diffused among several dif­
ferent Cabinet departments and agencies. No mechanism exists 
within the U.S. government to assess the impact of U.S. policies and 
actions on migration, to rank migration against other priorities or to 
bring it to the attention of decisionmakers. Failure to pay sufficient 
attention to the effects of U.S. policies and actions on migratory flows 
has over many years contributed to a large influx of unauthorized 
people.

The Commission believes that a reorganization of the current struc­
ture within the Executive Branch for handling migration is urgently 
needed to ensure that migration be given a high priority on the U.S. 
domestic and foreign policy agendas, and that migration consequen­
ces be carefully considered by policymakers involved in trade, 
development and internabonal economic matters.

• Immigration and refugee matters should be centralized and 
streamlined into a new Agency for Migration Affairs.

• Relevant federal agencies should be required to prepare and 
disseminate immigration impact statements (similar to en­
vironmental impact statements) to accompany major U.S. 
government decisions regarding development assistance and 
trade with migrant-sending countries.

U.S.-Mexico 

Policy
Coordination

The official U.S. structure for cooperative consultation on economic 
development issues between the United States and migrant-sendirtg 
countries in the Western Hemisphere is rudimentary, even with 
Mexico. U.S. relations with Mexico are more important in economic 
and strategic terms than with most other nations with which well- 
developed consultative arrangements exist, e.g., through the Or­
ganization for Economic Cooperation and Development. Mexico 
requires constant attention at the highest levels of the U.S. govern­
ment.

If a U.S.-Mexico free trade agreement is concluded, or a North 
American free trade agreement develops, the question of struc­
ture should be addressed in the negotiations and be part of the 

agreement.

Tlxe Commission supports the creation of the position of Assis­
tant Secretary of State for North American Affairs, to include 
Mexico and Canada.

XXXV



Meeting the Challenge

Explicit attention to migratory factors in the conduct of U.S. foreign 
policy is long overdue. It is vital that the United States raise the 
visibility and priority of migration issues by developing a permanent 
capacity to respond to this massive challenge. The continued ab­
sence of an effective policymaking (and emergency response) 
mechanism will increase the likelihood that the United States will 
not be prepared for the equivalent of another boatlift or another 
similarly significant migration emergency. As the recent past has 
clearly demonstrated, such unpreparedness carries serious political 
risks for top federal and state officials and economic consequences 
tor state and local governments.

An Agency for 

Migration Affairs 

(AMA)

This new agency should be 
charged with providing over­
all leadership and direction 
for U.S. innnigration policy...

Migration responsibilities are currently diffused among several dif­
ferent Cabinet departments and agencies. Responsibility for con­
trolling unauthorized migration is shared by the Department of 
State, which seeks to prevent nonimmigrant visa abuse, and the 
Department of Justice, which controls the entry and deportation of 
unauthorized migrants. The U.S. Coast Guard plays a major role in 
the Haitian interdiction program. Responsibility for the processing 
and admission of legal immigrants is similarly fragmented among 
the Departments of State, justice, and Labor. (See Figure 2.9, p. 28.)

Three Bureaus in the Department of State deal with migration. The 
Bureau of Consular Affairs (CA) is responsible for visa policy and, 
through the foreign service, visa issuance. The Bureau of Refugee 
Programs (RP) handles refugee processing and admission, con- 
tribufes to international organizations for refugee relief, manages 
refugee aid programs, and is responsible for refugee crisis planning 
and response. The Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian 
Affairs (HA) provides direction and guidance regarding U.S. 
asylum policies and issues advisory opinions on specific asylum 
requests. The immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) of the 
Department of Justice determines the admissibility of immigrants 
and nonimmigrants at ports of entry. The Department of Labor is 
responsible for the preliminary processing of persons seeking to 
immigrate based upon job qualifications. The Department of Health 
and Human Services (HHS) has responsibilities concerning the reset­
tlement of refugees and the legalization program, and serves as a 
funding channel for state and local governments whose programs 
are significantly affected by refugees and legalized aliens.

In the late 1950s and early 1960s refugee and migration respon­
sibilities were combined in the Bureau of Security and Consular 
Affairs in the Department of State. In the later 1960s and early 1970s, 
the Secretary of State had a Special Assistant for Refugee and Migra­
tion Affairs, but in the mid-1970s the issue of international migration 
slipped off government organizational charts. Notwithstanding 
previous Executive Branch efforts to coordinate responses to refugee
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emergencies, frustration over the fragmentation of migration-re­
lated responsibilities caused Congress in 1980 to create the position 
of Coordinator for Refugee Affairs, to address in a coordinated 
manner at least those issues related to refugees. Lack of budget and 
line authority and placement in the State Department, rather than 
the White House, has impeded the coordinating duties of this Office. 
These problems must be addressed and the Office must be 
strengthened and provided necessary resources pending implemen­
tation of the recommendation below for the creation of a new agency. 
Today, there is no person or governmental entity, aside from this 
Refugee Coordinator, specifically assigned to address migration 

issues for the U.S. Government.

There have been numerous studies over the years on the overlapping 
and sometimes conflicting responsibilities of the various entities of 
the federal government dealing with migration. Some have recom­
mended elimination of the two-step process whereby the State 
Department issues visas, thereby selecting the individual for im­
migration, but a separate entity-the IN^inspects the same person 
for eUgibility and determines admissibility at the port of entry. Some 
have urged a reconsoUdation of refugee and immigration functions 
within a single Bureau in the State Department. Other studies have
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suggested merging the INS petition function and the State Depart­
ment visa function. Still others have recommended combining the 
airport and border inspection responsibilities of the U.S. Customs 
Service, INS and the Department of Agriculture into one inspection 
service. Another suggested approach is to merge the land border 
function of the Customs Service and the INS Border Patrol into a 
single border enforcement agency.

Reorganization of the current structure for handling migration 
within the Executive Branch is urgently needed. The reorganiza­
tion must ensure that migration be given a high priority on U.S. 
domestic and foreign policy agendas, and that migration conse­
quences be carefully considered by policymakers involved in 
trade, development and other international economic matters.

The structure should also ensure an efficient, rapid and coordinated 
response to any migration emergency that occurs in the future. And 
most important, it must place the responsibility for formulafing and 
implementing U.S. immigration policy in a single, high-level official 
reporting directly to the President. To accomplish these objectives, 
the scattered government structure now handling immigration and 
refugee matters should be centralized into a new Agency for Migra­
tion Affairs (AMA) having the status of an independent agency. The 
Commission decided on the AMA after considering in detail and 
then rejecting suggestions to create a Migration Czar, a Migration 
Coordinator in the Executive Office of the President, a new Under­
secretary of State for Migration Affairs with jurisdiction over the 
three State Department bureaus mentioned above, and a new 
Cabinet department for migration. The AMA was determined to be 
the best approach and the one most likely to achieve the policy 
development objectives described below.

The AMA should be charged with providing overall leadership and 
direction for U.S. immigration policy and be required by statute to 
coordinate closely with other government agencies whose decisions 
affect migration. The agency would assess the potential impact on 
migration of major U.S. policy decisions. This analysis would in­
clude a review of formal statements to be required from relevant 
federal offices. Reports from the AMA should be consolidated and 
presented to the President and Congress on an annual basis. The 
agency would also assume operational responsibility for all im­
migration and refugee matters by consolidating under its authority 
the functions and personnel of the INS (except for Border Patrol and 
interior enforcement personnel); the Bureau of Consular Affairs 
(except for assistance to Americans abroad); the Bureau of Refugee 
Programs; and the asylum unit of the Bureau of Human Rights and 
Humanitarian Affairs. To ensure adequate resources to carry out its 
responsibilities, the AMA's normal operational activities should be 
funded through user charge fees and funds should be appropriated 
for its regulatory and policymaking activities, -as well as for its 
migration emergency duties.
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A number of studies have noted the problems caused by placme, 
incompatible service (adjudications, naturalization and admissions) 
anci enforcement (invesligationsand Border Patrol) functions within 
one agency. These problems include competition lor resources, lack 
of coordination and cooperation between enforcement and service 
programs,conflictbetweendistrictofficesand Border Patrol sectors, 
personnel practices which encourage transfer between enforcement 
and service positions and confusion regarding mission and respon­
sibilities. Some attribute INS' management and operational 
problems directly to its dual responsibilities. Placement of service 
and enforcement functions into two separate agencies would, m the 
Commission's judgment, lead to cost efficiencies, more effective 
enforcement and improved service to the public. It would also 
provide the basis for developing a more professional corps of officers 
and policymakers as is the case for both Australia and Canada, 
where the issue of migration receives high-level attention. (See Box 
2.4, p.31.)

The asylum process should be treated as the life and death matter it 
may well be for applicants whose fate is in the hands of examiners 
who interview them for only a few minutes before making their 
decisions. For this purpose, the AMA should establish a cadre of 
officers m each of its offices who would handle only asylum cases 
and whose education and continued training would have provided 
them with specific, current area knowledge of the countries of origin 
of the people they interview. Asylum determinations should be fair 
and impartial and be made in accordance with U.S. refugee law. 
They should be based on humanitarian concerns and be divorced 
from foreign policy considerations.

Relevant federal agencies should be required to prepare and dis­
seminate immigration impact statements (similar to environmen­
tal impact statements) to accompany major decisions regarding 
development assistance and trade with migrant-sending 
countries. Likewise, Congress should examine the potential 
migratory impact of its major legislative initiatives on trade and 
development assistance and require Executive Branch assessment of 
this impact following enactment. Further, the Executive Branch 
should inform and consult more closely with Congress regarding its 
assessment of the potential migration impact of major foreign policy 
decisions or national security actions which could produce a sub­
stantial increase in outmigration from a particular country.

The Commission is fully aware of the logistical, political and practi 
cal problems posed by this recommendation. It is sensitive to the 
methodological difficulties of projecting the migratory impacts of 
legislative and executive actions in other fields. It is cognizant of the 
turf battles that have been vigorously waged in the past over similar 
reorganization plans. These factors have prevented such plans from 
being successfully advanced in either the Executive or Legislative 
Branches. Despite these difficulties, the Commission is convinced
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Box 2.4 - Australian and Canadian Immigration Systems

In both Australia and Canada—other migrant-receiving 
countries—immigration and refugee policy is carried 
out by cabinet-level organiz.ations.

in Australia, responsibility fora wide range of immigra­
tion responsibilities is centralized within the Federal 
Department of Immigration, Local Government and 
Lthnic Affairs (DILGEA). DILGEA is responsible for 
development of government policy on immigration (in- 
rluding refugees), population and settlement strategies 
lor immigrants to Australia. DILGEA cooperates close­
ly with other government agencies, notably the Depart­
ment of Foreign Affairs and Trade and the Department 
ot Employment, Education and Training. Together 
with the Office of Multicultural Affairs in the Depart­
ment of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, DILGEA is 
responsible for development of policy concerning the 
role of ethnic communities in Australia.

Operationally, DILGEA is responsible for (1) overseas 
selection of immigrants, temporary residents and 
\ isitors; (2) maintenance of immigration control at 
.Australian ports of entry (primary line inspection 
authority isdelegated toofficersof theCustoms Depart­
ment), (3) supervision of conditions of entry after arrival 
m Australia, particularly in relation to duration of stay 
of non-immigrants and authorization of employment; 
and (4) theinitialsettlementofimmigrantsand refugees 
within Australia. In order to carry out these activities, 
the Department maintains offices throughout Australia,

including at all international ports of entry, and in 37 
countries overseas. Whore DILGEA is not represented 
overseas its functions are carried out by officers of the 
Foreign Ministry.

In Canada, the Ministry of Employment and Immigra­
tion is responsible for the Immigration and Refugee 
Program. The Ministry develops immigration policy, 
manages immigration levels, participates with other
governmental departments in developing immigration-
related policy and, through cooperation with other 
government agencies and with non-governmental or­
ganizations, assists newly arrived immigrants to adapt 
and settle in Canada. The Ministrs-'s Immigration Pro­
gram also facilitates and controls the admission to 
Canada of visitors, permanent residents and refugees, 
and assists with the settlement in Canada of permanent 
residents including refugee’s. Cooperation in carrying 
out the program is provided bv other federal depart­
ments, provincial governments, private organizations 
and individuals.

The Immigration Program comprises four activities: 
Program Operations, Settlement, Adjudication, and 
Management and Policy Development. The organiza­
tional structure for the Program is highly decentralized. 
Ot the approximately 3,200 current personnel, about 
2,600 are located in the 10 regions across Canada. Out­
side of Canada it is carried out by 215 officers in 64 
locations.

that the time has come for new approaches in handling these vital 
migration issues. A new migration agency will emphasize to 
policymakers the critical importance of migration matters and their 
interrelationship with other major public policy areas. It will also 
permit the elimination of costly, overlapping and redundant opera­
tions.

The Departments of State and Justice have not devoted sufficient 
attention and resources to immigration poliev analysis nor have they 
collected the data necessary for such analysis. Too often Congress 
has been forced to legislate in a vacuum because the Executive 
Branch has neglected its data-gathering and policymaking respon­
sibilities. The Commission, therefore, stresses that the new Agency 
for Migration Affairs work closely with the Congress, which has the 
preeminent role over immigration under the Constitution, to 
develop urgently-needed data bases and to strengthen the country's 
migration policy analysis capability. The U.S. government should 
encourage the International Organization for Migration (lOM) to 
undertake parallel policy analyses of global migration matters in 
close collaboration with the AM A.
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The AMA s mandate should include a comprehensive-review ol 
current immigration and refugee laws and policies in an effort to 
ensure that they reflect current migrator)^ patterns, needs and 
realities. It should also be required to develop data bases which 
will enable it to project future trends in international migration, 
to monitor migration developments, and to draw up appropriate 
contingency plans for migration emergencies that may occur.

I he development and administration of immigration policy is far 
too important to be relegated to a steja-child agency such as the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service, which falls uncomfortably 
within the Department of Justice and which historically has been 
beset with serious management and resource problems. Nor should
these functions continue to be diluted among three different bureaus
in the State Department where they too often are subordinated to 
short-term departmental policy considerations and compete un­
evenly for resources and attention. Further, history has 
demonstrated that continual ad hoc crisis management approaches 
to major migration emergencies is not in the political interest of any 
Administration, nor is it in the public interest. The Office of Mana'^e- 
ment and Budget can be helpful as a coordinating agent during 
crises, particularly on regional issues, but it cannot exert continuing 
authority over and give operational guidance to the migration func 
tions now performed by several cabinet agencies. Because migration 
policy involves foreign policy concerns, naticinal security interests, 
domestic political pressures and fiscal considerations, and because 
of its belief that migraticin will become an increasingly impcirtant 
international issue in the 1990s, theCommission urges Congress and 
the Executive Branch to give priority to creation of an Agency for 
Migration Affairs.


