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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill s. 2017 - Amendments to the Drug Abuse 
Office and Treatment Act of 1972 

Sponsor - Sen. Hathaway (D) Maine and 6 others 

Last Day for Action 

March 20, 1976 - Saturday 

Purpose 

To reestablish a special program coordination office for drug 
abuse in the Executive Office of the President, extend appro­
priation authorizations for certain programs of the National 
Institute on Drug Abuse, and make other changes . in the Drug 
Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 1972. 

Agency Recommendations 

Off ice of Management and Budget 

Department of Justice 
Veterans Administration 
Department of Defense 
Department of Labor 
Department of the Treasury 
Central Intelligence Agency 
Department of Health, Education, 

and Welfare 
Civil Service Commission 
·oepartment of Agriculture 
Department of the Interior 
Department of State 
Advisory Commission on Intergovern­

mental Relations 

Disapproval (Veto 
message attached) 

Disapproval 
Disapproval 
Disapproval 
No objection 
No objection 
No objection 

Approval 
Approval 
Def er to HEW 
Defer to HEW 
No comment 

No comment 



niscossi()n 

s. 2017 1.ould amend P.L. 92-255, the Drug Abuse Office and 
Treatm~~nt l'.ct of 1972, to 

rect ·,ate L1 the Executive Office of the President 
a sp~cial office for Federal drug abuse policy 
developrn(. nt a~nd coordination, the Office for Drug 
Abuse Policy; and 

extend appropriation authorizations for drug abuse 
prevention and treatment programs administered by 
the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) in HEW 
and authorize a new program of pharmacological 
resec.rch. 
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The major issue presented is whether the creation of the new 
Office warrants disapproval of the bill. 

Office of Drug Abuse Policy 

S. 2017 would establish in the Executive Office an Office of 
Drug Abuse Policy (ODAP) as a replacement for the Special Action 
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention (SAODAP), which terminated 
June 30, 1975. ODAP would function as a special staff office 
to advise the President on drug abuse matters; recommend l:'ederal 
policy, program priorities, and objectives; and coordinate and 
evaluate all Federal activities dealing with the prevention 
and treatment of drug abuse and the enforcement of drug laws. 
ODAP would also recommend changes in the organization, manage­
ment, and personnel of Federal agencies responsible for drug 
abuse functions. The Director at Level III of the Executive 
Schedule and Deputy Director at Level IV would be appointed by 
the President with Senate confirmation. The bill would authorize 
$700TOOO for 1976, $500,000 for the transition quarter and $2 
million in both 1977 and 1978 for the expenses of the Office. 

These authorities are similar to those formerly vested in 
SAODAP. Unlike SAODAP, however, ODAP would have oversight 
authority regarding Federal drug abuse law enforcement as well 
as programs for prevention and treatment, and its functions 
would be limited to policy direction and program coordination. 
The new Office would not have specific authority, as did SAODAP, 
to make recommendations on budget requests of Federal agencies • 

... ....----...... 
/ .. ~ 

\ ' I 
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HEW Drv5f Abu~o Pr£_ject and Formula Crants 

s. 2017 would: 

authorize appropriations for NIDA's formula grants 
to States for drug abuse prevention for 1976 through 
1978 at an annual level of $45 million and $11 
million for the transition quarter. This compares 
to your budget requests for$35 million in 1976 and 
1977 and no funds for the transition quarter. 

authorize appropriations for NIDA's drug abuse 
services project grants and contracts for 1976 
through 1978 at an annual level of $160 million and 
$40 million for the transition quarter. This compares 
to your burlget requests of $126 million for 1976, 
$146 million for 1977 and $14.6 million for the transi­
tion quarter. (Currently, this program is operating 
on a 1976 continuing resolution level which is $17 
million below your request of $126 million.) 

authorize a new categorical program for drug related 
pharmacological research in NIDA for 1976 through 
1978 at an annual level of $7 million and $1.75 million 
for the transition quarter. 

The Administration proposed an extension of the authorizations 
for NIDA's formula and project grants but it opposed the 
pharmacological research program because it would duplicate 
existing HEW authorities; an adequate research program is 
already being conducted by NIDA and other Federal agencies, and 
the 1977 budget includes $34 million for drug abuse research in 
NIDA, including $4.1 million for pharmacological research. 

Other Provisions 

The enrolled bill would also: 

direct NIDA to coordinate Federal drug abuse preven­
tion activities with State and local programs and 
provide them with technical assistance and other 
support activities. 

reestablish the defunct SAODAP National Advisory 
Council and repeal similar authority for an existing 
HEW advisory body. 
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·~ Prohibit discrimination in admissions and treatment 
against drug abusers with medical problems by 
hospitals receivin~ Federal funds. The Secretary 
of HEW would be directed to issue regulations to 
effect thrt policy, and the Veterans Administration 
would be directed to prescribe regulations applying 
the HEW regulations to VA hospitals, nursing homes, 
domiciliaries, and other medical services for drug 
abusing veterans. 

~' _J' 

Administration Position 

The Administration over the last two years has consistently 
opposed legislation to create a special drug abuse off ice in 
the Executive Office to replace SAODAP. Your 1976 Budget, 
which proposed the termination of SAODAP, stated: 

11 A separate agency for drug abuse prevention in the 
Executive Office of the President is no longer 
necessary since the major policy and coordination 
issues in drug abuse prevention have been resolved." 

Because of concerns that the drug abuse problem was again 
worsening and the congressional desire to extend the Special 
Action Office, last May you directed the Domestic Council to 
conduct a review of all Federal drug abuse programs and to 
make recommendations for improving the management and coordina­
tion of all Federal drug abuse activities.' The resulting White 
Paper on Drug Abuse, whose organizational recommendations you 
endorsed in December, recommended the following approaches to 
coordination of Federal drug abuse policy and programs: 

creation of a new Cabinet Committee on Drug Abuse 
Prevention to be chaired by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare; 

continuation of the Drug Enforcement Administration 
in Justice as the lead agency for law enforcement 
and regulatory programs; 

designation of the Assistant to the President for 
Domestic Affairs as Chairman of the Strategy Council 
on Drug Abuse, which would exercise government-wide 
oversight and coordination of drug abuse programs; 

expansion of the responsibilities of the Strategy 
Council on Drug Abuse to provide coordination 
between treatment and enforcement programs; and 



continuation, or t u 
small rxecuti o ice 
prOViOP ac L nee to t 
Strategy Council, and mm. 

ional 10 , o a 
f lace d in OMB to 
hit House sta ~, the 

We un erstand that the formal announcement of the Strat gy 
Council and the Cabin t Committ e is to be made in your 
message on drug abuse now scheduled for early April. 

Ar~ment~for Approval 
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Congressional proponen s of the bill contended that the organiza­
tional mechanisms reco nded in the White Paper would lack 
suf "cient influence and nece ry public visibility and that 
a sep rate office head d by Pres'dential appointees is neces ary 
to assure access on the rt of Congress to the of icials 
responsible for coordinating drug ab e activities. Becau~e 
the new Office would have advisory and coordinating functions 
and would be limited to a $2 mill on annual budget, it is 
further argued that it would not intrude upon existing drug 
abuse management respo sibiliti HEW states in its views 
letter that, "The diff rences between the Administration 
approach and that taker. in the bill seem to be more of form 
than of substance, and do not, in our judgment, provide a 
sufficient basis for th Presid nt to veto the entire bill." 
Finally, approval of the bill would be a positive Administration 
action in support of the fight against drug abuse and would pro­
vide high visibility for Administration efforts in this area. 

Arguments for Disapproval 

Establishment of ODAP would perpetuate a direct Executive Office 
drug abuse role when limited Executive Office support and 
coordination is necessary. Agencies with drug abuse responsi­
bilities (NIDA -- community based drug abuse prevention; DEA -­
enforcement; VA -- drug treatment for veterans; DOD -- worldwide 
treatment program for servicemen; LEAA -- State and local 
criminal justice system programs; and Bureau of Prisons -­
treatment of prisoners) already have the management capacity 
and necessary authorities to implement drug abuse policies. 
With the implementation of the White Paper's recommendations 
and the continuing coordinating roles of the Domestic Council 
and OMB, a new unit in the Executive Office is unnecessary. 
Finally, the creation of ODAP would deny the President flexibility 
in organizing his staff resources in the Executive Office and in­
crease pressure to give similar treatment to other specialized 
areas. 



Recommendation 

We recormnt:nd your disapprovul of S. 2107 because of its 
establishment of ODAP. We believe you should oppose in 
principle congressional efforts to add by statute specinl 
advocacy offic~s to the Executive Office of the President 
particularly when mechanisms already exist to perform the 
propo~ed functions. 
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In this connection, we would note that while the House version 
of the bill passed by 382 to 11, a motion to eliminate the 
proposed Office of Drug Abuse Policy was rejected by a 237 to 
167 vote. The conference report was adopted by voice votes 
in both Houses. 

A draft veto message is attached for your consideration. In 
order to show forceful and timely action by the Administration 
to assure continuing attention to the problems of drug abuse 
at the Executive Office level, and thereby improve the chances 
that a veto will be sustained, we recommend that you use this 
veto message rather than the scheduled April drug abuse message 
to announce your actions in implementing the organizational 
recommendations in the White Paper. 

Enclosures 

Paul H. O'Neill 
Deputy Director 



r r(turH l:°''~nwith, wlthoutmy c1pprovttl, S. 2017, a 1Hl2 

• t 0 .i::~( .id the Druq Abuse Of .r.icP and Treat.mcnt Act of 1972 and 

ur· ot h r purposE.-s." 

s. 2017 would authorizL appropri<ltionG that are essential 

to continue important drug a.b'use prevention and treatment 

programs of the National Institute on Drug Abuse in the Depart-

ment of Health, Education, and Welf<.ire. 

I am disapproving S. 2017, however, because it would create 

an unneeded, duplicative Federal agency in the Executive Office 
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of the President. Since I became President, I have been striving 

to reduce the size of the White House office and the Executive 

Office of the President and, in the process, to strengthen the 

sense of responsibility and accountability of the Executive 

Departments and agencies. This bill would have us move in the 

opposite direction, creating an agency where none is needed, 

providing for a function that is already being performed; rna~dating 

that we hire more highly paid personnel, including a director of 

the new agency at a salary of $42,000 and a deputy director at 

$39,900, accompanied by supporting staff and authorized to spend 

$5 million of the taxpayers' money over the next three years. 

There should be no doubt of my position on the need to 

prevent illegal trafficking in dangerous drugs and to provide 

treatment and rehabilitation of the victims of drug abuse. My 

Budget for fiscal year 1977 includes a total of $778 million for 

a multifaceted attack on this serious national problem. Moreover, 

in December 1975, I approved the recommendations of the Domestic 

Council Drug Abuse Task Force for improving the coordination of 

Federal policies and programs in the drug abuse field. Those 
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1·1:.~r·owmcndations make unnecessary the creation of a specii1lizc·d 

,,q,'ncy in the Executive Off ice of the President to n:::place thE' 

Spc1:ial Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, which term.i-

n~t~d June 30, 1975. 

In accordanc•- with those recommendations, I intend shortly to: 

create a new Cabinet Committee on Drug Abuse 

Prevention to be chaired by the Secretary of 

Health, Education, and Welfare; 

designate the Assistant to the President for 

Domestic Affairs as Chairman of the Strategy 

Council on Drug Abuse; and 

expand the Council's responsibilities to provide 

coordination between treatment and enforcement 

programs. 

Moreover, the Drug Enforcement Administration of the Depart--

r.wnt of Justice will continue as the lead agency for law enforccw ·i. ! 

111c.1 regulatory programs, and a small Executive Office staff locd t•·tl 

in the Office of Management and Budget will continue to provide 

.1~·Jistance to the White House staff and the Strategy Council. 

I cannot support the creation of a new agency that would 
r o rt o 

r. :uirc an additional $5 million of taxpayers' funds over the ;-.:~"'· <~ 
(., :i:i 
! •! >-

. ':..:t three years merely to do what is being accomplished unde~.:> ~ 

·ting arrangements. 

l urge the Congress to act promptly to enact the necessary 

')' rizations of appropriations to continue the existing procrr.11.~ . 

... u,. ribuse prevention and treatment conducted by the N._iti011 •: 

tute on Drug Abuse. 
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Marc.;h 12, 1976 

t. ll J nf'"> T. Lynn 
• 1 , Of± 1.C" of Managene>nt 

r t•Nt 
1 on , D. C. 2 0 5 0 3 

'" L' nn: 

•, .1lianc1.· with your rnqu£>r.t, I have t. d ·, 

" of the Pnrolled bill s. 2017, "To air •• 1 
·1 1 • Office and Treatrn nt Act of 1972, a id fo1 

. u~·poses." 

s. 2017, would establish in the Executiv Offic< 
th·· President the Office of Drug Abuse Policy. ·nq 

• le would be charged with the responsibility to c'-
: u .t e the Federal drug abuse effort dom ... stically < r.t. 
·1·a nmre;.s nt the Federal Government on issu ·.~ rL'li"" )r. • 

' ii ug ~1buse functions in discussior ~. and neqoti.1L i >n: 
in intRrnational nature. 

S. 2017 provides the Director of the Office 1.- 1 t II • 
~l ri tv to supe.rvise the Fed ral drug abuse C'f fo._ 

t•li .• :1mPnt and review o( policies, object.:.v :, 1 

id regulations of Federal drug abuse d'pd I" 
'• ,l 1 nc ics and to conduct evaluations of the r1 L ·:. • 

• .;u' ts of any such drug abuse functions by ~'IL •• 

·111 f; and <tgencies . 

• i : • it- ion, the bill p.tovic.l.00 for t Jw r 

re 1 m1 devP lopment of cert l lll dru i 1 • 

.r' c ntr<.1ctr, and grants; proviuc t- •chn1 •, 1 

t l' and local agencies; provide• f ff thP ,, . · 
· 1 l • h .·er~; to private and public I. l.~pi ta J.;; l r i 

' 1 t '· • .-ubmi ssion of an annual r .po1 t to t h1..• Pt •. l 

<ong•·c·ss on the activi ... ics of UK Of.fiCl'i 
1: ·ly notl.ce to the Director relatinq to th ·t .t 

! l 1q 1 rous drugs by the Attorrn=~y Gcnr r 1 and Lh · :·t·c·1 t t • 

,,, Health, Education and welfare prior to init l.<1Ll1. t 
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, t ion or ~roe c ing under ·1 l (a) of tl ·~ Cont tolled Sub­
nc( .~ .\·.: ; dlK1 an approp!.~' c.e aut'1cr · ?a ti on. 

'Iir:l' J)( r.><J.rt11ont is not. m.arc of an· demonst:"uted n·_c•1 
thr> Of rice of D::.-uq Abuse PcJlicy as would bi csliJb.li.shcd 

•', ,;, 20 1 I ,tnd acco:rdi.ngly is unable to recOllL'llend cxecutiv~ 
roV<tl or this measure. 

Michael M. Uhlm~tnn 
Assistant Attocney General 
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The H norable 
J me T. Lynn 
Director, Offi of 

me t and Bud et 
ton, D. C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Lynn: 

March 12, 1976 

This will respond to the request of the Assistant 
Director for Legislative R ference for the vie s of the Vet­
erans Ad.min stration on an enrolled enactment of S. 2017, 
94th Congress, a bill "To amend th Drug Abuse Office and 
Treatment Act of 1972, and for other purposes." 

The subject act would provide for ongoing, and 
highly visibl Feder 1 leadership in the formation and 
execution of a comprehensive, coord ted drug abuse policy. 
It would estab ish in the Executiv Office of the President 
an oftice to be known as the Office of Drug Abuse Policy. 
The Director of the Office would make recommendations to 
the President 'th resp~ct to policies for objectives of, 
and establishm t of priority for, Federal drug abuse func­
tions. He would review the drug abuse functions of Federal 
agenc'es and evaluate these functions. The act provides 
that drug abuse s who are suffering from medical conditions 
would not be di criminated against. Necessary regulations 
pertaining thereto would be promu ted. Technical assis­
tance concern ng drug abuse prevention functions would be 
provided to State and local agencies. Exp nded research 
drug programs would be encouraged. 

We do not believe the requirements that would be 
placed on the Veterans Administration by this act are neces­
sary or desirable. Our mission to provide medical care to 
veterans as specified in title 38, United States Code, ade­
quately accommodates the treatment of drug abuse and related 
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We believe the V eranc Adm'nis ration should 
have, as an oversight re ')Onslb · 1 · t , the ri ht to evalu::.te 
its own performance of b e functio s. Under S. 2017, 
the Director of the Offic of Drug Abuse Policy would con­
duct the evaluations of the Vet 1·ans Adm'n·stratio 's per­
form nee of drug abuse functions. This is competii::ive with 
the Veterans A · 1istr tio 1 s o n sizable and still increas­
ing pro am fo· quality as ranee. At best, the propos~l 
would duplicate the Veteran Administration's program. 

We fully support the policy of nondiscrimination 
in providing medical care to drug abusers; however, the 
requirement in this act that the Administrator of Veterans 
Affairs prescribe regulations for this purpose is unnecessary. 
In addition, the requir ts for a full rep rt (1) on regula-
tions prescribed pursuant to ection 407 (b) (2) of the act 
and (2) xplaining the bas· for any inconsistency bet~een 
such regulations and regulations of the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare are excessive to the need for con­
tinuing iaison with, and input to, the appropriate Congres­
sional Committees, (an activity strongly endorsed by and 
practiced by the VA) and are potentially ag,ravating to nor­
mal peer relations between Health, Education, and Welfare, 
and Veterans Adm'nistrat'on. We believe the Veterans Admin­
istration should not be placed on the defensive when it 
operates within the mandate of its statutory authority. 

2. 



For the rct'.".sons s te ted, I recom1ocnd that the Pres­
ident withhold his approval of S. 2017. 

RICHlRD L. R.JUDEBUSH 
Acministrator 

J 
,J • 
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Hono• _''le Jorn ·s T. Lyon 
DiT"L .tor, Of _ _..C't of Mdcngo1: 1c·nt 

<nd Budg<>t 
Washi 1ictoT"t, D.C. 2050J 

De·r Mr. Lynn: 

M rcl,11, 1976 

R fcrc:nce is nade to your reouest for the views of the Department of 
Defcm'c with :respN t to the enrolled t.nactment of S. 2017, 94th Coni;ress, 
an act "To a;ne:nd the Drug Abuse Office .md Treatment Act of 19 72~ and 
for other purpom=·s." 

The bill prov dt!G for the establ:f.shm.=nt of an Office of Drug Abuse 
Policy in the Execut:.:.ve Off ice of the President to perform ft>de:·ral drug 
abu•,c;: policy and coordination functions previously assigned to the 
Spec.id Action Off ice for Drug Abuse rcvention. The bill also provides 
for authority for appropriation of funds to support drug abuse respon­
sibilities of the National Institute on Drug Abuse. 

In 1 i.cu of the est.abli >hment of the Off J ce for Drug Abuse· Pol icy, the 
Depa1 tment of Defense continues to support the reconnnend;:tions of the 
White Paper on Drug Abuse of the Domestic Council Drug Abuse T&sk Force, 
dated 29 SeptcJ1her 1975. This report, prepared by a Task Force of 
members from fe(~t•ral a)',encics with drup; t..buse control responsibilities, 
recognized the need for continued and improved coordination of federal 
drug ahuse prevention c:ctivities. It recommended that this be accom­
plished throulJ1 a new Cabinet Committ e on Drug Abuse Prevention, 
chaired by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. This would 
lodge responsibility in appropriatt: Cabinet heads instead of creating or 
cont5nu1ng a separate, central office in the Executive Office of the 
President. 

With regard to those sections of the bill which provide for authority 
for appropriation of funds for functions of the National Institute on 
Drug Abuse, the Department of Defense defers to the views of the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Cost and Budget Data 

This bill would not have a direct budgetary impact on the Department of 
Defense. 

rxcra. n~c: 
Richard A. Wiley ~ 



Tl! Gl E P.Al. C( U'< ;• L Of l Ht TFH A'>UHV 

Din.c c1·, C 'fiCl" o_ · ,.ra1~ey1kLti and Budr,_t 
Exr •u',j re c ~i'i.:!t-. o,. tr~ Prt> .ia~ .·v 
Wasn~it,vin, D.C. ;-05113 

I I 

Att.er.:tiori: AssL br.t Director "or I eei.s1.at"'ve 
Ref erencc 

Sir: 

. 
1. • I tJ 

ReferEnce is r,.ade to yo'JX r- quest for the views of this IX;')n ,rr,,n t 
on the cr.:rolleu en"iC':.rr.'"1nt of S. 2017, "To amend the Drug Abus; O"fice 
and Treetment Act of 1972, and for othP.r pu.rp0sPs. 11 

~e ct~olled enactmen~ establi8heR ar. Office of Drug Abuse Policy 
(Offi.JP.) in the LxPcutive Off-::.ce of the P":'esiderit for a thrE'e Y"'ffr 
period a.."l:l amends certain pror.sions o: the Drug Abase Office and 
TreatmPnt Act of 1972. The ~~incipal 'lild ftmdan~nta1 role of the O:f1c~ 
is to be an adviscry or1E' to tie President, proposi.nr FederaJ !JO i.ciP.c 
and prl0r'.\ies for bc~h Federal drug law en±~orcement and orevention­
treatIL-nt functions, and the l!oordinati:m of those functions at rll 
Ji'edP.ral 1(.vels. ConsistE-nt i·rith c.na1 role, the Office would revic;;r 
ageney Te1_5u:a t.tons, rui 1E'lines, requ' remer -u, cri ""?:!Tia, and urocP. b1'.'es, 
and wou1c... eondrct such evaluations of Fedi:-ral agency pe;r:o:rma._'1.ce ir 
these arear as is necessary and appropriate. While Treasury qu~8tions 
the need for the cre~tio~ of the new Office, it supports other n~ovis1on8 
of the enac':.ment v1hich shou1.c. strengthen the Governmert rs abili ..,3 to 
deal with any dr_ug abuse probl€1lls. 

The Department would have no objection to a recommendation that 
the enrolled enactment be approved by the President. 

Sincerely yo'l,;.rs, 

General Counsel 



CENTRAL 1NTCLL 'Gr -JC:E I G..:NCY 
"'"I < II NC, r-o .. ~ C'. 205C5 

11 ~'a.rd 1976 

Mr. James M. Frey 
Assistant Directcl· for Legishfve Rderence 
Office 0• tfanag<."'ilt'nt t:tncl Budget 
Waslungton, D .C. 20503 

Dear vr. Frey: 

This is in response to your requl ~ t for comment! on 

enrolled bill, S. 2017. Please be advi!.ed that this legislation 

wi:>uld not adversely affect this Agcrcy's responsibilities in the 

narcotic::> intelli~cnce area. Therefore, we do not oppose 

Presidential approval of this bill. 

Sincerely, 

Vernon A. Walters 
Lieutenant General, USA 

Deputy Director 



Dt P ~ . I I ' . I ' 

The II0.1or -i.blc J c;;,'l'.c s T. Lynn 
DirPc..trJr, o~riC'C~ 0 M.:Lr.c.q rr.cnt 

and ..)udqt; t 
Washington, D. C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Lynn: 

r L '• 

; .~ .• 1 1 

This is in response to your request of March 8, 1976, 

j • 

for a report on S. 2017, an enrollPd bill "To amend the 
Drug Abu~e Offtce and Treutment Act of 1972, and for other 
purposes." 

In sununary, we recommend th2t the Prtsidcnt sign the enrolled 
bill, becaus tl~ bill would extend, at levels very clos~ 
to those proposed by the President, important prograrrs in 
the area of drug abuse. Although we do not farer the 
enrolled bill's establishMent of th· Office of Drug Abuse 
Policy, we do not feel this is sufficient groun s to 
rec·0rr!!P'"'nd that th~ President not · p}:1rove the bill, due to 
the limited authority and budget the Office would have. 

The enrolled bill would--

establish the Office of Drug Abuse Policy (ODAP) 
within th~ Executive Office of the President to 
make policy recommendations concerning and 
coordinate Federal drug abuse functions, with an 
appropriation authorization of $700 thousand for 
fiscal yeur 1976, $500 thousand for the transition 
quarter (TQ) , and $2 million for each of the fiscal 
years 1977 and 1978, 

require Senate confirmation of the Director and 
Deputy Director of ODAP, 

prohibit hospitals receiving Federal funds from 
discriminuting in admissions or treatment against 
persons who are dependent on or abusers of drugs 
who do not m .et the requirer:K•nt under the current 
di~;crimina .. ion provision of suffering from emergency 
medical conditions, 



The H0n0.cd.hle J.:iraes T. I.ynn 

e>' Lend the d~ uc; al>1H:'.e formula s;-rud:. authority for 
fi~:c•a.l yet'n, 1976 thi.011qh 1978 at dII annual lev.:.·l 
of $45 milli'"m (and one-fourLh that amount for the 
TQ) ; the Bu<lc;c· t. reque~ t for each of th(~ f iscr..tl yedr~; 
1976 and 1977, and the current level under the 
continuing resolution, ·is $35 million, 

extend the drug abuse project grant authority for 
fiscal yearL lq76 through 1978 at an annual level 
of $160 million {and one-fourth that amount for the 
TQ); the Budget request for fiscal year 1976 is 
$126 million, for the TQ, $12.1 million, and for 
fiscal year 1977, $145 million; the current level 
under the continuing resolution is $109 million, 
$17 million less than the fiscal year 1976 Budget 
request, 

authorize the Director of the National Institute 
on Drug Abuse to provide technical assistance to 
State and local agencies, and 

direct the Director to support a specific research 
program conc~rning nonaddictive or less addictive 
substitutes for opium, long-lasting nonaddictive 
pharmacological substances for treatment of heroin 
addiction, and heroin detoxification agents, for 
which $7 million annually would be authorized to be 
appropriated for fiscal years 1976 through 1978 
(and one-fourth that amount for the TQ) • 

2 

Although the enrolled bill would again statutorily establish an 
office concerned with drug abuse in the Executive Office 
of the President, the office would have only recommendatory 
and coordinating functions, and be limited to a $2 million 
annual budget. We feel that such an office mandated by 
statute is unnecessary. However, the Administration has 
already proposed to provide for appropriate high-level policy 
advice, including the creation of a Cabinet Committee on Drug 
Abuse Prevention. The differences between the Administration 
approach and that taken in the bill seem to be more of form 
than of substance, and do not, in our judgment, provide a 



The r1onor ~,b.lc J irr~; T. I yr.n 3 

suffi cicnt ba~,i_·_; for t.h.:,• l'r~'sid<"nL to veto the enti.rt> bill. 
Si.r1~,;,2r]y, the $7 rnilliu1 :.•t-~u-ich for on~, ~p""cif.:jc ·y-<' o:· 
drug c1.f..1USD rcs'.urch ih •• 04-_ dcsirc~:Jle, buL is not so ill1i'."Jo..rran~ 

as to suggest a v~to. 

The bi 11 e· tends through f.iscal ye :ir 19 78 the drug - bu~;e 
fo.:r.mt!lu grc:int .tml project grant authorities which are vitcJ.1 
in our efforts to cope \'l th the nat.'.onwide probleT'fl of misu;::;c 
of drugs. Tlv"' u.ut:1oriL.ation levels propo•-.cd are vE>ry close· 
to those proposed by tnc A6ministration; the differences 
can bt: worked out throtigh the ap~ropriation process. Spendi r.-J 
for fiscal year 1976 for project grants is restricted by tLe 
continuing resolution to a lsvcl $l7 million le~s than th~t 
considered nece0sary by the Administration siDply to cont~nuc 
exieting grants; enactmFmt of the enrolled bi 11 would permit 
the appropriation of thes~ additional needed funds. 

For these reasons, we recommend that the President approve 
the enrolled bill. 

Sincerely, 

L /' 
_ .I 2 l Ct 7' J~ L 

11..,,~~ .. Secretary 
fr Y,, t / 

I . "l 
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1.(.mc '1" • 1 " Jr ::;. T. r,~;rm 

Din c ~.1. 
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o..:fit..£ o:t : nnagE'nit.n OJ.., 1 Br:-:s t 
rasl:.ir _t(..r~, n.c. 2G..i0:.J 

I\ttcm:ion: il . ..:;;.;ist.-1.t ,Jirt ctcr £( r 
Logi • la i · r cf.1 .. enc ' 

ll. .:1 v,k r .. 
{, 19]6 

"'hi•,; ic hl rf'.._ lr tr- your rcr_r ft ioi: t"h-: CC' ,ru~ 0.;on 'r: vi ot•s en 
Enrolled f'. 2017, "'fo emend thr !'!:"'..!:! AbllE.C' Cifice ~r.d 'j:rr .. ,tr: nt 
Act c:. lS72, and fot" c '-l•r't" !_"'Ul:" e:<: ." 

'l'hc b..i.11 \1ould er-tt ~lirh ir. tl-c I.!:''2Ct1 ive o~fice ..:~z tl."l rras'c'~lt 
an of!i"e to be krie,..•n Lt. t!r> ('tf-lcc cf 11i.-t.9Abu..;e1-•o:i~,., w.iici 
uould ;:..c._pl~cc the exi stir~g SJ ~,..:i. ... l 1.ction Office fer Drug 11.l::use 
l rcvc ~tion. 

Our or: '( '1 ·s ar.• J..:.ITlt..,.~d to tl.::- personnel provi~ ionc. l~ew sec­
tion .?v: ,tHm-1.c.°ic"' ._.,,.;i:: 2 Di..:c..ct.c· t :b~ ai; p-;int:-· hy -:;11 P:"ccickr ~1 
by ru.c ,;-.:.th t:1e .-J·~ice and co.1"-"-nt of the fG.L.tq sc"L • .'cr1 203 
provid s, fer a D .... ·puty Dircct~r to lie 2pr oi.11ted and c. n.i:.:.i:i ed in 
the;; :.:a.":lr »~ v. Section 209 p.,...t:- ;.r• cl~:.=; fo:r: the DiTe~to::- ·1..0 be com­
P"·m;a ~cl. ... lcvc: III of the / cutivf' E"c'h .... dul_, aro. t•'l.c PePut.y 
to be cor''f' _nsf!tocl '- t level lV Ol the E~: ... cut.:. ve Sehr d· l u. i:e bc:li t:ve 
thesL· lr.vcls ot c.c ~enoaticn at:=- apr•roi.-ri2hl. \Je note thut thc.rL 
will be ;:. change f. '(..rt the lcvi;.:l II Llloc ..... tio1 providE't:1 fer the Di­
rector o't the exi""ting S:poc:al l~ction Ottice for D.tr.g AbuE'e Pre\1c .tf!)n. 

Under ~cction 205, cnmlvYC:"'S of t'!'ie Office of D:r.UCT llbus~ Policy 
would re su1:1j(;,ct to tl.e Gene-:i: •• l ScLed11le clm;~.lficatic.n ond pny 
system~ 'Ihis in q·pLopriote. Section '05 c1so provides that in 
addition to the uc .:1 n~b->r of cupcrgrt'de poslti c, 1r..: allowed 
under !3 u.s.c. SlOo, an uC.d.;tio~.~l four nor"1uota po:-:.itions ere to 
be ~Jlocat.cd. to the Of...icc of D.t.:i.g 1'.buf;.J I c"HC:'l. The Con-.mission 
has on nur:erot:.'1 occtsions cbjcctcd to lcgi:;lc.ltion whi.ch c::.ddcd 
::n.iper~;rc.c1e positions to tl1c gcne:n1l pool l:. y cul."f·zi.rkil~g their. io:r. 
a specific agency r2thc.r t.'1 .n ept ::toving thCJ!' for Govcrr .. nt-widc 
dist.xibt.tion by tbt' Civil St.nice comffi.ission. It is also 
prefE:rcl..ln that 5 u.s.c. 5~08 be ame.ncJ.co when such spnces are 
added. 



n of th C mm sion: 

Sincerely yours, 

Ch i 
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t • f 1 1 n r;t•P' t oi' your off i ·1..·, tht fnlh>1·i,11c; r.' 1. 

-·1r•1~l(•rJ t'tH'ctr nt of S. 2011, 1''10 m•··thl the.· Dru, ,'.:1.i,l Ci, 
"t 1t ,\. l 01 1972, arl for otln·1· purp0•.t •• " 

t 1 D p.Jrt 11.nt ot 1 ·ri...u"tur1..• i, <'n; nvolved into t pr 
.vil · , l~ d •scri'1 •d irL SE.''!• io1 L ~ ,c· ti /c.t., we will r' Li '1 1 

·11t ~ tri Lh t section on.} and d1.. l r to t•Llle>r concerned 1• •CL• 

u l •. 1t lts on the r rr- indL!!'.. 

L • ,., l3 of the Act charges the Dir• tor at thE" Office> o Dru ,\., 1 , 

Ii· y "to cncouragE' nd promote ( )y ~rants, (•ontracts, or uth rwi• ~) 
• l<l •t; rt'~,c.·~11 ch programr. to cre2':e, d<'v lop, nnd te~ t--

"(l) synthetic .mri r,udcs, ant itm s vc- •, and other di:u".s 1,hi li ir 

"(A) nonaddictive, or 

"(B) less acLdictive th a opiun N its dcrivatLV• '>, to r ... 1 
opium and its derivatives 'in m•ciical ust.; 

"(~) 1111°-l:istinfh nonadclictivt• blockir•>'.. or 1mtn:o1•i<-tic 1:r1• 

ot h1..r ph.i.:m<.wological subf·tanccs for treat.n"'nL u I ht•r l u1 

..idu ktion; and 

"(J) detoxificution agents which, when ._idminisLcrc', \,ill c ~·'-' l 
physical E. ffects of withdri..wal fron he'.!"cin • .!dt. i. ·t ~m. 11 

I 1r:i •raphs A and B of subsection 1 are, in e~ enc•, pronc.tir: . de:\ l • • · .it l 

•. 1tln tic cocleinc or codeine substitutes b~ccu>c in t·1c. lt.1it .. d .. t,1te' , .. 
ll i.t 951 of the opium used in mediclne iv in the for;JJ of c.:ual ir•t' J 11.1 it 
h the preferred drur, for treattr: .. :mt of int rm, di.,. te levt'ls of p.1.i.n 
(.mnltWSic) and for cough suppression (antitu . .isive). 

Subsections 2 and 3 are directed at drug abuse (heroin) therapy. 
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l r 

1. I; 

t ( (. l I cl h • ' . ( , . 1 'l' h I ( i l"."""1 ' • I (> ' t ., 

.. 1 .,l c.:.' ivcJ ·1t c • 01)1t/ 1'.q) l1 ' ' 
11 1 0 1J'Llf11l)C)}f Or 1;1wn1 tlri1l f 

l t 11, u11 l .i.1·c• t:1 .... op: u' poi •'}, c.'1 
I p tif'C i 1°\.l I \'i ich, by C'h 'u) r '1 

l i in. r l \;(.,.. hr wty .. _t:im .)I 1 

1. l l i1 b C C I , i. l 'I l ' ) '0 Il Vl • ( 1.. l f , I ' i 

l. n11' 111 1 ·,• i.l'lt,, tl •,,,r,in. '' 
Jh<. rc ,.r de ri\··1t t ol t1H 

11. <l 11J t I l ' >'.' '- L L (. l l J y ; l. C 'J Ub ,, I t l n , 1 ' • 

Hl , .ar• 11. ly diff1rult. to m•!·c, <ltd, int r v, 
, .. 11; t<>, would not be drugs o.t choice or ~1, ·.t1 t. 

J;.r1v.Jti.ves of thebaine, naloxone for one, el.Lt u• ed ,1 

• r ll> heroin overdosE.'s. 

" llane'., synthetic cod i".le may not be an unmi.1;,,d :>lcf,• ir, 
r L L11L' r.w r11terials for code:-ine are plant ·r1v,•J ... nd 11·l 

utst'lnces under int~rnr'tiona ... tre.;:aties ancl con • tt io 1 

t. l 1 'lS. If eventually codein can be totally sy tlH ~ .• 
,._ , '.vl', eani y avai lab1e st art int, mr trrio.ls ' frh we 1 I n 

•; l ll •l ~rnbsta1 C'es, then overprcduction and divL•r· "•t i·. r r' 
t. • 1 ' ~•·ntht.:tic psycnotropic dru{S, .:;uch as LSD, 1111h~·~ : • 1 

• • t 1 ·LL r .·, have, f'mong di:ut,. manuf t1ctured in th U 1 i. t cd ~. 
r .'l11"d of - uc e thro..i• h a;.v J."~,ion into i.: lie tt cl1 1 ti l .. 

"c 1,oc,··ine may bring control liabilit~es which m"d.' tl.tt o. 
t' lt•" nr, compt1rcd with somccr oE natural codeine. 

·1 •. c:xprcssed have come to our attention as a n;ult c. Plf 

·irh.. HowPver, we d0fe'."'" to the National Inc..tilull 1. r 
• . : l'l, in this matter. 

I t 1 
). "I 

~j,~ 
r, T • 

~, r:~ 
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) 

•;t· r .,_,·iclJf''. t1 y·11"· )'t:,' .t for c11r views r-. ':.i:c Ei.n11cl bi~l 
;. ~· '"?, 'r , n ~t ·, t J' )'l n; 1-\l,u· e c,;· '~c>e and 1'":'t:r.+ 1.0nt A ·t of l'ft2, 

;,-ir l i'c11• o~J "r I'L'l"f~sc.><1. '' 

.. r.i i .-.. -.;c \ 0..._1-i l "Ve no c'l: J""'~ric-r to "TJTii•o-v ~-.1 o-f t .•. bi'. l t y t!1e 
Er·;'~fE:nt, i·.e rlf.'~r o t•!' <-ws 01 t.• 'Yitm~nt 0_ aJt1, 
·~t•V'tio1. 'l"U.l ''· d.'· 1r ·,~i__ (•vr .• L-"' •j ·1.ir.:.•ctly ~oi:c:.err.<r L<~cnt:ies 

as to t '1e ~ l ,;-1 -i • • t,. • o · s ~" l "TJJ "' -:. ' 1 • 

• : • 2C: '"{ r < c J CC'l_~ •. ~ t • .i • . ·''~:.LC c1 I- to tt r .Abv:;c (, f:'1 ce anci 
IN::c..t.l ent ~·t of l (~, ·n" ·.J; _. t.,1" tstahli.:-'· '-rt of ar Off.i..ce o:f 
D ut, .Abu..H .. . ecli~·r .r. ·,t,_ ·~:c~ut:v.._ c ·,·tee of ti:~ i.:resinep',, 

Honorab~ e Jo.mes T. I.~:r.n 
n·~ector, nfflre of 

r~nm r.·, "llent :l!ld Budf,et 
'rll;:-hiri@'.ton, l.C. 

fl'i ncer ly yqu YS, 

Secr~L~~J' of the Interior 



Hororablc-; Jam_s T. Lynn 
Dire tor, Of .ice ot 
Managl~~nl and Bu(q0t 

Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Lynn: 

L.R 1 u 19 6 

With reflrtnce to Mr. Frey's comr.unica~ion of 
March 8, 19 76, we have no coMIT. nt to rr '·e on 
the enclos~d bill request (S.2017). 

I 

Sincerely, 

" 
Rob rt • Mccloskey 
Assistant S cretary f~r 
Congressional Relations 
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March 9, 1976 

" ,-,.. y 
I J f I t [I~ l't..Ctor 

, r '. 1i~l 1tiVl' Pf·t' rt:nce 
I f 11 !lu'ltlC f•1.·er1t l old f3 1dgct 

l r l o , D. c. ?O 13 

' ir ':r. Ft-ey: 

";'tns is in r1.. r,,.,nse to your Legislative Referral Me'llorandum of 
' •r1..h n, 1976, rer.t11 tinq the vifl'S of th" Advisory Corr,:1ission on 
tr.' r'c,v0rrir-:.>ntal l't>lcttions on S. 2017, th~ enrolcd bill "To amend the 
1 .... 1 / iit.._,. Office ttnd frea tt .Hit Act of 1972, and for other purpo!>ts. 11 

H Advisory Co· 1·is::.ion on Interqoverr.mr:>ntal Rela"'..ions has not 
• ln i t~e iSSU S inv~lved, and frow th~ standpoint of inter£QVf tn­

' , t I lff cts the Corri i~si~n's st~ff bas no opinion concerning the 
t 111. Thc.nk you for the opportunity to review and comment on this 
rr r ,. d ' ~asure. 

~ " '/ l ._,~.. SS 

Sincerely, 

, C\ . . l F ~ .L) " ( I '· ' 

David B. Walker 
Assistant Director 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 18, 1976 

· MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

.FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

JIM CANNO~~.,_ ¢_ 

Enrolled !r~"';_. s. 2017 
. Drug Abuse Off ice and 

11 -·. ·1 ·· F~--· \... J d1 ... t . t I 

DECISION :')/~~ { 1 

Last Day for Action: 
March 20, 1976 

' 
Amendments to the 

Treatment of 1972 

This bill would amend the Drug Abuse Off ice and Treatment 
Act of 1972 to: 

1. establish in the Executive Office of the President a 
special off ice for Federal drug abuse policy develop-
ment and coordination the Office of Drug Abuse 
Policy; and 

2. extend the appropriation authorizations for drug abuse 
prevention and treatment programs administered by the 
National Institute on Drug Abuse {NIDA) in the Depart­
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare and authorize a 
new program of pharmacological research. 

OMB recommends a veto because the bill would mandate in the 
Executive Office an Office of Drug Abuse Policy that is both 
unnecessary and costly. 

Justice, VA and Defense agree with OMB in recommending a veto. 

HEW and the Civil Service Commission recommend approval. 

SENIOR STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: 

I agree with OMB that we do not need the proposed Office 
of Drug Abuse Policy. The $5 million proposed for ODAP 
for fiscal years 1976, 1977, and 1978 could be better spent 
on enforcement. 

.. 
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But a veto, at a time when we are trying to educate 
members of Congress on the dimension and seriousness 
of the drug problem, would in my judgment be counter­
productive. 

DECISION 

There are three options: 

I. Veto as recommended by OMB (Tab A). This option is 
supported by NSC. Sign veto message (Tab C) 

2. Sign S. 2017 (Tab D) and issue brief comment (Tab E). 

Approve Disapprove 

3. Sign S. 2017 (Tab D} with a statement indicating 
your intention not to seek an appropriation for the 

__ office. (Tab F} 

This option is supported by Counsel's Office (Lazarus}, 
Robert T. Hartmann, Jack Marsh, the Domestic Council 
and Max Friedersdorf. 

Friedersdorf recommends approval because (1) this is 
the unanimous recommendation of Congressional leaders 
and (2) he does not believe we can sustain a veto. 
(Tab B) 

·Approve Disapprove 

. . :· :~ 

• 



MEMORANDUM 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOCSE 

WASHINGTON 

March 19, 1976 

Jim Cannon 

Dick Parsons ~. 
Testimony before Approp 
Subcommittee 

When Jim Lynn testified before Congressman Steed's sub­
committee last Wednesday concerning OMB's budget, most of 
the questions he got dealt with Customs' budget. The 
thrust of the questions was: How can you cut Customs' 
budget and talk about a major effort against illicit drugs 
at the same time? 

I expect you will receive similar treatment, so I have 
attached a background paper for your review. I have also 
attached a paper generally describing the President's 
1977 drug budget. 

Attachments 
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budget and talk about a major effort against illicit drugs 
at the same time? 
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attached a background paper for your review. I have also 
attached a paper generally describing the President's 
1977 drug budget. 

Attachments 
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BACKGROUND CONCERNING CUSTOMS' BUDGET 

The FY 1977 budget request for the U.S. Customs Service 
is $324 million, an increase of $5 million over FY 1976 and 
$32 million over FY 1975. Since the increase does not 
entirely cover pay and other price increases, the FY 1977 
budget reflects a modest reduction in real terms. 

BA (millions) 
0 (millions) 

u. s. Customs Service 
(Excludes reimbursables) 

1975 1976 1977 

292.4 319.l 324.1 
298.5 337.7 322.5 

Permanent Positions 13,438 13,453 13,131 
Work years 13,076 13,255 12,936 

% Change 

1.6% 
(4.S) 
(2. 4) 
(2.4} 

The FY 1977 is approximately $10.0 million below that level 
which would be needed to maintain current levels. OMB 
justifies the cut ~s follows: 

Productivity increases 
Reduction in: 

Equipment 
Premium Pay 
Cargo Security Program 

Rounding 

Total Reduction 

Amount 
in Millions 

$ 3.8 

3.7 
1.3 
1.0 

.2 

$10.0 

Work Years 

255 

67 

322 

Any reduction in Customs budget is usually severely 
criticized by the House Appropriations Subcommittee. The 
criticism usually is couched in terms of reflecting the 
Subcommittees' concern that adequate staff b~'provided for 
processing travellers and imp9rts, to. open~ :.ne\f.- ports or 
expand hours. of service, and ta interdict drugs. However, 
the fact that Customs is one of the Committees' favorite 
agen·ci.es- has at least" as much t:o do·~~with the criticism as 
~EY substantive reasons. 

Chairman Steed was absent from this years approp~iation 
heari.rig on Custom.s. Howeve.r,,. i:L.ni.unper of probing budget 
questions to be suppii·ed for the record were asked -by Mr. 
Addabo who chaired the hearing. fypic.al- <}Ue~tions were:. 

-. 

11Will you be r¢quired to fire apy personnel now· -On board? II_ 

"Will you be r¢qµired to· re-duce hours·- Qf servi.ce at 
ex:Ls£ing ports? II 
·~will YOU be required tO ClQSe·.-any por:t:S of' en"try? II 



In answering these questions Customs listed all the 
possible consequences of the $10 million budget reduction. 
For example, Customs stated that: 

• "We believe it will be necessary to effect some 
reductions-in-force." 

• "We have tentatively identified 25-30 ports-of-entry 
where reduced hours of service may be necessary." 

• "(on closing ports-of-entry) "We will, of course t~ke 
every measure to minimize the impact and insure the 
smallest number of persons are effected." Customs 
analysis " •.• indicates that at some 15 to 25 locations, 
primarily on the Canadian border and at selected 
in-land sites, curtail(ed) service or even the cl'osing 
of the port will have minimum impact." 

Other than these answers supplied for the record, the 
rest of the hearing went very smoothly. OMB's reasons 
(Seventy Issues) for the reductions were never made but 
neither was a good case made against the reductions. Customs 
Commissioner Acree generally supported the President's 
budget in testimony stating that Customs would do the best 
job possible with the resources available. The Committee 
members (present were Messrs. Addabo, Miller, Roybal, Sikes, 
Patten, McEwen) were most interested in drug interdiction 
and did not seem upset by the Customs budget request (of 
course, Chairman Steed was absent). 

During the Subcommittee hearings on OMB's and the 
Domestic Council's budgets, we and Treasury expect that 
Chairman Steed will enumerate all the possible consequences, 
as supplied by Customs, of the $10 million reduction. 
Specifically the following contentions are anticipated: 

. any cut in Customs is "penny-wise and pound-foolish" 
because Customs collects $16 for every $1 expended. 

• any cut in Customs will hamper Customs drug interdiction 
Customs has stated that "instead of an originally 
estimated 25% increase in seizures, we can expect a 
10% decrease in seizures". 
reductions are unrealistic because the number of 
travellers and imports are ~ncreasing . 

• OMB's contention about declines in workload from 
projected levels (Seventy Issues) is fallacious 
becuase Customs was never properly funded in the past . 

• ~r~duqtions will delay ~ravellers and importers, force 
- := t.he.:cl'.osing of- ports, and generally decre'ase .Service 

to the public. -

---



OMB rebuttals are that: 

- No significant revenue loss will occur because little 
relationship exists between staffing an~ revenues. 

Historically Customs staffing has increased by 
8% annually from 1969-1975 while revenues in constant 
dollars decreased 8.1% annually (import deflator)r 
(receipts increased 5.1% annually in unadjusted 
dollars); this inverse relationship indicates 
little relationship between staffing and revenue; 
Duty rates and value of imports seem to be qreater 
factorsin producing revenues than staffing levels; 
The erratic relationship between staff inq and 
revenues rnust be borne in mind when dealing with such 
claims as a dollar spent in Customs earns $16 in 
revenue. The $16 to 1 relationship merely reflects 
a division of (1) total revenues received by Customs 
(mostly as a result of voluntary actions by law · 
abiding cit~zens) by (2) the amount of appropriated 
funds spent by Customs. N·o data is available to 
show the revenues achieved solely as a result of 
enforcement efforts. Without such data, of course, 
it is impossible to judge the potential increase 
in revenue from an increase in enforcement activities. 
The - $100 to $125 million revenue loss which Customs 
attributes to the $10 million cut (a relationship 
of 10-12 to 1) has the same problems as the 16 to 
1 relationship. Namely that the estimates rests 
heavily upon the judgement of Customs managers 
instead of statistical analysis. 

- A decline in drug seizures or a decrease in the drug 
effort should not be anticipated. 

Added emphasis by the President, Domestic Council 
and Customs managers on the importance of drug 
interdiction should increase the drug effort 
and its effectiveness with the same or lower 
staff. A demonstration of the increase in 
seizures that can occur with the same staff 
level recently occured during the first six 
months ·of FY1976. 

Six Months 
FY1975 

Heroin (lb) :: 44 
FY1976 

226 ·. 
-% Change 

+414 
Number of 
Seizur~s i94 249 ·+ 28 

Coca in (lb) 383 386 
Number of 
Seizures 448 606 +- 35 

Marihuana (lb) 
- ··Number of-

233.1583 304,299 

s ·eizures 7,688 6,348 - 17 



This rise is probably due to a cowbination of 
factors including emphasis upon drugs by the 
Administration. The size of Custom staff was 
not a factor because only 15 permanent positions 
(less than 2/10 of 1%) were added in Customs 
between 1975 and 1976 (work-years were also 
relatively stable) • 
Customs efforts should be particularly sensitive 
to changes in emphasis. because their employees · 
split their time.between various functions (eg. 
inspections for revenue, drugs, and other commod­
ities). More emphasis upon drugs should result 
in more time spent by these employees upon drug 
interdiction. 
Reductions in the staff assigned to the law en­
forcement function (33 out of a total of 2,411 
average positions), specifically the Custom Patrol 
Officers who patrol the border, were made only 

. where Customs productivity gains would permit such 
reductions without an adverse effect on drug 
enforcement (OMB accepted the reductions recommended 
by Customs in this area but made no further staff cuts). 

- Staff reductions are primarily related and due to the 
recent decline in workload requirements from those 
levels previously anticipated. 
Previous wo·rkload estimates assumed continuation 
of past increases in the number of travellers and 
formal entries which had been averaqing 8~ over 
the past 10 years. Over 1,000 additional average 
positions were added to handle this workload in 1975. 
The anticipated workload was not realized; instead 
1975 workload declined from 1974 levels by 6% for 
formal import entries and 4% for travellers. 
While the number of travellers and import entries 
is expected to increase in 19 Tl, they remain beJ.,ow 
that previouslv expected for 1975 and 1976. Staff 
can therefore be reduced without affecting normal 
service. 
The "catch-up" theory states that Customs .was not 
adequately funded -in past · ears in- cornparis9n _with 
workload and needs to "catch up in · un ing -- or 
these past deficiencies. _If "catch up" was · . . 
occuring, than the quality of processing would 
increase whfle the processing rate (number of . 
travellers or formal: .. entires per average position) 
would decrease. A review of processing rates 
from 1969-197~ (1975 was excluded because of the 
economic downturn) shot-rn that catch up was riot 
occuring ·in pr~cessing im9o r ts (formal entries) 



since rates are stable; catch up was occurring 
in processing travellers since rates were less 
than half of previous levels. The rates proposed 
in the 1977 budget reflect these trends, thus 
taking account of the "catch up" theory in pro­
cessing travellers: 

* The rate for travellers is 10% below 1974 
(1974 was the lowest processing rate 
between 1969 ·and 1974.) 

* The rate for imports is equal to the lowest 
rate which occurred between 1969-1974; 

We believe these rates are reasonable and avoid 
the error of using 1975, a year when staff increased 
and workload declined, as a base year. 

·-

--

-· 
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Druq Abuse: Prevention, Treatment, and Law Enforcement 

Drug abuse is a tragic national problem which strikes 
at the heart o f our national wel l -being. Counting 
n~ rcotic-related crlme, addicts' lost productivity~ 
criminal justice system costs, and treatment and 
prevention programs as major items , estimates range 
from a conse .. c:vative $10 billion upwards to $17 billion 
a year. In addition, the costs in terms of ruined 
lives, broken homes, and divided communities is 
incalculable. 

Accordingly, the highest pr1ority has been given to 
eliminating this threat over the past half decade, with 
total Federal expenditures growing from less than $100 
million to over three quarters of a billion dollars for 
a comprehensive program of prevention and treatment, law 
enforcement, and international control. Real progress 
was made, but by early 1975, it was clear that conditions 
were worsening and that gains of prior years were being 
eroded. For example, "street" availability of heroin 
measured by price and purity, was increasing . Waiting 
lists for treatment existed again, after almost having 
disappeared. Drug related deaths and drug related 
appearances in hospital emergency rooms were increasing. 
Drug related crimes were on the upsurge. 

Deeply concerned about this evidence of increasing 
availability and use of drugs, President Ford directed 
a high priority review of the entire Federal effort in 
drug law enforcement, treatment and prevention7 and inter­
national control. He asked for a frank assessment of 
the extent of the problem and for detailed recommendations 
for making the Federal program more effective. The President 
has endorsed the resulting White Paper on Drug Abuse, and 
the numerous Federal agencies and departments involved in 
the drug program are moving rapidly to implement its major 
recommendations for minimizing the adverse effects and social 
costs of drug abuse. 

The President's FY 1977 budget requests sufficient funds to 
implement all of the white papers' major recommendations. 
For example, in line with white paper recommendations, 
additional resources are provided for: 

. the growing problem of amphetamine and barbiturate 
abuse. The white paper concludes that chronic, 
intensive, and medically unsupervised use of amphetamines 
and barbiturates ranks just behind heroin abuse as a 
major social problem, affecting several hundred 
thousand Arnericans. To respond, the budget requests 
funds for treatment demonstrations for abusers of 
these substances, and provides 20 new positions within 
t he Druq En-orcerr.e ~= Administration (DEA) for 
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~lso, the President has taken steps which require congres-
~, "...Onal appro·Jal be fore "tn€y· -.:;:-; . .....-~- i.'.:1-C-o-fotce . Tor"' example , 
he has proposed a ~andatory 2ini<.~m sentence ~or drug 
traffickers . He has urged Congress to r atify th2 
Con~ention of Psychotro?ic Su~s~a~ces , SQ the United S~ates 
c~~ ful~ill its obligation to ot~or nations o f the world 
~~ see th~t s trong iilternatio~al controls exist for a ll 
d~ugs. Finally, th~ President h25 stated that he will 
s~o=tly send to the Congress a co~prehensive message on 
drug abuse establishing a frane~or~ f or a broad government 
response to this critic~! problen. 

DRUG ABUSE PREVE~TION BUDGET 
OBLIGATIO~S IN $ HILLION 

DE}L~ND REDUCTION FY 75 FY 76 

SAODAP 13.0 o.o 
HEW 

ADAf1HA (NIDA & NTIIH) 219.7 222.0 
Office of Education 4.0 2.0 
Social and Rehabilitation Serv 79.0 88.0 

- Office of Human Development 8.8 8.3 
Defense 64.0 61.3 
Veterans Administration 34.8 36.7 
Justice 26.6 26.4 
All Other 3.2 9.9 

458.1 455.1 

SUPPLY REDUCTION 

Justice 
Drug Enforcement Administration 139.4 156.4 
LEAA and other Justice 62.2 43.6 

Treasury 
Customs 39.1 43.2 

- IRS 20.0 20.0 
State 32.0 43.4 
Other 1. 9 2.1 

294.6 208.7 

--752.7 763 . S 

191 

FY 77 

o.o 

248.2 
o.o 

94.0 
9.4 

57.8 
38.0 
24.3 
10.5 

482.2 

160.8 
40.9 

43.4 
15.0 
34.0 
2.1 

296.2 

773 . 4 
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s t= .. ength9ned reg:..lla t(J:-y an·.:: .::-:J:n.!Jl iance acti ·vi ties 
2.imed at pr-:?_v_<.::!1ting d5_ '~rsion oi c:.:-r:o~etamir~es c.nC. 
ba=biturates from lic it p=oduction; 

.::i.ddi tio:tal co::.:::unity tr-e~ t.,.;,en.t cacaci ty. ?u:!ds are 
ir.8luC.-ed for t~-ie Hational Inst:itu~e on Drug Abuse (NIDA) 
to f und at le?..5t 7000 I'-'9W co:::i;nur1ity treat..-nent slots 
and to recover 1000 lost to inflation, thus provided 
?~derally-su9ported co~~u~ity-ba3ed capacity to treat 
102,000 individuals at one time. In addition, other 
~anagerial actions will ~nsure greater utilization of 
existing community mental health institutions for 
drug users, and tne treat.,.uent capacity cf the Bureau 
0£ Prisons, the Veterans Adwinistration, and the 
Department of Defense for th2ir specialized clientele ~ill 
be maintained; 

• ->-t ).. J.. • r 1 &: t - - .._ -1- h • ' • 02._ er 1...arge .... i.ng OI aw eni.orcemen er::cori... a._ ign 
level traffickers. ~h2 Drug Enforcement Ad.ministration 
will add 82 positions for im?roved intelligence and 
laboratory analysis aimed at supporting the existing 
investigation and enforce~ent effort. In addition, 
research will be focused on improving o~r capability 
to monitor drug abuse trends, and on developing tools 
and tech..~iques to improve the productivity of investi­
gators and agents; 

. improve job opportUt."li ties for ex-addicts-; Addi tiona;I. 
funds are provided for a joint HEW/Labor program to 
investigate ways .to provide employment opportunities 
for persons in aid coru;>leting treatment, so that the 
distressing situation 0£ :?:"eturning to the same 
conditions which led to drug use can be ._avoided In 
addition, other managerial actions should ensure 
improved application o f our vocational rehabilitation 
services to drug users . 

T~ese specific budget increases are :?:"2latively.modest because 
it was the unanimous conclusion o f the task force which 
prepared the white paper that the most signific?nt progress 
cot~ld be made in the drug progra~ through (1) more selectivity 
an~ targeting in the use of the cur~ent $750 million budget; 
(2) b2tter intra- and inter-agency Ranagernent ; and (3) more 
e::-=ective mobilization, ut ili zaticr. , and co·::>rdi:l21.tion o:: all 
t~8 resource s available in the Fede~al Governs3nt ; State 
~. ~~ \-!. le .:;u.!.. go ... ~=-ern~2nts, the pri,.r;.:e ·.:c~~"""lu~it}-1 and. -:ro~ 
~c~2~~ n go~e~nments en;aged int.~ ~orld-wida af~ort ~o 

\ , c~ ~ ~ t drug trafficking . In li~e with ~his co~cept , ~~e 
· . · .... .. : _ ~ pro 1,ti jes £0::- ; 
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, C()!1 tir ... ;.·S!'i :-:::1 't:~riu l a 7'"' d t.~:c.:>.r: ical s' !ppo::-t for 
ot!-:.::~r !'1e.ti0~ = s in-:.'ol ... l2d i·-1o the figh~ ::.gai::st C.rug 
tr.:i Efic~·-L:1; .:!~.cl =••r t~"'..::? tr.J. Ln.ing of f8 ::e ign r:.arcotic 
agent.s; 

continua~ion of tha DSA Tas~ Fo=ce Program which 
c~9ita~iz2s on join~ ?eceral a~<l loc~l efforts, 
and con~inued training and laboratory suppor t 
fo~ State and local officer s; 

a major multi-year program within ~ne National 
Institute on Druq ~..buse to evaluate the o~tco~e 
of various types of treat~ent. 

In addition to these budgetary actio~s, existir.g resources 
are being retargete1 to focus law enforcerr:ent ef fort.s on 
high level drug traffick<::rs and to ensure that treatfilent is 
available to those individuals sufferino most from druq abuse . 
Uth~r actions underway should ensure increased i:lterface 
between the treatment and crirainal justice .:;ystems to assure 
that apprehended drug users are identified and provided 
oppo~tunities for treatment . In the area of inter-agency 
coordination, officers of the Drug Enforcement Administration, 
the Iin!-nigration and Naturalization Service , and the U.S . 
Customs Service and their respective cabinet departnents 
have prepared and s igned joint "Memoranda o f Understanding0 

identifying operating guidelines which should improve 
cooperation among them. 

In the international area, the President has spoken personally 
to Presidents Echeverria of Mexico and Lopez~Michelsen of 
ColULil..bia and with Prime Minister Demirel of Turkey in an 
effort to strengthen cooperation among all nations involved in 
the fight against illicit drug traffic. Attorney General 
Levi has recently discussed mutual drug control prcbleos 
with the Attorney General of Mexico , and the P~esident has 
directed Secretary of State Kissinger to express to the 
Mexican governinent his personal concern that we explore 
opportunities for improved control. 

The President has also directed the Domestic Council Drug 
Abuse 7ask Force which prepared the white paper to reconvene 
a~d prepare reco~..raendations for im?roving our ability to 
co~trol drug trafficki~g along the southwest border. 

l'.J 
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