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To: INM - Ms. Ann B. Wrobleski
From: 0IG - Sherman M. Fﬁnk $”¥0/

Subject: International Narcotics Control Programs
in Peru and Bolivia. )

] This report addresses the potentially dangerous
paranilitary operations that the pureau of International -
Narcotics Matters (INM) funds in Peru and Bolivia, and
inefficiencies that have detracted from the achievement of anti-
drug program goals and wasted federal funds.

We recognize that your bureau has 2 tremendous task
coordinating these dangerous operations, and that there are some
underlying factzrs.over which you have 1ittle control, such as
the fragmented federal anti-drug .efforts among several depart-
ments, differing agency priorities, interagency rivalries, and
corruption on the part of some host country officials.
Nevertheless, this report concerns programs over which INM has
influence, and recommends actions that can make the programs
safer, and more effective and efficient. Many of the recommen-
dations can be implemented. with 1ittle‘or no additional cost.

. The recommendations contained in Appendix 1 of this
report require your action. Please provide within 45 days your
response on actions taken or planned for each of the
recommendations in accordance with attached State Department
compliance procedures.

BACKGROUND

Drug trafficking and abuse pose serious threats to the
health, welfare, and national security of the United States.
Because many of the illicit drugs purchased and consumed
domestically are cultivated and processed in foreign countries,
INM, in coordinating the U.S. funded narcotics programs, has




been given the responsibility for international drug policy
development, program management, and diplomatic initiatives.

The legislation that created INM in 1978 (22 U.S.C. 2652a) states
that the Assistant Secretary for International Narcotics Matters
shall be responsible for the overall coordination of the
Department's international narcotics role.

Cocaine abuse is currently recognized as the most
serious drug problem for the United States: consequently, the
control of cocaine has been given the highest anti-drug priority.
Because South America is the source of almost all cocaine, INM
gpent more than $30 million on programs in the coca-producing
countries of Peru, Bolivia, and Colombia, in 1988.

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

INM and the Bureau of Inter-American Affairs (ARA)
provided written comments on a draft of this report:; both
responses are incorporated as attachments to this report. Both
bureaus acknowledged that problems do exist and noted that some
remedial steps have been introduced. ARA characterized the
report as generally accurate and constructively framed. Specific
comments are addressed in the body of this report, and textual
changes have been made where appropriate.

OIG Analysis

Both INM and ARA indicated that the OIG draft report
focused heavily on INM's field operating components, the
Narcotics Assistance Units (NAU), without enough emphasis on the
other anti-narcotics mission elements. INM further cited a
nisunderstanding concerning the country team and INM roles, and
referred to the Foreign Assistance Act and INM's Coordinator for
Narcotics Affairs Handbook as authority. INM's role, in fact, is
authoritatively spelled out in the establishing legislation we
cited above (22 U.S.C. 2652a), and in the International Narcotics
control Strategy Report (INCSR) that INM annually subnits to
Congress, after it has been coordinated with other key agencies.
The INCSR, which states that the Department of State, as the
#lead agency" for international narcotics control programs, and
in particular INM, is charged with coordinating all U.S.
government international drug control activities.

, Furthermore, the January 1987 National and International
Drug Law Enforcement Strateqy describes INM as the federal agency
responsible for coordinating.the U.S. drug control effort
overseas, with duties that include providing guidance,

coordination, and support of all U.S. agenCLes_involved in drug




control, and providing guidance to U.5. Ambassadors and CounTI
teams. )

The 0IG fully understands that the anti-narcotics
country team is responsible to the Ambassador, through the Deputy
Chief of Mission (DCM) who was the narcotics coordinator in each
of the countries visited. Nevertheless, that does not relieve
INM of its role of nlead agency," or of its responsibility to
provide guidance and coordination to the Ambassador and country
team when the programs are unnecessarily dangerous oOr
counterproductive, and INM is aware of it.” In such instances,
INM has a responsibility to provide guidance to the mission,
coordinate with the appropriate geographic bureau, and ensure
that steps are taken to address the dangerous or
counterproductive situations.

OVERVIEW

Tn June 1988 Office of Inspector General (0IG) staff
made a visit to observe the operation of the Narcotics Assistance
Units (NAUs) which are responsible for implementing and .
coordinating INM-funded programs in Peru, Bolivia, and Colombia.
pue to security reasons, the staff was unable to observe the
implementation of the programs in Colombia; therefore, this
report focuses on the anti-narcotics programs_carried out in Peru
and Bolivia.

It was envisioned that the staff would identify
potential issues and, upon return to Washington, prepare a plan
for future audit work. It was not planned, pbefore the visit,
that OIG would issue a report at this time. However, based on
the potentially 1ife-threatening situations that OIG found, a
report which describes the current problems and recommends
corrective action is appropriate. In the future, 0OIG will be
addressing these and other related issues in more detail.

Summary of findings

The INM-funded programs in Peru and Bolivia have not
resulted in significant reductions of coca cultivation or the
disruption of cocaine trafficking in the host countries. Coca
production in those countries has increased every year and less
than one percent of the jl1licit drugs have been seized. It is
uncertain whether INM~-funded programs, as they are now
conducted, will have a meaningful impact on the amount of cocaine
that is available for export. INM agrees that the programs have
had little impact on the availability of i1licit narcotics in the
United States, but contends that significant achievements have




been made in seizures, labs destroyed, and arrests, Perhaps
gains have been made for which INM can justifiably take credit:
nevertheless, progress, as documented by INM's own statistics,
has been modest when viewed in terms of the enormous growth in
cultivation, production, and trafficking. Moreover, INM's
December 1988 post operating plan assessments of 1ts own programs
in Peru and Bolivia cite serious deficiencies and conclude that
most of the INM-funded projects are "not successful."

The INM programs, besides being ineffective, are also
unnecessarily dangerous, are implemented in ways that detract
from program objectives, and waste federal funds. The following
is a synopsis of the OIG findings:

-- U.S. personnel are unnecessarily at risk in hostile areas
because of inadequate security.

-- No contingency plans exist to evacuate U.S. personnel
from hostile areas in case of emergency.

-~ The Drug Enforcement Administratioh (DEA), an agency
which does not have military expertise, is charged with

conducting INM-funded paramilitary operations. -

-- The host country troops which implement INM-funded
programs are inadequately trained.

-- INM assault helicopters lack defensive weapons.

—— INM aircraft are operated contrary to Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) regulations.

-- Usable intelligence which could further narcotics control
objectives is available but not used by DEA.

-- INM aircraft are often not available because of
inadequate spare parts support:

-- Host government administrative delays adversely affect
INM programs and waste money.

-- INM-mandated aircraft tests involving Bell-47 helicopters
were costly, counterproductive, and unnecessary.

-— The INM helicopters in Bolivia were based too far from
operating areas.

-- INM's manual eradication program in Peru was not cost
effective.




-— NAU staffing patterns do not provide leadership
continuity.

_- INM's river boat program in Bolivia has been ineffective.
-- INM has been overcharged for aviation fuel.

INM should immediately address those conditions that
place lives at risk in the program countries. Correcting some of
the dangerous conditions will not be very costly and will
contribute to overall anti-narcotics program objectives. A
listing of the recommendations is located at Appendix 1.

Although some recommendations in this report are
country-specific, and are based on observations in Peru and
Bolivia, they may have application in other countries which have
INM-funded interdiction and eradication programs. Therefore,
these recommendations should be implemented wherever similar
conditions exist with INM-funded programs.

Scope of work

This report includes observations based on a review of
INM records in Washington and overseas, and interviews with
officials of INM, NAU and other embassy offices, DEA agents,
intelligence collection agencies' personnel, personal services
contractors (PSCs), contractor pilots, foreign nationals, and
U.S. Army Special Forces personnel. This review was conducted in
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
Overseas fieldwork was performed between May 31 and June 21,
1988. : '

The OIG staff was impressed with the dedication and
professionalism of Department personnel, and other merbers of the
anti-narcotics team at each post. OIG appreciates the assistance
and cooperation on the part of INM and the country teams in
Bolivia, Colombia, and Peru.

At the conclusion of each country visit, the OIG staff
discussed its observations with the Ambassador or Deputy Chief of
Mission who, in each location, acknowledged that these conditions
do in fact exist. After returning to Washington, the staff
briefed you and INM's executive and program managers on the
results of their trips. Your office has acknowledged that these
conditions have existed for some time.

Since the situation is quite different in each gountry,
this report addresses INM's peruvian and Bolivian operations
separately in the following sections.




PERU

INM has spent more than $37 million in Peru since 1973
and has budgeted $10 million for FY 1989, plus a portion of the
$18 million interregional aviation support program to assist the
Peruvian government in carrying out drug interdiction and
eradication efforts. For several reasons the INM-funded prograns
in Peru are ineffective. according to statistics in the 1988
INCSR report that INM subnitted to Congress, about one percent of
the coca leaf, paste, bhase, and cocaine that was grown and
processed in Peru in 1987 was seized; or, in other words, about
99 percent was available for refining and export. Less than one
percent of the estimated coca Crop was eradicated. Net coca
production has increased in Peru each year for the past several
years. The programs are also dangerous, poorly planned,
inefficiently run, and suffer from irregular ataffing patterns.
The following is a synopsis of conditions found in Peru.

OPERATIONAL ENVIRONMENT

The INM-funded enforcement and eradication programs in
Peru are carried out in dangerous, high-risk areas. The March
1988 INCSR's description of Peru referred to frequent attacks by
drug traffickers, violent resistance by growers whose coca Crops
were threatened with eradication, and terrorist activity by
insurgents in the Upper Huallaga Valley (UHV), an area that is no
longer under the effective control of *he Government of Peru
(GOP), and which the GOP has declared an “emergency zone." Since
1983, 27 INM-paid coca eradication workers have been murdered
while attempting to destroy the illegal crops, and a March 1988
INM field trip report stated that the national anti-drug police
are suffering casualties on 2 daily basis throughout the UHV.

Tt is in this hostile environment that NaU Lima is
charged with coordinating interdiction and eradication missions
in support of Peru's Guardia civil (GC) anti-drug police force
and the local workers who manually eradicate coca plants. INM
provides airlift capability with aircraft that are owned by the
U.S. Government (USG): at the time of the OIG visit, three
aircraft were flown and maintained by a U.S. contractor
(Evergreen, Inc.), the fourth was operated by U.S. citizens under
personal services contracts. since our visit, additional
aircraft have been assigned to the UHV and all are now operated
and maintained by a different U.S. contractor (Corporate Jets,
Inc.). According to the NAU, airlift is the only effective




means of transport in the UHV, where roads are elther nonexistan-
or enemy-controlled. o

, The OIG draft report pointed out that U.S. personnel
vere unnecessarily at risk, and cited examples of inadequate
security arrangements in and around the operating base at Tingo
Maria in the UHV, where U.S. pilots, mechanics, and temporarily
assigned DEA and NAU personnel were quartered. Tingo Maria has
been the site of several prolonged fire-fights between the GC and
anti-government insurgents. Apparently, the situation
deteriorated since the OIG visit. Most of the U.S. personnel
have been moved from Tingo Maria to a rear support base in
Huanuco, until facilities are constructed at the forward
operating base in Santa Lucia, alsec in the UHV.

According to the Embassy Lima RSO, it is only a matter
of time before Americans are xilled in the UHV. Security
shortcomings at Santa Lucia were jdentified in studies conducted
by the Bureau of Diplomatic Security (DS) and the Department of
Defense (DOD) in the Fall of 1988. In February 1989 the
Ambassador, citing security reasons, suspended operations in the
UHV.

_ INM should, after consultation with ARA, Embassy Lima,
DS and DOD, coordinate the implementation of appropriate security
arrangements for U.S. personnel in the UHV. (Recommendation l.)

-

OPERATIONAL PLANNING

Although it is not DEA's role to provide military
technical assistance, during the OIG visit, DEA was doing just
that. In addition to providing investigative and intelligence
technical assistance, which is a proper role for DEA, the agents
assigned to the UHV were also coordinating the military air
assault operations of the GC' troops. Thus, the responsibility of
coordinating military-type operations was assigned to an agency
that lacks the operational expertise to conduct military
missions. :

Many of the DEA agents were on 90-day temporary
assignment from the United States, and could not speak Spanish.
The only military training most of them received was a two-week
jungle survival course. Yet, they were responsible for
coordinating the GC's air assault operations, and accompanying
the GC troops on missions. Thus, individuals who may not have
had a military background were tasked with providing military
technical assistance to combat troops with whom they may not have
been able to communicate. This is similar to the situation in




30livia, wnere U.S. Army advisors told OIG that S5IA agents- a2z
military operational expertise. In DEA's absence, INM has :a;;i;
on Evergreen, Inc., contractor personnel to coordinate
interdiction and eradication missions and make decisions

regarding the deployment of. USG assets.

compounding the lack of military technical expertise by
USG personnel were GC personnel who lacked basic military skills
and thus were a threat to individuals and property. We were told
that the GC troops were not adequately trained to conduct basic
military operations. For example, according to NAU personnel,
there have been 18 instances over the past two years of self-
inflicted wounds by GC personnel, including a hand grenade
accident that grounded one of the Bell-212 helicopters with
shrapnel damage.

. DEA management in Washington agreed that temporarily
assigned DEA agents in Peru at the time of the OIG visit did lack
necessary expertise and language proficiency. However, DEA
officials said that they plan to arrange for additional training
for agents who will be assigned to South America in the future.
Although additional training for the DEA agents may be
appropriate, it doces not correct the unacceptable situation that
continues with the INM-funded programs; that” non-military U.S.
government personnel wvere conducting military-type operations in
the UHV. ) ’

Although the Congress has indicated its desire that DOD
facilities, equipment, and personnel become more closely involved
in the "“war on drugs," we recognize that DOD is- extremely
reluctant to undertake a more direct and visible role, and that
host government approval will be a necessary precondition. We
recognize too the possibility that such a role, with its “MAAG"
type of active military training and assistance support, will be
reminiscent to many of the early U.S. involvement in Vietnam.
Nevertheless, given the lack of military expertise which now
characterizes the narcotics interdiction effort in Peru, we
believe that training of the GC by competent and experienced U.S.
military sources is a necessity. This training need not be
conducted in sity, although that obviously would be less
expensive than transporting and housing GC elements in a U.S.

facility in Panama.

According to INM, there are plans to hire a retired
military field advisor for the operations in Peru. This is a
step in the right direction, but more can be done. The National
Security Decislon Directive (NSDD) 221, which cutlines the U.S.
policy regarding narcotics and national security, directs the
DOD to provide assistance in planning and executing anti-drug
operations, participate in interdiction programs, and train
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foreign millitary forces. we were told “hat the S0P woulid e
receptive to DOD's assistance to improve anti-drug troop
training. INM noted that a change in the GOP‘'s policy of
declining U.S. military training assistance may be in the offing.
ARA reported that a DS training team was expected in Peru in
January 1989, and that DOD is expected to send a moblile training
ream to work with the GC forces in Peru in the near future. .

In view of the foregoing, it appears that the OIG draft
report recommendation to arrange for U.S. sponsored training for
GC troops may eventually be satisfied by the DS and DOD training
teams. Therefore, INM should provide the QIG with a status
report of the teams' progress in training Peru's anti-drug
troops. {Recommendation 2.)

Information contained in this section is classified
"SECRETY and has been deleted to allow the release of
this memorandum in an unclassified form.

conti o

At the time of the OIG visit there were no contingency
plans for emergency evacuation of U.S. personnel from the UHV.
INM agreed with our recommendation that an evacuation plan is
appropriate, and has informed us that since our visit a plan is
being developed. According to ARA, DS will assign personnel to
the UHV to coordinate security, and DEA is providing a pres-
surized aircraft to use for evacuation. !




