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ABSTRACT 

The P r e s i d e n t ' s  budget  f o r  f i s c a l  y e a r  1988 a s k s  f o r  a  t o t a l  of $ 3  b i l l i o n  

f o r  F e d e r a l  programs t o  c o n t r o l  o r  p r e v e n t  t h e  u s e  of  n a r c o t i c s  and  o t h e r  

dange rous  d r u g s .  The c o r e  of  t h i s  CRS r e p o r t  i s  a t a b l e  compar ing  budge t  

a u t h o r i t y  ( B A )  r e q u e s t ,  by agency ,  w i t h  a c t u a l  BA f o r  FY 1986 and e s t i m a t e d  BA 

f o r  FY 1987.  Also i n c l u d e d  a r e  v a r i o u s  key documents i l l u s t r a t i n g  t h e  

p o s i t i o n s  t a k e n  by C o n g r e s s i o n a l  c r i t i c s  of  t h e  r e q u e s t  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  

A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  d e f e n s e s .  F i n a l l y ,  f o r  a  l o n g e r  term p e r s p e c t i v e ,  t h e r e  a r e  

g r a p h s  and a  t a b l e  showing d r u g  budget  t r e n d s  s i n c e  FY 1981.  
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FEDERAL DRUG CONTROL: PRESIDENT'S BUDGET REQUEST FOR FY 1988 

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE FY88 REQUEST 

The f i s c a l  year  1988 budget s u b m i t t e d  t o  Congress on J a n u a r y  5 ,  1987,  

a s k s  f o r  a  t o t a l  o f  $3 b i l l i o n  i n  budget  a u t h o r i t y  f o r  F e d e r a l  programs and 

a c t i v i t i e s  d e s i g n e d  t o  p reven t  o r  c o n t r o l  t h e  use  of n a r c o t i c s  and o t h e r  

dangerous  d r u g s .  T h i s  compares t o  an  e s t i m a t e d  $3.9 b i l l i o n  t o  b e  o b l i g a t e d  

f o r  t h e  same purposes  i n  f i s c a l  year  1987.  

The 1987 d r u g  budget  r e f l e c t s  t h e  i n c r e a s e s  i n  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  f o r  t h a t  

y e a r  a u t h o r i z e d  by t h e  Anti-Drug Abuse Act of  1986 (P .L .  99-570). These amounted 

t o  a  t o t a l  o f  approx imate ly  $1.7 b i l l i o n .  Tab le  1 (be low)  shows budget  a u t h o r i t y  

( R A )  r e q u e s t e d  f o r  FY 1988, b y  agency,  as compared w i t h  a c t u a l  BA f o r  FY 1986 

and e s t i m a t e d  BA f o r  FY 1987. I n  t h e  c a s e  of FY 1987,  i n c r e a s e d  amounts 

a u t h o r i z e d  by  t h e  Anti-Drug Abuse Act a r e  a l s o  i n d i c a t e d ,  a s  a r e  t h e  

a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  made pursuan t  t o  t h e  Act under  a s e p a r a t e  t i t l e  o f  a n  omnibus 

a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  s t a t u t e ,  P.L. 99-591. F u r t h e r ,  a s e p a r a t e  column shows how t h e  

FY87 budget would be r e v i s e d  by  t h e  P r e s i d e n t ' s  FY88 r e q u e s t s ,  through 

r e s c i s s i o n s  o r  s u p p l e . n e n t a l s .  

S i n c e  many o f  t h e  i n c r e a s e s  a u t h o r i z e d  by  t h e  Anti-Drug Abuse Act were  

marked f o r  presumably non- recur r ing  e x p e n d i t u r e s ,  such  a s  a c q u i s i t i o n s  o r  

c a p l t a l  improvements,  comparisons o f  t h e  1987 budget and t h e  proposed 1988 

budget should  be made w i t h  c a u t i o n .  



A v a l i d  c o a p a r i s o n  of  t h e  1987 budget  and the  1988 r e q u e s t  would r e q u i r e  

t h a t  t h e  former be l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  " r e g u l a r "  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  ( c o n t a i n e d  i n  

T i t l e  I of P.L. 99-591, t h e  enac ted  r e s o l u t i o n  f o r  c o n t i n u i n g  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  

f o r  FY 1987) p l u s  t h e  amount a p p r o p r i a t e d  pursuant  t o  t h e  Anti-Drug Abuse 

Act (under  T i t l e  I1 of  P.L. 99-591) t h a t  was meant t o  be r e c u r r i n g .  However, 

because  o f  t h e  unusua l  l e g i s l a t i v e  h i s t o r y  o f  t h e  Anti-Drug Abuse Act and o f  

t h e  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  i t  a u t h o r i z e d ,  t h e r e  i s  u n c e r t a i n t y  a s  t o  Congress iona l  

i n t e n t  i n  a  number of  i n s t a n c e s .  

The p r i n c i p a l  d e c r e a s e s  and i n c r e a s e s  proposed by  t h e  FY 1988 budget a r e  

a s  fo l lows :  

-- Gran t s  f o r  S t a t e  and l o c a l  d r u g  law enforcement ,  a d m i n i s t e r e d  by t h e  
O f f i c e  of J u s t i c e  A s s i s t a n c e .  The Anti-Drug Abuse Act a u t h o r i z e s  
$230 m i l l i o n  f o r  t h r e e  y e a r s ,  beg inn ing  w i t h  FY 1987; $225 m i l l i o n  were 
a p p r o p r i a t e d  f o r  FY 1987. The r e q u e s t  c o n t a i n s  no p r o v i s i o n  f o r  
c o n t i n u i n g  t h e  program i n  FY 1988, n o t i n g  t h a t  a  "one-time I n f u s i o n  
of  funds  w i l l  p rov ide  s i g n i f i c a n t  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  l o c a l  drug enforcement  
e f f o r t s ,  s o  such g r a n t  funds  w i l l  no longer  be needed i n  1988." - 11 

-- Drug-free S c h o o l s  program, admin i s t e red  by t h e  Department of Educa t ion .  
The Anti-Drug Abuse Act a u t h o r i z e d  a  four-year  program: $200 m i l l i o n  
f o r  FY 1987 and $250 m i l l i o n  f o r  FY 1988 through FY 1990. The r e q u e s t  
a l l o t s  t h e  program $100 m i l l i o n  f o r  FY 1988, t h e  reduced amount 
r e f l e c t i n g - - a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  Budget,  "one-time, s t a r t - u p  c o s t s  and 
i n c r e a s e d  S t a t e  and l o c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n , "  - 11 

-- C a p i t a l  improvements. According t o  t h e  Budget, approx imate ly  
$350 m i l l i o n  of t h e  FY 1987 budget were a p p l i e d  t o  " c a p i t a l  purchases  
made i n  1987,  which need no t  b e  r e p e a t e d  i n  1988." - 1/ 

-- Drug Enforcement A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  (DEA). An i n c r e a s e  of $ 4 2  n i l l i o n  
over  t h e  enac ted  FY 1987 l e v e l  of  $480 m i l l i o n  (proposed t o  be  r e v i s e d  
t o  $490 m i l l i o n ) .  

-- P r i s o n s .  An i n c r e a s e  of  $42 m i l l i o n ,  over  t h e  e n a c t e d  l e v e l  f o r  ' 8 7 ,  
f o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and o p e r a t i o n  ($35 m i l l i o n  over  t h e  proposed r e v i s i o n ) ;  
and an i n c r e a s e  of  $6 m i l l i o n  f o r  suppor t  of F e d e r a l  p r i s o n e r s  i n  
non-Federal i n s t i t u t i o n s  ( $ 3  m i l l i o n  over  t h e  proposed r e v i s i o n ) .  

11 U.S. Execu t ive  O f f i c e  of  t h e  P r e s i d e n t .  O f f i c e  o f  Management and 
~ u d ~ e t .  Budget of t h e  United S t a t e s  Government, FY 1988. Washington, U.S. 
Govt.  P r i n t .  O f f . ,  1987. P. 2-37. 



-- F o r e i g n  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  d rug  c o n t r o l  ( S t a t e  Depar tment ,  Bureau o f  
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  N a r c o t i c s  M a t t e r s ) .  A d e c r e a s e  of $19 m i l l i o n  from t h e  
enac ted  '87 l e v e l  o f  $118 m i l l i o n .  

-- Customs S e r v i c e .  A d e c r e a s e  of $128 m i l l i o n  from t h e  enac ted  l e v e l  f o r  
FY87 ($553 m i l l i o n ) ,  $75 m i l l i o n  from t h e  proposed r e v i s e d  l e v e l .  The 
proposed r e v i s i o n  f o r  FY87 would e n t a i l  a  c u t  o f  $53 m i l l i o n .  

-- Other  law enforcement.  I n c r e a s e s  o f  approx imate ly  $70 m i l l i o n  f o r  
c e r t a i n  o t h e r  law enforcement a g e n c i e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  $15 m i l l i o n  f o r  t h e  
FBI, $24 m i l l i o n  f o r  t h e  U.S. Marsha l s ,  $28 m i l l i o n  f o r  t h e  U.S. 
A t t o r n e y s ,  and $8 m i l l i o n  f o r  t h e  I n t e r n a l  Revenue S e r v i c e .  

-- Alcohol ,  Drug Abuse and Mental  H e a l t h  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  programs f o r  
t r e a t m e n t  and p r e v e n t i o n .  The a d d i t i o n a l  amount a u t h o r i z e d  by t h e  
Anti-Drug Abuse Act--$262 mi l l ion- -whi le  inc luded  i n  t h e  FY 1987 
b a s e ,  i s  two-year money. Thus,  a l t h o u g h  t h e  r e q u e s t  a p p e a r s  t o  
reduce t h e  program by t h a t  amount, i n  f a c t  pe rhaps  a s  much a s  h a l f  
of t h e  t o t a l  w i l l  be s p e n t  i n  FY 1988. 

-- I n d i a n  h e a l t h  s e r v i c e s .  According t o  t h e  O f f i c e  of Management and Budget,  
t h e  o t h e r  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e d u c t i o n  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  $900 m i l l i o n  d i f f e r e n c e  
between FY 1987 and FY 1988 i s  i n  t h e  a r e a  o f  h e a l t h  s e r v i c e s  f o r  I n d i a n s :  
approx imate ly  $26 m i l l i o n  i n  FY 1988 a s  compared t o  $48 a i l l i o n  i n  
FY 1987. 

CONGRESSIONAL REACTION AND ADMINISTRATION RESPONSE 

The c u t s  contemplated b y  t h e  P r e s i d e n t ' s  drug c o n t r o l  budget f o r  FY 1988 

have been c r i t i c i z e d  on C a p i t o l  H i l l  a s  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  s t a t e d  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  

p o l i c i e s  on t h e  i s s u e .  P a r t i c u l a r l y  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  a r e  t h e  p r o p o s a l s  t o  e l i m i n a t e  

t h e  S t a t e  and l o c a l  law enforcement g r a n t  program, t o  r e d u c e  t h e  e d u c a t i o n  

g r a n t  program, and t o  s c a l e  down t h e  Customs S e r v i c e  budge t .  The Chairman of 

t h e  House S e l e c t  Committee on N a r c o t i c s  Abuse and C o n t r o l ,  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  

C h a r l e s  B. Rangel ,  t a k e s  i s s u e  w i t h  t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  v iew of some p a r t s  

o f  t h e  Anti-Drug Abuse Act a s  p r o v i d i n g  "one t ime  seed money," a rgu ing  i n s t e a d  

t h a t  t h e y  a u t h o r f z e d  a  "down payment." 2 /  - 

2/ U.S. House o f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .  S e l e c t  Committee on N a r c o t i c s  Abuse 
and ~ G n t r o l .  N a r c o t i c s  Committee examines P r e s i d e n t ' s  proposed budget  c u t s  i n  
f a c e  o f  d r a m a t i c  i n c r e a s e  i n  drug p r o d u c t i o n .  P r e s s  r e l e a s e ,  March 25, 1987 
(100.1-20). 



[See Appendix R :  A n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  E x p l a n a t i o n  of  i t s  
1988 Drug Budget Request  (by)  t h e  S e l e c t  Committee on N a r c o t i c s  Abuse and 
C o n t r o l .  (March, 1987) l  

A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f f i c i a l s  respond t o  c r i t i c i s m  o f  t h e  r e q u e s t e d  budget by 

p o i n t i n g  t o  t h e  g e n e r a l  r ecord  o f  i n c r e a s e s  f o r  drug c o n t r o l  s i n c e  1980, and 

b y  a rgu ing  t h a t  t h e  c u t s  a r e  proposed where f u r t h e r  spend ing  would be e i t h e r  

non-product ive  o r  i n a p p r o p r i a t e .  The D i r e c t o r  of  t h e  O f f i c e  of Management and 

Budget,  James C .  M i l l e r  T I I ,  r e c e n t l y  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  s i n c e  FY 1981 r e s o u r c e s  

devoted t o  a l l  F e d e r a l  an t i -d rug  e f f o r t s  have grown by 220 p e r c e n t  i n  nominal 

d o l l a r s .  He p o i n t e d  o u t  t h a t  i n  t e rms  of  o u t l a y s ,  a s  opposed t o  budget a u t h o r i t y ,  

t h e  FY 1988 r e q u e s t  proposes  a  t o t a l  i n c r e a s e  o f  approx imate ly  $500 m i l l i o n  

(53.5  b i l l i o n  a s  opposed t o  $3 b i l l i o n  i n  FY 1987).  S t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  o n l y  

i tem he would "acknowledge a s  a  r e a l  r e d u c t i o n "  was t h e  l a c k  o f  a  r e q u e s t  f o r  

f u r t h e r  funds  f o r  t h e  S t a t e  and l o c a l  d rug  law enforcement g r a n t  program 

a u t h o r i z e d  by  t h e  Anti-Drug Abuse Ac t , "  h e  t e s t i f i e d :  

I n  t h i s  c a s e ,  we have an hones t  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  o p i n i o n  w i t h  
some Members of Congress over  who ough t  t o  pay f o r  l o c a l  law 
enforcement  o p e r a t i o n s .  It i s  o u r  view t h a t  programs which 
p r i m a r i l y  b e n e f i t  a  l o c a l  community s h o u l d ,  i n  most c a s e s ,  be 
pa id  f o r  by  t h a t  community. I would n o t e  t h a t  many o f  t h e  
g r a n t  programs funded i n  t h e  1 9 7 0 ' s  by  t h e  Law Enforcement 
A s s i s t a n c e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  (LEAA) were phased o u t  f o r  t h i s  v e r y  
r e a s o n .  I n  our  v iew,  t h e r e  a r e  few d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  
o l d  LEAA g r a n t s  and t h e  newly-author ized S t a t e  and l o c a l  d rug  
g r a n t s .  It  should  a l s o  be  noted t h a t  we never  asked f o r  t h e s e  
funds  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p l a c e .  R a t h e r ,  i t  was Congress t h a t  added 
t h e  program t o  t h e  drug b i l l  d e s p i t e  t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  
o b j e c t i o n s .  We d o n ' t  b e l i e v e  i t  was a  good use o f  F e d e r a l  
d o l l a r s  t h e n  and we d o n ' t  b e l i e v e  i t  i s  a  good u s e  o f  d o l l a r s  
now. 3 /  - 

[See Appendix A: Drug programs. Excerp t  from The FY 1988 budget :  a s s e r t i o n s  
v s .  f a c t s .  Also ,  Appendix C:  P repared  s t a t e m e n t  of James C.  M i l l e r . . . b e f o r e  
t h e  S e l e c t  Committee on N a r c o t i c s  Abuse and C o n t r o l . ]  

3 1  Testimony b e f o r e  t h e  S e l e c t  Committee on N a r c o t i c s  Abuse and C o n t r o l ,  
U.S. House of R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ;  March 25 ,  1987. 
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INDEX OF ABBREVIATIONS 

ADAMHA-Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration 
ADMS-Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health block grant 
AID-Agency for International Development 
BATF-Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms 
BOP-Bureau of Prisons 
Crim Div-Criminal Division, Dept of Justice 
Customs-US Customs Service 
DEA-Drug Enforcement Administration 
Dept of Ed-Department of Education 
DOD-Department of Defense 
DOJ-Department of Justice 
DOL-Department of Labor 
FAA-Federal Aviation Administration 
FBI-Federal Bureau of Investigation 
FDA-Food and Drug Admini stration 
HHS-Department of Health and Human Services 
INM-International Narcotics Matters 
INS-Immigration and Naturalization Service 
IRS-Internal Revenue Service 
NIAAA-National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism 
NIDA-National Institute on Drug Abuse 
OJP-Office of Justice Program 
Pres. Com. on Org. Crime-President's Commission on Organized Crime 
Tax Div-Tax Division, Department of Justice 
US At t y-US Attorneys 
USCG-US Coast Guard 
USDA-US Department of Agriculture 
US Forest Svc-US Forest Service 
US Marshal-US Marshals Service 
VA-Veterans Administration 



R e s o l u t i o n  f o r  c o n t i n u i n g  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s ,  FY 1987. P.L. 99-591 
s u p e r s e d e d  P  .L. 99-500. 

*/  - Base a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  f o r  ongoing  programs. I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  m u l t i -  
f u n c t i o n  a g e n c i e s ,  amounts shown a r e  e s t i m a t e s  made -- by e a c h  agency  -- o f  t h e  
p o r t i o n  of t h e  a g e n c y ' s  t o t a l  budget  a u t h o r i t y  t h a t  i s  ( o r  w i l l  b e )  a l l o c a t e d  
t o  d r u g  c o n t r o l  a c t i v i t i e s .  

3 1  - Added a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  p u r s u a n t  t o  Ant i-Drug Abuse Act of  1987 (P.L. 99-570). 

4 1  - $97 m i l l i o n  f o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n ;  $28 m i l l i o n  f o r  o p e r a t i o n .  

5 1  - S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  s u p p o r t  of F e d e r a l  p r i s o n e r s  i n  non-Federal  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  

6_/ $230 m i l l i o n  of t h e  i n c r e a s e  was earmarked f o r  g r a n t s  f o r  S t a t e  and  
l o c a l  d r u g  law en fo rcemen t ;  $5 m i l l i o n ,  f o r  a  p i l o t  p r i s o n e r  c a p a c i t y  program. 

7 /  $81 m i l l i o n  f o r  s a l a r i e s  and expenses ;  $94 m i l l i o n  f o r  t h e  A i r  
I n t e r d i c t i o n  Program; $10 m i l l i o n  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  Customs F o r f e i t u r e  Fund. 

8 /  $44 m i l l i o n  f o r  s a l a r i e s  and expenses ;  $93 m i l l i o n  f o r  t h e  A i r  
I n t e r z i c t i o n  Program; $10 m i l l i o n  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  Customs F o r f e i t u r e  Fund. 

9_/ $39 m i l l i o n  f o r  o p e r a t i n g  expenses ;  $89 m i l l i o n  f o r  a c q u i s i t i o n ,  
c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  and improvement. 

lo/ The budge t  sumnary i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  s t r a t e g y  r e p o r t  r e c e n t l y  i s s u e d  by 
t h e  ~ a t i o n a l  Drug Enforcement  P o l i c y  Board ( s e e  " ~ o u r c e s  ," below) i s  f o o t n o t e d  
a s  f o l l o w s :  

Numbers r e f l e c t  t h e  d i r e c t  expenses  i n c u r r e d  by DOD 
i n  p r o v i d i n g  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  d rug  law enforcement  as a  by- 
p r o d u c t  o f  i t s  t r a i n i n g  and r e a d i n e s s  m i s s i o n s ,  p l u s  
a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  d i r e c t l y  f o r  d r u g  law enforcement  m i s s i o n s  
i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  amounts: 1986--$38M; 1987--$314M. 
Value  o f  o t h e r  DOD a i r c r a f t  and o t h e r  major  equipment  
p r o v i d e d ,  l o a n e d ,  o r  procured  f o r  d r u g  law en fo rcemen t ,  
i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  amounts l i s t e d  above ,  e q u a l s  $138.65 
m i l l i o n ,  i n  1986 d o l l a r s .  

S i n c e  1985 DOD h a s  computed d i r e c t  and a l l o c a t e d  
( i n d i r e c t )  c o s t s  f o r  t h e  e q u i v a l e n t  v a l u e  o f  s e r v i c e s  f o r  
DOD s u p p o r t  t o  d r u g  law en fo rcemen t ,  D i r e c t  c o s t s  
i n c l u d e  o p e r a t i o n  and main tenance  c o s t s  o f  m i l i t a r y  
equipment  s u p p o r t .  A l l o c a t e d  c o s t s  i n c l u d e  l i f e  c y c l e  
c o s t s  of  equipment ,  a m o r t i z a t i o n ,  c a p i t a l i z a t i o n ,  and 
o t h e r  overhead .  DOD rough o r d e r  of magni tude  e s t i m a t e s  
f o r  a l l o c a t e d  c o s t s  t o t a l  $82.7 m i l l i o n  i n  1985 and  
$126.3 m i l l i o n  i n  1986,  DOD s u p p o r t  s e r v i c e s  f o r  d r u g  
law enforcement  a r e  p rov ided  " i n c i d e n t a l  t o  m i l i t a r y  
t r a i n i n g  and o p e r a t i o n s . "  Nea r ly  a l l  of  t h i s  c o s t  h a s  
been waived from reimbursement  under  t h e  Economy Act  
s i n c e  DOD d e r i v e s  " s u b s t a n t i a l l y  e q u i v a l e n t  t r a i n i n g . "  



DOD 1986 c o s t s  a r e  e s t i m a t e d  from computed a c t u a l  
c o s t s  of $52.3 m i l l i o n  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t h r e e  q u a r t e r s  of  1986. 

11/ E s t i m a t e s  of t h e  amount of  t h e  J u d i c i a r y    ranch's base  budget t h a t  i s  
s p e n t o n  t h e  p r o c e s s i n g  of drug law o f f e n d e r s  a r e  u n a v a i l a b l e .  

12/ Alcohol ,  Drug Abuse, and Mental Hea l th  Admini s t r a t i o n  (Department 0f 
~ e a l t h a n d  Human S e r v i c e s ) .  A 1 1  of  t h e  r e s e a r c h  program of  t h e  N a t i o n a l  
I n s t i t u t e  on Drug Abuse i s  inc luded under t h e  p reven t ion  c a t e g o r y .  A l l  of the 
ADMS b lock  g r a n t  funds  a r e  inc luded  under "Treatment." Of funds  a p p r o p r i a t e d  
i n  1987, $252 m i l l i o n  i s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  o b l i g a t i o n  th rough  FY 88. 

13/ The t o t a l  a d d i t i o n a l  amount a u t h o r i z e d  f o r  ADAMHA a c t i v i t i e s  r e l a t e d  
t o  b o t h  drug and a l c o h o l  abuse  was $241 m i l l i o n ,  w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  a l l o c a t i o n  
s p e c i f i e d :  

.... Addi t ion  t o  ADMS block grant . . . . . .  6.0% 
S p e c i a l  a l l o t m e n t  f o r  t r ea tment  

and rehabilitation.................70.5% 
T r a n s f e r  t o  Veterans  Administrat ion. . .4.5% 
Eva lua t ion  of t r ea tment  programs......l.O% 
O f f i c e  of Substance  Abuse Preven t ion  

and h i g h - r i s k  ( p o p u l a t i o n )  
demons t ra t ion  p r o j e c t s  ............. 18.0% 

S i n c e  t h e r e  i s  no s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t h e  b lock  g r a n t  
i n c r e a s e  ( i . e . ,  whether f o r  p reven t ion  o r  t r e a t m e n t ) ,  and s i n c e  t h e  O f f i c e  o f  
Subs tance  Abuse i s  a l s o  concerned wi th  a l c o h o l  abuse ,  t h e  ADAMHA a u t h o r i z a t i o n  
i s  n o t  i n d i c a t e d  i n  t h e  t a b l e ,  which s e p a r a t e s  t h e  p r e v e n t i o n  and t r e a t m e n t  
f u n c t i o n s .  The t o t a l  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  i n c r e a s e  f o r  ADAMHA--for bo th  func t ions - -  
was $241 m i l l i o n ;  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  was $262 m i l l i o n ,  which i n c l u d e d  $30 
m i l l i o n  f o r  t h e  r e s e a r c h  programs of t h e  Na t iona l  I n s t i t u t e  on Drug Abuse 
(NIDA) and t h e  Na t iona l  I n s t i t u t e  on Alcohol Abuse and Alcohol ism ($27 m i l l i o n  
f o r  NIDA), and $1 m i l l i o n  f o r  a  s tudy  of t h e  approach of p r i v a t e  h e a l t h  
i n s u r e r s  t o  c o s t s  i n c u r r e d  f o r  t h e  t r ea tment  of  drug abuse .  

14/ A u t h o r i z a t i o n  i s  f d r  p reven t ion  ( o r  t r e a t m e n t )  of s u b s t a n c e  a b u s e  i n  - 
g e n e r a l .  

15/ T r a n s f e r r e d  from ADAMHA a s  r e q u i r e d  by P.L. 99-570; a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
o b l i g a t i o n  through FY 88. 

* A l l  f i g u r e s  rounded except  f o r  t h o s e  under $2 m i l l i o n .  



EIGHT YEAR SUMMARY AND GRAPHS 

TABLE 2 .  Drug Abuse Prevention and Control:  Federal  Government 
Budget Authori ty  Summary, FY1981-FY1988 

Chart 1 .  Drug Abuse Prevent ion and Control:  Federal  Government Budget 
Authori ty ,  FY1981-FY1988 (Current D o l l a r s )  

Chart 2 .  Drug Abuse Prevention and Control:  Federal Government 
Budget Author i ty ,  FY1981-FYI988 (Constant D o l l a r s )  
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APPENDIX A: DRUG PROGRAMS 
EXCERPT FROM 

THE FY1988 BURGET: ASSERTIONS VS. FACTS 
FISCAL YEAR 1988 

U.S. Executive O f f i c e  of the  President 
O f f i c e  o f  Management and Budget 

February 1987 



DRUG PROGRAMS 

Assertion: The President has proposed cutting funds for 
anti-drug programs. 

Funding Summary 
(In millions of dollars) 

Budget Authority 
Outlays 

Facts: The President is dedicated to fighting for a Drug- 
Free America. From the beginning of this 
Administration, the First Lady has served as a 
champion for this cause. Thanks to this strong 
support, resources for drug law enforcement have 
t r i ~ l e d  between 1981 and 1988, while funding for 
prebention and treatment has increased by 52 percent. 
In just two years, from 1986 to 1988, overall drug 
spending has increased by 34 percent. Compared with 
1987, the 1988 Budget requests funding for over 1,000 
new drug investigators, prosecutors, and associated 
support staff, and will add approximately 800 new bed 
spaces to the Federal Prison System for drug 
violators. 

Although much has been made of an apparent decline in 
druq fundinq in the President's 1988 Budget, in fact, 
total s endin as measured in outla s 
actual1 i n e r e a s e ~ 8 ~ t o  , tha --+ years o 
d a l l e d  cuts. Outlays for1:t:8 will be $3,456 
million, as compared to $3,020 million in 1987 and 
$2,152 million in 1986. The appearance of a fundin + reduction is created when one looks only 

r u t  understandin 
Let us look at thzse 

0 Over $350 million provided by Congress in 1987 
will purchase capital items, such as aircraft and 
the construction of intelligence centers, that 
simply do not need to be repeated year after year. 
Hence, this money is not requested in 1988. 

0 The Budget proposes termination of a $225 million 
drug enforcement grant program to State and local 
governments. This one-time infusion of 1987 funds 
can assist the governments in starting programs 



and making initial purchases, but it need not 
become an on-going supply line. Congress added 
the grant program to the 1986 Anti-Drug Abuse Act 
over the objections of the Administration, which 
felt at t h e  time that the activities envisioned by 
the grant were properly the responsibility of 
State and Local governments to fund. Partially 
offsetting the need for this grant program, the 
Federal Government c~ntinues to share the proceeds 
generated by the asset forfeiture program, which 
in 1986 distributed $24 million to State and local 
police departments and is expected to award $28 
million more to these agencies in 1987. 

o Over $250 nillion of the HHS 1987 appropriation 
for drug abuse prevention and treatment will be 
spent over two years (1987 and 19881, but the 
entire amount is "scored" in 1987. Thus, the 
1987-1988 decline is overstated by almost 
$130 million. 

o Finally, the Department of Education grant 
program, fznded at $ 2 Q Q  million in 1987, will be 
reduced to a level of $100 million in 1988. A 
higher level is needed in the first year for 
start-up activities, such as planning expenses and 
materials, and these initial expenses need not be 
repeated. 

To summarize, actual government outlays for drug 
ro rams are increasing in ever ear o f t h i s  ++ b r m o n .  To suggGt t at t e ~ f T s m t  has 

abandoned his commitment to combatting drug abuse is 
an assertion that simply ignores the facts. 



APPENDIX B: ANALYSIS OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S EXPLANATION 
OF ITS 1988 DRUG BUDGET REQUEST 

Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control 
U. S. House of Representatives 

[March 19871 



SELECT COMMITTEE ON NARCOTICS ABUSE AND CONTROL 

Analysis of t h e  ~ d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  Explanation of i t s  1988 
Drug Budget Request 

Funding Trends 

r a t i o n  Po- . . * 

Resources f o r  drug law enforcement have t r i p l e d  between 1981 
and 1988, while funding f o r  prevention and t reatment  has 
increased by 52 percent .  

Comment 

According t o  a 1985 GAO repor t  prepared f o r  t h e  Se lec t  
Committee, Federal  expenditures fo r  drug law enforcement ' 
from 1981 through 1985 increased about 51 percent  a f t e r  
i n f l a t i o n .  Most of t h i s  increase  was due t o  i n t e r n a l  
reprogramming of resources by drug enforcement agencies such 
as  Customs and Coast Guard. Some new funds were 
appropriated f o r  drug enforcement. The major i n i t i a t i v e  was 
the  Organized Crime Drug Enforcement (OCDE) program which 
t h e  Administration proposed i n  1982 and Congress supported. 
Other new spending, e.g. f o r  Customs a i r  and marine 
i n t e r d i c t i o n  e f f o r t s ,  was added by Congress w i t h  no request  
from the  Administration. During t h i s  period Congress a l s o  
repeatedly re j ec ted  Administration reques ts  t o  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  
reduce Customs personnel,  including inspectors .  

While t h e r e  c l e a r l y  have been s i g n i f i c a n t  increases  fo r  drug 
law enforcement, the  Administration o v e r s t a t e s  these  
increases .  Moreover, the  most s i g n i f i c a n t  s i n g l e  increase  
came a s  a r e s u l t  of the  Congress 's  i n i t i a t i v e  in  passing the  
omnibus drug b i l l  l a s t  year.  

I n  t he  area  of treatment and prevent ion,  the  GAO r epor t  
noted above found t h a t  from 1981 through 1985 Federal  
spending f o r  these  programs decl ined 1 6  percent ,  an 
e f f e c t i v e  reduction of nea r ly  4 0  percent when i n f l a t i o n  i s  
taken i n t o  account. 

Moreover, from 1980-1986, Federal support  fo r  S t a t e  and 
l o c a l  drug abuse treatment and prevention e f f o r t s  dropped 
over 4 0  percent  a f t e r  i n f l a t i o n ,  even though the  need f o r  
such s e r v i c e s  increased dramat ica l ly  over the same time 
period.  

Drug education programs received only $ 3  mil l ion  of t h e  
Department of Educat ion 's  $18 b i l l i o n  budget i n  1986. 

The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986 added s u b s t a n t i a l  new 
Federal f u n d s  fo r  demand reduction programs and accounts f o r  
t h e  vas t  por t ion  of the  treatment/prevention fundina 

d 

increases  claimed by the  ~ d m i n i s t r a t i o n .  



I1 O u t l a y s  v .  Budget A u t h o r i t y  

. . 
r a t i o n  P o s l t l o n *  

Al though much h a s  been  made o f  an  a p p a r e n t  d e c l i n e  i n  d r u g  
f u n d i n g  i n  t h e  P r e s i d e n t ' s  1988  Budget ,  i n  f a c t ,  t o t a l  
government  w d i n q ,  m measured, in g u t l a y g ,  a c t u a l l y  
i n c r e a s e s  f rom 1987 t o  1988 ,  t h e  y e a r s  of  t h e  s o - c a l l e d  
c u t s .  

Comment 

Budget  a u t h o r i t y  i s  a  b e t t e r  measure  o f  p rog ram g rowth  t h a n  
o u t l a y s ,  which m e r e l y  r e f l e c t  t h e  r a t e  a t  which f u n d s  
a p p r o p r i a t e d  by C o n g r e s s  a r e  s p e n t .  Budget  a u t h o r i t y  
e s t a b l i s h e s  t h e  s i z e  of t h e  program. I n  t e r m s  of  b u d g e t  
a u t h o r i t y ,  t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  1988  r e q u e s t  is $900 
belaw t h e  1987 l e v e l  p r o v i d e d  by C o n g r e s s .  

I11 C a p i t a l  Equipment f o r  I n t e r d i c t i o n  

r a t i o n  P o s i t  i o n *  

Over $350 m i l l i o n  p r o v i d e d  by C o n g r e s s  i n  1987 w i l l  p u r c h a s e  
c a p i t a l  items, s u c h  a s  a i r c r a f t  and t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of i n -  
t e l l i g e n c e  c e n t e r s ,  t h a t  s i m p l y  d o  n o t  need  t o  b e  r e p e a t e d  
y e a r  a f t e r  y e a r .  Hence,  t h i s  money is n o t  r e q u e s t e d  i n  
1988.  

Comment 

T h i s  is t r u e ,  b u t  t h i s  view a p p a r e n t l y  assumes  t h a t  t h e  
equipment  p r o v i d e d  i n  l a s t  y e a r ' s  d r u g  b i l l  is a l l  t h a t  is 
needed  t o  e f f e c t i v e l y  combat t h e  m a s s i v e  i n f l u x  o f  d r u g s  
i n t o  o u r  c o u n t r y .  J u s t  l a s t  week, however ,  Customs Commis- 
s i o n e r  W i l l i a m  von Raab t e s t i f i e d  b e f o r e  t h e  S e l e c t  Commit- 
t ee  t h a t  n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g  a l l  t h e  money and  h i g h  t e c h n o l o g y  
equ ipmen t  w e  have  e n l i s t e d  i n  o u r  i n t e r d i c t i o n  e f f o r t s  
t h r o u g h  t h e  omnibus l aw ,  it w i l l  be a  number of y e a r s  b e f o r e  
we see any  impact  of  t h e s e  e f f o r t s  on t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  
d r u g s  on o u r  s t r e e t .  

Moreover ,  t h e  S t a t e  D e p a r t m e n t ' s  r e c e n t l y  i s s u e d  I n t e r -  
n a t i o n a l  N a r c o t i c s  C o n t r o l  S t r a t e g y  R e p o r t  (INCSR) r e p o r t s  
expanded  p r o d u c t i o n  of opium, c o c a ,  and m a r i j u a n a  wor ldwide .  
For  t h e  n e x t  s e v e r a l  y e a r s  w e  c an  c o n t i n u e  t o  e x p e c t  bumper 
c r o p s  o f  i l l i c i t  s u b s t a n c e s  and more d r u g s  t h a n  e v e r  b e f o r e  
t o  be smuggled i n t o  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  

T h e r e  can  be l i t t l e  doub t  t h a t  a d d i t i o n a l  a i r c r a f t ,  r a d a r s ,  
s h i p s  and o t h e r  equipment  a r e  needed  t o  b u t t r e s s  o u r  i n t e r -  
d i c t i o n  e f f o r t s .  R a t h e r  t h a n  d e v e l o p i n g  a  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  
i n t e r d i c t i o n  s t r a t e g y  w r t h  t h e  r e q u e s t s  f o r  r e s o u r c e s  t o  
s u p p o r t  i t ,  t h e  Administration p r o p o s e s  no  a d d i t i o n a l  
s p e n d i n g .  



I V  S t a t e  and Local Drug Enforcement Assis tance 
. . 

i s t r a t i o n  P o u t l o n *  

The Budget proposes terminat ion of a  $ 2 2 5  mil l ion  drug 
enforcement g ran t  program t o  S t a t e  and l o c a l  governments. 
T h i s  one-time infus ion  of 1987 funds can a s s i s t  t h e  govern- 
ments i n  s t a r t i n g  programs and making i n i t i a l  purchases, b u t  
it  need not become an on-going supply l i n e .  Congress added 
the  grant  program t o  t h e  1986 Anti-Drug Abuse Act over t h e  
objec t ions  of t h e  Administration, which f e l t  a t  t h e  time 
t h a t  the a c t i v i t i e s  envisioned by the  grant  were properly 
t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of S t a t e  and l o c a l  governments t o  fund. 
P a r t i a l l y  o f f s e t t i n g  t h e  need fo r  t h i s  g rant  program, the  
Federal Government continues t o  share  the  proceeds generated 
by the a s s e t  f o r f e i t u r e  program, which i n  1986 d i s t r i b u t e d  
$24 mil l ion  t o  S t a t e  and l o c a l  pol ice  departments and is 
expected t o  award $28 mi l l ion  more t o  these  agencies i n  
1987. 

Comment 

Congress did not intend t h i s  program t o  be a  "one-time 
infus ion"  of funds. Rather the program is authorized i n i -  
t i a l l y  f o r  t h r e e  years .  

The Federal Government has a  c l e a r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  help 
S t a t e  and l o c a l  governments combat drug t r a f f i c k i n g  and 
drug-related crime. I f  our fore ign  pol icy  cannot r e s t r i c t  
the production of i l l i c i t  drugs i n  source coun t r i e s ,  and i f  
our i n t e r d i c t i o n  e f f o r t s  cannot keep a  s i g n i f i c a n t  amount of 
drugs off our s t r e e t s  and schoolyards,  then t h e  Federal Gov- 
ernment m u s t  come t o  the  a s s i s t a n c e  of S t a t e  and l o c a l  gov- 
ernments t h a t  a r e  bearing the  major r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of 
responding t o  drug t r a f f i c  and abuse i n  America. 

Sharing the proceeds of f o r f e i t u r e  w i t h  S t a t e  and l o c a l  
agencies is one way t o  help them cope w i t h  t h e  se r ious  drug 
crime problems they face .  I t  is  not a  s u b s t i t u t e  fo r  t h i s  
g ran t  program, however. For fe i tu re  can be cumbersome and 
time consuming. S t a t e  and l o c a l  governments cannot plan 
programs on t h e  uncer ta in  and unpredictable  recovery of fo r -  
f e i t e d  a s s e t s .  Nor is the  scope of the a s s e t  sharing pro- 
gram a t  t h i s  time l a r g e  enough t o  provide s i g n i f i c a n t  a id  t o  
S t a t e s  and l o c a l i t i e s .  

V Treatment and Prevention 
. . l s t r a t r o n  Pos W* 

Comment 

Congress appropriated $ 2 5 2  mi l l ion  for  1 9 8 7  f o r  expanded 
drug abuse t rea tment ,  prevention and research i n i t i a t i v e  by 



t h e  Department of Health and Human Services .  These funds 
were made a v a i l a b l e  through 1988. 

The Administration has decided t o  allow only one-half of t h e  
a d d i t i o n a l  funds Congress provided t o  be used t o  support  new 
i n i t i a t i v e s  i n  t h e  a reas  of drug abuse t rea tment ,  prevent ion 
and research.  The remainder of t h e  funds a r e  t o  be used t o  
support  second year c o s t s  of t h e  new programs funded. 

In t h e  omnibus drug b i l l ,  Congress was responding t o  a  drug 
abuse emergency. To f a c i l i t a t e  an o r d e r l y  and product ive 
expansion of Federal  e f f o r t s ,  Congress allowed two years  i n  
which t o  spend funds f o r  new t rea tment ,  prevent ion and 
research programs. Congress intended,  however, t h a t  
a l l - -not  j u s t  one-half--of these  funds would be used f o r  new 
i n i t i a t i v e s .  The Adminis t ra t ion ' s  dec i s ion  is t o t a l l y  i n -  
c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  congressional  i n t e n t  and t h e  s p i r i t  of t h e  
drug b i l l .  

V I  Drug Abuse Education 
. . r a t  lon P o s l t  ion* 

The Department of Education g ran t  program, funded a t  $ 2 0 0  
mi l l ion  i n  1987, w i l l  be reduced t o  a  l e v e l  of $100 m i l l i o n  
i n  1988. A higher l e v e l  is needed i n  t h e  f i r s t  year f o r  
s t a r t - u p  a c t i v i t i e s ,  such a s  planning expenses and 
m a t e r i a l s ,  and these  i n i t i a l  expenses need not be repeated.  

Comment 

Congress intended t h a t  t h i s  program would grow, not  sh r ink .  
The drug b i l l  authorized $200 mi l l ion  f o r  1987, $250 mi l l ion  
f o r  1988 and $250 mi l l ion  f o r  1989. 

Witnesses have t e s t i f i e d  before our Committee t h a t  it makes 
l i t t l e  sense f o r  S t a t e  and l o c a l  educat ional  agencies  t o  
launch new and innovat ive drug education programs i n  our 
schools  i f  Federal  support  w i l l  be c u t  i n  h a l f  a f t e r  one 
year.  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  witnesses  have refu ted  the  notion t h a t  t h e r e  
a r e  ex tens ive  s t a r t - u p  expenses a s soc ia ted  w i t h  t h i s  
program. Witnesses have sa id  they expect t o  use funds f o r  
personnel c o s t s  a s soc ia ted  with t r a i n i n g  and d e l i v e r y  of 
s e r v i c e s  and t h a t  such expenses would be recurr ing  i tems,  
not  one-time c o s t s .  

* Source f o r  Administration p o s i t i o n  is a  February 1987 OMB 
document e n t i t l e d ,  "The FY 1988 Budget: Asser t ions  v s .  
Fac ts"  
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: It's an 
honor to have this opportunity to discuss with you the 
President's budget for FY 1988 as it relates to drug law 
enforcement and drug abuse prevention and treatment 
programs. 

As you know, the President's budget must strike the 
difficult balance between reducing the deficit while 
maintaining, and in some cases increasing, Federal support 
for the core functions of Government. The drug programs 
contained in the FY 1988 budget clearly fall into this 
category of essential Government functions. 

In recent weeks the Administration has been accused of 
weakening in its resolve to fight an all-out war against 
drugs. Nothing could be further from the truth. 

From the President on down, every member of this 
Administration is totally committed to this war, and we're 
in it to win. As everyone in this room must surely know, 
the First Lady has devoted enormous amounts of her personal 
time and energy to persuading our Nation's young people to 
"say no" to drugs. The Attorney General and other members 
of the President's Cabinet have placed anti-drug programs 
among the highest priorities in their departments. 
Virtually the entire Cabinet meets once every month, in the 
forum of the National Drug Policy Board, to focus our 
attention on one single issue: how to improve in our fight 
against drugs. I believe that the Board is working well. 
Few other issues receive such continuing attention from so 
many cabinet officials. As a matter of fact, we expect an 
Executive Order to be signed very soon that will formally 
broaden the mandate of the Policy Board to encompass all 
drug related issues, including prevention and treatment, in 
addition to the drug law enforcement responsibilities 
enumerated in the enabling statute. And the President 
himself, in addition to providing moral inspiration and 
policy direction, has presided over the largest build-up of 
anti-drug resources our nation has ever experienced. 

If I may say so, calling this Administration soft on 
drugs is an accusation that simply ignores the facts. Let 
me explain: 

Since FY 1981, the first year of this Administration, 
resources devoted to drug enforcement, prevention, and 
treatment programs have grown by 220 percent in nominal 
dollars. That is, in FY 1987, the Federal Government will 
spend over three times as much on anti-drug programs as it 
did just six years ago. This growth has been concentrated 
in the high priority areas of investigations (up 185 



percent), prosecutions (up 77 percent), interdictions (up 
247 percent), corrections (up 263 percent), drug abuse 
prevention (up 277 percent), and drug abuse treatment (up 92 
percent). Under the President's budget, it will spend even - -- 
more in FY 1488! ---- 

The FY 1988 Budget requests a net increase of $72 - 
million for drug law enforcement program outlays over 
outlays for FY 1987. This will provide for: 

-- More than 400 new workyears for DEArs programs in 
investigations, intelligence, foreign operations, 
computer support, and technical support; 

-- Nearly 100 additional agent and support positions 
for the FBI's drug program; 

-- Approximately 500 new Federal litigators and support 
staff to prosecute drug traffickers; 

-- An increase of $24 million for the U.S. Marshalsf 
drug-related responsibilities of prisoner transpor- 
tation and court security; 

-- The addition of approximately 800 new bed spaces to 
the Federal Prison System for drug violators; and 

-- Continued support for over 2,300 Treasury.and 
Justice Department enforcement personnel allocated 
to the Southwest border as part of Operation 
Alliance. This special Operation, which is a 
product of the Drug Policy Board, will greatly 
increase the government's anti-drug presence along 
the Mexican border. 

All of these items represent increases above what Congress 
provided for in FY 1987. Let me say once again, 
Administration-proposed spending for anti-drug programs, as 
measured in outlays, will actually be higher during FY 1988 
than during FY 1987 (actually, $3.5 billion in FY 1988 vs. 
$3.0 billion in FY 1987). 

There has been much growth from FY 1981 to FY 1987, the 
year of the much-heralded Anti-drug Bill. But the 
President's Budget for FY 1988 will continue, and in some 
cases even increase the high operating levels achieved in FY 
1987. Those who do not understand Federal budgeting have 
concluded that the Administration is backing away from its 
commitment to the war on drugs. This perception is in 
error. During FY 1987 we will purchase five aerostats, 
deploy four E-2C aircraft, construct three command and 
control centers and one intelligence center, and add several 
hundred new law enforcement personnel to our drug 
enforcement effort. Every one of these FY 1987 enhancements 



is fully supported in the FY 1988 Budget -- we' re even 
adding 300 more enforcement personnel in FY 1988 on top of 
the 1987 increases. 

And the activities in the President's budget are not 
limited to drug enforcement. The Budget proposes spending 
$385 million in FY 1987 and the same amount in FY 1988 to 
expand State and local treatment capacity, improve and 
disseminate revention models, and extend our knowledge of h the causes o rug a use. This represents a greater than 80 
percent increase over FY 1986. By utilizing a two-year 
spending plan we will continue the momentum developed in FY 
1987 by maintaining treatment, research, and prevention 
program levels at the elevated FY 1887 level. 

The President's Budget also proposes an unprecedented 
Federal commitment to drug prevention in the nation's 
schools and communities. The Budget funds the new drug 
abuse education program for the duration of its three-year 
authorization -- at $200 million in FY 1987, and $100 
million in each of the next two fiscal years. The $200 
million appropriated for FY 1987 will finance non-recurring 
costs such as planning and purchases of materials, as well 
as basic program operations. As in many Education programs 
that operate on a forward-funded cycle, considerable time 
will elapse between when funds are appropriated and when 
they are used at the local level. Local expenditures of 
Federal funds for drug education will be minimal in FY 1987 
and will increase to a steady state level in FY 1988 and FY 
1989. Thus, the FY 1988 request of $100 million should not 
lead to cutbacks in local programs. 

All this support for the drug program in the 
President's FY 1988 budget, and still the Administration is 
accused of cutting back on the drug war. Probably the best 
example of one such "reduction" -- not really a reduction at 
all -- is the large amount of money contained in the FY 1987 
drug budget that will be spent on capital purchases. These 
purchases simply don't have to be repeated in 1988. The 
President said it best in his radio address this past 
Saturday. He said, 

"A priority item in this year's budget is 
the continuation of our battle against 
the scourge of drug abuse. We have 
tripled spending on drug programs since 
1981. In fact, last year [I9871 we 
budgeted a large amount for the purchase 
of airplanes and the construction of 
certain facilities. Yet, this year, our 
budget was criticized for not asking for 
a repeat of these expenditures. Well, a 
lot of this spending on drug programs has 
been what accountants call capital costs, 



and now that we have the equipment and 
facilities, we don't have to buy them 
every year. In other words, the car is 
bought, now all we have to do is buy the 
gas, change the oil, and make normal 
repairs. Ask any businessman, he'll tell 
you that the start-up costs are always 
the highest. Anyone who's moved into an 
old home and had to fix it up knows that 
the initial expenses are the worst." 

And what are these capital purchases? Again, let me 
cite an example. The FY 1987 drug budget contains some $58 
million to buy five aerostats for the Southwest border. 
These are radar balloons that will be used to detect drug 
smuggling aircraft entering the United States from Mexico. 
These five aerostats, together with the one purchased in FY 
1986, will provide full radar coverage of the entire 
U.S/Mexican border, and we simply don't need any more down 
there. Because the aerostats were budgeted entirely in FY 
1987, none of the costs appear in the FY 1988 budget. This 
is not a "reduction" in our drug effort -- it is simply a 
function of Federal budgeting which shows the entire cost of 
a capital purchase in the first year. But because the FY 
1988 budget for this item is lower than the FY 1987 budget 
-- by $58 million in this instance (the cost of the 
aerostats) -- the Administration is accused of going soft on 
drugs. 

Let me state it again. We have not reduced funding to 
any Federal drug program that we consider to be an effective 
use of tax-payer money. In fact, the only reduction from 
FY 1987 to FY 1988 that I would acknowledge as a real 
reduction is our decision not to repeat the State and local 
drug grant program that Congress created in FY 1987. In 
this case, we have an honest difference of opinion with some 
Members of Congress over who ought to pay for local law 
enforcement operations. It is our view that programs which 
primarily benefit a local community should, in most cases, 
be paid for by that community. I would note that many of 
the grant programs funded in the 1970's by the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) were phased out 
for this very reason. In our view, there are few 
differences between the old LEAA grants and the 
newly-authorized State and local drug grants. It should 
also be noted that we never asked for these funds in the 
first place. Rather, it was Congress that added the program 
to the drug bill despite the Administration's objections. 
We don't believe it was a good use of Federal dollars then 
and we do not believe it is a good use of dollars now. Our 
position on this funding has been clear and consistent. Why 
anyone should be surprised at this is completely beyond me. 

But so much attention has been paid to this "reduction" 



that a very important fact has gotten lost in the shuffle. 
And that fact is that the FY 1988 budget also proposes major 
increases in a number of drug programs, as I enumerated 
earlier. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I hope that you and your 
colleagues on the committee will recognize that winning the 
war against drugs is not necessarily directly correlated 
with spending ever increasing Federal dollars on anti-drug 
programs. The anti-drug fight should be a partnership -- 
the Federal Government, yes, but also State and local 
governments, schools, churches, unions, charitable 
organizations and, of course, families. That is, primarily, 
the message of the President's drug initiative of last year. 
Success on the drug battlefield depends on enlisting more 
institutions in our qreat struggle -- not seeking out and 
monopolizing every plausible anti-drug activity. 

To reiterate, this Administration is committed to 
fighting the war on drugs -- and winning it. We have not 
lost our zeal, we have not cut and run. We believe that 
every dollar that can be used effectively in the drug effort 
has been requested in the FY 1988 budget. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my statement. I shall be 
happy now to address any questions you or other members of 
the committee might have. 
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