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'COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

DIGEST ----__ 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

Because the number of people enter- 
ing the United States Increases 
greatly each year, GAO reviewed the 
Federal lnspectlon system, prlmar- 
lly at the John F. Kennedy Inter- 
national Airport, to determine how 
satisfactory it 1s and what should 
be done to meet the heavy workload 
that lies ahead 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

By 1978 annual arrivals to the 
Unlted States are expected to reach 
274 million--an increase of 44 mll- 
lion in 8 years and about 30 percent 
more than the present U.S. popula- 
tion. Air arrivals alone are ex- 
pected to increase from 14 million 
in 1970 to 33 million by 1978. 
(See p. 6.) 

Four Federal agencies are respon- 
sible for inspecting persons enter- 
ing the United States. 

--The Public Health Service, Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, checks for required in- 
oculations and apparent health. 

--The Immigration and Naturalization 

A SINGLE AGENCY NEEDED TO MANAGE 
PORT-OF-ENTRY INSPECTIONS-- 
PARTICULARLY AT U.S. AIRPORTS 
Department of Justice 
Department of the Treasury 
Department of Agriculture 
Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare 
B-114898 

Service, Department of Justice, 
checks citizenship and determines 
admlssablllty of aliens 

--The Bureau of Customs, Department 
of the Treasury, Inspects baggage 
and assesses duty and taxes. 

--The Animal and Plant Health In- 
spection Service, Department of 
Agriculture, inspects agricultural 
items, such as plants and meat. 

At a time when lnspectlon resources 
are strained by the increased num- 
ber of arrivals, particularly at 
international airports, the sltua- 
tion is further aggravated by the 
uneven distribution of arrivals dur- 
ing both the day and the year At 
the Kennedy airport, for example 

--Forty percent of the annual pas- 
senger traffic in a recent year 
arrived during July, August, and 
September. 

--A maJor portion of the air 
arrivals during 1 week in that 
year landed between 2 00 p.m and 
8 00 p.m. each day. (See pp. 6, 
7, 8, and 10.) 

The Increases in, and concentrations 
of, air arrivals and the four-way 
division of inspection functions 
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contribute to the following 
problems 

--The agencies must staff and super- 
vise inspection operations at 
Kennedy at four separate loca- 
tlons. (See p. 9.) 

--The agencies have different poli- 
cies and procedures for establlsh- 
lng work shifts and billing 
;lr19iyes for services. (See 

. 

--The agencies have different pay 
scales for overtime which results 
in wide disparities in pay fur 
inspectors performing similar 
work. (See p. 9.) 

--At peak traffic periods, the 
pressure to quickly process arriv- 
als dilutes the quality of the in- 
spections. (See p. 9.) 

An attempt to overcome these dlffl- 
cultles by consolldatlng lnspectlons 
started in the 1940s on the Canadian 
border. In the early 1960s a s?mi- 
lar effort was started on the 
Mexican border. 

In late 1967 and early 1968, a task 
force, chaired by the Office of 
Management and Budget and includ- 
ing members of the four inspection 
agencies, concluded after examining 
the inspection system that one-stop 
lnspectlons could be effective at 
international airports. 

Under the one-stop system, one offl- 
cer inspects arrivals for two or 
more agencies and receives special- 
ized help at a secondary inspection 
station when necessary. (See 
P* 12 ) 

The system was tested at Kennedy 
airport due to the heavy air traffic 
expected during the summer of 1968. 

I 

Although this system did facillt~te t ) 
processing, local offlclals of the I 
four agencies were highly critical I 
of the quality of the inspectTons 
under the system (See pp. 14 and 
20 > 

i 
I 

The one-stop system was halted in 
late 1970 when Customs withdrew its I 
personnel from the primary lnspec- I 
tlon stations to deal more intensively i 
with the administration's antl-drug- I 
smuggling campaign. (See p. 20 > I 

I 

In its final report In May 1968, 
Just prior to the one-stop test, 
the task force observed that "the 
total inspection system 1s lacking I 
dIrection, vitality, and responsive- 
ness because of the divided respon- 

) 
I 

slblllty among the four agencies." 

The task force considered as in- 
evltable the establishment of a 
single agency for all activities 
pertaining to the inspection of 
travelers and their baggage. (See 
p. 13.) 

Attempts to improve the lnspectlon 
system have been frustrated mainly 
because of the inherent dlfflcultles 
of multi-agency cooperation I 

I 

The four agencies recognize that a 
fragmented approach to inspections 
will not allow a more efficient and I 
effective tnspectlon system to de- I 
velop. Benefits of single-agency I 
management include- I 

I 
I 

--Development of a single lnspectlon 
system. 

; 
I 

--Uniform admlnlstratlve polic'les and 
procedures. 

1 

I 
--Improved scheduling, planning, and [ 

coordlnatlon. I 
I 

--Elimlnatlon of duplication. 
f 
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--Reductions ln space and staff re- 
qulrements and lnspectlon time 

RECOiVMENDATION 

The Director, Offlce of Management 
and Budget, ln cooperation with the 
Attorney General and the Secretarles 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Agriculture, and the Treasury should 
implement single-agency management 
of port-of-entry inspections. 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UiVRESOLVED ISSUES 

On March 28, 1973, the President 
transmitted to the Congress Reorgan- 
ization Plan No. 2 which ~111 trans- 
fer the functions of the Immlgratlon 
and Naturalization Service related 
to the lnspectlon of persons and 
documents, and the related manpower, 
to the Bureau of Customs. This 
proposal would be a slgnlflcant 
first step ln ellmlnatlng the prob- 
lems discussed. 

In commenting on a draft of this 
report, the Office of Management 
and Budget said that after this 
transfer 1s completed the 

posslbllltles for further lmprove- 
ment ln the Inspection process ~111 
be reviewed. 

The Departments of Agriculture, 
Justice, and the Treasury agreed 
with GAO's recommendation 

The Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare did not agree with the 
concept of single-agency management 
and emphasized that only experienced 
inspectors understanding disease 
epidemiology could adequately carry 
out epldemlologlcal surveillance. 

Single-agency management would not 
eliminate experienced Judgment or 
expertise in a particular inspection 
function, such as epldemlologlcal 
surveillance, 1-t could still be ac- 
complished by trained inspectors. 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION 
BY THE CONGRESS 

The President's Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 of 1973 would be an important 
step toward achieving single-agency 
management of port-of-entry lnspec- 
tlons, especially at the U.S. in- 
ternational alrports. 

Tear Sheet 3 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTJON 

Four Federal agencies are responsible for zxspectlng 
entrants to the United States. 

--Public Health Service, Department of Health, Educa- 
tlon, and Welfare, checks for required lnoculatlons 
and apparent health. 

--Immlgratlon and Naturallzatlon Service, Department 
of Justlce, checks cltlzenshlp and determines admls- 
slblllty of aliens 

--Bureau of Customs, 
spects baggage, 

Department of the Treasury, in- 

dise, 
collects duties on imported merchan- 

drugs, 
lnterdlcts flow of narcotics and dangerous 

and combats smuggling of prohibited and re- 
strlcted articles or smuggling of articles to avoid 
paying duties 

--Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, Inspects agricultural Items to 
keep out plant and animal disease and insect pests. 

The lnspectlons include observation, IntervIew, examlna- 
tlon of entry documents, and selective baggage inspection. 
The agencies estimated that in fiscal year 1972, 3,400 in- 
spectors and personnel expenditures of $52 mllllon were re- 
qulred to carry out these lnspectlons. 

At a time when demands on lnspectlon resources are 
constantly increasing, 
the agencles' 

this dlvlslon of labor has aggravated 
capability to meet these demands. The agen- 

cles have tried perlodlcally to improve their procedures. 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

Our review of these improvement efforts was made prl- 
marlly at John F. Kennedy International Alrport. We also 
made lnqulrles at the Offlce of Management and Budget, at 
the headquarters offices of the Bureau of Customs, the Im- 
migration and Naturallzatlon Service, the Public Health 
Service, and the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, 
and at these agencles' New York City field offlces 
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CHAPTER 2 

INSPECTION WORKLOADS AND PROBLEMS 

Each year the number of arrivals into the United States 
increases enormously. By 1978 It should reach 274 mllllon-- 
an increase of 44 mllllon In 8 years and about 30 percent more 
than the present population of the Unlted States. 

The dramatic growth of air travel 1s one reason for this 
expansion Although about 85 percent of the expected arrivals 
(238 mllllon) will arrive by land, the greatest proportlonate 
increase will come by air Annual arrivals by sea are ex- 
pected to stabilize at the 1970 level of 3 mllllon. 

In 1970 international airports processed about 14 mllllon 
arrivals. By 1978 that number should reach about 33 mllllon, 
with a comparable increase in personal baggage When expressed 
in terms of local operations, the scope of this expansion 
becomes clear* 

--At Kennedy airport annual arrivals are expected to 
reach 5 7 mllllon by the middle of the 197Os, an in- 
crease of almost 2 million persons in 5 years. 

--At Miami International Airport annual arrivals are 
about 2 mllllon, an increase of 1 1 million from 1970. 

--At Honolulu annual arrivals are 700,000, an increase 
of 200,000 from 1970 

--At Chlcago annual arrivals are 1.4 million, an increase 
of 600,000 from 1970. 

The strain on these facilities has been aggravated by the 
uneven dlstrlbutlon of air arrivals during both the day and 
the year At Kennedy airport, for example 

--Forty percent of the passenger traffic in 1970, or 
about 1.6 mllllon persons, arrived during July, August, 
and September (See fig. 1.) 

--A maJor portion of the arrivals during 1 week in July 
1970 landed between 2 00 p m. and 8 00 p.m each day 
(See fig. 2.) 
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NUMBER OF AIR ARRIVALS, BY HQUR, DURPNG ONE WEEK IN JULY 1970 
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Due to the Increase in arrivals, the lnspectlon force 
at Kennedy alrport has grown. In January 1970 about 200 
Inspectors and supervisors processed arrivals, by June 1972 
the force had increased to about 260, a 30-percent growth 
In 17 months. 

In addition to regularly assigned Inspectors, 159 tem- 
porary inspectors were hlred In the summer of 1972. Such 
inspectors are hlred seasonally to meet the demands of peak 
traffic months. After brief training the temporary lnspec- 
tors are assigned to regular lnspectlon functions 

Until 1970 the International Arrivals Bulldlng at Kennedy 
airport was large enough to handle all arrivals. Since then 
three maJor airlines have built their own facllltles to 
accommodate the increase In arrivals. The consequent need 
to staff and supervise lnspectlon operations In four separate 
lnspectlon areas places greater strains on the four lnspec- 
tlon agencies' workforces. The following chart illustrates 
the increases In workload at the main and satellite terminals 

When necessary, the four agencies provide 24-hour In- 
spection coverage. The four agencies' admlnlstratlve practices 
concerning lnspectlons vary widely. For example 

--Customs uses four overlapping 8-hour shifts each day. 
Immlgratlon uses five overlapping 8-hour shifts The 
Animal and Plant Inspection Service and the Public Health 
Service each use seven overlapping 8-hour shifts. 

--Each agency's rules and pay scales for overtime differ. 
This results in wide dlsparltles In pay for inspectors 
performing slmllar work. 

--Each agency uses different criteria to determine whether 
air carrxers will be charged for overtime costs. 

The increase in the number of lnspectlons at peak periods 
tends to dilute the quality of the lndlvldual lnspectlons 
because the emphasis shifts from enforcing the law to expedlt- 
ing operations, This 1s illustrated in the following table. 
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Level of Selective Baggage Inspectlon 

Number of passengers Percentage 
Total Inspected inspected 

High traffic 
months 1971 

August 480,364 96,583 20 1 
September 364,222 73,217 20 1 
October 269,551 42,695 15.8 

Low and medium 
traffic months 
1971 and 1972 

November 
December 
January 
February 

191,348 46,329 24.2 
183,849 50,858 27 7 
244,449 67,256 27 5 
192,308 56,325 29 3 
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CHAPTER 3 

EFFORTS AT II'lPROVEMENT 

The present inspectlon system’s deficiencies have been 
recognized for years. However, studies and proposals pro- 
duced little improvement until March 1973. 

GENERAL EFFORTS 

Most recent efforts to simplify and consolidate inspec- 
tion actlvitles have involved a one-stop inspection system, 
Under this system one officer inspects arrivals for two or 
more agencies at a preliminary screening station. If the 
officer needs speclallzed help or if a baggage lnspectlon 
1s considered necessary, he directs arriving passengers to 
a secondary inspection station. 

The most enduring use of the one-stop system has been 
at land border crossings where separate inspections were 
discontinued long ago Starting in the 194Os, Customs and 
Immigration officers on the Canadian border inspected for 
both agencies after appropriate training. In the early 196Os, 
a similar effort was undertaken at the Mexican border, this 
time involving all four inspection agencies. 

Various studies of the inspection system have suggested 
that some form of consolidation is necessary, For example 

--The present system of multiple inspections with its 
independent supervisory channels did not satisfy the 
long-term needs of any of the inspection agenc1es.l 

--The combination of inspection functions not only was 
feasible but would improve scheduling, planning, and 
coordination, eliminate duplication; and reduce space 
requirements 9 inspection time, 
ments. * 

and staffing requlre- 

lCltizens Task Force Study and Report, 1962; and Evalution of 
the Mission, Organization and Management of Customs, 1964. 

*Joint Immigration and Public Health Study, 1967. 
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--The present entry procedures only projected an 
adverse Image of this country's wllllngness to receive 
foreign guests.l 

--Further opportunities exist for greater economy and 
efflclency through consolldatlon of certain port-of- 
entry inspection activlties.2 

--The traveling public runs the gauntlet of four sepa- 
rate lnspectlons lasting from 30 minutes to 4 hours.2 

In late 1967 and early 1968 a task force, Including key 
members of all four agencies and chaired by an Office of 
Management and Budget official, reexamined the Inspection 
system. Even before its studies were completed, the task 
force decided that extensive pooling of manpower through 
one-stop lnspectlons could be effective at lnternatlonal 
airports. 

To avert a crlsls in the summer of 1968, the task force 
recommended experimental use of one-stop lnspectlons at the 
Kennedy alrport and at the San Antonio airport. In so doing 
the task force predicted 

"The inspection agencies at John F. Kennedy Air- 
port face a chaotic summer In the clearance of 
people and baggage. Facllltles there were con- 
siderably overtaxed last summer with peak loads 
of over 16,000 passengers per day. The predicted 
overload this summer threatens a breakdown of our 
inspection processes." 

In its final report In May 1968, the task force ob- 
served that "the total inspection program 1s lacking dlrec- 
tion, vltallty, and responsiveness because of the divided 
responslblllty among the four agencies." For these and 
other reasons the task force considered the establishment 
of a single inspection agency Inevitable. 

'Industry--Government Special Task Force on Travel, 1968. 

20fflce of Management and Budget correspondence and related 
memoranda regarding a proposed study of consolldatlon 
posslbllltles, 1967. 
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EFFORTS AT KENNEDY AIRPORT 

The experlmental use of a one-stop lnspectlon at 
Kennedy and San Antonlo began In June 1968, Just prior to 
the predlcted summer crlsls. The following are pictures 
of persons arrlvlng and going through one-stop InspectIons 
at Kennedy. 

Photograph provided by Port 
Authorlty of New York 

Amraft blockmg area 
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Photograph provided by Port 
Authority of New York 

Prellmmary screening and mspectlon 
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Photograph provided by Port 
Authority of New York 

Prellmmary screening and mspectlon 
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Photograph by The General 
Accounting Office 

Baggage mspectlon belts 

19 



Local offlclals of the four agencies at Kennedy conceded 
that one-stop lnspectlons had prevented breakdowns of opera- 
tions In the summers of 1968, 1969, and 1970. However, they 
were unhappy about the quality of the lnspectlons. The of- 
flclals complalned that 

--Payment of duty could be readily avoided. 

--Selective baggage Inspection was not dlfflcult to 
circumvent. 

--Inspectors were Idle in one area while backlogs of 
travelers walted nearby. 

--Many air arrivals entered without Customs processing, 
and few persons suspected of smuggling were referred 
from prellmlnary lnspectlons to Customs secondary 
inspections. 

Immlgratlon crltlclzed the frequent rotation of lnspec- 
tors and felt that the long intervals between assignments 
prevented proficient preliminary screening of arrivals. 
Public Health suggested that training for the multiple duties 
of prellmlnary screening had been brief and Inadequate. 

Customs was even more speclflc, asserting that only 
trained and experienced Customs personnel can Inspect baggage 
competently and that people and baggage must be viewed slmul- 
taneously for Customs officers to make the best Judgment. 

In late 1970, to deal more lntenslvely with the admlnls- 
tratlon's anti-drug-smuggling campaign, Customs withdrew Its 
personnel from the prellmlnary screening stations and so 
halted one-stop screening and clearance for air arrivals. 
Public Health and Immlgratlon continued to collaborate on a 
single preliminary screening post. For all practical pur- 
poses, however, the Inspection system at Kennedy airport 
reverted to practices which have long been considered 
Inadequate. 
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CHAPTER 4 

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATION, 

AND AGENCY COMMENTS 

CONCLUSIONS 

The four lnspectlon agencies recognize that a fragmented 
approach to port-of-entry inspections will not allow the 
development of a more efflclent and effective inspection 
system The lncreaslng number of persons entering the 
United States at lnternatlonal alrports aggravates the prob- 
lems caused by this fragmented approach. The benefits of 
single-agency management of inspections Include 

--Development of a single inspection system. 

--Uniform admlnlstratlve pollcles and procedures. 

--Improved scheduling, planning, and coordlnatlon. 

--Elimination of dupllcatlon, 

--Reductions in space and staff requirements and in- 
spection time 

Efforts to improve the inspectjon system have been 
frustrated because of the inherent dlfflcultles of multl- 
agency cooperation. The four agencies need to effectively 
cooperate to initiate action to Implement single-agency 
management. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We recommend that the DIrector, Office of Management 
and Budget, In cooperation with the Attorney General and 
the SecretarIes of Health, Education, and Welfare, Agrlcul- 
ture, and the Treasury implement single-agency management 
of port-of-entry Inspections. 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND ACTIONS 

On March 28, 1973, the President transmltted to the 
Congress Reorganlzatlon Plan No 2 which will transfer the 
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functions of the Immlgratlon and Naturallzatlon Service 
related to the inspection of persons and documents, and the 
related manpower, to the Bureau of Customs. In commenting 
on our draft report, the Office of Management and Budget 
stated that the Reorganlzatlon Plan was a major step toward 
achlevlng single-agency inspection and that, after this 
transfer 1s effected, the posslbllltles for further lmprove- 
ment in the inspection process will be reviewed. 

The Department of Agriculture generally supported our 
recommendation but suggested that inspections at major Inter- 
national alrports be under a single manager responsible to 
a board composed of offlclals of the four lnspectlon agen- 
ties. The Departments of Justice and the Treasury agreed 
with our recommendation. 

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare agreed 
that increased cooperation between the lnspectlon agencies 
could contribute to a more efficient and effective lnspec- 
tlon service but did not agree that Its lnspectlon function 
should be placed under single-agency management. The De- 
partment contended that Its inspection activities are unique 
and can best be done through selected surveillance by those 
who have an experienced understandlng of disease epldemlol- 
ogy* 

The proposal under Reorganlzatlon Plan No. 2 to transfer 
the Immlgratlon and Naturalization Service’s inspection func- 
tions to the Bureau of Customs would be a significant first 
step In ellmlnatlng the problems discussed in this report. 

Single-agency management of lnspectlons would not ell- 
mlnate experienced Judgment or expertise in a particular 
inspection function. In the case of Public Health lnspec- 
tlons, epldemlologlcal surveillance need not be eliminated, 
1-t could still be accomplished by trained Inspectors. At 
the present time Public Health and Immlgratlon work together 
on a single preliminary screening post, We believe that the 
Office of Management and Budget should continue Its efforts 
to bring about unified management of port-of-entry lnspec- 
tions. 
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APPENDIX I 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON DC 20503 

APR 12 1973 

Mr. Victor L. Lowe 
Director, General Government Division 
UnIted States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C, 20548 

Dear Mr. Lowe: 

This is tn response to your letter to Mr. Lordan requesting comments 
on your proposed report to the Congress on the need for single agency 
management of port-of-entry inspections. Our response was delayed 
because of the concurrent development of Reorganization Plan No. 2 
which the President transmitted to the Congress on March 28, 1973. 

The Reorganization Plan represents a maJor step toward achlevtng 
single-agency inspection, which is the obJeCtlve you urge in your 
proposed report. The functions related to the inspection of people 
and documents, with the associated manpower, would be transferred 
from the Irrmgration and Naturalization Service to the Bureau of 
Customs. The details of the proposed transfer are now being worked 
out. After this transfer IS effected, the possibilities for further 
improvement of the inspection process will be reviewed. 

We have no ObJections to the conclusions and recommendations in your 
report, but suggest that you may wish to update the report to take 
account of the President's action in transmitting Reorganization 
Plan No. 2. 

S?ncerety, 

Mark W. Alger 
Chief, General Government 

Programs Div~ston 
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APPENDIX II 

Address Reply to the 

Dwrsmn Indlcnted 

and Refer to Imt~als and Number 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

WASHINGTON, II C 20530 

March 30, 1973 

Mr. Daniel F. Stanton 
Assistant Director 
General Government Dlvlslon 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Stanton 

This letter is In response to your request 
for comments on the draft report titled 'Need for 
Single Agency Management of Port-of-Entry Inspections," 

We consider the recommendation of the report 
to be appropriate and well founded. Action to carry 
out the recommendation has been lnltlated as a 
result of the executive declslon announced by President 
Nixon designating the Bureau of Customs as the single 
agency manager of port-of-entry inspections. Approxl- 
mately 1,000 Immigration and Naturalization Service 
employees will be transferred to the Bureau of 
Customs to effectuate "one stop service" at all 
official United States ports of entry. 

We appreciate the opportunity afforded to us 
to provrde comments on the draft report. 

Sincerely, 
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APPENDIX III 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
BUREAU OF CUSTOMS 

WASHINGTON 

REFER TO 

i?Q4N-I-0:1 B 

Mr. Charles P. McAuley 
AssIstant Dxector 
General Government Dxvwion 
U. S, General, Accountwg Offlce 
Washlngton, D.C 20548 

Dear Mr. McAuleyt 

In response to your letter of February 20, 1973, 

to the Secretary of the Treasury, we attach our comments 

on a proposed rePQ% to the Congress by the Comptroller 

General regard&w single agency management of port-of-entry 

Inspections. 

COmmlssloner of Customs 

Enclpsure 

REPLY TO COMMlSSfONER OF CUSTOMS WASHINGTON, D C 20226 
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APPENDIX III 

Treasury Department, Bureau of Customs 

Comments on draft of Comptroller General's Report to the 
Congress on the need for Single Agency Management of Port- 
of-Entry Inspections. 

The draft report generally ldentlfles the Customs problems 
which are caused by the fact that 4 agencies share responsl- 
blllty for and management of port-of-entry inspections. It 
appears to be obvious from several studies which have been 
made that single agency management of the lnspectlon process 
would result In more effective lnspectlons, more efflclent 
management of manpower resources, and better service to the 
public. 

The Bureau of Customs and the Treasury Department concur in 
the recommendation to implement Single Agency Management of 
primary port-of-entry InspectIons; however, the draft report 
does not lndlcate which agency should be made responsible 
for lnspectlons under the single agency management concept. 
The President, on March 28, 
Plan No. 

1973, announced Reorganlzatlon 
2 of 1972 which proposes the designation of the 

Bureau of Customs as the Single Agency Manager of ports-of 
entry inspections. Some of the reasons which support this 
deslgnatlon are set forth below: 

1. Customs presently provides the malor manpower 
resources for port-of-entry Inspections. For 
example, during November l-30, 1972, Customs 
provided 61 percent of the total manhours re- 
quired for land border lnspectlons, 59 percent 
of the total manhours required for lnspectlon 
of commercial air and sea passengers; and 75 
percent of the total manhours for lnspectlons 
of private vessels and aircraft. 

2. The Customs Automated Data Processing IntellE- 
gence Network (CADPIN) LS superior to the 
Immlgratlon Soundex System In quickly ldentl- 
fylng suspects at the primary lnspectlon point. 
For example: 

a. Soundex 1s a coded system. The querying 
officer must encode the name before the 
system 1s usable. CADPIN Input 2s not 
coded; 
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b Soundex provides very llmlted lnformatlon on a 
suspect -- basically, It tells If he 1s wanted 
and the general category of crime. CADPIN 
provides complete descrlptlons and many more 
ldentlflers such as aliases, associates, modus 
operandl, pertinent prior record, and cautions 
about whetner a suspect may be armed and dangerous, 

C Soundex 1s more time-consuming, It 1s dependent 
upon the faclllty of the querying officer to en- 
code names and locate the names in a loose-leaf 
book. Addltlons and deletions must be In printed 
page form and inserted or deleted when changes are 
necessary. CADPIN gives a response in 1 or 2 seconds 
at primary inspection point and In 3-8 seconds at 
secondary inspection point Information can be qulck- 
ly added to or deleted from the CADPIN data bank, 

d. Soundex has little or no tie-in with other agency 
intelligence, CADPIN 1s linked with NCIC (which 
has 5 mllllon records), and 1s interfaced with IRS, 
Secret Service, and ATF intelligence sources, and 

e. CADPIN possesses admlnlstratlve mesage capability for 
which there 1s no counterpart In Soundex. 

3 The Bureau of Customs has independently conducted a study 
of the more recent problems involved In multi-agency man- 
agement of port-of-entry inspection As a result of this 
study, the Treasury Department has forwarded to the Office 
of Management and Budget a recommendation that the single 
agency management system be adopted, beginning wltn primary 
lnspectlons at land border crossings, primary lnspectlons 
of ferries arriving from contiguous countries, and lnspectlons 
of all private yachts and private aircraft A copy of the 
Treasury presentation to OMB 1s attached 

In addltlon, the Bureau of Customs belleves that the single agency 
concept should also apply to inland ports and land border lnspec- 
tions, and stands ready to assume these responslbllltles 

[See GAO note ] 

GAO note These comments were considered In the preparation 
of our final report but are not reproduced herein 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE 

OFFICEOFTHESECRETARY 
WASHINGTON DC 20201 

API? 17 1973 

Mr. John Heller 
Associate Director 
Manpower and Welfare Dlvlslon 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Heller: 

The Secretary has asked that I respond to your letter 
of February 20, In whxh you asked for our comments 
(enclosed) on a draft of your report to the Congress 
entitled, "Need for Single Agency Management of Port- 
of-Entry Inspections." We appreciate the opportunity 
to comment on this report in draft form. 

Sincerely yours, 

Asslstant Secretary, COmptrOller 

Enclosure 
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COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 
ON A DRAFT GAO AUDIT REPORT ENTITLED, "NEED FOR SINGLE AGENCY 
MANAGEMENT OF PORT-OF-ENTRY INSPECTIONS" 

Recommendation. The Director, Office of Management and Budget, 
In cooperation with the Attorney General and the Secretaries 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Agriculture, and the 
Treasury initiate necessary actions to implement single agency 
management of port-of-entry inspections. 

HEW Comment: 

We are in agreement that increased cooperation between the 
agencies involved could contribute to a more efficient and 
effective inspection service. The Department's Center for 
Disease Control (CDC) will be glad to actively cooperate in 
those areas which would lead to this goal. The areas involved 
are as follows* 

Development and implementation of an information 
system for travelers, industry, and others. 

Developing and implementing uniform administrative 
policies and procedures. 

Plan, develop, and implement improved scheduling 
(including standardization of work shifts), planning 
and coordination. 

Eliminating duplicative work or otherwise unneces- 
sary work. 

Reducing space and manpower requirements. 

Developlng uniform rules/regulations/laws for over- 
time rates of pay and establishing uniform criteria 
for determining when carrier or government pays. 

The development and implementation of a management- 
information system. 

Development of training program, including CDC 
training expertise and resources as requested. 

However, we do not agree with the GAO recommendation that 
surveillance activities exercised by HEW representatives be 
placed within a single agency for management of port-of-entry 
inspections. This Department's port-of-entry surveillance 
actlvlties are rather unique and cannot be categorized as 

29 



APPENDIX IV 

"routine Inspections." Advances In disease control have 
made routine lnspectlons obsolete. The actlvltles carried 
out by CDC representatives relate to epldemlologlcal sur- 
veillance, best done through (1) selective surveillance and 
experienced professional Judgment, (11) by those who have 
an experienced understanding of disease epldemlology, 

In addltlon, personnel for port-of-entry surveillance are 
not necessarily assigned based on volume of travelers but 
on potential risk. This risk can vary depending on the number 
of foreign travelers entering from areas having epldemlcsp 
number of countries having epldemlcs, and the time of the 
year. CDC's approach, due to the very nature of these 
surveillance strategies, requires a less quantltatlve and 
more targeted approach in fulfilling these responslbllltles. 

Aside from the technical competence of the staff, those working 
in disease surveillance require a famlllarlty with the network 
of public and private health resources that are essential In 
moblllzlng a community's defense against a potential disease 
threat. Disease lnterventlon demands efflclent relationships 
which can be harnessed quickly In the face of a possible epl- 
demlc. These public health responslbllltles and functions 
require a degree of public health competence that cannot be 
expected outside of a public health agency. Furthermore, 
communicable disease surveillance and control in the community 
requires a high degree of lnteractlon between those responsible 
for carrying out these responslbllltles and other Federal, 
State, and local health agencies. 

Clearly, it 1s on a qualitative basis that we take exceptron 
to the GAO recommendation. It 1s our Judgment that the crlterla 
for descrlblng efficient operations related to port-of-entry 
inspection for CDC differs with crlterla followed by the three 
other agencies Involved. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE 

WASHINGTON D C 20250 

MAR 26 1973 
Mr. RLchard 3 Woods 
Assrstant Director 
Resources and Economic Development Dlvlslon 
U S. General Accountrng Office 
Washington, D.C 20548 

Dear Mr Woods. 

This 1s in response to your February 20 letter regarding a proposed 
report to Congress on the need for single agency management of port- 
of-entry inspectrons The report addresses itself to passenger and 
baggage lnspectlon at maJor lnternatlonal alrports, and our. comments 
on the recommendation concern that aspect of port-of-entry lnspectlons. 

USDA generally supports the General Accountrng Office recommendation. 
We further belleve that the issue involved 1s not so much one of con- 
cept as rt 1s of deflnitlon and lmplementatron of "single agency 
managementl' In such a way that each agency feels Its responslbllltles 
are being more efilcrently met than at present 

Because of thrs, we suggest the conslderatlon of an executive board 
at each maJor lnternatlonal airport composed of the offlclal in 
charge of each of the four lnspectlon agencies (Fubl1.c Health, Customs, 
Immlgrat-Lon, Agriculture) at the alrport. All aspects of passenger 
and baggage inspectlon at the airport would be under the dlrectlon of 
a single manager, preferably an indrvldual who LS not an employee of 
any of the four rnspectlon agencies The manager should be given 
dlrectlon by and be responsible to the executive board 

It 1s realized that many factors and details must be consldered In 
lmplementrng such a system We, therefore, belleve that representa- 
tives of the organlzatlons wlthln each agency directly involved with 
passenger and baggage Inspectron will need to work together, perhaps 
with the Office of Management and Budget in a coordlnatlng role, If 
the recommendation 1s developed 

Sincerely, 

F J i:ulherll 
Admlnlstrator 
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PRINCIPAL GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTRATION OF ACTIVITIES 

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

Tenure of office 
From To 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 
Elliot L. Richardson (acting) Apr. 1973 
Richard G. Kleindlenst June 1972 
Richard G Kleindlenst 

(acting) Feb. 1972 
John N. Mitchell Jan, 1969 
Ramsey Clark act . 1966 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

SECRETARY OF TREASURY: 
George P. Shultz 
John P. Connally 
David M. Kennedy 

June 1972 Present 
Feb. 1971 June 1972 
Jan. 1969 Feb. 1971 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: 
Earl L. Butz 
Clifford M Hardin 
Orville L. Freeman 

Dec. 1971 
Jan. 1969 
Jan, 1961 

- 

Present 
APr 1973 

June 1972 
Feb. 1972 
Jan 1969 

Present 
Nov. 1971 
Jan. 1969 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 

SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
AND WELFARE 

Caspar W. Weinberger Feb. 1973 Present 
Frank C. Carlucci (acting) Jan. 1973 Feb. 1973 
Elliot L. Richardson June 1970 Jan. 1973 
Robert H. Finch Jan. 1969 June 1970 
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Tenure of office 
From To - 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 

SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
AND WELFARE: (Contmued) 

Wilbur J. Cohen Mar. 1968 Jan. 1969 
John W. Gardner Aug. 1965 Mar. 1968 
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