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FY 2014 Performance Summary Report

Executive Summary

Background
This document presents the FY 2014 Performance Summary Report (PSR) for each National

Drug Control Program agency. The Office of National Drug Control Policy’s (ONDCP)
Reauthorization Act of 2006 (Public Law 109-469) included a provision (21 U.S.C. § 1703(d)(7))
authorizing the Director of National Drug Control Policy to “... monitor implementation of the
National Drug Control Program, including — (A) conducting program and performance audits
and evaluations; and (B) requesting assistance of the Inspector General of the relevant agency
in such audits and evaluations ...”

The ONDCP Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary (dated
January 18, 2013), includes a section requiring all drug control agencies to submit annual
Performance Summary Reports. Each report is to include performance-related information for
National Drug Control Program activities — specifically regarding performance measures, prior
year performance targets and results, current year targets, and the quality of performance
data.

The Chief Financial Officer or other accountable senior executive of each agency is required to
assert that (a) the performance reporting system is appropriate and applied; (b) explanations
for not meeting performance targets are reasonable; (c) the methodology to establish
performance targets is reasonable and applied; and (d) adequate performance measures exist
for all significant drug control activity decision units. The decision unit is defined in the ONDCP
Circular as activities for which a significant amount of obligations (51,000,000 or 50 percent of
the agency drug budget) were incurred in FY 2014. These management assertions are to be
based on data (citing sources); other estimation methods such as professional judgment
(documenting the objectivity and strength of these methods); and the accuracy and reliability
of the reporting systems and the extent to which they are an integral part of agency budget and
management processes.

The ONDCP Circular mandates that “Each report...shall be provided to the agency’s Inspector
General for the purpose of expressing a conclusion about the reliability of each assertion made
in the report.” Each agency’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) is required to conduct an
attestation review of its FY 2014 Performance Summary Report, consistent with the Statements
for Standards of Attestation Engagements promulgated by the American Institute of Certified
Public Accountants. An attestation review is more limited in scope than a standard audit, the
purpose of which is to express an opinion on management’s assertions. The objective of an
attestation review is to evaluate an entity’s performance reporting and to provide negative
assurance. Negative assurance, based on the criteria established by the ONDCP Circular,
indicates that nothing came to the attention of the OIG that would cause them to believe an
agency’s submission was presented other than fairly in all material respects. This process
ensures conformity with the requirements of the ONDCP Circular while addressing the
disparate performance issues facing drug control agencies.
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Assessing Performance

Performance monitoring is a key tool for ONDCP in its oversight of National Drug Control
Program agencies — it enables ONDCP to assess the extent to which the Strategy achieves its
goals and accounts for the contributions of individual drug control agencies. Two laws, the
Office of National Drug Control Policy Reauthorization Act of 2006 (P.L. 109-469) and the
Government Performance and Results Act Modernization Act of 2010 (GPRMA), set the
framework for a range of performance requirements to improve performance through
measurement analysis and regular assessment of programs.

Agency Performance Summary Reports for the purposes of this report are a component of
ONDCP’s assessment of agency performance; they provide independent assessments of agency
accountability systems for both the Administration and Congress. The key function of these
reports is to assess agency performance systems — the measures, the process of developing
targets, the quality of data systems, and the use of performance information.

Through the annual budget certification process ONDCP also assesses agency performance
through internal program evaluations and reviews. ONDCP’s review of agencies’ summer and
fall Performance Budgets are preceded by funding guidance on improving their performance
and refining their accountability systems. Within the Budget and Performance Summary
report published each year, ONDCP gives an account on agencies key drug related measures
for the last year available and documents the performance targets and actual achievements of
each program along with a qualitative description of past-year accomplishments. The Budget
and Performance Summary report is released each year with the annual Strategy. ONDCP also
works year round with agencies to improve their performance systems.

Department Compliance and Attestation Reviews

Most National Drug Control Program agencies submitted a Performance Summary Report for FY
2014. However, a few agencies did not submit a report or were not in compliance with the
ONDCP Circular. The Department of Defense’s (DoD) Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Counternarcotics and Global Threat (CN & GT) submitted a report that the DoD’s Office of
Inspector General (OIG) found did not conform in all material respects to the ONDCP Circular.
ONDCP notes DoD’s progress in having the |G attest to its report for the second year based on
past ONDCP guidance and GAO recommendations, and looks forward to working with DoD to
be in full compliance with the ONDCP Circular for its 2015 report. In addition, the Department
of Interior’s National Park Service (NPS), and the Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s (HUD’s) Office of Community Planning and Development did not submit
performance summary reports to comply with the ONDCP Circular. While NPS submitted a
report in past years they did not submit a report for FY 2014. HUD’s Office of Community
Planning and Development has not submitted a report since it was added to the National Drug
Control Budget in FY 2012. Efforts to obtain the report, management assertion and IG
attestation from HUD have not been successful. ONDCP will note in its FY 2017 funding
guidance that the Department of Interior’s National Park Service and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development’s Office of Community Planning and Development were not in
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compliance with the ONDCP Circular and request that they work with ONDCP to prepare their
submission for FY 2015. Finally, the Department of Health and Human Services’ Centers for
Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS) and DoD Health Affairs (HA) have responded that they are
working on developing performance measures, and thus were not required to submit reports
this year. ONDCP will continue to work with CMS and DoD (HA) in developing appropriate
measures. Table 1 summarizes the status of each Department and Independent Agency’s
Performance Summary Report submissions.
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Table 1: Summary of Performance Summary Report Compliance and Attestation Reviews

Activities

Provided Signed OIG/Indep. . .
Management Auditor Compllanc':e with
Department/Bureau . . ONDCP Circular
Assertions Attestation (Yes/No)
(Yes/No) Review
Agriculture
United States Forest Service Yes Not Required* Yes
Court Services and Offender Yes Not Required* Yes
Supervision Agency
Defense
Drug Interdiction and Counterdrug Yes Failed No

Health Affairs

Not required this

Not required this

Not required this

Families

year year year
Education

Office of Safe and Healthy Students Yes Pass Yes
Health and Human Services

Administration for Children and Yes Not Required* Yes

Centers for Medicare & Medicaid

Not required this

Not required this

Not required this

Services year year year
Health Resources and Services Yes Not Required* Yes
Administration
Indian Health Service Yes Pass Yes
National Institutes of Health Yes Pass Yes
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Yes Pass Yes
Services Administration
Homeland Security
Customs and Border Protection Yes Pass Yes
Federal Law Enforcement Training Yes Not Required* Yes
Center
Immigration and Customs Yes Pass Yes
Enforcement
United States Coast Guard Yes Pass Yes
Department of Housing & Urban
Development
Office of Community Planning and No Not Submitted No
Development
Department of Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs Yes Not Required* Yes
Bureau of Land Management Yes Not Required* Yes
National Park Service No Not Submitted No
Justice
Assets Forfeiture Fund Yes Pass Yes
Criminal Division Yes Pass Yes
Drug Enforcement Administration Yes Pass Yes
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Provided Signed 0OIG/Indep. . .
Management Auditor Compliance with
Department/Bureau . . ONDCP Circular
Assertions Attestation (Yes/No)
(Yes/No) Review
Federal Bureau of Prisons Yes Pass Yes
Office of Justice Programs Yes Pass Yes
Offices of the United States Attorneys Yes Pass Yes
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Yes Pass Yes
Task Forces Program
United States Marshals Service Yes Pass Yes
Department of Labor
Employment and Training Yes Not Required* Yes
Administration
State
Bureau of International Narcotics and Yes Pass Yes
Law Enforcement Affairs
United States Agency for Yes Pass Yes
International Development
Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration Yes Not Required* Yes
National Highway Traffic Safety Yes Pass Yes
Administration
Treasury
Internal Revenue Service Yes Pass Yes
Veterans Affairs
Veterans Health Administration Yes Pass Yes

*Under the updated ONDCP Circular: Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary (dated January 18, 2013),
Section 9, entitled “Unreasonable Burden Exception,” an agency or bureau included in the National Drug Control Budget with
prior year drug-related obligations of less than $50 million may submit an alternative report that includes the report and
assertions and accompanied by statements from an accountable senior executive, attesting that full compliance with the
ONDCP Circular would constitute an unreasonable reporting burden.

Summary of Agency Reports

Department of Agriculture

The United States Forest Service (USFS) fully complied with the requirements of the ONDCP
Circular. USFS submitted an alternative report (Tab A) since its prior year obligations for drug
control activities fall below the ONDCP Circular’s threshold of S50 million. The USFS provided
an adequate explanation of its performance measure, baseline performance targets, and data.
An OIG authentication was not required.

Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA)

CSOSA fully complied with the requirements of the ONDCP Circular. CSOSA submitted an
alternative report (Tab B) since its prior year obligations for drug control activities fall below the
ONDCP Circular’s threshold of $50 million. An OIG authentication was not required.
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Department of Defense

The Department of Defense, for this reporting period, only submitted a report (Tab C) for the
Drug Interdiction and Counterdrug Activities program. DoD’s Health Affairs office did not
submit a report.

Drug Interdiction and Counterdrug Activities: DoD submitted a Performance Summary
Report (Tab C), but the DoD Office of Inspector General (OIG) noted that the report did
not conform in all material respects to the ONDCP Circular. The OIG noted that the
report materially deviated from the requirements of the ONDCP Circular because DASD
(CN & GT) did not provide sufficient support for the data presented in Strategic Goal 1.
While DoD’s report did not conform in all aspects with the ONDCP Circular, it should be
noted that DoD has made progress for the second year in having the IG attest to its
report based on ONDCP guidance and GAO recommendations.

DoD Health Affairs: DoD Health Affairs did not submit a report to meet the
requirements of the ONDCP Circular, but is working to develop appropriate
performance measures.

Department of Education

The Department of Education fully complied with the requirements of the ONDCP Circular.
Performance information is provided for two drug control grant programs (Tab D): Safe and
Supportive Schools and School Climate Transformation. The Department detailed the
development and ongoing implementation of two performance measures for the new School
Climate Transformation grant program. Upon review, nothing came to the attention of the OIG
that caused them to believe that management’s assertions were not fairly stated in all material
respects, based upon the ONDCP Circular.

Department of Health and Human Services

The Department of Health and Human Services submitted separate reports (Tab E) for the
Administration for Children & Families (ACF), Health Resources and Services Administration
(HRSA), the Indian Health Service (IHS), the National Institutes of Health (NIH), and the
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA).

ACF: ACF complied with the requirements of the ONDCP Circular. ACF submitted an
alternative report since its prior year obligations for drug control activities fall below the
ONDCP Circular’s threshold of $50 million. An OIG authentication was not required.

CMS: CMS is working on developing performance measures and the agency was not

required to submit a report this year. ONDCP will work with CMS in developing
appropriate measures.

Vi
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HRSA: HRSA fully complied with the requirements of the ONDCP Circular. The HRSA
report included the required performance measures, targets, results, and management
attestations. HRSA submitted an alternative report since its prior year obligations for
drug control activities fall below the ONDCP Circular’s threshold of $50 million. An OIG
authentication was not required.

IHS: IHS fully complied with the requirements of the ONDCP Circular. The IHS report
included the required performance measures, targets, results, and management
attestations. The OIG review authenticated the IHS Performance Summary Report for
drug control activities and the accompanying management assertions. Based on their
review, nothing came to the attention of the OIG that caused them to believe that
management’s assertions, contained in the Performance Summary Report, were not
fairly stated in all material respects, based upon the ONDCP Circular.

NIH: The National Institutes of Health (NIH) complied with the requirements of the
ONDCP Circular. The NIH Performance Summary Report included performance
measures, targets, results, and management attestations for the National Institute on
Drug Abuse (NIDA) and the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA).
The OIG authenticated the report, affirming that nothing came to their attention that
caused them to believe that NIH's performance summary report and management's
assertions were not fairly stated, in all material respects, based on the ONDCP Circular.

SAMHSA: SAMHSA fully complied with the requirements of the ONDCP Circular. The
SAMHSA report included the required performance measures, targets, results, and
management attestations. The OIG review authenticated the SAMHSA Performance
Summary Report for drug control activities and the accompanying management
assertions. Based on their review, nothing came to the attention of the OIG that caused
them to believe that management’s assertions, contained in the Performance Summary
Report, were not fairly stated in all material respects, based upon the ONDCP Circular.

Department of Homeland Security

The Department of Homeland Security submitted separate reports (Tab F) for Customs and
Border Protection (CBP), Federal Law Enforcement Training Center (FLETC), Immigration and
Customs Enforcement (ICE) and for the United States Coast Guard (USCG).

CBP: Based on the OIG’s review, nothing came to their attention that caused them to
believe that the Performance Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2014,
is not presented, in all material respects, in conformity with the criteria set forth in the
ONDCP Circular. The IG did not make any recommendations as a result of its review.
ONDCP notes CBP’s addition of a performance measure for its Automation
Modernization decision unit to measure the percentage of time that their Treasury
Enforcement Communications System (TECS) is available to end users. TECS identifies
individuals and businesses suspected of or involved in violations of federal laws.

vii
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FLETC: FLETC submitted a Performance Summary Report for the year ended September
30, 2014. Since FLETC’s obligations in FY 2014 were less than the threshold of $50
million, they submitted an alternative report with a statement from an accountable
senior executive, attesting that full compliance with the ONDCP Circular would
constitute an unreasonable reporting burden. ONDCP is showing them in compliance
with the ONDCP Circular.

ICE: Based on the OIG’s review, nothing came to their attention that caused them to
believe that the Performance Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2014,
was not presented, in all material respects, in conformity with the criteria set forth in
the ONDCP Circular.

USCG: Nothing came to the OIG’s attention that caused them to believe that the
Performance Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2014, was not
presented, in all material respects, in conformity with the criteria in the ONDCP Circular.

Department of the Interior

The Department of the Interior, for this reporting period, only submitted reports (Tab G) for the
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The National Park
Service did not comply with the ONDCP Circular.

BIA: BIA fully complied with the requirements of the ONDCP Circular. BIA submitted an
alternative report since its prior year obligations for drug control activities fall below the
ONDCP Circular’s threshold of $50 million. An OIG authentication was not required.

BLM: BLM fully complied with the requirements of the ONDCP Circular. BLM submitted
an alternative report since its prior year obligations for drug control activities fall below
the ONDCP Circular’s threshold of $50 million. An OIG authentication was not required.

Department of Justice

The Department of Justice submitted separate reports (Tab H) for the Assets Forfeiture Fund
(AFF), Criminal Division (CRM), Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), the Federal Bureau of
Prisons (BOP), the Office of Justice Programs (OJP), Offices of the United States Attorneys, the
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces Program (OCDETF), and the United States
Marshals Service (USMS). Based on the review of the reports, nothing came to the attention of
the OIG that caused them to believe that the submissions were not presented, in all material
respects, in accordance with the requirements of ONDCP’s Circular, and as otherwise agreed to
with ONDCP.

Department of the Labor
The Department of Labor submitted an alternative report (Tab I) for the Employment and
Training Administration (ETA) Job Corps program in compliance with the requirements of the

viii
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ONDCP Circular. The report documents the agency’s drug control related performance
measures, targets, and supporting data systems. Since its prior year obligations for drug control
activities fall below the ONDCP Circular’s threshold of $50 million, an OIG authentication was
not required.

Department of State

The Department of State submitted separate reports (Tab J) for the Bureau of International
Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement Affairs (INL) programs and the U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID). Based on a review of the reports and accompanying
management assertions, nothing came to the attention of the OIG that would lead them to
believe that the report did not meet the requirements of the ONDCP Circular.

Department of Transportation
The Department of Transportation submitted separate reports (Tab K) for the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA).

FAA: FAA submitted a Performance Summary Report for the year ended September 30,
2014. Since FAA’s obligations in FY 2014 were less than the threshold of $50 million,
they submitted an alternative report with a statement from an accountable senior
executive, attesting that full compliance with the ONDCP Circular would constitute an
unreasonable reporting burden. FAA is in compliance with the ONDCP Circular.

NHTSA: NHTSA submitted a Performance Summary Report for the year ended
September 30, 2014. NHTSA’s OIG reported that no information came to their attention
that NHTSA’s Performance Summary report was not presented in conformity with
ONDCP's Circular.

Department of the Treasury

The Performance Summary Report (Tab L) of the Department of the Treasury documents the
performance measures, targets, and data system of the Internal Revenue Service’s Criminal
Investigation narcotics-related program. Management assertions about the validity and
soundness of IRS’ performance measures, targets, and data system were reviewed by the Office
of the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration. Based on their review, the Office
concluded that nothing came to their attention that caused them to believe that the assertions
in the Performance Summary Report was not fairly presented in all material respects in
accordance with the criteria set forth in the ONDCP Circular.

Department of Veterans Affairs

The Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) fully complied with the requirements of the ONDCP
Circular. The VA Performance Summary Report (Tab M) focuses on Continuity of Care and
Research & Development in the Veterans Health Administration. Based on its review, the OIG
concluded that nothing came to its attention that would lead it to believe that VA does not
have a system to capture performance information accurately and the system was not properly
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applied to generate the performance data reported in the Performance Summary Report in all
material respects, based upon the ONDCP Circular. VA has continued implementation of a
measure of patient-reported abstinence from drug use during early recovery, reporting FY 2014
achieved performance metrics and a FY 2015 target.

Conclusion

Most National Drug Control Program agencies submitted a Performance Summary Report for FY
2014 and are compliant with the ONDCP Circular. A few agencies did not submit a report or
were not in compliance with the ONDCP Circular. ONDCP will work with the Department of
Defense’s (DoD) Deputy Assistant Secretary for Counternarcotics and Global Threat (CN & GT)
on its 2015 report so that they are in full compliance. ONDCP will note in its FY 2017 funding
guidance that the Department of Interior’s National Park Service and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development’s Office of Community Planning and Development were not in
compliance with the ONDCP Circular. While the Department of Health and Human Services’
Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS) and DoD Health Affairs (HA) are working on
developing performance measures, they were not required to submit reports this year and will
be notified to submit reports on their performance development efforts for FY 2015 by
February 1, 2016.
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TAB B: Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency



Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency
Office of the Director

January 23, 2015

The Honorable Michael Botticelli
Acting Director

Office of National Drug Control Policy
Executive Office of the President
Washington, DC 20503

Dear Mr. Botticelli:

The Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA) is required by Office of
National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular ‘Accounting of Drug Control Funding and
Performance Summary’, dated January 18, 2013, to present assertions concerning the accounting of
all FY 2013 funds expended on ONDCEP activities and performance associated with these activities.

CSOSA is a relatively small Federal Agency comprised of two components: the Community
Supervision Program (CSP) and the Pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbia (PSA).
CSOSA plays a unique, front-line role in the day-to-day public safety of everyone who lives, visits or
works in the District of Columbia. CSP is responsible for supervision of offenders on probation,
parole or supervised release, as well as monitoring Civil Protection Orders and deferred sentencing
agreements; PSA is responsible for supervising pretrial defendants. CSOSA appropriated resources
support ONDCP Prevention and Treatment drug contro! functions through our offender and
defendant drug testing and substance abuse treatment activities, |

The purpose of this report is to present CSP and PSA assertions concerning drug resource
accounting and related performance information and my qualified authentication of these assertions.
CSOSA does not have an Inspector General (IG) component or function to review and express a
conclusion on the reliability of the accounting and performance assertions made in this report.
Therefore, CSOSA requests a waiver for the IG authentication requirements outlined in the Circular.

To the best of my knowledge the FY 2014 accounting and performance assertions
presented by CSOSA are accurate and complete. However, one continuing concern we share
with other jurisdictions is that the use of synthetic drugs by our offender and defendant
populations is not fully detectable by our current drug testing activities, which presents
challenges to our supervision and treatment support activities.

633 Indiana Avenue, NW, Suite 1220, Washington, DC 20004-2902
Voice: (202) 220-5300 Fax: (202) 220-5350




Sincerely,

o

Nancy M. Ware
Director

" e Nk wad

Enclosures

CSOSA Community Supervision Program Accounting Submission / Assertions: dated January
16,2015

CSOSA Community Supervision Program Performance Reporting Submission / Assertions;
dated January 16, 2015

CSOSA Pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbia Accounting and Performance
Reporting Submission / Assertions; dated January 6, 2015




Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency

January 16, 2015

The Honorable Michael Botticelli
Acting Director

Office of National Drug Control Policy
Executive Office of the President
Washington, DC 20503

Dear Mr. Botticelli:

In accordance with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP)
Circular Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, 1 make the following
assertions regarding the annual accounting of drug control resources for the Court Services and
Offender Supervision Agency’s (CSOSA’s) Community Supervision Program (CSP) for the
previous fiscal year (FY 2014). CSP is one of two programs (Decision Units) within the CSOSA
appropriation.

FY 2014 Drug Control Obligations by Budget Decision Unit and Function:
I assert that drug budget obligations reported by CSP are the actual obligations from CSP’s

accounting system of record (Oracle Federal Financials), consistent with the drug budget
methodology discussed below.

Drug Resources Function: FY 2014 Actual
(Millions)
Prevention $10.677
Treatment $24.408
Total Drug Resources by Function $35.085

Note that resources reported above do not include ONDCP High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area
(HIDTA) grant funding received by CSP on a cost reimbursable basis.

Drug Control Methodology:
The CSOSA appropriation does not have specific line items or programs for drug control

activities. CSP’s offender drug testing and treatment support activities correlate with ONDCP’s
Prevention and Treatment functions.

633 Indiana Avenue, NW, Suite 1220, Washington, DC 20004-2902
Voice: (202} 220-5300 Fax: (202) 220-5350




I assert that the drug methodology used to calculate obligations of prior year budgetary resources
by function was reasonable and accurate in accordance with the criteria listed in Section 6a(1) of
the Circular. In accordance with these criteria, | have documented/identified data which support
the drug methodology, explained and documented other estimation methods (the assumptions for
which are subjected to periodic review) and determined that the financial system supporting the
drug methodology yield data that present fairly, in all material respect, aggregate obligations
from which drug-related obligation estimates are derived.

CSP uses a cost allocation methodology to determine ONDCP Prevention and Treatment
function obligations, including both direct (e.g., direct staff, direct contracts) and indirect (e.g.,
rent, management) obligations, supporting CSP Drug Testing and Treatment activities. The
resources for these activities are derived based on actual obligations posted to specific
accounting parameters in Oracle Federal Financials and allocated to strategies and activities
based on CSP’s Strategic Plan framework.

Effective for the FY 2015 budget cycle, CSP reported the following new ONDCP Drug Budget
resource methodology based on our new FY 2014 — 2018 Strategic Plan framework.

Prevention (Drug Testing):

Strategic Objective 1.2: Close Supervision
e 20 percent of resources allocated to Close Supervision (1.2) to account for offender Drug
Testing (Prevention) resources.
o Rationale: CSP estimates that 20 percent of resources allocated to Close
Supervision are related to obtaining and testing offender drug samples.

Treatment:

Strategic Objective 2.1: Treatment and Support Services
¢ 50 percent of resources allocated to Treatment and Support Services (2.1) to account for
offender substance abuse Treatment resources.
o Rationale: CSP uses approximately 50 percent of our Treatment budget to support
contract substance abuse treaiment; the remaining 50 percent supports contract
transitional housing, halfway back sanctions and sex offender treatment.

CSP Strategic Total FY 2014 FY 2014 ONDCP
Objective Strategic Objective | ODNCP Drug Function
Resources Budget
(FY 2016 CSOSA Resources
CBJ) (Millions)
1.2: Close Supervision | $53.386 $10.677 Prevention/Drug
Testing

2.1: Treatment and $48.816 $24.408 Treatment
Support Services
Total CSP FY 2014 Drug Resources $35.085




Material Weaknesses and Other Findings:

CSOSA received an “unqualified” (clean) opinion on the FY 2014 consolidated financial
statements. The independent auditing firm KPMG found no significant material control
weaknesses or significant control deficiencies.

Reprogrammings or Transfers:

In FY 2012, as a result of Agency budgetary challenges, CSP reduced our appropriated offender
Treatment, Halfway Back Sanctions and Transitional Housing budget by $1.685 Million. In FY
2013, as a result of Sequestration, CSP reduced this budget item by an additional $3.305 Million.
The FY 2014 Enacted Budget restored the Sequestration reduction. CSP did not reprogram or
transfer resources from our FY 2014 oftender Treatment, Halfway Back Sanctions and
Transitional Housing budget; all appropriated funds were used for these programs.

Please let me know if you need additional information.

Sincerely,

(A M

Paul Girardo
Chief Financial Officer



Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency
for the District of Columbia

Office of the Director
Office of Research and Evaluation

MEMORANDUM

TO: The Honorable Michael Botticelli
Acting Director, Office of National Drug Control Policy

THRU: Paul Girardo
Associate Director, Office of Financial Management
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency

FROM: David Huffer, PhD
Associate Director, Office of Research and Evaluation
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency

DATE: January 16, 2015
SUBJECT:  Assertions Concerning Performance Summary Report
Revised Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP} Drug Control Budget and Performance

Accounting Circular (Circular), I make the following assertions regarding the attached Performance
Summary Report for the Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA):

Performance reporting system is appropriate and applied

I assert the CSOSA has a system to capture performance information accurately and that system was
properly applied to generate the performance data in accordance with the criteria listed in Section 7¢ of
the Circular.

Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable

I assert the explanation provided for failing to meet the performance target and the recommendations
concerning plans and schedules for meeting future targets or for revising targets or eliminating
performance measures are reasonable in accordance with the criteria in Section 7c of the Circular,

Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and consistently applied

I assert the methodology described above to establish performance targets for the current year is
reasonable and consistently applied given past performance and available resources in accordance with
Section 7¢ of the Circular,

Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities

I assert that the CSOSA has established at least one acceptable performance measure for each Drug
Control Budget Decision Unit identified in reports required by section 6a(1)}(A) and that each
performance measure reflects the intended purpose of the relevant National Drug Control Program
activity.

601 Indiana Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20004
Voice: (202) 442-1715 Fax: (202} 220-5316




o ;

PRETRIAL SERVICES AGENCY for the DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
OFFICE OF FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION

January 6, 2015

The Honorable Michael Botticelli
Acting Director

Office of National Drug Control Policy
Executive Office of the President
Washington, DC 20503

Dear Mr. Botticelli:

In accordance with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP)
Circular Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, 1 make the following
assertions regarding the annual accounting of drug control resources and the Performance
Summary Report for the Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA), Pretrial
Services Agency for the District of Columbia (PSA) for fiscal year 2014. Full compliance with
this Circular constitutes an unreasonable reporting burden for PSA.

PSA is an independent agency within CSOSA and is one of two programs (Decision Units)
within the CSOSA appropriation.

PSA assists judicial officers in both the Superior Court of the District of Columbia and the
United States District Court for the District of Columbia by conducting a risk assessment for
every arrested person who will be presented in court and formulating release or detention
recommendations based upon the arrestee’s demographic information, criminal history, and
substance use and/or mental health information. For defendants who are placed on conditional
release pending trial, PSA provides supervision and treatment services that reasonably assure
that they return to court and do not engage in criminal activity pending their trial and/or
sentencing. The result is that, in the District of Columbia (D.C. or District), unnecessary pretrial
detention is minimized, jail crowding is reduced, public safety is increased and, most
significantly, the pretrial release process is administered fairly,

DETAILED ACCOUNTING SUBMISSION

Table of Prior Year Drug Control Obligations

PSA has two program areas related to its drug control mission - drug testing and substance use
disorder’ treatment. PSA’s Drug Testing and Compliance Unit (DTCU) is responsible for the
collection of urine and oral fluid samples and the Office of Forensic Toxicology Services
(OFTS) provides forensic toxicology drug testing and analysis. Treatment services are provided
by, or coordinated through PSA"s Treatment Program.

! American Psychiatric Association. (2013). Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-5). Substance use
disorder in DSM-3 combines DSM-TV categories of substance abuse and substance dependence into a single disorder measured
on a continuum from mild to severe. www.dsmS.org.

WENDY MILLER, Director
633 INDIANA AVENUE, NW, SUITE 1120, WASHINGTON, DC 20004
(202} 220-5500




The CSOSA appropriation does not have specific line items or programs for drug control
activities, PSA’s drug testing and treatment activities correlate with ONDCP’s prevention and
treatment drug control functions, respectively. The following table highlights the FY 2014 drug
control budgetary resources by drug control function.
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Substance use disorders must be addressed to mitigate risk to public safety in the District of
Columbia and to the personal safety of the defendants. Drug testing provides vital data used to
form judiciary release decisions and PSA supervision approaches. Additionally, drug use testing
assists in monitoring compliance with court-ordered release conditions, preventing drug use,
measuring the success of substance use disorder treatment, and predicting future criminality.

PSA’s Treatment Program includes the Superior Court Drug Intervention Program (Drug Court),
the D.C. Misdemeanor and Traffic Initiative (DCMTI), the Specialized Supervision Unit (SSU),
the Sanction Based Treatment Track (SBTT) and the Social Services and Assessment Center
(SSAC). PSA’s specialized treatment and supervision units offer defendants access to various
levels of care, modalities, and interventions. Each unit provides centralized case management for
defendants, with Drug Court also providing direct treatment services. This organizational
structure facilitates specialized supervision practices and consistent responses to positive and
problem behaviors, which lead to better interim outcomes for defendants.

PSA responds to drug use by referring defendants to appropriate internal or external treatment
services. For certain categories of defendants, PSA provides both close supervision and in-house
treatment. For others, PSA refers and places defendants in sanction-based residential treatment
via contract-funded providers while continuing to provide supervision. If sanction-based
treatment is not available or is not ordered by the Court, PSA provides supervision and refers
defendants to community-based providers, as available. Community services are limited,
however, and are not optimal for higher risk defendants who reguire close monitoring,

Drug Methodology

The major cost elements for the drug testing program include labor expenses for DTCU and
OFTS staff, recurring expenses for reagents and other laboratory supplies and materials, rent
expenses for the OFTS, and the purchase and maintenance of lab equipment. Other overhead and
agency administrative expenses are not included. PSA provides drug testing services for other
Federal and non-Federal agencies on a limited reimbursable basis. Revenues from other
agencies are netted against gross costs. The major cost elements for the Treatment Program
include direct labor expenses and contracted drug treatment services. “




The basis for allocating PSA’s budgetary resources is derived from PSA’s Strategic Plan
framework reported in the performance budget. PSA drug control resources are allocated based
on percentage of time spent performing activities associated with the following PSA Strategic
Goals:

Strategic Goal 1 — Help judicial officers make informed release and detention decisions
throughout the pretrial period. PSA promotes informed and effective release determinations by
formulating and recommending the least restrictive release conditions to reasonably assure that
the defendant will appear for scheduled court dates and not pose a threat to any person or to the
community while on release.

Strategic Goal 2 — Supervise defendants to support court appearance and enhance public safety.
PSA effectively monitors or supervises pretrial defendants—consistent with the court-ordered
release conditions—to promote court appearance and public safety.

Strategic Goal 3 — Integrate treatment and pro-social interventions into supervision to support
court appearance and enhance public safety. PSA provides or makes referrals to effective
substance use disorder, mental health, and social services that will assist in reasonably assuring
that defendants return to court and do not pose a danger to the community.

Material Weaknesses or Other Findings

CSOSA received an “unmodified” (clean) opinion on the FY 2014 consolidated financial
statements, The independent auditing firm KPMG found no significant issues or material
weaknesses, and verified that PSA’s financial records accurately reflected the financial condition
of the Agency.

Assertions

The obligations reported are the actual obligations from the Agency’s accounting system of
record consistent with the methodology discussed above.

The drug methodology used to calculate FY 2014 obligations is reasonable and accurate.

PERFORMANCE SUMMARY REPORT

Performance Reporting

Drug use is a proven contributor to pretrial misconduct. For example, in FY 2014, the rearrest
rate for drug-using defendants was double those of non-users (16% vs. 8%). Defendants with
substance use disorders pose even greater risk of criminality, Targeting drug-use reduction has
been a successful strategy in minimizing risk within this population.



Metric: Percentage of defendants who have a reduction in drug usage following placement in a
sanction-based treatment program

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2014
Actual Actual Actual Actual Target

FY 2014 Actual Performance Results

The final performance result for the metric in FY 2014 was 85%, exceeding the 74%
performance target.

Quality of Performance Data

Drug test data are recorded in PSA’s Pretrial Real-time Information System Manager (PRISM)
client/case management system and extracted from the Agency’s Performance Improvement
Center data warehouse. PSA’s Office of Strategic Development validates the programming
language and coding used to extract and transfer PRISM information to the data warehouse each
fiscal year and PSA management approves the performance.

Assertions

PSA has a system to capture performance information accurately and that system was properly
applied to generate the performance data reflected above.

The methodology used to establish the performance target for the current year is reasonable
given past performance and available resources.

PSA has established at least one acceptable performance measure for which a significant amount
of obligations were incurred in FY 2014.

If you have any questions concerning this report, please contact me at wendy.miller@psa.gov or
202-220-5680.

Sincerely,
Digically signed by Wendy L. Miller
. DN: en=Wendy L. Milter, o=0ffice of Finance and
We n d y L M I I | e r Admirlstration, ou, emailewendy.miller@psa.gov,
* c2US
Date: 2015.01.06 13:02:10 -05'00'

Wendy L. Miller
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INSPECTOR GENERAL

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

4800 MARK CENTER DRIVE
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22350-1500

January 30, 2015

MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMPTROLLER)/

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER, DOD

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(COUNTERNARCOTICS AND GLOBAL THREATS)

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
(FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND COMPTROLLER)

NAVAL INSPECTOR GENERAL

AUDITOR GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

SUBJECT: Independent Auditor’s Report on the FY 2014 DoD Performance Summary
Report of the Funds Obligated for National Drug Control Program Activities
(Report No. DODIG-2015-074)

The Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular: Accounting of Drug Control
Funding and Performance Summary, January 18, 2013, (the Circular), requires DoD to provide
a performance summary report (Report) to the Director, Office of National Drug Control Policy
by February 1 of each year. The Circular requires that the DoD Office of the Inspector General
review the report and express a conclusion on the reliability of the report.

The Circular outlines the four required components of the information the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense, Counternarcotic & Global Threats (DASD [CN & GT]) must include in
their Report. The required components are:

e performance measures,
e prior year’s performance targets and results,
e current year performance targets, and

e quality of performance data.

The Circular also requires DASD (CN & GT) to make four assertions about the performance-
related information presented in the Report.

The DASD (CN& GT) was responsible for compiling and transmitting the Report. We reviewed
the Report in accordance with the attestation standards established by the American Institute
of Certified Public Accountants and in compliance with generally accepted Government
auditing standards. Those standards required that we plan and perform the attestation to
obtain enough evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based
on our attestation objective. We believe the evidence provides a reasonable basis for our
findings and conclusions and is in line with our attestation objective. We performed a review-
level attestation, which is substantially less in scope than an examination done to express an
opinion on the subject matter. Accordingly, we do not express an opinion.



In a letter dated December 11, 2014, DASD (CN & GT) provided the Report. We reviewed

the Report to determine compliance with the Circular. The FY 2014 Performance Summary
Report described how DoD executed a $1.41 billion counternarcotics program in accordance
with the DoD Counternarcotics Global Threat Strategy. DoD compiled its own data along with
that of external sources from the DoD counternarcotics website.

DASD (CN & GT) reported on the DoD Drug Demand Reduction Activity and the
Counternarcotics and Global Threats activities for FY 2014. DASD (CN & GT) also reported
information pertaining to three strategic goals and performance measures related to those
strategic goals. Each strategic goal had one associated performance measure. See attachment
for more information about the strategic goals and performance measures.

Based on our review, the Report did not conform, in all material respects, to the Circular.
Specifically, the Report materially deviated from the requirements of the Circular because
DASD (CN & GT) did not provide sufficient support for the data presented in Strategic Goal 1.

Other than the deficiency indicated in this report, we are not aware of any material
modifications that should be included in the FY 2014 Performance Summary Report.

Lorin T. Venable, CPA
Assistant Inspector General
Financial Management and Reporting

Attachment:
As stated
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Attachment

DoD FY 2014 Counternarcotics Performance Summary
Report (cont’d)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In accordance with the Department of Defense (DoD) Counternarcotics and Global
Threats Strategy, dated April 27, 2011, DoD commits resources in support of an integrated
military and civilian counternarcotics program designed to combat drug trafficking and related
forms of transnational organized crime. DoD’s counternarcotics program, through its above
referenced strategy, supports the National Drug Control Strategy and the National Strategy to
Combat Transnational Organized Crime.

In FY 2014, DoD executed its counternarcotics program in accordance with the following
strategic goals:

e Strategic Goal 1. To disrupt and, to the degree possible disable, not only the nexus of
actors and activities but also the individual activities of trafficking, insurgency,
corruption, threat finance, terrorism, and distribution of precursor chemicals in
Afghanistan/Pakistan such that material support for the insurgency and terrorists is
significantly reduced, the Afghan National Police and other law enforcement agencies
are strengthened, and the governments of Afghanistan and Pakistan are reinforced.

e Strategic Goal 2. lllicit drug and drug precursor trafficking and related transnational
organized criminal threats to U.S. national security interests in the Western
Hemisphere — particularly in Mexico, Central America, Colombia, and Peru — are
reduced sharply in a manner sustained by partner nations.

e Strategic Goal 3. The size, scope, and influence of targeted Transnational Criminal
Organizations (TCOs) and trafficking networks are mitigated such that these groups
pose only limited, isolated threats to U.S. national security and international security.
The United States and partner nations have developed layered and coordinated
approaches that regularly disrupt the operations of these organizations and networks,
limit their access to funding, reduce their assets, and raise their costs of doing
business.

Through these strategic goals, DoD continued to provide significant support to U.S. and
partner nation drug law enforcement agencies in the areas of training, communications support,
infrastructure, intelligence, transportation, equipment, command and control, and detection and
monitoring. Additionally, the Department remains committed to keeping drug use low among its
active duty and civilian personnel. This summary includes performance measures, targets, and
achievements for the latest year in which data were available.

FY 2014 DoD Counternarcotics Performance Summary Report Page 5
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Attachment

DoD FY 2014 Counternarcotics Performance Summary
Report (cont’d)

QUALITY OF PERFORMANCE DATA

ALIGNMENT AND ARCHITECTURE

DoD’s counternarcotics strategic goals contain a series of comprehensive and
complementary objectives that provide the insight and direction necessary for all DoD
counternarcotics components to prioritize programs and activities they implement. Using
counternarcotics Central Transfer Account funding, these programs and activities support other
government departments and agencies under a whole-of-government framework. DoD uses
performance data to gauge effectiveness, observe progress, and to measure actual results for
comparison to expected results. Data used for monitoring varies amongst components and
reporting reflects the unique result being measured. Since DoD counternarcotics activities
primarily focus on detection and monitoring, information sharing, and partner nation capacity
building, data that best describe DoD’s contribution to its strategic enabling role are suitable.

FRAMEWORK AND LIFECYCLE

DoD uses performance results frameworks to explicitly link and index strategic goals to
underlying intermediate objectives and activities. Linking discrete inputs to outputs to outcomes
provides a logical and meaningful structure for aggregating performance data to provide
information that is both useful and informative to strategic decision making and operational
tactics.

The evolution of performance information over the lifecycle of a counternarcotics
activity guides DoD’s selection of performance data. Early in the lifecycle, milestones are
relevant for informed decision making. As mission requirements begin to be executed and
sustained, outputs become more meaningful for decision-making and resource allocation. As the
counternarcotics activity matures, outcome and impact indicators become the relevant focal point
for assessing progress towards strategic goals.

MANAGEABLE INTEREST

Through memorandums of agreement and memorandums of understanding, DoD
provides assistance to the interagency and to our partner nations in accordance with the
objectives of the National Drug Control Strategy. In situations where DoD is unable to obtain
performance information from sources outside of DoD control, DoD counternarcotics program
managers may choose to rely upon output indicators as proxies for outcome and impact
indicators.

As many programs, partnerships, and capabilities mature, DoD components are building
rating systems and progress reports that aggregate many input and output indicators to gauge a
milestone status, readiness capability, or operating capability. Both qualitative and quantitative
data make up these rating systems.

Page 6 FY 2014 DoD Counternarcotics Performance Summary Report
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Attachment

DoD FY 2014 Counternarcotics Performance Summary
Report (cont’d)

DATA SOURCES AND COLLECTION METHODS

DoD counternarcotics performance data are either primary data or secondary data.
Primary data are collected directly by DoD, and secondary data are collected by external sources
such as open source data, partner nation data, and data collected by other services or agencies.
DoD recognizes that performance data are only as reliable as the underlying data source.
Consequently, DoD considers the relevance, reliability, availability, and verifiability of the data
source in selecting performance data. DoD performs appropriate data validation and verification
and discloses any performance data limitations related to data sources, data completeness, or data
validity.

During FY14, DoD continued to leverage technology systems to facilitate collection of
performance data for management decisions at the operational and strategic level. DoD collected
FY 14 performance data through its counternarcotics website, in order to enable
contemporaneous analysis of strategic goals, budgetary resources, program activities, and
performance metrics. These systems allow DoD to more efficiently push and pull performance
data as required for stakeholder reporting and various programmatic functions.

PERFORMANCE TARGETS

Target setting is a DoD management process delegated to counternarcotics program
managers who are knowledgeable about specific counternarcotics activities and associated
performance information. Obtaining performance targets from those who are most closely
involved with the counternarcotics activity leads to more informed and realistic targets. Once
targets are set, they are not changed for a period of time but remain flexible as more information
is received and as circumstances change. When setting performance targets, DoD reviews trends
and history and considers variations in performance, peaks, troughs, and seasonal, economic, and
political factors. Other factors considered include new authorities, changes in existing
authorities, and new political leadership.

FY 2014 DoD Counternarcotics Performance Summary Report Page 7
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Attachment

DoD FY 2014 Counternarcotics Performance Summary

Report (cont’d)

PERFORMANCE RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

DoD provides the following Table of Deviations for its FY 2014 Performance Summary Report
submission. This table addresses deviations from requirements of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy Circular: Drug Control Accounting, dated January 18, 2013.

DEVIATION FROM

CIRCULAR

Strategic Goal 1, Measure 1 is
missing historical data for FY10 and
target data for FY15.

Strategic Goal 3, Measure 1 is
missing data for FY10 and FY11,
and there is no target data for FY14.

One acceptable performance
measure for each Drug Control
Budget Decision Unit, as defined in

EXPLANATION

With the transition of U.S. and Coalition forces from Afghanistan by the end
of 2014, capacity building programs for the Counter Narcotics Police —
Afghanistan have been transferred to the Afghan National Police and
Ministry of Interior. Therefore, FY 14 will be the last year the CNPA
Capability Milestone Rating will be reported by USCENTCOM.
Additionally, due to the creation of the milestone rating system in 2010,
there is no historical data for that year.

This measure reflects National Guard Counterdrug and CTF programs.
National Guard established its CTF program in FY12. There are no data for
prior years and no previous trending information to help establish targets.
However, based on insight gained from the last 3 years of actual data, NGB
has set a target for FY15.

Although the annual Drug Interdiction and Counterdrug Activities, Defense
appropriation is apportioned along budget decision unit lines (i.e., military
personnel; operation and maintenance; procurement; and research,

6a(1)(A). development, test and evaluation), DoD’s counternarcotics program is
measured based on the strategic goals outlined in the DoD Counternarcotics
and Global Threats Strategy dated April 27, 2011. DoD presents at least one
acceptable performance measure per strategic goals 1-3.

Page 8 FY 2014 DoD Counternarcotics Performance Summary Report
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Attachment

DoD FY 2014 Counternarcotics Performance Summary
Report (cont’d)

DRUG DEMAND REDUCTION
Measure 1: Active duty military personnel testing positive for drug use. (T = FY15 target)
| FY2010 FY2011 | FY2012 FY2013 | FY2014T FY2014 | FY 2015 T
0.85% 0.94% 0.88% .70% <2% .87% <2%
FY14 Unique military members testing positive 15,445
FY14 Unique military members tested 1,782,964
Source: Defense Manpower Data Center FY 14 drug testing metrics; U.S. Army Medical
Information Technology Center
2.00%
1.80%
1.60%
1.40%
1.20%
1.00% ry
0.80% L2 —* 4
*
0.60%
0.40%
0.20%
0.00% : : : : .
FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014
FY 2014 DoD Counternarcotics Performance Summary Report Page 9
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Attachment

DoD FY 2014 Counternarcotics Performance Summary
Report (cont’d)

Measure 2: DoD civilian personnel testing positive for drug use. (T = FY15 target)

FY 2010 | FY 2011 | FY 2012 | FY2013 FY2014T | FY 2014 | FY 2015 T |

0.89% 0.28% 0.33% 0.37% <1% 0.38% <1%
FY14 Unique civilian members testing positive 440
FY14 Unique civilian members tested 116,629

Source: Defense Manpower Data Center FY 14 drug testing metrics; U.S. Army Medical
Information Technology Center; Pembrooke Occupational Health, Inc.

2.00%
1.80%
1.60%
1.40%
1.20%

1.00%

0.80%

0.60% ———

0.40% O TTTTe— *
* * T

0.20%
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FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014

The DoD Drug Demand Reduction Program (DDRP) was mandated in 1981 and was
given the mission to deter DoD personnel from abusing illicit drugs or misusing prescription
drugs. The program components include compulsory random drug testing with punitive
consequences and anti-drug education and outreach programs. The effectiveness of this program
is measured by monitoring the prevalence of drug use from drug testing statistics published
annually with a 2% or less urine drug positive rate for military personnel, and a 1% urine drug
positive rate for DoD civilians in Testing Designated Positions. An additional source of
determining the effectiveness of the DDRP is the DoD Survey of Health Related Behaviors. The
DoD survey is conducted every three years as an additional measure of effectiveness because it
is independent from the drug testing program. The specific metric from the survey monitored is
self-reported use of illicit drugs and misuse of prescription drugs within the past 30 days.

DoD is on track to keep the illicit drug positive rate below 2% showing a downward trend
for both active duty personnel and DoD civilian personnel. Defense policy is to ensure 100%
random urine drug testing for all active, reserve, and National Guard. Given the success of the
Defense civilian drug testing program, the DoD random testing rate for civilians in testing
designated positions will be 100% over a two year period, or 50% of the workforce per year.

Page 10 FY 2014 DoD Counternarcotics Performance Summary Report
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Attachment

DoD FY 2014 Counternarcotics Performance Summary
Report (cont’d)

COUNTERNARCOTICS AND GLOBAL THREATS

In Africa, DoD works to build the capability, capacity and competency of our partner
nations with a focus on the countries of Senegal, Ghana, Nigeria, Kenya, and Tanzania, to
include an expanded focus in the trans-Sahara region. In FY14, AFRICOM trained 2,300 partner
nation students through CN funded training events. Courses of instruction included interdiction
and apprehension, border control, and intelligence and information sharing.

DoD focuses building partnership capacity in the Pacific in the Philippines, Indonesia,
Thailand, Vietnam, and Cambodia. In these partner nations, PACOM trains personnel in the
disruption and degradation of transnational criminal organizations, illicit drug trafficking, foreign
terrorist organizations, and militant movements. In FY14, DoD engaged with partner nation law
enforcement and special operations forces resulting in 829 students trained in CN operational
skill sets.

In Europe, DoD engages our European partners in collaborative interagency partnerships
at the state and local levels, with a focus on Turkey, Bulgaria, the Balkans, and other
Mediterranean countries, to secure borders, deny use of air, land, and coastal waters for illicit
drug trafficking and transnational organized crime, and control the flow of illicit drugs and ill-
gotten proceeds. In FY14, DoD provided counternarcotics training to 282 partner nation
personnel.

In support of countering global threats, DoD counter threat finance (CTF) programs
synchronize Combatant Command and federal law enforcement missions to target financial
flows tied to drug trafficking and related forms of transnational organized crime. These CTF
programs regularly support the U.S. Department of the Treasury’s enforcement of the Foreign
Narcotics Kingpin Designation Act. In FY14, DoD proposed 12 targets for inclusion in the
President’s Tier | Drug Kingpin List. Two of DoD’s nominations made the President’s final list
of six targets. These designations enable the U.S. to disrupt foreign drug traffickers, their related
businesses, and their operatives by denying access to the U.S. financial system and prohibiting
all trade and transactions between the traffickers and U.S. companies and individuals.

STRATEGIC GOAL 1

Measure 1: Counter Narcotics Police of Afghanistan (CNPA) Capability Milestone Rating
FY2011  FY2012 FY 2013 FY 2013 FY 2014T | FY 2014A*

CM-3 CM-2B CM-2A CM-2B CM-2A CM-1B
*FY14 will be the last year this metric will be reported.

The primary performance method used by the Counter Narcotics Police of Afghanistan
(CNPA) operational effectiveness program is the Capability Milestones (CM) Rating System.
The CM Rating System uses a numeric rating (1 through 4) to determine level of capability
based upon a combination of qualitative and quantitative output and outcome indicators
reflecting progress towards end-state capabilities related to strategic leadership, operational
planning, personnel and training, finance and logistics management, and information
management.

! Source for paragraph: Official communication with CN&GT Policy Action Officer for Kingpin designations.

FY 2014 DoD Counternarcotics Performance Summary Report Page 11
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DoD FY 2014 Counternarcotics Performance Summary
Report (cont’d)

Ability to accomplish mission or task autonomously with no Coalition involvement

Ability to accomplish mission or task with Coalition oversight only, meets all requirements for CM-2A,
and filled to 90% of total authorizations

Ability to accomplish mission with minimal Coalition assistance limited to critical ministerial functions
and meet all requirements for CM-2B

Ability to accomplish mission with some Coalition assistance for all tasks after all key personnel have
required training, meet all requirements for CM-3, 75% of total authorizations filled, 90% of leadership
positions filled, and 90% of required equipment is on hand and operational

Ability to accomplish mission with significant coalition assistance, meets all requirements for CM-4, at
least 50% of total authorizations filled, at least 75% of leadership positions filled, and sufficient
equipment for assigned personnel is on hand and operational

Cannot accomplish mission or task, basic requirements exist, 25% of total authorizations filled, personnel
training is ongoing, and equipment is still being acquired

The objective of the CNPA program is to create and transition to the Government of the
Islamic Republic of Afghanistan accountable, effective, and self-reliant Afghan counternarcotics
security forces capable of containing the illicit drugs trade, including by strengthening U.S. and
foreign law enforcement support capabilities (through the provision of training, equipment,
infrastructure, intelligence support, and command, control, communications, computers, and
intelligence systems) to sustain counternarcotics efforts as U.S. military forces draw down.

Beginning in 2010, U.S. and Coalition efforts focused on the eventual transition of
security responsibility to the Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan
(GIRoA). Afghan Army and police training activities were led and managed by the NATO
Training Mission-Afghanistan (NTM-A) and Combined Security Transition Command-
Afghanistan (CSTC-A). In September 2011, NTM-A/CSTC-A directed the development of
Ministerial Development Plans (MDP) for each of the respective Afghan National Police and
Ministry of Interior components, including the Counternarcotics Police of Afghanistan
(CNPA). The purpose of these plans was to provide NTM-A/CSTC-A with a means to
periodically assess organizational development and operational capability.

The DoD, in conjunction with the Department of Justice's International Criminal
Investigative Training Assistance Program (DoJ/ICITAP), stood up the CNPA Development
Unit (CDU). The CDU's mission was to manage the institutional development and progress of
the CNPA and transition to the Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan an
accountable, effective, and self-reliant Afghan counternarcotics security force capable of
containing the illicit drugs trade. CDU leadership was adamant this would be an Afghan-led
process and in late October 2011, the CDU facilitated a strategic review of the CNPA
organization to identify the most important and pressing problems within the organization
according to the CNPA leadership. The review eventually identified seventy-two strategic tasks
that would become the focus of the CNPA MDP. As of 30 June 2014, when the MDP came to a
conclusion, a total of 51 MDP projects involving more than 260 activities had been successfully
completed. This equals a measurable success rate of 70 percent and a transitional CM Rating of
1B and indicates the CNPA is capable of executing functions with coalition oversight only.>

2 Source for paragraph: Ministerial Development Plan’s concluding report on CNPA dated June 30, 2014.
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DoD FY 2014 Counternarcotics Performance Summary
Report (cont’d)

While the MDP provided the means to ensure the CNPA was ready for transition, the
CNPA is still in the early stages of a longer-term institutional development path towards
enhanced capability and operational performance in combating the illicit narcotics trafficking in
Afghanistan. In response to requests from within the Afghan Government to ensure that from
2015 onwards, the sustainability, capability and performance of the CNPA organization will be
measured by adherence to the Afghan National Drug Control Strategy and National Police Plan,
the CNPA Deputy Minister and senior CNPA leadership have requested continued CDU
assistance for future strategic programming and oversight. DoD and DoJ/ICITAP agreed to
continue to provide this support and are creating a proposal to transition from the MDP to post-
2014 support for the CNPA. The formal transition plan is being finalized by Office of the
Secretary of Defense, USCENTCOM and DoJ/ICITAP.

STRATEGIC GOAL 2

Measure 1: Percentage of total trafficking cases/events in the Western Hemisphere transit zone,
as estimated by DoD intelligence activities, targeted and successfully handed-off to disruption
and interdiction assets by Joint Interagency Task Force South (T = FY14 or FY15 target).

JIATF-S Caseload Cueing®
JIAFT-S data derived from a combination of JIATF-S HELIOS database and the Consolidated Counter Drug Database (CCDB).

| FY2010 FY2011 | FY2012 FY2013 | FY2014T FY2014 FY2015T

Total Cases 2,449 2,102 2,621 2,324 N/A 2,477 N/A
Activated Cases * 1,127 877 1,512 452 N/A 1,540 N/A
Targeted Cases ** 353 628 1,005 273 N/A 507 N/A
Detected Cases *** 60 191 128 N/A 261 N/A
Disrupted Cases 49 166 110 N/A 229 N/A

Percentage of Illicit
Trafficking Cases/Events
Successfully Handed-off
to Interdiction Resources
* Activated cases are those with confirmation or high confidence that “drugs are on the water”

** Targeted cases: illicit trafficking cases/events targeted by JIATF-S aviation and maritime resources
*** Detected cases: illicit trafficking cases/events detected by JIATF-S aviation and maritime resources

NA 82% 87% 86% 89% 88% 90%

DoD contributes to the National Drug Control Strategy goal by providing DoD maritime
and aerial detection and monitoring assets that enable disruption of illicit drugs flowing through
the Western Hemisphere transit zone and into the United States. These assets contribute to U.S.
government, allied, and partner nation interdiction efforts by reducing the quantity of illicit drugs
entering the U.S. from Mexico and Central and South America. Defense CN activities facilitate
the interdiction of highly mobile, asymmetric, non-communicative targets involved in illicit
drugs and other transnational organized crime within the Western Hemisphere transit zone.

Through cued intelligence and other sources, JIATF-S detects, monitors, and hands-off to
U.S. and international law enforcement agencies for the disruption and interdiction of targeted
cases of illicit trafficking. Beginning in FY10, JIATF-S employs a drug interdiction framework
and corresponding indicators to assess its caseload, operational efficacy and targeting of
detection and monitoring resources. In FY14, from a total event log of 2,477 possible cases, the
intelligence process cued JIATF-S to 1,540 tactically actionable cases. The remaining 937 cases

% Source for table data: Email communication with JIATF South Commander's Action Group (CAG).
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were not able to be targeted primarily due to the positioning or timely availability of U.S. or
partner nation assets.

Of the 1,540 tactically actionable cases, intelligence assets provided high confidence
information in 507 instances where illegal drugs were reported to be in transit (primarily
noncommercial maritime and air) such that JIATF-S assets could target them to hand-off to U.S.
and partner national disruption and interdiction assets. Of the 507 targeted cases handed-off, 261
were detected in the target zone by U.S. and partner nation interdiction assets. Of the 261
detected cases, 229 were successfully disrupted, achieving a successful hand-off to interdiction
resources achievement rate of 88%. This overall hand-off rate of 88% falls short of the FY14
target of 89%, and although the ultimate case hand-off percentage is driven by many factors, in
FY14 this can be best attributed to a lower than expected number of organic U.S. and partner
nation interdiction assets available for tasking.

STRATEGIC GOAL 3

Measure 1: Total value in U.S. dollars interdicted through DoD counternarcotics funded
National Guard Programs (Western Hemisphere). (T = FY15 target)

National Guard data is derived from its Full Time Support Management Control System (FTSMCS).
FY2010 | FY2011 FY2012 FY 2013 FY 2014T FY2014 | FY2015T |
* * $359M $227.5M * $275M $330M
*No data/Not Set

In FY14, DoD counternarcotics funded National Guard program Counter Threat Finance
analysts supported U.S. law enforcement agencies in counternarcotics-related money laundering
investigations by analyzing more than 90,000 financial documents and producing 1,181
analytical reports. These investigations helped identify 713 suspects and 730 money laundering
methods, and resulted in the dismantling of 537 and disruption of 1,342 drug trafficking
organizations.

NGB CTF program results are an illustrative example of the activities and outcomes
undertaken by other CTA funded components with counter threat finance programs. Taken
together, these DoD funded operations enable U.S. and partner nation entities to effectively
mitigate TCO trafficking activities.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES

MEMORANDUM TO:

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES
370 L’Enfant Promenade, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20447

Michael Botticelli
Acting Director
Office of National Drug Control Policy

Sheila Conley
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Finance
Department of Health and Human Services

r
Naomi Goldstein /\W

Director
Office of Planning, Research Evaluation

¢

Administration for Children and Families Performance Summary
Report for Fiscal Year 2014

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Control Policy Circular: Accounting of Drug
Control Funding and Performance Summary issued January 18, 2013, the Administration for
Children and Families (ACF) Fiscal Year 2014 Performance Summary Report is enclosed. Since
ACPF’s obligations for drug-related activities fall below the reporting threshold of $50 million,
we attest that full compliance with the ONDCP Circular would constitute an unreasonable

reporting burden.




Department of Health and Human Services
Administration for Children and Families
Performance Summary Report

Within the Promoting Safe and Stable Families (PSSF) program, the Regional Partnership
Grants are competitive grants for regional organizational partnerships to provide services and
activities to children and families impacted by a parent’s or caretaker’s substance abuse.
Since the grants account for a small portion of the overall PSSF funds, the Administration for
Children and Families (ACF) considers those activities as part of the larger PSSF goals,
which includes the following performance measure.

7P1: Of all children who exit foster care 2016 Prior Result +0.2PP Oct-17
in less than 24 months, maintain the -
percentage who exit to permanency T 2015 Prior Result +0.2PP Oct-16
(reunification, living with relative, 92.4%
guardianship or adoption). (PSSF, 2014 (Prior Result +0.2PP) Oct-15
Guardianship Assistance) (Outcome) 92.2%
0 . (4]
2013 oL7% (Target Exceeded)
91.5%
0,
2012 oL7% (Historical Actual)
91.7%
2011 N/A (Historical Actual)
91.5%
2010 . N/A (Historical Actual)
o0,
2009 Set baseline (Bgals.es’liﬁe)

This performance measure is a proxy for performance in this area. Due to the relative small size
of the Regional Partnership Grants ($19M, less than 5 percent, out of $395M total for PSSF), it is
not possible to provide performance measures specific to that population without creating undue

burden.

The calculation for the key PSSF performance measure noted above is as follows: the number of
children who exited foster care to a permanent placement and who had been in care for 24
months or less (n=160,549 children in FY 2013) divided by the total number of children who
exited foster care (for any reason) and who had been in care for 24 months or less (n=174,185
children in FY 2013).

Procedures used to ensure quality of performance data:

States report child welfare data to ACF through the Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and
Reporting System (AFCARS). All state semi-annual AFCARS data submissions undergo edit-
checks for validity. The results of the AFCARS edit-checks for each of the six-month data
submissions are automatically generated and sent back to each state, to help the state to improve
data quality. Many states submit revised data to ensure that accurate data are submitted, often




for more than one prior submission period. The Children’s Bureau conducts several AFCARS
compliance reviews each year, which typically result in a comprehensive AFCARS Improvement
Plan (AIP). Reviewers are highly skilled, trained and experienced with the foster care program
and related IT practices.

To speed improvement in these data, the agency provides technical assistance to states to
improve reporting to AFCARS, improve statewide information systems, and to make better use
of their data. All of these activities should continue to generate additional improvements in the

data over the next few years.

AFCARS collects case-level information from state and tribal IV-E agencies on all children in
foster care and those who have been adopted with title IV-E agency involvement. Title IV-E
agencies are required to submitted AFCARS data twice a year. Examples of data reported in
AFCARS include demographic information on the foster child as well as the foster and adoptive
parents, the number of removal episodes a child has experienced, the number of placements in
the current removal episode, and the current placement setting.













January 15, 2015

TO: Yvette Roubideaux, M.D., M.P.H.
Acting Director
Indian Health Service

Kenneth Cannon
Acting Chief Financial Officer
Indian Health Service

FROM: /Gloria L. Jarmon/
Deputy Inspector General for Audit Services

SUBJECT: Independent Attestation Review: Indian Health Service Fiscal Year 2014
Detailed Accounting Submission and Performance Summary Report for National
Drug Control Activities and Accompanying Required Assertions
(A-03-15-00351)

This report provides the results of our review of the attached Indian Health Service (IHS)
detailed accounting submission, which includes the table of Drug Control Obligations, related
disclosures, and management’s assertions for the fiscal year ended September 30, 2014. We also
reviewed the Performance Summary Report, which includes management’s assertions and
related performance information for the fiscal year ended September 30, 2014. ITHS management
is responsible for, and prepared, the detailed accounting submission and Performance Summary
Report to comply with the Office of National Drug Control Policy Circular Accounting of Drug
Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013 (the ONDCP Circular).

We performed this review as required by 21 U.S.C. § 1704(d)(A) and as authorized by 21 U.S.C.
§1703(d)(7) and in compliance with the ONDCP Circular.

We conducted our attestation review in accordance with attestation standards established by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants and the standards applicable to attestation
engagements contained in Government Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General of
the United States. An attestation review is substantially less in scope than an examination, the
objective of which is to express an opinion on management’s assertions contained in its report.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.
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Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that IHS’s detailed
accounting submission and Performance Summary Report for fiscal year 2014 were not fairly
stated, in all material respects, based on the ONDCP Circular.

IHS’s detailed accounting submission and Performance Summary Report are included as
Attachments A and B.

sk sk sk sk skoskook ok

Although this report is an unrestricted public document, the information it contains is intended
solely for the information and use of Congress, ONDCP, and IHS and is not intended to be, and
should not be, used by anyone other than these specified parties. If you have any questions or
comments about this report, please do not hesitate to call me, or your staff may contact Kay L.
Daly, Assistant Inspector General for Audit Services, at (202) 619-1157 or through email at
Kay.Daly@oig.hhs.gov. Please refer to report number A-03-15-00351 in all correspondence.

Attachments
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ATTACHMENT A

Page 3 of 4
FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 Drug Control &
Amount of Funds Enacted Enacted Enacted Enacted Enacted Mayer Reports
ALCOHOL & SUBSTANCE ABUSE
Adult Treatment......o...o...... $102,748 $102,781 $102,731 $97,926 498,633 Excluded*
Regional Treatment Centers $21,226 $21,226 $21,215 520,223 520,369 Treatment
Community Education &
Training....ovee e 59,544 59,544 $9,540 $9,094 $9,159 Prevention
Community Rehabilitation/
AftErcare.....ccvvveeceeienens $31,003 $31,003 $30,988 $29,539 $29,752 Treatment
Gila RIVEr. .o e 5237 6237 $237 5226 $228 Treatment
Contract Health Service...... 510,914 510,914 $10,909 $10,398 510,473 Treatment
Navajo Rehab. Program.... 5420 5420 5420 $400 5403 Treatment
Urban Clinical Services........ 5895 5895 5894 5852 5859 Treatment
Wellness Beyond
Abstinence......oooiiinns $1,031 51,031 $1,031 5982 5989 Prevention
Meth Prev & Treatment....... $16,391 516,358 516,332 $15,513 $15,513 50/50Tx & Prev
TOtAleevr e eee e eere e $194,409 #  $194,400 $194,297  5185,154 $186,378
URBAN HEALTH PROGRAM 1/
FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014
Amount of Funds Approp Enacted Enacted Enacted Enacted
Expand Urban Programs.... 54,239 $4,403 $4,403 $4,403 $4,492 Treatment
INDIAN HEALTH FACILITIES 2/
FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014
Amount of Funds Approp Enacted Enacted Enacted Enacted
Construction.......c.ccceeevennen. 0 0 1,997 0 15,500
Alcohol/Substance Abuse $194,409 # $194,409 4194297  $185,154 4186,378
Urban Health Program 4,239 4403 # 4,403 4,403 4,492
Facilities Construction 0 # 0 1,997 0 15,500
GRAND TOTAL.....ccoocivinininns 5198,648 # $198,812 $200,697 $189,557 $206,370

1/ The Urban Program was funded under P.L. 100-690, and is now funded under P.L. 102-573.
2/ These funds are included in the Outpatient Sub-sub-activity.

*Adult Treatment funds are excluded from the ONDCP Drug Control Budget and Mayer Anti-Drug Abuse methodologies because
this program reflects the original authorized program for IHS with the sole focus of alcoholism treeatment services for adults. This
determination was made in consultation with ONDCP when the drug control budget was initiatlly developed in the ealry 1990s.
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January 15, 2015

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

This report provides the results of our review of the attached National Institutes of Health (NIH)

James M. Anderson, M.D., Ph.D.

Director

Division of Program Coordination, Planning, and Strategic Initiatives
National Institutes of Health

Donna Jones

Chief Financial Officer

National Institute on Drug Abuse
National Institutes of Health

Judit O’Connor

Chief Financial Officer

National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism
National Institutes of Health

/Gloria L. Jarmon/
Deputy Inspector General for Audit Services

Independent Attestation Review: National Institutes of Health Fiscal Year 2014
Detailed Accounting Submissions and Performance Summary Report for National

Drug Control Activities and Accompanying Required Assertions
(A-03-15-00352)

submissions as follows:

e detailed accounting submissions, which include the tables of Fiscal Year 2014 Actual
Obligations, related disclosures, and management’s assertions for the fiscal year ended
September 30, 2014, submitted by NIH’s National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) and
National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA), respectively, and

e Performance Summary Report for National Drug Control Activities and management’s
assertions for the fiscal year ended September 30, 2014, submitted by NIH for NIDA and

NIAAA, collectively.

NIH management is responsible for, and prepared, the detailed accounting submissions and
Performance Summary Report to comply with the Office of National Drug Control Policy
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Circular Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18,
2013 (the ONDCP Circular).

We performed this review as required by 21 U.S.C. § 1704(d)(A) and as authorized by 21 U.S.C.
§1703(d)(7) and in compliance with the ONDCP Circular.

We conducted our attestation review in accordance with attestation standards established by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants and the standards applicable to attestation
engagements contained in Government Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General of
the United States. An attestation review is substantially less in scope than an examination, the
objective of which is to express an opinion on management’s assertions contained in its report.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that NIH’s detailed
accounting submissions and Performance Summary Report for fiscal year 2014 were not fairly
stated, in all material respects, based on the ONDCP Circular.

NIDA’s and NIAAA’s detailed accounting submissions and NIH’s combined Performance
Summary Report are included as Attachments A, B, and C, respectively.

sk skosk skoskosk sk

Although this report is an unrestricted public document, the information it contains is intended
solely for the information and use of Congress, ONDCP, and NIH and is not intended to be, and
should not be, used by anyone other than these specified parties. If you have any questions or
comments about this report, please do not hesitate to call me, or your staff may contact Kay L.
Daly, Assistant Inspector General for Audit Services, at (202) 619-1157 or through email at
Kay.Daly@oig.hhs.gov. Please refer to report number A-03-15-00352 in all correspondence.

Attachments
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ATTACHMENT A
Page 2 of 5

National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) provides a strong science base for our Nation’s efforts
to reduce the abuse of drugs and their consequences. NIDA’s comprehensive research portfolio
addresses a broad range of drug abuse and addiction issues, ranging from the support of
fundamental neurobiology to community-based research. As our Nation looks for science-based
approaches to enhance its prevention and treatment efforts, NIDA’s broad portfolio and its
continuing efforts to work with other Agencies and NIH Institutes on a variety of
transdisciplinary issues will provide the tools necessary to move these efforts forward. Research
serves as the cornerstone of NIDA’s efforts to disseminate research information and educate
health professionals and the public, especially our Nation’s youth, about the factors influencing
drug use, its consequences, and about science-based and tested treatment and prevention
techniques. These research and dissemination efforts to develop, test, and disseminate
information on the basis of addiction, its consequences, and enhanced therapeutic techniques
support the ONDCP Goal 3 (treatment). Efforts to enhance the science base and disseminate
information on the factors that inhibit and facilitate drug use and its progression to addiction and
other health consequences, and on science-based approaches for prevention interventions support
the ONDCP Goal 1 (prevention).

NIDA obligations are allocated between prevention and treatment research based on the
professional judgment of scientific program officials on specific grant and contract projects.
These scientists review the grant application, project purpose and methodology, and/or progress
report to determine whether the project meets NIDA’s criteria for categorization as prevention or
as treatment research. Projects are coded and entered into the NEPS system prior to funding.

The FY 2014 total of NIDA’s budget from the FY 2015 Congressional Justification was
$1,015,754,000. There was a comparable transfer in the amount of $1,411,000. There was an
Secretary’s Transfer in the amount of $2,574,000. Finally, NIH returned $3,370,161 to NIDA
for the National Children’s Study which brought NIDA’s appropriation to $1,017,961,161.
NIDA obligated $1,017,956,722 and $4,439 lapsed.

Application of Methodology

I assert that the drug methodology described in the preceding section was the actual methodology
used to generate the table required by Section 6a. NIDA has not modified its drug methodology
from the previous year. The difference between NIDA’s actual obligations and the National
Drug Control Strategy Budget summary number for FY 2014 are for the same reasons described
above for the FY 2014 column of the FY 2015 CJ.

Reprogrammings or Transfers

I assert that the obligation data presented are associated against a financial plan that, if revised
during the fiscal year, properly reflects those changes, including ONDCP’s approval of
reprogrammings or transfers affecting drug-related resources in excess of $1 million that
occurred during the fiscal year. As described above, NIDA had the following adjustments to its
appropriation for FY 2014: (1) Secretary’s Transfer of $2,574,000 (2) Return of National
Children’s Study funds of $3,370,161.

Page 2
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Fund Control Notices

I assert that the obligation data presented are associated against a financial plan that complied
fully with all Fund Control Notices issued by the Director under 21 U.S.C. 1703(f) and with
section 9 of the ONDCP Circular Budget Execution, dated January 18, 2013.

Page 3
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the reporting of FY 2010 actual obligations, NIAAA’s methodology for developing budget
numbers uses the NIH research categorization and disease coding (RCDC) fingerprint for
underage drinking that allows for an automated categorization process based on electronic text
mining to make this determination. Once all underage drinking projects and associated amounts
are determined using this methodology, NIAAA conduets a manual review and identifies just
those projects and amounts relating to prevention and treatment. Contract expenditures
supporting underage prevention activities are also included. This subset makes up the NIAAA
ONDCP drug control budget. Priorto FY 2010, there was no validated fingerprint for underage
drinking, and the NIAAA methodology was completely dependent upon a manual review by
program officers.

Application of Methodology

I assert that the drug methodology described in this section was the actual methodology used to
generate the table required by Section 6a of the Circular.

Reprogramming or Transfers

I assert that NIAAA did not reprogram or transfer any funds included in its drug control budget.
Fund Control Notices

I agsert that the obligation data presented are associated against a financial plan that complied
fully with all Fund Control Notices issued by the Director under 21 U.S.C. 1703(f) and with
ONDCP Circular Budget Execution, dated January 18, 2013.

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH
NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON ALCOHOL ABUSE AND ALCOHOLISM
FY 2014 ACTUAL OBLIGATIONS
(Dollars in Thousands)

FY 2014 Actual

Drug Resources by Decision Unit:

National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism 259!350
Total Drug Resources by Decision Unit $59,350

Drug Resources by Function:

Research and Development: Prevention $54,182

Research and Development: Treatment $5.168

Total Drug Resources by Function $59,530




ATTACHMENT B
Page 3 of 3

ATTACHMENT

Exhibit A

(1) Drug Methodology — Actual obligations of prior year drug control budgetary
resources are derived from the NIH research categorization and disease coding
(RCDC) fingerprint for underage drinking and a manual review to identify projects
related to prevention and treatment.

(a) Obligations by Budget Decision Unit — NIAAA’s budget decision units have been

defined by ONDCP Circular, Budget Formulation, dated January 18th, 2013. NIAAA
reports only a portion of the budget dedicated to treatment and prevention to ONDCP.
This unit is referred to as:

e National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism

(b) Obligations by Drug Control Function — NTAAA distributes drug control
funding into two functions, prevention and treatment:

¢ Research and Development Prevention
¢ Research and Development Treatment
(2) Methodology Modifications — none
(3) Material Weaknesses or Other Findings — none

(4) Reprogrammings or Transfers - none

(5) Other Disclosures - none
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FY 2014 Performance Summary Report for National Drug Control Activities

Decision Unit 1: NIDA

Prevention

Measure SRO-5.15 (started in FY 2014): By 2018, develop, refine and evaluate evidence-
based intervention strategies and promote their use to prevent substance use, abuse, addiction
and their consequences in underage populations. (Note: This measure replaces the previous

measure which ended in FY 2013. See Appendix on page 23 for details.)

Table 1: NIDA Annual Targets

FY 2014 Target* FY 2014 Actual FY 2015 Target*
Develop and assess | NIH fimded Assess the
at least two research tested effectiveness of at
interventions to multiple least two
prevent drug use, interventions to strategies for
drug use problems, prevent drug use, dissemination and
and risk behaviors. drug use problems, implementation
and drug related of tested,
risky behaviors efficacious
including HIV risk interventions to
behaviors. prevent youth and
young adult drug
use, drug use
problems, and
risk behaviors.

(1) Describe the measure. In doing so, provide an explanation of how the measure (1)
reflects the purpose of the program, (2) contributes to the National Drug Control Strategy,
and (3) is used by management of the program. This description should include sufficient
detail to permit non-experts to understand what is being measured and why it is relevant to
the agency’s drug control activities.

NIH’s growing knowledge about substance abuse and addiction (including tobacco, alcohol,
illicit, and nonmedical prescription drug use) is leading to the development of prevention
strategies that are evidence based and rooted in a growing understanding of the biological (e.g.,

genetics, neurobiology). psychosocial (e.g. support systems, stress resilience), and environmental
(e.g., socioeconomic, cultural) factors that influence risk for substance use and related disorders.
NIH-supported research is building the scientific knowledge base needed to advance our goal of
developing effective tailored prevention strategies for youth.

NIH’s prevention portfolio encompasses a broad range of research to increase our understanding
of factors that enhance or mitigate an underlying propensity to initiate drug use or to escalate
from use to substance abuse across different developmental stages. Information about these
contributors to substance abuse and addiction and the different ways biological psychosocial and
environmental factors operate across individuals is critical to designing more effective
prevention messages. Measure SRO-5.15 focuses on developing, refining, evaluating, and
disseminating evidence-based intervention strategies to prevent substance use, abuse,
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TO: Dan Spears
Acting Chief Financial Officer
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration

FROM: /Gloria L. Jarmon/
Deputy Inspector General for Audit Services

SUBJECT: Independent Attestation Review: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration Fiscal Year 2014 Detailed Accounting Submission and
Performance Summary Report for National Drug Control Activities and
Accompanying Required Assertions (A-03-15-00353)

This report provides the results of our review of the attached Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) detailed accounting submission, which includes the
Table of Prior Year Drug Control Obligations, related disclosures, and management’s assertions
for the fiscal year ended September 30, 2014. We also reviewed the Performance Summary
Report, which includes management’s assertions and related performance information for the
fiscal year ended September 30, 2014. SAMHSA management is responsible for, and prepared,
the detailed accounting submission and Performance Summary Report to comply with the Office
of National Drug Control Policy Circular Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance
Summary, dated January 18, 2013 (the ONDCP Circular).

We performed this review as required by 21 U.S.C. § 1704(d)(A) and as authorized by 21 U.S.C.
§1703(d)(7) and in compliance with the ONDCP Circular.

We conducted our attestation review in accordance with attestation standards established by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants and the standards applicable to attestation
engagements contained in Government Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General of
the United States. An attestation review is substantially less in scope than an examination, the
objective of which is to express an opinion on management’s assertions contained in its report.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.



Page 2 — Dan Spears

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that SAMHSA’s
detailed accounting submission and Performance Summary Report for fiscal year 2014 were not
fairly stated, in all material respects, based on the ONDCP Circular.

SAMHSA'’s detailed accounting submission and Performance Summary Report are included as
Attachments A and B.

sk sk sk sk skoskook ok

Although this report is an unrestricted public document, the information it contains is intended
solely for the information and use of Congress, ONDCP, and SAMHSA and is not intended to be,
and should not be, used by anyone other than these specified parties. If you have any questions or
comments about this report, please do not hesitate to call me, or your staff may contact Kay L.
Daly, Assistant Inspector General for Audit Services, at (202) 619-1157 or through email at
Kay.Daly@oig.hhs.gov. Please refer to report number A-03-15-00353 in all correspondence.

Attachments
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checks ensure that data reported through the online reports are reliable, clean, and free from
errors. These processes reduce burden for data processing tasks associated with analytic
datasets since the data being entered have already followed pre-defined validation checks.

Decision Unit 3: Center for Substance Abuse Prevention (CSAP) PRNS

Measure 4: Percent of program participants that rate the risk of harm from substance abuse as
oreat (all ages) =

Table 4: Measure 4'¢

oty | FY2012 | FY2013 | FY2013 | FY2014 | FY2014 | FY2015
Actual Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target
87.0%7 | 88.8%1 88.0% $8.1% 88.0% ink $8.0%
' ' ' ' ' 8/2015 :

(1) Measure 4 for Decision Unit 3 reflects the goals of CSAP’s PRNS, as well as the National
Drug Strategy. CSAP PRNS constitutes a number of discretionary grant programs, such as
the Strategic Prevention Framework State Incentive Grants (SPF SIG), the Minority AIDS
Initiative (MAT), the STOP Act grant program, and others. For this decision unit,
performance on levels of perceived risk was selected to represent CSAP PRNS.

The measure of “perceived risk of harm from substance use™ has been used to inform

. . . " 19 p . - .
prevention policy and programming since the 1960s,”” as it remains a significant predictor of
substance use behaviors™ *'. For example, “Monitoring the Future, 2008 tracks the trends
in perceived risk with substance use since the 1970s*. This depicts a consistent pattern of a
leading indicator. In addition, a longitudinal study conducted in Iceland found that levels of
perceived risk of harm measured at age 14 significantly predicted substance use behaviors at
ages 15, 17, and 22%. Because it can assist in understanding and predicting changes in the

* Data from Minority AIDS Initiative (MAI): Substance Abuse Prevention, HIV Prevention and Hepatitis
Prevention for Minorities and Minorities Re-entering Communities Post-Incarceration [HI'V]

18 Beginning in FY2013, this is a change from the previous Decision Unit 3, Measure 4 for reasons explained in the
report.

' Revised from what was previously reported in budget documents as data were cleaned and updated.

'8 Revised from what was previously reported in budget documents as data were cleaned and updated.

19 Bjarnason, T. & Jonsson, 3. (2005). Contrast Effects in Perceived Risk of Substance Use. Substance Use &
Misuse, 40:1733-1748.

* Morgan, M., Hibell, B., Andersson, B., Bjarnasson, T., Kokkevi, A., & Narusk, A. (1999). The ESPAD Study:
Implications for prevention. Drugs: Education and Policy, 6, No. 2.

! Elekes, 7., Miller, P., Chomynova, P. & Beck, F. (2009). Changes in perceived risk of different substance use by
ranking order of drug attitudes in different ESPAD-countries. Journal of Substance Use, 14:197-210.

92 Johnson, L.D., O’Malley, P.M., Bachman, J.G. and Schulenberg, J.E. (2009) Monitoring the Future national
results of adolescent drug use: Overview of key findings 2008 (NIH Publication No. 09-7401), Bethesda MD:
National Institute on Drug Abuse; p.12.

3 Adalbjarnardottir, S., Dofradottir, A. G, Thorolfsson, T. R., Gardarsdottir, K. L. (2003). Substance use and
attitudes: A Longitudinal Study of Young People in Reykjavik from Age 14 to Age 22. Reykjav ik:

F'elagsv 1sindastofnun H'ask ola ‘Islands.
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January 23, 2015

Ms. Michele Marx

Associate Director for Management and Administration
Office of National Drug Control Policy

750 17th Street, NW

Washington, DC 20503

Dear Ms. Marx:

The enclosed report presents the results of our independent review of the U.S.
Customs and Border Protection’s (CBP) fiscal year 2014 Drug Control
Performance Summary Report.

The Office of National Drug Control Policy’s circular, Accounting of Drug Control
Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, requires the
Office of Inspector General to express a conclusion about the reliability of each
assertion made in CBP’s Drug Control Performance Summary Report. The
review of CBP’s report was conducted as an attestation engagement consistent
with the Statements for Standards of Attestation Engagements promulgated by
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants.

Please call me with any questions, or your staff may contact Mark Bell,
Assistant Inspector General for Audits, at (202) 254-4100.

Sincerely,

xb\w\%«\

John Roth
Inspector General
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and Border Protection's
FY 2014 Drug Control
Performance Summary
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January 23, 2015
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HIGHLIGHTS

Review of U.S. Customs and Border
Protection’s FY 2014 Drug Control Performance

Summary Report

January 23, 2015

Why We Did
This

The Office of National Drug
Control Policy’s (ONDCP)
Circular, Accounting of Drug
Control Funding and
Performance Summary,
requires National Drug
Control Program agencies to
submit to the ONDCP
Director, not later than
February 1 of each year, a
detailed accounting of all
funds expended for National
Drug Control Program
activities during the
previous fiscal year. The
Office of Inspector General
(OIG) is required to conduct
a review of the agency’s
submission and provide a
conclusion about the
reliability of each assertion
in the report.

For Further Information:
Contact our Office of Public Affairs at

(202) 254-4100, or email us at
DHS-O0IG.OfficePublicAffairs@oig.dhs.gov

wwuw.oig.dhs.gov

What We Found

KPMG LLP, under contract with the Department of
Homeland Security OIG, issued an Independent
Accountants’ Report on the U.S. Customs and Border
Protection’s (CBP) fiscal year (FY) 2014 Drug Control
Performance Summary Report. CBP management
prepared the Performance Summary Report and related
disclosures to comply with the requirements of ONDCP
circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and
Performance Summary (Circular), dated January 18, 2013.
Based on its review, nothing came to KPMG LLP’s
attention that caused it to believe that the Performance
Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2014,
is not presented, in all material respects, in conformity
with the criteria in the ONDCP Circular. KPMG LLP did
not make any recommendations as a result of its review.

OIG-15-26



OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Department of Homeland Security

Washington, DC 20528 / www.oig.dhs.gov

JAN 23 2015

TO: Eugene H. Schied
Assistant Commissioner
U.S. Customs and Border Protection

FROM: Mark Bell
Assistant Inspector General for Audits

SUBJECT: Review of U.S. Customs and Border Protection’s FY 2014 Drug
Control Performance Summary Report, Report Number OIG-15-26

Attached for your information is our final report, Review of U.S. Customs and
Border Protection’s FY 2014 Drug Control Performance Summary Report. U.S.
Customs and Border Protection’s (CBP) management prepared the Performance
Summary Report and related disclosures to comply with the requirements of
the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s circular, Accounting of Drug Control
Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013.

We contracted with the independent public accounting firm, KPMG LLP
(KPMG), to review CBP’s Drug Control Performance Summary Report. KPMG is
responsible for the attached Independent Accountants’ Report of its review,
dated January 20, 2015, and the conclusions expressed in it. KPMG’s report
contains no recommendations.

Consistent with our responsibility under the Inspector General Act, we will
provide copies of our report to appropriate congressional committees with
oversight and appropriation responsibility over the Department of Homeland
Security. We will post the report on our website for public dissemination.

Please call me with any questions, or your staff may contact Don Bumgardner,
Acting Deputy Assistant Inspector General for Audits, at (202) 254-4100.

Attachment

wwuw.oig.dhs.gov OIG-15-26



KPMG LLP

Suite 12000

1801 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Independent Accountants’ Report

Inspector General
U.S. Department of Homeland Security:

We have reviewed the accompanying Performance Summary Report of the U.S. Department of Homeland
Security’s (DHS) Customs and Border Protection (CBP) for the year ended September 30, 2014. CBP’s
management is responsible for the Performance Summary Report.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute
of Certified Public Accountants, and applicable standards contained in Government Auditing Standards,
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. A review is substantially less in scope than an
examination, the objective of which is the expression of an opinion on the Performance Summary Report.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Management of CBP prepared the Performance Summary Report to comply with the requirements of the
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and
Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013 (the Circular).

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that the Performance
Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2014, referred to above, is not presented, in all material
respects, in conformity with the criteria set forth in the Circular.

This report is intended solely for the information and use of management of DHS and CBP, the DHS

Inspector General, the ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and should not be used by
anyone other than these specified parties.

KPMe LIP

January 20, 2015

KPMG LLP is a Delaware limited liability partnership,
the U.S. member firm of KPMG International Cooperative
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity.
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND COPIES
To view this and any of our other reports, please visit our website at: www.oig.dhs.gov.

For further information or questions, please contact Office of Inspector General Public Affairs
at: DHS-0OIG.OfficePublicAffairs@oig.dhs.gov. Follow us on Twitter at: @dhsoig.

OIG HOTLINE

To report fraud, waste, or abuse, visit our website at www.oig.dhs.gov and click on the red
"Hotline" tab. If you cannot access our website, call our hotline at (800) 323-8603, fax our
hotline at (202) 254-4297, or write to us at:

Department of Homeland Security

Office of Inspector General, Mail Stop 0305
Attention: Hotline

245 Murray Drive, SW

Washington, DC 20528-0305
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HIGHLIGHTS

Review of U.S. Immigration and Customs
Enforcement’s FY 2014 Drug Control
Performance Summary Report

January 23, 2015

Why We
Did This

The Office of National Drug
Control Policy’s (ONDCP)
circular, Accounting of Drug
Control Funding and
Performance Summary,
requires National Drug
Control Program agencies to
submit to the ONDCP
Director, not later than
February 1 of each year, a
detailed accounting of all
funds expended for National
Drug Control Program
activities during the
previous fiscal year. The
Office of Inspector General
(OIG) is required to conduct
a review of the agency’s
submission and provide a
conclusion about the
reliability of each assertion
in the report.

For Further Information:
Contact our Office of Public Affairs at (202)

254-4100, or email us at
DHS-IG.OfficePublicAffairs@oig.dhs.gov

wwuw.oig.dhs.gov

What We Found

KPMG LLP, under contract with the Department of
Homeland Security OIG, issued an Independent
Accountants’ Report on the U.S. Immigration and
Customs Enforcement’s (ICE) fiscal year (FY) 2014 Drug
Control Performance Summary Report. ICE management
prepared the Performance Summary Report and related
disclosures to comply with the requirements of ONDCP’s
circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and
Performance Summary (Circular), dated January 18, 2013.
Based on its review, nothing came to KPMG LLP’s
attention that caused it to believe that the Performance
Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2014,
is not presented, in all material respects, in conformity
with the criteria in the ONDCP Circular. KPMG LLP did
not make any recommendations as a result of its review.

OIG-15-23



OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Department of Homeland Security

Washington, DC 20528 / www.oig.dhs.gov

JAN 23 2015

TO: Radha C. Sekar
Executive Associate Director Management and Administration
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement

FROM: Mark Bell Mw\/@ (Q&Q/?

Assistant Inspector General for Audits

SUBJECT: Review of U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement’s FY 2014
Drug Control Performance Summary Report
Report Number OIG-15-23

Attached for your information is our final report, Review of U.S. Immigration
and Customs Enforcement’s FY 2014 Drug Control Performance Summary
Report. U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) management
prepared the Performance Summary Report and related disclosures to comply
with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s circular,
Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated
January 18, 2013.

We contracted with the independent public accounting firm, KPMG LLP
(KPMGQG), to review ICE’s Drug Control Performance Summary Report. KPMG is
responsible for the attached Independent Accountants’ Report of its review,
dated January 20, 2015, and the conclusions expressed in it. KPMG’s report
contains no recommendations. We do not express an opinion on ICE’s Drug
Control Performance Summary Report.

Consistent with our responsibility under the Inspector General Act, we will
provide copies of our report to appropriate congressional committees with
oversight and appropriation responsibility over the Department of Homeland
Security. We will post the report on our website for public dissemination.

Please call me with any questions, or your staff may contact Don Bumgardner,
Acting Deputy Assistant Inspector General for Audits, at (202) 254-4100.

Attachment

wwuw.oig.dhs.gov OIG-15-23



KPMG LLP

Suite 12000

1801 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Independent Accountants’ Report

Inspector General
U.S. Department of Homeland Security:

We have reviewed the accompanying Performance Summary Report of the U.S. Department of Homeland
Security’s (DHS) Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) for the year ended September 30, 2014.
ICE’s management is responsible for the Performance Summary Report.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute
of Certified Public Accountants, and applicable standards contained in Government Auditing Standards,
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. A review is substantially less in scope than an
examination, the objective of which is the expression of an opinion on the Performance Summary Report.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Management of ICE prepared the Performance Summary Report to comply with the requirements of the
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and
Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013 (the Circular).

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that the Performance
Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2014, referred to above, is not presented, in all material
respects, in conformity with the criteria set forth in the Circular.

This report is intended solely for the information and use of management of DHS and ICE, the DHS

Inspector General, the ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and should not be used by
anyone other than these specified parties.

KPMe LIP

January 20, 2015

KPMG LLP is a Delaware limited liability partnership,
the U.S. member firm of KPMG International Cooperative
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity.






U.S. Department of Homeland Security
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement

Performance Summary Report of Drug Control Funds during FY 2014
International Operations

Metric 1. Percentage of Overseas Investigative Hours Spent on Drug-Related Cases.

Fiscal Year Target Actual
2010 4.00% 4.90%
2011 4.50% 6.30%
2012 5.00% 6.30%
2013 6.30% 8.11%
2014 6.90% 8.32%
2015 7.58%

(1) Description

The outcome metric for International Operations as a whole is the percentage of overseas investigative
hours spent on drug-related cases. This metric evaluates the percentage of Immigration and Customs
Enforcement’s (ICE) overall overseas investigations that impact counter-narcotics enforcement.

ICE’s Homeland Security Investigations (HSI) International Operations supports U.S. drug control
policy, specifically Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) initiatives, by supporting the
overall ICE mandate to detect, disrupt, and dismantle smuggling organizations. Increased hours spent
on drug-related cases directly lead to increased detection, disruption and dismantlement of drug
smuggling organizations. International Operations’ investigative resources are directed at
organizations smuggling contraband (including narcotics) into the United States. International
Operations also partners with domestic ICE components and with U.S. law enforcement agencies
overseas to leverage overseas resources mitigating global narcotics threats to the United States. This
includes utilizing investigative and intelligence techniques to support domestic cases and interagency
cross-border initiatives.

This counter-narcotics performance metric is evaluated on a consistent basis for International
Operations. It is, in some cases, put into Senior Executive Service (SES) performance plans, and is also
tracked at a high managerial level by way of processes such as HSI
Transparency/Results/Accountability/Knowledge (TRAK), ICE TRAK, programmatic monitoring,
financial monitoring and quarterly expenditure report

HSI releases the attached information with the understanding that the requestor will only utilize such information
for the purpose stated in the request. Prior to using the information for any other purpose, or release to a third
party, the requestor should inform and seek approval from HSI.



(2) Actual Performance Results for FY 2014

In FY 2014, 8.32% of overseas investigative case hours were spent on drug-related cases, exceeding
the target of 6.90%. The percentage of overseas investigative hours spent on drug-related cases is
derived by dividing the drug-related case hours by the total investigative case hours of overseas agents.
To calculate a dollar amount, this percentage is applied to actual obligations incurred by HSI against
budget authority gain in FY 2014, excluding reimbursable authority.

3) The Performance target for FY 2015

The performance target for FY 2015 is 7.58%, a target based on the average three prior years’
performance results. In establishing this metric, International Operations plans to have sufficient
resources to support the same level of effort on drug-related investigations.

(4) Quality of Performance Data

The database used to obtain HSI International Operations performance data is the Treasury
Enforcement Communication System (TECS), which is ICE’s automated case management system that
records investigative hours. International Operations relies on TECS to ensure the performance data is
accurate, complete, and unbiased in presentation and substance. ICE conducts quality control
verification on all data received through TECS to ensure the performance data is accurate, complete,
and unbiased in presentation and substance.

Performance Summary Report of Drug Control Funds during FY 2014
Intelligence

Metric 1. Number of counter-narcotics intelligence requests satisfied.

Fiscal Year Target Actual
2010 1,200 338
2011 796 2,721
2012 3,500 552
2013 560 656
2014 656 686
2015 686

HSI releases the attached information with the understanding that the requestor will only utilize such information
for the purpose stated in the request. Prior to using the information for any other purpose, or release to a third
party, the requestor should inform and seek approval from HSI.



(1) Description

Intelligence supports its customers by satisfying their intelligence requirements — providing products
and services that inform customers and close existing “intelligence gaps.” Customer requirements are
formally documented and captured within the Analytical Framework for Intelligence (AFI). Levied
requirements are then either “satisfied” by Intelligence, or not. In the latter case, an intelligence gap
remains. Satisfaction of customer requirements represents the “outcome” of Intelligence production in
that satisfying customer requirements closes the gap in their information needs and allows customers to
make informed decisions about executing law enforcement actions.

This counter-narcotics performance metric is evaluated on a consistent basis for Intelligence, and is in
some cases put into SES performance plans, but is also tracked at a high managerial level via such
processes as HSI TRAK, ICE TRAK, programmatic monitoring, financial monitoring and quarterly
expenditure reports.

An Intelligence Information Report (1IR) is a formal standardized method of disseminating raw
unevaluated information, on behalf of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Intelligence
Enterprise (IE) and other information providers, to elements of the Intelligence Community (IC)
and the DHS IE as appropriate. This is the primary vehicle through which the Reports Section
shares this raw intelligence within ICE and throughout the DHS and the IC. At the end of fiscal
year (FY) 2014, the ICE Intelligence Program (to include HSI-Intel at headquarters (HQ) and the
Special Agent in Charge (SAC) Intelligence Programs in the field) produced a total of four
hundred and seventy-four (474) 1IR products that were counter-narcotics related.

The Analytical Framework for Intelligence (AFI) allows HSI-Intel to maintain visibility on all
Intelligence products used by the HSI field offices and at HQ. This system allows HSI-Intel to
run searches on specific mission areas, which include counter- narcotics and drug smuggling
Intel-related products. At the end of fiscal year (FY) 2014, the ICE Intelligence Program (to
include HSI-Intel at HQs and the SAC Intelligence Programs in the field) produced a total of two
hundred and twelve (212) AFI products that were counter-narcotics related.

(2) Actual performance results for FY 2014

In FY 2014, the ICE Intelligence Program, to include HSI-Intel at HQs and the SAC Intelligence
Program in the field, produced a total of six hundred eighty-six (686) counter-narcotic related products.
A total of four hundred seventy-four (474) were IR counter-narcotic INTEL products and a total of
two hundred and twelve (212) were AFI counter-narcotic INTEL products. As of FY 2014, HSI
Intelligence Program has cumulatively produced a total of six hundred twenty-two (686) counter-
narcotic products, therefore exceeding the six hundred fifty-six (656) targeted measure.

HSI releases the attached information with the understanding that the requestor will only utilize such information
for the purpose stated in the request. Prior to using the information for any other purpose, or release to a third
party, the requestor should inform and seek approval from HSI.



(3) Performance target for FY 2015

The performance target for FY 2015 is six hundred and eighty-six (686) counter-narcotics intelligence
requests satisfied. The target is based on the prior year actual data. The AFI HSI Intelligence Program
data team is working to expand the user community of AFI to all DHS components. By expanding the
use of AFI agency-wide it is anticipated that the counter-narcotic products reported in AFI will
continue to increase each year. ICE Intelligence is examining other ways to create more robust
performance measures in the area of drug enforcement, to include intelligence production metrics
based on drug related intelligence hours recorded in TECS.

(4) Quality of performance data

Databases used to validate Intelligence’s performance data are TECS, IIR and the AFI. Intelligence
conducts quality control verification on TECS, IIR and the AFI data to ensure the performance data is
accurate and unbiased in presentation and substance. Furthermore, ICE Intelligence is implementing
Meta data items to AFI that will group data distinctly into either HSI Domestic or HSI International
increasing the accuracy of the data provided.

Performance Summary Report of Drug Control Funds during FY 2014
Domestic Investigations

Metric 1: Percentage of significant high-risk transnational criminal investigations that result in a
disruption or dismantlement.

Fiscal Year Target Actual
2012 16.0% 18.0%
2013 18.0% 31.8%
2014 19.0% 42.24%
2015 36.7%

(1) Description

ICE coordinated with the ONDCP and established new performance metrics in FY 2012 to better
indicate the success of counter-narcotics enforcement across all investigative areas. This metric
supports the National Counter Narcotics Strategy objectives and initiatives to disrupt and dismantle
transnational and domestic drug trafficking and money laundering organizations. The new performance
metric is “the percentage of significant, high risk transnational criminal investigations that result in a

HSI releases the attached information with the understanding that the requestor will only utilize such information
for the purpose stated in the request. Prior to using the information for any other purpose, or release to a third
party, the requestor should inform and seek approval from HSI.
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disruption or dismantlement.” Agents submit enforcement actions that meet the definition of either a
disruption or dismantlement that involve criminal investigations of cases deemed significant or high
risk based on a pre-defined set of criteria reviewed by a Significant Case Review (SCR) panel. The
SCR panel reviews enforcement actions and examines each submission of the criminal investigative
elements that are being presented to ensure that it meets the requirement of a disruption or
dismantlement. A disruption is defined as actions taken in furtherance of the investigation that impede
the normal and effective operation of the target organization or targeted criminal activity.
Dismantlement is defined as destroying the target organization’s leadership, network, and financial
base to the point that the organization is incapable of reconstituting itself.

As this performance metric was implemented in 2012, ICE does not have performance data for years
prior to FY 2012 and is unable to report four years of performance data as required by ONDCP
Circular: Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, Section 7.a.(2), dated
January 18, 2013.

(2) Actual performance results for FY 2014

In FY 2014, the actual percentage for the reportable Government Performance and Results Act
(GPRA) metric is 42.24%; therefore exceeding the GPRA target of 19.0%. Due to more effective
communication of the importance of the metric throughout the organization, HSI agents began entering
their congruent disruption and/or dismantlement into TECS from their HQ approved significant
investigations (from the reformed SCR module inputted into TECS). The influx of the disruption
and/or dismantlement entries caused a significant spike in the FY 2014 actual results.

(3) Performance target for FY 2015

The performance target for FY 2015 is 36.7%. Planning for responses to future criminal trends, while
critical in assessing risk and threats, is difficult due to the inherent challenge of predicting future
criminal activity. This makes the establishment of performance targets for enforcement statistics
extremely difficult. Due to the high number of unknown variables, the following performance targets
were created using historical trends assuming the patterns will continue in the near future. The
following performance measures for Homeland Security Investigations for fiscal year 2015 were
calculated using actual historical significant investigation performance results since program inception
(fiscal year 2011) using the following methodology:

1) The number of cases with repeat occurrences (this represents cases with disruptions and a
dismantlement) is divided by the number of unique case identifiers (representing the number of initial
significant cases opened) to get an approximate estimate of the percentage of significant cases that
have resulted in either a disruption or a dismantlement. However, since not all such cases will have
been approved at any one time, the result of this first step is multiplied by the significant case approval
ratio calculated below in step 2.

2) The significant case approval ratio is calculated by dividing the number of vetted and approved
significant case submissions (including all disruptions and dismantlements) by the number of vetted

HSI releases the attached information with the understanding that the requestor will only utilize such information
for the purpose stated in the request. Prior to using the information for any other purpose, or release to a third
party, the requestor should inform and seek approval from HSI.
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significant investigations. By multiplying steps 1 and 2, the percentage of significant cases that have
been initiated that have resulted in either a Disruption or a Dismantlement is determined. By using the
approval ratio HSI quantitatively accounts for both the quantity and quality that speaks to the validity
of the submissions.

(4) Quality of performance data

The database used to validate Domestic Investigations performance data is TECS. Domestic
Investigations relies on TECS to ensure the performance data are accurate, complete, and unbiased in
presentation and substance. Domestic Investigations conducts quality control verification on all data
received through TECS to ensure the performance data are accurate, complete, and unbiased in
presentation and substance.

Metric 2: Percent of transnational drug investigations resulting in the disruption or
dismantlement of high threat transnational drug trafficking organizations or individuals

Fiscal Year Target Actual
2012 11.0% 12.0%
2013 12.0% 42.6%
2014 44.0% 45.0%
2015 29.0%

(1) Description

ICE coordinated with ONDCP and established performance metrics in FY 2012 to better indicate the
success of counter-narcotics enforcement across all investigative areas. The wording of the metric was
revised in FY 2013 as a part of the strategic measures presented to Office of Management and Budget.
The methodology used to calculate this measure remains consistent with the prior year. ICE supported
ONDCRP initiatives that include the National Counter Narcotics Strategy objectives such as disrupting
and dismantling transnational and domestic drug trafficking and money laundering organizations. The
performance metric is “the percentage of significant high risk drug related illicit trade and illicit travel
and finance investigations that result in a disruption or dismantlement.” Agents submit enforcement
actions that meet the definition of either a disruption or dismantlement, which are cases deemed high
impact or high risk based on a pre-defined set of criteria and are reviewed by a SCR panel. The SCR
panel reviews enforcement actions and examines each submission to ensure that it meets the
requirement of a disruption or a dismantlement. A disruption is defined as actions taken in furtherance
of the investigation that impede the normal and effective operation of the target organization or
targeted criminal activity. Dismantlement is defined as destroying the target organization’s leadership,
network, and financial base to the point that the organization is incapable of reconstituting itself.
Percentages are calculated by dividing drug-related enforcement actions (deemed a disruption or
dismantlement) by the total number of enforcement actions within the domestic program.

HSI releases the attached information with the understanding that the requestor will only utilize such information
for the purpose stated in the request. Prior to using the information for any other purpose, or release to a third
party, the requestor should inform and seek approval from HSI.
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As this performance metric was implemented in 2012, ICE does not have performance data for years
prior to FY 2012 and is unable to report four years of performance data as required by the ONDCP
Circular: Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, Section 7.a.(2), dated
January 18, 2013.

(2) Actual performance results for FY 2014

In FY 2014, 45.0% of significant high-risk counter-narcotic, illicit trade, travel and finance
investigations resulted in a disruption or dismantlement. Therefore exceeding the FY 2014 target of
44.0%.

(3) Performance target for FY 2015

The performance target for FY 2015 is 29.0%. The target is based upon the Future Year Homeland
Security Program (FYHSP) requirements. In establishing this metric, Domestic Investigations plans to
have sufficient resources to support the same level of effort on drug related investigations.

(4) Quality of performance data

The database used to validate Domestic Investigations performance data is TECS. Domestic
Investigations relies on TECS to ensure the performance data is accurate, complete, and unbiased in
presentation and substance. Domestic Investigations conducts quality control verification on all data
received through TECS to ensure the performance data are accurate, complete, and unbiased in
presentation and substance. ICE conducted the implemented verification and validation with an
independent auditor, for the above metric to ensure the quality of the metric. The metric was evaluated
on a 12 criteria score to ensure the reliability of and validity of the performance measure. The
Independent Review Team had no recommendations to improve the metric and yielded the measure
was aligned with the DHS strategic goals and objectives.

ICE Management Assertion Report
Management Assertions

1. Performance reporting system is appropriate and applied.
ICE uses TECS, IIR and AFI investigative and intelligence case tracking systems of record to
capture performance information. TECS, IIR and AFI data is well-documented, accurately
maintained, and reliable, and those systems were properly applied to generate the most recent
performance data available for the FY 2014 performance period.

HSI releases the attached information with the understanding that the requestor will only utilize such information
for the purpose stated in the request. Prior to using the information for any other purpose, or release to a third
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2. Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable.
In FY 2014, ICE actuals met and exceeded all performance targets

3. Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied.
The methodology described above to establish performance targets for FY 2014 is reasonable
given past performance and available resources.

4. Adequate performance metrics exist for all significant drug control activities.
ICE has established more than one acceptable performance metric for its Drug Control
Decision Unit—Salaries and Expense. These measures were developed in consideration and
support of the ONDCP National Counter Narcotics Strategy as well as DHS and ICE Strategic
plan objectives and initiatives.

Exhibit 1: Additional Drug Enforcement Statistics

Domestic Investigations keeps track of additional statistics to monitor their drug enforcement efforts.
Domestic Investigations does not set targets for seizures and only provides year end data. Note “high
impact” as discussed in statistics 3 through 6 is defined as the weight limit for a seizure that would
constitute a federal drug identification number from the El Paso Intelligence Center.

Statistic 1: Dollar value of real or other property seizures derived from/and/or used in drug
operations.

Statistic 2: Dollar value of seized currency and monetary instruments from drug operations.

FY 2010 | FY 2011 | FY 2012 | FY 2013 | FY 2014
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual
$47.2M $53.7M $39.8M $41.4M $46.2M

FY 2010 | FY 2011 | FY 2012 | FY 2013 | FY 2014
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual
$115.2 M | $232.4 M | $155.7M | $1.05B | $192.7M
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Statistic 3: Percentage of total cocaine seizures considered high impact.
FY 2010 | FY 2011 | FY 2012 | FY 2013 | FY 2014
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual
60% 54% 49% 46% 44%
Statistic 4: Percentage of heroin seizures considered high impact.
FY 2010 | FY 2011 | FY 2012 | FY 2013 | FY 2014
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual
71% 68% 54% 52% 47%
Statistic 5: Percentage of marijuana seizures considered high impact.
FY 2010 | FY 2011 | FY 2012 | FY 2013 | FY 2014
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual
57% 48% 43% 36% 35%
Statistic 6: Percentage of methamphetamine seizures considered high impact.
FY 2010 | FY 2011 | FY 2012 | FY 2013 | FY 2014
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual
56% 65% 63% 61% 62%
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HIGHLIGHTS

Review of U.S. Coast Guard’s FY 2014
Drug Control Performance Summary Report

January 26, 2015

Why We Did
This

The Office of National Drug
Control Policy’s (ONDCP)
Circular, Accounting of Drug
Control Funding and
Performance Summary,
requires National Drug
Control Program agencies to
submit to the ONDCP
Director, not later than
February 1 of each year, a
detailed accounting of all
funds expended for National
Drug Control Program
activities during the
previous fiscal year. The
Office of Inspector General
(OIG) is required to conduct
a review of the report and
provide a conclusion about
the reliability of each
assertion made in the
report.

For Further Information:
Contact our Office of Public Affairs at
(202) 254-4100, or email us at
DHS-OIG.OfficePublicAffairs@oig.dhs.gov

wwuw.oig.dhs.gov

What We Found

KPMG LLP, under contract with the Department of
Homeland Security OIG, issued an Independent
Accountants’ Report on the U.S. Coast Guard’s (Coast
Guard) fiscal year 2014 Drug Control Performance
Summary Report. Coast Guard management prepared the
Performance Summary Report and related disclosures to
comply with the requirements of the ONDCP Circular,
Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance
Summary (Circular), dated January 18, 2013. Based on its
review, nothing came to KPMG LLP’s attention that
caused it to believe that the Performance Summary Report
for the year ended September 30, 2014, is not presented,
in all material respects, in conformity with the criteria in
the ONDCP Circular. KPMG LLP did not make any
recommendations as a result of its review.

OIG-15-27



OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Department of Homeland Security

Washington, DC 20528 / www.oig.dhs.gov

JAN 26 2015

TO: Rear Admiral Todd A. Sokalzuk
Chief Financial Officer
U.S. Coast Guard

FROM: Mark Bell
Assistant Inspector General for Audits

SUBJECT: Review of U.S. Coast Guard’s FY 2014 Drug Control Performance
Summary Report, Report Number OIG-15-27

Attached for your information is our final report, Review of U.S. Coast Guard’s
FY 2014 Drug Control Performance Summary Report. Coast Guard management
prepared the Performance Summary Report and related disclosures to comply
with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s circular,
Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January
18, 2013.

We contracted with the independent public accounting firm, KPMG LLP
(KPMG), to review Coast Guard’s Drug Control Performance Summary Report.
KPMG is responsible for the attached Independent Accountants’ Report of its
review, dated January 20, 2015, and the conclusions expressed in it. KPMG’s
report contains no recommendations.

Consistent with our responsibility under the Inspector General Act, we will
provide copies of our report to appropriate congressional committees with
oversight and appropriation responsibility over the Department of Homeland
Security. We will post the report on our website for public dissemination.

Please call me with any questions, or your staff may contact Don Bumgardner,
Acting Deputy Assistant Inspector General for Audits, at (202) 254-4100.

Attachment

wwuw.oig.dhs.gov OIG-15-27



KPMG LLP

Suite 12000

1801 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Independent Accountants’ Report

Inspector General
U.S. Department of Homeland Security:

We have reviewed the accompanying Performance Summary Report of the U.S. Department of Homeland
Security’s (DHS) United States Coast Guard (Coast Guard) for the year ended September 30, 2014. Coast
Guard’s management is responsible for the Performance Summary Report.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute
of Certified Public Accountants, and applicable standards contained in Government Auditing Standards,
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. A review is substantially less in scope than an
examination, the objective of which is the expression of an opinion on the Performance Summary Report.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Management of Coast Guard prepared the Performance Summary Report to comply with the requirements
of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding
and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013 (the Circular).

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that the Performance
Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2014, referred to above, is not presented, in all material
respects, in conformity with the criteria set forth in the Circular.

This report is intended solely for the information and use of management of DHS and Coast Guard, the

DHS Inspector General, the ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and should not be
used by anyone other than these specified parties.

KPMe LP

January 20, 2015

KPMG LLP is a Delaware limited liability partnership,
the U.S. member firm of KPMG International Cooperative
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity.



U.S. Department of
Homeland Security

United States
Coast Guard

Commandant 2703 Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE
United States Coast Guard Washington, DC 20593-7318
Staff Symbol: DCO-81
Phone: (202) 372-2684
Email:Devin.L.Townsend @uscg.m |

16012
January 20, 2015

Mr. Mark Bell

Assistant Inspector General for Audit
Department of Homeland Security
Office of the Inspector General

Dear Mr. Bell,

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Control Policy Circular: Accounting of Drug
Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, enclosed is the Coast
Guard’s final FY 2014 Performance Summary Report.

If you require further assistance on this information, please contact LCDR Devin Townsend,
202-372-2684.

Sincerely,

A. M. SANDERS

Commander U.S. Coast Guard

Chief, Office of Performance Management &
Assessment

Enclosure (1) FY 2014 Performance Summary Report
Copy: DHS Budget Office
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Enclosure (1) to letter dated January 20, 2015

I. PERFORMANCE INFORMATION

NOTE: Although the Coast Guard appropriation is apportioned along budget decision unit
lines (i.e., Acquisitions, Construction & Improvements (AC&I), Operating Expenses (OE),
Research Development Testing and Evaluation (RDT&E), and Reserve Training (RT)), the Coast
Guard does not manage performance along decision unit lines. This is impractical due to the
multi-mission performance of our assets, which transcends budget decision units.

This section is based on Coast Guard data and agency Government Performance and Results Act
(GPRA) documents.

The Coast Guard’s Drug Interdiction mission supports national and international strategies to
deter and disrupt the market for illegal drugs, dismantle Transnational Criminal Organizations
(TCOs) and prevent transnational threats from reaching the U.S. The Coast Guard is the lead
federal agency for drug interdiction on the high seas, and shares the lead in U.S. territorial seas
with CBP. In carrying out this mission, the Coast Guard receives assistance from a variety of
international and domestic partners including U.S. Department of Defense, Drug Enforcement
Administration and Immigration and Customs Enforcement. The objectives of the Coast Guard
strategy are to: (1) maintain a strong interdiction presence to deny smugglers access to maritime
routes and deter trafficking activity; (2) strengthen ties with source and transit zone nations to
increase their willingness and ability to reduce the production and trafficking of illicit drugs
within their sovereign boundaries, including territorial seas; and (3) support interagency and
international efforts to combat drug smuggling through increased cooperation and coordination.
Coast Guard operations align with the National Drug Control Strategy and the National
Interdiction Command and Control Plan (NICCP), which target the flow of cocaine and other
illicit drugs toward the U.S.

The Coast Guard’s drug interdiction performance is best summarized by the program’s primary
outcome measure, the Cocaine Removal Rate. This measure indicates how effective the program
is at disrupting the flow of cocaine traveling via non-commercial maritime means toward the
U.S. The more cocaine bound for the U.S. that the Coast Guard removes, the less the supply of
cocaine available for consumption in the U.S.

Performance Measure

Cocaine Removal Rate (Removal rate for cocaine from non-commercial vessels in the maritime
Transit Zone). This represents the percent of Cocaine removed (seized by the Coast Guard, and
jettisoned, scuttled, or destroyed as a result of Coast Guard law enforcement action) in
relationship to the non-commercial maritime movement of cocaine. The Cocaine Removal Rate
(Table 1) is calculated by dividing the total amount of cocaine removed by the Coast Guard by
the total estimated non-commercial maritime movement of cocaine towards the U.S. The
amount of cocaine removed by the Coast Guard is the sum of all cocaine that is physically seized
by Coast Guard personnel and all cocaine lost by the transnational criminal organizations
(TCOs) due to the Coast Guard’s actions. The latter amount is, at times, an intelligence-based
estimate of the quantity of cocaine onboard a given vessel that is burned, jettisoned, or scuttled in
an attempt to destroy evidence when Coast Guard presence is detected. The estimated non-
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Enclosure (1) to letter dated January 20, 2015

commercial maritime flow of cocaine towards the U.S. is extracted from the interagency-
validated Consolidated Counter Drug Database (CCDB).

Table 1: Performance Targets and Results (Cocaine Removal Rate)
Year: FY 2010 | FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Target: | 18.5% 15.5% 16.5% 14.1% 13.9% 13.8%
Actual: | 13.5% 11.6% 13.4% 15.3% 0.6% N/A

Maritime Law Enforcement program managers monitor the cocaine removal rate, watching for
both changes in Coast Guard removals as well as increases or decreases in flow. Any changes
are diagnosed to determine the cause and to develop strategies and tactics to continue to increase
the removal rate. Factors that can impact the Coast Guard’s removal rate include, but are not
limited to:

e Continuously changing modes, tactics and routes by TCOs (e.g. use of submersible type
vessels and logistic support vessels);

e The advancing age and deteriorating condition of the Coast Guard’s cutter fleet;

e The availability of aviation assets from U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP), U.S.
Navy (USN) and Allied nations to support Detection and Monitoring in the Transit Zone;

e The availability of surface assets from the USN and Allied nations to support Detection
and Monitoring in the Transit Zone;

e The availability of Coast Guard, USN, and Allied surface assets to support embarked
Coast Guard Law Enforcement Detachments (LEDETs) to perform Interdiction and
Apprehension activities;

e The availability, quality and timeliness of tactical intelligence; new or upgraded
diplomatic and legal tools;

e The fielding of new capabilities (e.g. National Security Cutter, Fast Response Cutter, and
Maritime Patrol Aircraft).

At the start of FY 2014, the Coast Guard operated under a Continuing Resolution based on FY
2013 enacted budget levels. In response the Coast Guard reduced its programmed operating
hours, limiting the Coast Guard’s scheduled deployment of assets into the Transit Zone. Once
the Coast Guard received full budget authority under the FY 2014 Consolidated Appropriation,
the service ramped up operations to close the gap between the reduced scheduling and FY 2014
strategic commitment levels. The Coast Guard met its FY 2014 planned ship deployments target
of 1,460 major cutter days. Coast Guard Maritime Patrol Aircraft (MPA) support to Joint
Interagency Task Force South (JIATF-S) was within 7% of the 3,595 hour commitment.
Airborne Use of Force (AUF) helicopter deployed days were within 10% of the 1,460 day
commitment and Coast Guard LEDETs met all requests for deployments. The Coast Guard's
reduced program operating hours referenced above directly contributed to the Coast Guard not
meeting its commitments for AUF deployed days and MPA flight hours. Additionally, 127 MPA
flight hours were repurposed to the Coast Guard International Ice Patrol mission in response to
the severe FY 2014 iceberg season.

Quality of Performance Data

The Coast Guard continues to use the CCDB as its source for tracking cocaine movement
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Enclosure (1) to letter dated January 20, 2015

estimates. Data entered into the CCDB is validated through a quarterly, interagency vetting
process. The CCDB event-based estimates are the best available authoritative source for
estimating illicit drug flow through the Transit Zone. These estimates permit the Coast Guard to
objectively evaluate its performance. All data contained in the CCDB is deemed to be as
accurate, complete and unbiased in presentation and substance as possible.

Table 2: Non-Commercial Maritime Cocaine Flow and Tonnage Removed (in Metric Tons)

Year: FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Flow: 682 652 796 571 945 N/A
Removed: | 91.8 75.5 107.0 88.4 91.0 N/A

According to CCDB, the cocaine flow through the Transit Zone via non-commercial means
increased in FY 2014 to 945 Metric Tons from 577 Metric Tons in FY 2013. The Coast Guard
removed 91.0 Metric Tons of cocaine from the Transit Zone in FY 2014 equating to a 9.6%
removal rate for non-commercial maritime cocaine flow. While the Coast Guard did not meet its
performance target of removing 13.9% of non-commercial maritime cocaine flow, the Coast
Guard increased the tonnage of cocaine removed over FY 2013. The higher level of maritime
flow of cocaine had a greater impact on the missed FY 2014 target than did the level of effort
provided by the Coast Guard and its partners.

At least annually, the Coast Guard’s Maritime Law Enforcement Program and Deputy
Commandant for Operations’ Office of Performance Management and Assessment review
historical information, observed trends, linear regression and future drivers for each mission
area, as well as changes from budget impacts that may affect mission performance, and factor
these into the establishment of out-year drug interdiction targets, making adjustments as
necessary. Revisions to the targets are reported via the Department of Homeland Security’s
Future Years Homeland Security Program (FYHSP) database. The Maritime Law Enforcement
Program last updated its out-year performance targets in July 2014 in conjunction with normal
target setting timelines.

Due to a forecasted reduction in the level of ship and aircraft support provided to JIATF-S by the
USN in the near future, along with the Transnational Criminal Organizations use of increasingly
more sophisticated smuggling modes and routes, and distributing their risk more by moving
smaller cocaine load sizes, the Coast Guard’s removal rate target for FY 2015 has been lowered
to 13.8%. This represents an aggressive, yet achievable, performance target with available
resources.

II. MANAGEMENT’S ASSERTIONS

The following assertions, supported by the information presented above, satisfy the data,
estimation methods, and reporting systems criteria outlined in paragraph 7.b. of the ONDCP
Circular: Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary (January 18, 2013):

(1) Performance reporting system is appropriate and applied — The agency has a system to
capture performance information accurately and that system was properly applied to generate the
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Enclosure (1) to letter dated January 20, 2015

performance data.

The Coast Guard performance reporting system is appropriate and applied. It was reviewed
in a 2007 Independent Program Evaluation by the Center for Naval Analyses and a 2007
OMB Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) evaluation. Both reviews verified the
appropriateness and application of the performance reporting system, and the Coast Guard
has made all significant changes recommended to ensure continued validity.

(2) Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable — An assertion shall be
made regarding the reasonableness of any explanation offered for failing to meet a performance
target and for any recommendations concerning plans and schedules for meeting future targets or
for revising targets or eliminating performance measures.

The Coast Guard did not meet its FY 2014 performance target. The explanations offered for
failing to meet the target are reasonable. The Coast Guard’s FY 2014 performance target
satisfied OMB Circular A-11 guidance for establishing targets.

(3) Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and consistently applied —
The methodology described above to establish performance targets for the current year is
reasonable given past performance and available resources.

The Coast Guard methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied.
The Coast Guard uses a quantitative and qualitative process that reviews intelligence,
logistics, strategic and operational policy, capability, emerging trends, past performance, and
capacity variables impacting mission performance to establish performance targets. Targets
generated by the program manager are reviewed independently by performance and budget
oversight offices at Coast Guard Headquarters, as well as the DHS Office of Program
Analysis and Evaluation, prior to entry into budget documents and the DHS FYHSP
database.

(4) Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities - Each
Report shall include an assertion that the agency has established at least one acceptable
performance measure for each Drug Control Budget Decision Unit identified in reports required
by section 6a(1)(A) for which a significant amount of obligations ($1,000,000 or 50 percent of
the agency drug budget, whichever is less) were incurred in the previous fiscal year. Each
performance measure must reflect the intended purpose of the relevant National Drug Control
Program activity.

The 2007 OMB PART of the Coast Guard Drug Interdiction Program and 2007 Independent
Program Evaluation by the Center for Naval Analyses validated the adequacy of Coast Guard
performance measures.

The agency has established one acceptable performance measure that covers all four budget
decision units for which a significant amount of obligations ($1,000,000 or 50 percent of the
agency drug budget, whichever is less) were incurred in the previous fiscal year. The metric
was also reviewed and approved by DHS leadership in 2010.
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United States Department of the Interior

FY 2014

Bureau of Indian Affairs — Office of Justice Services

ONDCP Performance Summary Review

Performance Introduction

In 2014, the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), Office of Justice Services (OJS) continued to see a wide range
of drug activity on Indian lands throughout the United States. Information provided in this report reflects
investigative activity on simple investigations as well as complex, conspiracy type, drug trafficking,
investigations. BIA Division of Drug Enforcement (DDE) agents continue to refine their investigative
talents leading to highly technical investigations such as court ordered Title 111 wire intercepts, Organized
Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF) cases, and Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt
Organization (RICO) cases.

Indian Country saw a 38% increase in drug cases worked and a 44% increase in drug related arrests made in
FY14. This is the result of the success BIA OJS has had in forming partnerships and providing technical
assistance and training to Indian Country law enforcement. Aggressive marijuana eradication operations
conducted in the Northwest part of the United States continued to show a decrease in marijuana cultivation
again in FY14.

This report includes performance measures and achievements for the latest years for which data is available.
Data was gathered and verified from the OJS crime statistics database and the DDE case log.

ONDCP Budget FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
with sequester
Function: Prevention
J30  Criminal Investigations and Police 8,000,000 | 8,211,000 8,211,000
Services
J33  Special Initiatives (Victim Assistance) 9,984,000 9,025,000 1,025,000 1,025,000 1,025,000
Substance Abuse - Meth Initiative 9,984,000 9,025,000 9,025,000 9,236,000 9,236,000
Function: Education
J34  Indian Police Academy 505,050 480,000 480,000 480,000 480,000
TOTAL ALL Functions 10,489,050 9,505,000 9,505,000 9,716,000 9,716,000
Drug Resource Summary of Personnel
Total FTE (Direct Only) 59 57 56 56 56

* FTE’s in previous Performance Summary Review’s did not include; School Resource Officers, Intelligence Analysts,

Victim/Witness Specialists or Administrative Staff.




BIA Drug Initiative
FY 2016 Request: $9.7 million
(Reflects no change from FY 2015)

Drug-related activity in Indian country is a major contributor to violent crime and imposes serious health
and economic difficulties on Indian communities.

In FY 2016, $6.7 million in requested funding will support drug enforcement efforts that allow BIA Drug
Enforcement Officers (DEOs) to manage investigations and implement interdiction programs focused on
reducing the effects of drugs and related crime in Indian country. The activities performed by DEOSs include
eradicating marijuana cultivation; conducting criminal investigations; surveilling criminals; infiltrating drug
trafficking networks; confiscating illegal drug supplies’ and establishing and maintaining cooperative
relationships with other Federal, state, local, and tribal law enforcement organizations in the efforts against
drug-related activity.

The Drug Initiative is funded within the Law Enforcement sub activity. Eight areas comprise the Law
Enforcement sub activity: Criminal Investigations and Police Services, Detention/Corrections,
Inspections/Internal Affairs, Law Enforcement Special Initiatives, the Indian Police Academy, Tribal Justice
Support, Program Management, and Facilities Operations and Maintenance. Ensuring the safety of tribal
communities is at the heart of Indian Affairs' law enforcement mission and fully supports the Secretary’s
commitment to the protection of Indian Country. Within BIA’s Law Enforcement sub activity, funding is
provided for initiatives involving drug enforcement.

One million dollars in funding will continue to support the School Resource Officer (SRO) program in
FY16. The SRO program has proven to be an important part of the OJS drug initiative allowing interaction
of officers and students in the student’s environment. SRO’s provide instruction in drug awareness and
gang resistance using nationally recognized and adopted curriculum to educate students on the negative
aspects of illegal drug use and gang activity. These SRO’s play a key role in providing a visual deterrent
and identifying potential threats of school violence.

The Victim/Witness Services (VWS) program ($1.0 million) provides needed support to cooperative
witnesses and victims of violent and drug crimes. The protection of witnesses and victims is essential
during drug investigations, and VWS can provide this needed attention to victims and witnesses at the local
level when other resources are not available. Additionally, VWS staff provides guidance to tribes in
developing their own VWS programs. VWS also includes an effort to assess existing victim/witness
programs and expand them to all BIA law enforcement districts.

The budget request also provides $0.5 million to support the Intelligence group tasked with intelligence
gathering, reporting, and investigative support needed in all parts of Indian country for assistance in drug
investigations. With this component, national, regional, and local threat assessments can be established in
real time and presented to law enforcement agencies working on or near Indian country.



Performance Measure One: Number of Patrol Officers Receiving Drug Training

In 2014, the BIA Indian Police Academy had the following training numbers. One hundred eighty three
(183) students graduated Basic Police Training with an introduction to drug awareness and investigations.
Thirty (30) students graduated Advanced Drug Training. Fifteen (15) students graduated Basic Criminal
Investigator Training with an introduction to drug awareness and investigations. Thirty-five (35) students
graduated Basic Drug Training. Total law enforcement officers that received drug training from BIA OJS
are 263.

2009 Achieved | 2010 Achieved | 2011 Achieved | 2012 Achieved | 2013 Achieved | 2014 Achieved
240 358 * 284 260 263

*In 2011 drug training was reassigned to the Indian Police Academy.
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Performance Measure Two: Percent increase in drug cases worked

The number of drug cases reported and tracked is gleaned from data provided on monthly drug statistical
reports provided by BIA and Tribal Police programs and from the BIA-DDE case log. Data provided by
BIA and Tribal Police programs are entered into the OJS drug database system.

The following information documents the cases worked by all Indian country law enforcement programs
(BIA-DDE, BIA, and Tribal). These figures demonstrate an overall increase of approximately 38% in drug
cases worked in Indian country in FY 2014.

2009
Achieved

2010
Achieved

2011
Achieved

2012
Achieved

2013
Achieved

2014
Proposed

2014
Achieved

656

722

1605

2157

3364

3550

4660

B Achieved

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014




The following information documents the cases worked as reported by the BIA-DDE. These figures
demonstrate an overall decrease of approximately 2% in cases worked in FY 2014. The decrease is due
primarily to the change in focus from working cases to providing direct technical assistance to the BIA and
Tribal police departments, which resulted in a 38% increase in their drug cases worked and a 44% increase
in drug related arrests.

2009
Achieved

2010
Achieved

2011
Achieved

2012
Achieved

2013
Achieved

2014
Proposed

2014
Achieved

267

421

506

394

292

285

286
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Performance Measure Three: Increase in the amount of cases closed by arrest, indictment or referral

DDE opened 286 cases in FY14, 158 of which were closed by arrest, indictment, or referral to another
agency for a 55 percent closure rate. Open cases remain under active investigation. Of 286 cases opened,
268 investigations, or 93 percent of DDE investigations, occurred within reservation boundaries or upon
trust/allotted lands. The remaining 7 percent of investigations held a direct nexus to Indian country.

2012 2013 2014 2014
Baseline | Achieved | Proposed | Achieved
51% 54% 55% 55%




The following information documents the cases worked as reported by BIA and Tribal police
departments. These figures demonstrate an overall increase of approximately 42% in cases worked in FY
2014,

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2014
Achieved | Achieved | Achieved | Achieved | Achieved | Proposed | Achieved
389 295 1099 1763 3072 3,325 4,374
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

* The preceding information was obtained from the Lotus Notes drug database.

The DDE has historically experienced challenges gathering accurate data using systems developed by the
BIA IT division or its contractors. Information gathered for this report and the subsequent verification
process have highlighted the need for an automated data collection system. In 2011, DDE developed a
process to verify tribal drug data submissions, which continue to be reflected during this reporting period to
ensure accurate data submission.

BIA Drug Enforcement Agents are responsible for managing drug investigations and providing direct
technical assistance to programs necessary to reduce the effects of drugs and drug-related crime in Indian
Country. Through this technical assistance and partnership formed there has been a constant increase in
drug related arrests. FY 2014, drug related arrests increased more than 44% over the 2013 figures.



Percent increase in number of drug related arrests
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* The preceding information was obtained from the Lotus Notes drug database.

Performance Measure Four: Increase in the amount of drugs seized

The following information documents drug seizures accomplished by the combined efforts of BIA-DDE,
BIA and Tribal Police programs. These figures submitted by the field programs demonstrate an overall
decrease of approximately 44% in total drugs seized by Indian Country Law Enforcement Programs in FY
2014,

BIA-DDE management reports marijuana eradication numbers represented approximately 69% of the
decrease in FY2014 total drugs seized. Due to a focus on additional eradication efforts in the Northwest
Region of the United States in the past few years, Indian Country saw a 69% decrease in plants seized.
Although DDE’s efforts were successful in reducing marijuana cultivation in this region during the past few
years, additional operations will continue to expand in FY 15 to other regions of the US.

Overall, Indian Country saw a substantial increase in processed marijuana, prescription drugs and other drug
seizures in FY14. Minus the marijuana eradication seizure numbers, Indian Country saw an overall 46%
increase in drug seizures for all other areas from FY13 totals.



2014
All Submissions

Increase in Amount of 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Drugs Seized Achieved Achieved | Achieved | Achieved Achieved
FY 2010, 11, 12, 13,14
achieved totals represented 44,759 90,772 41,231 48,320 26,830
in pounds:
Cocaine Powder 106.53 7.71 21.95 182.12 28.45
Cocaine Crack 8.28 43 2.08 9.15 541
Heroin .08 .02 6.66 196.11 3.68
MDMA (Ecstasy) 15 22 .92 130.04 1.29
Meth Crystal 40.87 14.0 17.39 98.11 19.80
Meth Powder .07 14 3.65 83.3 11.20
Processed Marijuana 4,159 2,889 3,857 9,535 14,883
Prescription Drugs Seized 52.1 14.9 602.3 76.15 101.03
Other Drugs Seized 1.8 2.7 261.7 20.2 84.86
Marijuana (# Plants = Ibs) 40,390 87,843 36,457 37,990 11,697

The following information demonstrates drug seizures accomplished by the BIA-DDE. These numbers
were derived from the DDE case investigations logs, statistical reports and subtracted from the previous
charts depicting the overall Indian country seizures. These figures submitted by the field programs
demonstrate an overall decrease of approximately 66% in drugs seized by the BIA-DDE in FY14. The
decrease in drugs seized by DDE was contributed to DDE agents working more complex conspiracy and
distribution cases that involved multiple suspects, spreading through multiple counties and sometimes

through multiple states.

DDE conducted marijuana eradication operations in Northern California, Washington State and Wisconsin
in FY14. The marijuana eradication numbers continued to decrease in FY14, contributing to the 62% of the
decrease in FY2014 total drugs seized. DDE saw a substantial increase in prescription drugs and other drug

seizures in FY14.




2014
BIA-DDE Only
Increase in Amount of 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Drugs Seized Achieved Achieved | Achieved | Achieved Achieved
FY 2010, 11, 12, 13,14
achieved totals 43,762.88 90,298 19,484 33,879 11,505
represented in pounds:
Cocaine Powder 105 7 20 5.12 .349
Cocaine Crack 8.1 21 021 .566 .035
Heroin .08 .01 .01 .550 671
MDMA (Ecstasy) 12 .18 0 .686 .014
Meth Crystal 40 13 4 27.8 9.52
Meth Powder 72 0 .03 .07 0
Processed Marijuana 3,384 2,874 3,573 9,319 2,172
Prescription Drugs Seized .08 9 354 18.10 33.11
Other Drugs Seized 0 3 54 10.13 27.34
Marijuana (# Plants = Ibs) 40,223 87,394 15,477 24,497 9,262

* The preceding information was obtained from the Lotus Notes drug database and DDE case logs.
Program

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) mission is to enhance the quality of life, to promote economic
opportunity, and to carry out the responsibility to protect and improve the trust assets of American Indians,
Indian tribes, and Alaskan Natives.

The BIA’s Office of Justice Services (OJS) directly operates or funds law enforcement, tribal courts, and
detention facilities on Federal Indian lands. The mission of the Office of Justice Services is to uphold tribal
sovereignty and customs and provide for the safety of Indian communities by ensuring the protection of life
and property, enforcing laws, maintaining justice and order, and by confining American Indian offenders in
safe, secure, and humane environments.



FY14 Program Activity

In FY2014 BIA-DDE continued to be involved in drug trafficking conspiracy cases that resulted in
numerous arrests across Indian Country. DDE Agents continued to work synthetic marijuana cases, which
included the distribution of “bath salts”. In FY 2014, the BIA-DDE was also involved in multiple
operations along the southwest border; in efforts to disrupt drug cartel trafficking routes through Indian
Country.

In FY2014, BIA-DDE Agents also began to notice a large increase in narcotic trafficking and use in the
northern states that are part of the Bakken oil field development. OJS attended numerous coordination
meetings to discuss resources and strategies to address the growing increase in drug crimes in this area. OJS
has added an additional DDE Agent position and relocated another DDE Agent to this region in efforts to
address the elevated criminal activity.

In late FY14, BIA-DDE conducted an analysis of current drug trends on reservation throughout Indian
Country. DDE used the identified crime trends to focus on 20 specific reservations with high drug statistics
which will be the focus of a one week initial deployment of a Mobile Enforcement Team (MET). DDE
began deploying the MET teams to the identified reservations which is designed to gather intelligence,
develop informants and identify criminal drug enterprises operating in Indian Country. This effort has
already derived very substantial drug related intelligence and was successful in the prosecution of drug and
alcohol related crimes on numerous Reservations. The MET operations continued throughout FY14 and
additional follow up will begin from intelligence derived from the deployments.






United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Office of Law Enforcement and Security
1849 C Street NW, Room 5641
Washington, D.C. 20240

March 11, 2015

In Reply Refer To:

9260 (WO120) |
Memorandum
To: Director,
Office of National Drug Control Policy
From: Salvatore R. Lauro,
Director, Office of Law Enforcement and Security
Subject: Fiscal Year 2014 Accounting and Performance Summary Report

In accordance with ONDCP Circular: Accounting of Drug Control Funding and
Performance Summary, January 18, 2013 (the Circular), the United States Department of
the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is hereby submitting the attached
Accounting and Performance Summary Report of fiscal year 2014 drug control activities.
Per the Circular, this report is being submitted in lieu of the “Detailed Accounting
Submission and Performance Summary Report” otherwise required for agencies with
drug control obligations of $50 million or greater.

The BLM, Director of the Office of Law Enforcement and Security (OLES) attests that
the Bureau’s drug control obligations are under $50 million, and full compliance with the
Circular would constitute an unreasonable reporting burden. If you have any questions,
please contact Daniel Fowler, Deputy Director OLES, at 202-208-4819.

Attachment



DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Office of Law Enforcement and Security

- Accounting and Performance Summary Report Fiscal Year 2014 -

Mission

The overall mission of the BLM is to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the
public lands for the use and enjoyment of present and future generations. In support of that
mission, the primary goals of the Resource Protection and Law Enforcement program include
the identification, investigation, disruption, and dismantling of marijuana cultivation and
smuggling activities on public lands; the seizure and eradication of marijuana plants; and the
clean-up and restoration of public lands affected by marijuana cultivation and smuggling.

Budget Summary

The Bureau’s appropriation in the Resource Protection and Law Enforcement subactivity
includes $5.1 million for drug enforcement. The primary focus of these funds is the
identification, investigation, and eradication of marijuana cultivation on public lands, and the
rehabilitation of cultivation sites. Bureau costs associated with identifying, investigating, and
eradicating marijuana cultivation; interdicting marijuana smuggling; and rehabilitating the
public lands damage caused by these activities are scored as drug control.

Table of Drug Control Obligations — Fiscal Year 2014

Drug Control Functions:

Interdiction 408
Investigations 4,080
State and Local Assistance 612

Total All Functions 5,100

Budget Decision Unit:

Resource Protection and Law Enforcement 5,100
Total All Decision Units 5,100

Drug Resource Personnel Summary
Total FTE (Direct Only) 20




Performance Summary

In FY 2014, the BLM maintained its drug enforcement efforts at the same level as FY 2013.
These efforts included 1) directing significant funding to address large scale marijuana
cultivation activities by drug trafficking organizations on BLM-managed public lands in
California and Oregon; 2) directing funding to public lands in Idaho, Nevada, Utah and other
States as needed to combat the expansion of marijuana cultivation activities into those areas;
and 3) directing funding to public lands in Arizona and New Mexico to address resource
impacts and public safety concerns stemming from marijuana smuggling activities occurring
along the Southwest Border. Associated activities include:

e Conducting proactive uniformed patrol to deter and detect cultivation and smuggling
activities.

e Focusing on investigations likely to result in the arrest of drug trafficking organization
leadership.

e Utilizing Federal, state, and local partners to conduct multi-agency investigation and
eradication efforts targeting illegal activities at all levels of drug trafficking organizations.

e Collecting and disseminating intelligence among cooperating agencies to maximize
interdiction, eradication and investigative efforts.

e Establishing interagency agreements, partnerships, and service contracts with State and
local law enforcement agencies to support counter-drug efforts on public lands.

e Partnering with non-law enforcement personnel/entities to rehabilitate cultivation and
drug smuggling-related environmental damage in an effort to deter re-use of those areas.

In FY 2014 the BLM saw a fifteen percent increase in the number of marijuana plants seized
on public lands over the prior fiscal year. This was accompanied by consistently high
quantities of processed marijuana seized on public lands (primarily near the Southwest
Border). The narrative below details FY 2014 performance data linked to marijuana seizures
on public lands. This data was gathered and verified by the BLM, Office of Law
Enforcement and Security (OLES) utilizing the Bureau’s law enforcement incident databases
(i.e., IMARS) and associated law enforcement counterdrug activity reporting mechanisms
(e.g., Significant Incident Reports).

Performance Data - Quality Assurance

Beginning in 1998, the BLM began utilizing an electronic incident reporting system (i.e.,
LAWNET) to document all public lands law enforcement incidents/activities; to include
drug-related enforcement actions. In late 2011, the BLM migrated to the newly created
Incident Management Analysis and Reporting System (IMARS) developed to provide a
Department-wide information collection, analysis, and reporting system for incident
information. Both of these electronic reporting systems, in combination with incident



reporting, review, and data validation requirements established through agency policy, afford
the BLM the ability to reliably capture and accurately report performance data.

Performance Measure: Quantity of Marijuana Seized

Number of Marijuana Plants Seized on Public Lands*

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2014
Achieved Achieved Achieved Achieved Achieved Target Achieved
705,317 593,832 418,106 156,014 195,417 195,000 225,291

For the period FY 2009 through FY 2012, the Bureau saw a reduction in the total number of
marijuana plants seized each year. In FY 2013, this downward trend was reversed as the
Bureau saw a twenty-five percent increase in the number of marijuana plants seized on public
lands. Targeted efforts resulted in a further increase of fifteen percent in FY 2014. This
increase occurred principally in California. Due to the scope of the marijuana cultivation
problem on public lands and the large number of Federal, state, and local agencies involved
in combatting the issue, it is difficult to establish a direct cause for the fluctuations seen in
marijuana plant seizure statistics. However, several factors are believed to be affecting large
scale marijuana cultivation on public lands, to include:

Increasingly effective utilization of multi-agency investigation and eradication efforts
targeting illegal activities at all levels of drug trafficking organizations.

Active participation of BLM law enforcement personnel in Federal, State, and local
task forces, including California and Oregon HIDTA task forces, DEA-led Organized
Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces, and a number of State and local task forces.
The BLM is also an active participant on county-level interagency teams focused on
marijuana investigations.

Prosecution of individuals at all levels of multi-State drug trafficking organizations is
disrupting organizational structures, and reducing their cultivation and distribution
capabilities.

Shifting weather patterns are altering the length of the growing season and the
availability of natural water sources.

Several State medical marijuana laws provide for the lawful cultivation of marijuana
on private lands. Quantities of this lawfully cultivated marijuana are known to be
diverted to sale for non-medical use. This unlawful sale of legally cultivated
marijuana, combined with the public’s ability to lawfully cultivate marijuana for
personal recreation and medicinal purposes, may be altering levels of market supply

! Data gathered through the LAWNET and IMARS incident reporting systems.




and demand, thereby prompting fluctuations in the quantity of marijuana being
cultivated on public lands.

In addition to its direct marijuana cultivation interdiction efforts, the BLM also continues to
place significant emphasis on deterring marijuana smuggling activities occurring on public
lands situated within 100 miles of the Southwest Border. These smuggling activities, in
addition to increasing the volume of marijuana trafficked within the U.S., are producing
significant natural resource impacts and public safety concerns on public lands. These
impacts are particularly prevalent within the Bureau’s Ironwood Forest and Sonoran Desert
National Monuments. In an effort to deter these smuggling activities, the BLM established
Operation Reclaim Our Arizona Monuments (ROAM); a multi-year operation designed to
disrupt and deter smuggling operations on public lands, and repair smuggling-related
environmental damage.

In FY 2014 a total of 11,076 pounds of processed marijuana were seized on public lands.
This number is consistent with seizure levels for the previous fiscal year. While several
factors are likely influencing consistently high seizure levels, the Bureau’s ongoing
investment in Operation ROAM is believed to be a significant factor in this success.

Processed Marijuana (Ibs) Seized on Public Lands?

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014
Achieved Achieved Achieved Achieved Achieved Achieved
14,487 4,319 6,925 8,158 12,355 11,076

Management Assertions

Performance Reporting System is Appropriate and Applied

Since 1998, the BLM has utilized electronic incident reporting systems (i.e., LAWNET,
IMARS) to document all law enforcement incidents and activities on public lands, to include
drug-related enforcement actions (e.g., marijuana cultivation incidents, marijuana plant
seizures, processed marijuana seizures, etc.) These electronic reporting systems, in
combination with incident reporting, review, and data validation requirements established
through agency policy, afford the BLM the ability to reliably capture and accurately report
performance data.

’ Data gathered through the LAWNET and IMARS incident reporting systems.



Methodology to Establish Performance Targets is Reasonable and Applied

Due to the fact there is currently no data on the total number of marijuana plants subject to
seizure that are grown in the U.S., the ONDCP permits the BLM to gauge performance using a
single measure, specifically “number of marijuana plants seized.” Given the significant year-
to-year fluctuation seen in public lands marijuana seizures over the past six years, and the
number of variables believed to affect large scale public lands cultivation operations, the BLM
currently bases its out-year target on the preceding fiscal year’s seizure level.

Adequate Performance Measures Exist for All Significant Drug Control Activities
The BLM has traditionally utilized a single measure (i.e. marijuana seizures) to capture
performance considered to be reflective of its respective National Drug Control Program
activities. In light of the fact there is currently no data on the total number of marijuana plants
subject to seizure that are grown in the U.S., the ONDCP permits the BLM to gauge
performance using a single measure, specifically “number of marijuana plants seized.”

In accordance with ONDCP Circular: *““Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance
Summary”’, January 18, 2013, the BLM is hereby submitting this alternative report of drug control
funding and performance for FY 2014. Per the Circular, this report is being submitted in lieu of the
standard “Detailed Accounting Submission and Performance Summary Report™ otherwise required
for agencies with drug control obligations of $50 million or greater. The BLM, Director of the Office
of Law Enforcement and Security attests that the Bureau’s drug control obligations are under $50
million, and full compliance with the Circular would constitute an unreasonable reporting burden.

Salvatore R. Lauro
Director, Office of Law Enforcement and Security



ONDCP 2014 Accounting Report — National Park Service

Resource Summary
Prior Year Drug Control

Obligations FY2014
Function: Prevention
Please see Detailed FY14 Expenditure Report 3755
Below: ’
FTE 27
TOTAL: 3,255

**Full compliance with this Circular constitutes an unreasonable reporting burden. Obligations reported
under this section constitute the statutorily required detailed accounting. The 3,255 total is 120k above
the 3,135 appropriation. The increased amounts in the table below reflect NPS actual expenditures, to

include an average of 2 additional FTEs.

Signature: Title: Date:
NPS Summary NOCA PORE SEKI* WHIS SAMO REDW YOSE* ISB/WASO
(thousands of dollars) FY14 Enacted|FY14 Enacted|FY14 Enacted|FY14 Enacted|FY14 Enacted|FY14 Enacted|FY14 Enacted|FY14 Enacted |TOTAL
Investigative personnel salary,
benefits, training, equipment,
travel, and miscellaneous
expenditures 0 0 98 0 0 0 0 0
Enforcement personnel salary,
benefits, training, equipment,
travel, and miscellaneous
expenditures 199 460 475 380 322 305 445 0
Aircraft 2 20 8 0
Environmental clean-up 0 8 0
Agreements 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other expenditures 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 533
Total Expenditures 201 460 601 380 322 305 453 533 3,255
Total FTE 27
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REVIEWS OF THE ANNUAL ACCOUNTING OF
DRUG CONTROL FUNDS AND RELATED PERFORMANCE
FISCAL YEAR 2014

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report contains the attestation review reports of the U.S. Department of
Justice’s Assets Forfeiture Fund, Criminal Division, Drug Enforcement
Administration, Federal Bureau of Prisons, Office of Justice Programs, Offices of the
United States Attorneys, Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces Program,
and United States Marshals Service’s annual accounting of drug control funds and
related performance for the fiscal year ended September 30, 2014. The Office of the
Inspector General performed the attestation reviews. The report and annual
detailed accounting of funds obligated by each drug control program agency is
required by 21 U.S.C. 8 1704(d), as implemented by the Office of National Drug
Control Policy Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance
Summary, dated January 18, 2013. The Department of Justice components
reviewed, reported approximately $7.7 billion of drug control obligations and
23 related performance measures for fiscal year 2014.

The Office of the Inspector General prepared the attestation review reports in
accordance with attestation standards contained in Government Auditing
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. An attestation
review is substantially less in scope than an examination and, therefore, does not
result in the expression of an opinion. We reported that nothing came to our
attention that caused us to believe the submissions were not presented, in all
material respects, in accordance with the requirements of the Office of National
Drug Control Policy Circular, and as otherwise agreed to with the Office of National
Drug Control Policy.
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U.S. Department of Justice

Office of the Inspector General

Washington, D.C. 20530

Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report
on Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds
and Related Performance

Director
Assets Forfeiture Management Staff
U.S. Department of Justice

We have reviewed the accompanying Office of National Drug Control
Policy (ONDCP) Detailed Accounting Submission, which includes Management’s
Assertion Statement, Table of Drug Control Obligations, and the related disclosures;
and the Performance Summary Report, which includes Management’s Assertion
Statement and the related performance information, of the U.S. Department of
Justice’s Assets Forfeiture Fund (AFF) for the fiscal year ended
September 30, 2014. The AFF’'s management is responsible for the Detailed
Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards
contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of
the United States. An attestation review is substantially less in scope than an
examination, the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion on the
ONDCP Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Management of the AFF prepared the Detailed Accounting Submission and
the Performance Summary Report to comply with the requirements of the ONDCP
Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated
January 18, 2013, and as otherwise agreed to with the ONDCP.

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe
that the Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report for
the fiscal year ended September 30, 2014, are not presented, in all material
respects, in conformity with the ONDCP’s Circular, Accounting of Drug Control
Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, and as otherwise
agreed to with the ONDCP.



Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report on Annual Accounting of Drug Control
Funds and Related Performance
Page 2

This report is intended solely for the information and use of AFF
management, the ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and
should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

A o

Mark L. Hayes, CPA, CFE

Director, Financial Statement Audit Office
Office of the Inspector General

U.S. Department of Justice

January 16, 2015
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U.S. Department of Justice

Justice Management Division
Asset Forfeiture Management Staff
145 N St., N.E., Suite SW.511
Washington, D.C. 20530

(202) 616-8000

Detailed Accounting Submission
Management’s Assertion Statement
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

On the basis of the Assets Forfeiture Fund (AFF) management control program, and in
accordance with the guidance of the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s (ONDCP)
Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18,
2013, we assert that the AFF system of accounting, use of estimates, and systems of internal
controls provide reasonable assurance that:

1. The drug methodology used by the AFF to calculate obligations of budgetary resources by
function and budget decision unit is reasonable and accurate in all material respects.

2. The drug methodology disclosed in this statement was the actual drug methodology used to
generate the Table of Drug Control Obligations.

3. The data presented are associated with obligations against a financial plan that did not require
revision for reprogrammings or transfers during FY 2014.

4. The AFF did not have any ONDCP Fund Control Notices issued in FY 2014

/16 /15—

Kevin Arnwine, Assistant Director,
Date

AFMS



U.S. Department of Justice
Assets Forfeiture Fund
Detailed Accounting Submission
Table of Drug Control Obligations
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014
(Dollars in Millions)

Drug Obligations by Budget Decision Unit and Function: FY 2014
Decision Unit #1: Asset Forfeiture Actual Obligations
Investigations 156.50
State and Local Assistance 70.74
Total Asset Forfeiture $ 227.24
Total Drug Control Obligations $ 227.24




U.S. Department of Justice
Assets Forfeiture Fund
Detailed Accounting Submission
Related Disclosures
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Disclosure 1: Drug Methodology

The Assets Forfeiture Fund (AFF) was established to be a repository of the proceeds of forfeiture and
to provide funding to cover the costs associated with forfeiture. These costs include, but are not
limited to; seizing, evaluating, maintaining, protecting, and disposing of an asset. Public Law 102-
393, referred to as the 1993 Treasury Appropriations Act, amended Title 28 U.S.C. 524(c), and
enacted new authority for the AFF to pay for "overtime, travel, fuel, training, equipment, and other
similar costs of state or local law enforcement officers that are incurred in a joint law enforcement
operation with a Federal law enforcement agency participating in the Fund.” Such cooperative efforts
have significant potential to benefit Federal, state, and local law enforcement efforts. The
Department of Justice supports state and local assistance through the allocation of Asset Forfeiture
Program (AFP) monies, commonly referred to as Joint Law Enforcement Program Operations
Expenses. All AFP funded drug investigative monies for the Drug Enforcement Administration
(DEA) and Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF) are allocated in the
following program operations expenses: Investigative Costs Leading to Seizure, Awards Based on
Forfeiture, Contracts to Identify Assets, Special Contract Services, and Case Related Expenses. The
funding provided for these particular program expenses are identified below and aid in the process of
perfecting a forfeiture.

Investigative Costs Leading to Seizure — These expenses are for certain investigative techniques that
are used for drug related seizures.

Awards Based on Forfeiture - These expenses are for the payment of awards for information or
assistance leading to a civil or criminal forfeiture.

Contracts to Identify Assets - These expenses are incurred in the effort of identifying assets by
accessing commercial database services. Also included in this section is the procurement of
contractor assistance needed to trace the proceeds of crime into assets subject to forfeiture.

Special Contract Services - These expenses are for contract services that support services directly
related to the processing, data entry, and accounting for forfeiture cases.

Case Related Expenses - These are expenses incurred in connection with normal forfeiture
proceedings. They include fees, advertising costs, court reporting and deposition fees, expert witness
fees, courtroom exhibit costs, travel, and subsistence costs related to a specific proceeding. If the case
involves real property, the costs to retain attorneys or other specialists under state real property law
are also covered. In addition, the Deputy Attorney General may approve expenses for retention of
foreign counsel.

All AFF accounting information is derived from the Unified Financial Management System.
Obligations that are derived by this system reconcile with the enacted appropriations and
carryover balance.



Disclosure 2: Methodology Modifications

There have been no changes to the drug methodology from the previous year. The drug methodology
disclosed has been consistently applied from prior years.

Disclosure 3: Material Weaknesses or Other Findings

For the FY 2014 Financial Statements Audit, the Assets Forfeiture Fund (AFF)/Seized Asset
Deposit Fund (SADF) received an unmodified audit opinion. The Independent Auditors' Report
on Internal Control over Financial Reporting Based on an Audit of Financial Statements
Performed in Accordance with Government Auditing Standards noted a material weakness
related to a need to improve the quality of AFF/SADF’s overall financial management,
specifically, the financial reporting process. This finding has an undetermined impact on the
presentation of the AFF’s drug-related budgetary resources and performance.

Disclosure 4: Reprogrammings or Transfers

There were no reprogrammings or transfers that affected drug-related budgetary resources.

10



Assets Forfeiture Fund
Performance Summary Report
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U.S. Department of Justice

Justice Management Division
Asset Forfeiture Management Staff
145 N St., N.E., Suite SW.511
Washington, D.C. 20530

(202) 616-8000

Performance Summary Report
Management’s Assertion Statement
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

On the basis of the Assets Forfeiture Fund (AFF) management control program, and in
accordance with the guidance of the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s (ONDCP)
Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18,
2013, we assert that the AFF system of performance reporting provides reasonable assurance
that:

1. The AFF uses the Unified Financial Management System (UFMS) to capture performance
information accurately and UFMS was properly applied to generate the performance data.

2. The AFF met the reported performance target for FY 2014.

3. The methodology described to establish performance targets for the current year is reasonable
given past performance and available resources.

4. The AFF has established at least one acceptable performance measure for each budget
decision unit, as agreed to by ONDCP, for which a significant amount of obligations ($1
million or 50 percent of the agency drug budget, whichever is less) were incurred in the
previous fiscal year. Each performance measure considers the intended purpose of the
National Drug Control Program activity.

'//é /is—

Kevin Amwine, Assistant Director,
Date

AFMS

13



U.S. Department of Justice
Assets Forfeiture Fund
Performance Summary Report
Related Performance Information
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Performance Measure: Achieve Effective Funds Control as Corroborated by an
Unmodified Opinion on the Assets Forfeiture Fund and Seized Asset Deposit Fund Annual

Financial Statements.

The accomplishment of an unmodified audit opinion reflects favorably on the execution and
oversight of the Assets Forfeiture Fund (AFF)/ and the Seized Asset Deposit Fund (SADF) by
the Asset Forfeiture Management Staff and all the agencies that participate in the Department’s
Asset Forfeiture Program.

Decision Unit: Asset Forfeiture

Performance Report & Target

FY 2011 | FY2012 | FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target

Performance Measure:

Achieve effective funds control as
corroborated by an unmodified opinion 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

on the AFF/SADF financial statements.

Data Validation and Verification

Due to the nature of this performance measure, the standard procedure is to undergo an extensive
annual financial statements audit. The results of the audit will indicate if the measure has been
met. An unmodified audit opinion will result in satisfying the performance measure; therefore a
modified audit opinion (i.e., qualified, disclaimer, or adverse) would indicate that the
performance measure has not been met.
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U.S. Department of Justice

Office of the Inspector General

Washington, D.C. 20530

Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report
on Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds
and Related Performance

Assistant Attorney General
Criminal Division
U.S. Department of Justice

We have reviewed the accompanying Office of National Drug Control
Policy (ONDCP) Detailed Accounting Submission, which includes Management’s
Assertion Statement, Table of Drug Control Obligations, and the related disclosures;
and the Performance Summary Report, which includes Management’s Assertion
Statement and the related performance information, of the U.S. Department of
Justice’s Criminal Division (CRM) for the fiscal year ended September 30, 2014.
The CRM’s management is responsible for the Detailed Accounting Submission and
the Performance Summary Report.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards
contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of
the United States. An attestation review is substantially less in scope than an
examination, the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion on the
ONDCP Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Management of the CRM prepared the Detailed Accounting Submission and
the Performance Summary Report to comply with the requirements of the ONDCP
Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated
January 18, 2013, and as otherwise agreed to with the ONDCP.

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe
that the Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report for
the fiscal year ended September 30, 2014, are not presented, in all material
respects, in conformity with the ONDCP’s Circular, Accounting of Drug Control
Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, and as otherwise
agreed to with the ONDCP.
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Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report on Annual Accounting of Drug Control
Funds and Related Performance
Page 2

This report is intended solely for the information and use of CRM
management, the ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and
should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

A o

Mark L. Hayes, CPA, CFE

Director, Financial Statement Audit Office
Office of the Inspector General

U.S. Department of Justice

January 16, 2015
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U.S. Department of Justice

Criminal Division

Washington, D.C. 20530

Detailed Accounting Submission
Management’s Assertion Statement
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

On the basis of the Criminal Division (CRM) management control program, and in accordance
with the guidance of the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s (ONDCP) Circular,
Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, we
assert that the CRM system of accounting, use of estimates, and systems of internal controls
provide reasonable assurance that:

1. The drug methodology used by the CRM to calculate obligations of budgetary

resources by function and budget decision unit is reasonable and accurate in all
material respects.

2. The drug methodology disclosed in this statement was the actual drug methodology
used to generate the Table of Drug Control Obligations.

3. The data presented are associated with obligations against a financial plan that did not
require revision for reprogrammings or transfers during FY 2014.

4. CRM did not have any ONDCP Fund Control Notices issued in FY 2014.

ST ;//9//5

Tracy Melton] Acting Executive
Officer % Date
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U.S. Department of Justice
Criminal Division
Detailed Accounting Submission
Table of Drug Control Obligations
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014
(Dollars in Millions)

Drug Obligations by Budget Decision Unit and Function: FY 2014
Decision Unit: Enforcing Federal Criminal Laws Actual Obligations
Prosecution 39.44
Total Enforcing Federal Criminal Laws $ 39.44
Total Drug Control Obligations $ 39.44
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U.S. Department of Justice
Criminal Division
Detailed Accounting Submission
Related Disclosures
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Disclosure 1: Drug Methodology

The Criminal Division (CRM) develops, enforces, and supervises the application of all Federal
criminal laws except those specifically assigned to other divisions. In executing its mission, the
CRM dedicates specific resources in support of the National Drug Control Strategy that focus on
disrupting domestic drug trafficking and production and strengthening international partnerships.
The CRM’s drug budget is the funding available for the Division’s drug-related activities. The
CRM Sections and Offices contributing to this budget are:

e Narcotic and Dangerous Drug Section (NDDS)

e Office of Enforcement Operation (OEO)

e Office of International Affairs (OIA)

e Organized Crime and Gang Section (OCGS)

e Capital Case Section (CCS)

e Computer Crimes and Intellectual Property Section (CCIPS)

¢ Human Rights and Special Prosecutions Section (HRSP)

e International Criminal Investigative Training Assistance Program (ICITAP)
e Office of Overseas Prosecutorial Development, Assistance and Training (OPDAT)
e Appellate Section (APP)

e Asset Forfeiture and Money Laundering Section (AFMLS)

e Office of Policy and Legislation (OPL)

Since the CRM’s accounting system, DOJ’s Financial Management Information System 2
(FMIS2), does not track obligation and expenditure data by ONDCP’s drug functions, the CRM's
drug resources figures are derived by estimating the level of involvement of each Division
component in drug-related activities. Each component is required to estimate the percentage of
work/time that is spent addressing drug-related issues. This percentage is then applied against
each component's overall resources to develop an estimate of resources dedicated to drug-related
activities. Component totals are then aggregated to determine the Division total. For FY 2014,
the Division’s drug resources as a percentage of its overall actual obligations were 22.73%.

Data — All accounting information for the CRM is derived from DOJ’s FMIS2.

Financial Systems — FMIS2 is DOJ’s financial system that provides CRM with obligation
data. Obligations in this system can also be reconciled with the enacted appropriation.
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Disclosure 2: Methodology Modifications

No modifications were made to the methodology from the prior year.

Disclosure 3: Material Weaknesses or Other Findings

The CRM is a component within the DOJ Offices, Boards and Divisions (OBDs). For FY 2014,
the OBDs were included in the DOJ consolidated audit and did not receive a separate financial
statement audit. The DOJ’s consolidated FY 2014 Independent Auditors’ Report on Internal
Control over Financial Reporting revealed no material weaknesses.

Disclosure 4: Reprogrammings or Transfers

No reprogrammings or transfers occurred that affected the CRM’s drug-related budgetary
resources.
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U.S. Department of Justice

Criminal Division

Washington, D.C. 20530

Performance Summary Report
Management’s Assertion Statement
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

On the basis of the Criminal Division (CRM) management control program, and in accordance
with the guidance of the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s (ONDCP) Circular,
Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, we
assert that the CRM system of performance reporting provides reasonable assurance that:

1. CRM uses the Automated Case Tracking System (ACTS), the Division’s
Performance Dashboard, the Mutual Legal Assistance Tracking System, and the
Extradition Tracking System to capture performance information accurately and these
systems were properly applied to generate the performance data.

2. Explanations offered for failing to meet a performance target and for any
recommendations concerning plans and schedules for meeting future targets, or for
revising or eliminating performance targets is reasonable.

3. The methodology described to establish performance targets for the current year is
reasonable given past performance and available resources.

4. CRM has established at least one acceptable performance measure for each budget
decision unit, as agreed to by ONDCP, for which a significant amount of obligations
($1 million or 50 percent of the agency drug budget, whichever is less) were incurred
in the previous fiscal year. Each performance measure considers the intended
purpose of the National Drug Control Program activity.

Y i 15
/7

Tracy Meltgn, Acting Executive Date
Officer
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U.S. Department of Justice
Criminal Division
Performance Summary Report
Related Performance Information
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Performance Measure 1: Number of New Drug-Related Investigatory Matters and Cases

The Criminal Division’s Narcotic and Dangerous Drug Section (NDDS) investigates and
prosecutes priority national and international drug trafficking groups, and other transnational
criminal organizations. These efforts support the National Drug Control Program activities:
Disrupt Domestic Drug Trafficking and Production, and Strengthen International Partnerships.
The Division quantifies their new drug-related investigative matters and cases which is a
measure of the work achieved by NDDS during a fiscal year.

Number of New Drug-Related Investigative Matters and Cases

FY 2011 FY 2012 | FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target
55 55 75 55 61 45

For FY 2015, NDDS’s target for the number of new drug-related investigative matters and cases
is 45. This target was set based on historical trend analysis, in addition to the assumption of
staffing and resources similar to FY 2014.

Data Validation and Verification

All investigative matters and cases are entered and tracked in the Division’s Automated Case
Tracking System (ACTS). System and policy requirements for tracking litigation data in ACTS
are captured in its manual. The policy for data validation and verification is as follows: within
ten business days following the close of the quarter, Section Chiefs/Office Directors or their
designee are required to validate in the Division’s Performance Dashboard confirming that their
Section/Office's ACTS performance data are valid. An email is automatically sent from the
system to the Division’s Executive Officer recording this validation.

Performance Measure 2: Number of OCDETF Title III Wiretaps Reviewed

The Criminal Division’s Office of Enforcement Operations (OEQ) is responsible for reviewing
and approving all applications submitted by federal prosecutors to intercept wire, oral, and
electronic communications to obtain evidence of crimes. A subset is applications relating to
investigations and prosecutions of Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF)
cases. These efforts support the National Drug Control Program activities: Disrupt Domestic
Drug Trafficking and Production, and Strengthen International Partnerships. The Division
quantifies their number of OCDETF Title III wiretaps reviewed which is a measure of the drug-
related Title III wiretap work achieved by OEO during a fiscal year.

28



Number of OCDETF Title Ill Wiretaps Reviewed
FY 2011 FY 2012 | FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target
2,638 2,585 2,251 2,286 2,150 2,130

In FY 2014, OEO came within 6%, but did not reach its target, of reviewing 2,286 OCDETF
Title 111 wiretaps. This workload is directly reactive to the number of incoming requests for
OCDETF Title Il approvals. The budgetary situation, along with furloughs, likely impacted law
enforcement's ability to pursue greater numbers of Title 111 intercepts. While the number of
applications reviewed decreased by a relatively small amount in FY 2014, applications reviewed
by OEO have increased in substantive complexity. OEO has successfully handled increasingly
complex requests that raise novel legal issues and implicate the use of emerging technologies. In
addition, OEO now works with USAOs to ensure they have put in place appropriate mitigation
measures where the Title 111 applications identify public safety risks. Finally, during FY 2014,
OEO conducted an aggressive training and outreach to the field, which involved travel to more
than 20 cities.

For FY 2015, OEQ’s target for the number of OCDETF Title 111 wiretaps reviewed is 2,130.
This target was set based on historical trend analysis, in addition to the assumption of staffing
and resources similar to FY 2014.

Data Validation and Verification

The total number of OCDETF Title 11 wiretaps reviewed is entered each quarter in the
Division’s Performance Dashboard. The policy for data validation and verification is as follows:
within ten business days following the close of the quarter, Section Chiefs/Office Directors or
their designee are required to validate in the Division’s Performance Dashboard confirming that
their Section/Office's performance data are valid. An email is automatically sent from the
system to the Division’s Executive Officer.

Performance Measure 3: Number of Drug-Related Mutual Legal Assistance Treaties
(MLAT) Requests Closed

The Criminal Division’s Office of International Affairs (OIA) obtains from foreign countries
evidence and other assistance (e.g., freezing of accounts and forfeiture of funds) needed in
criminal investigations and prosecutions. These efforts support the National Drug Control
Program activities: Disrupt Domestic Drug Trafficking and Production, and Strengthen
International Partnerships. The Division quantifies their drug-related MLAT requests closed
which is a measure of OIA’s drug-related work during a fiscal year.

Number of Drug-Related Mutual Legal Assistance Treaties (MLAT) Requests Closed
FY 2011 Actual FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2014 FY 2015 Target
Actual Actual Target Actual
244 237 192 N/A 106 N/A
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This measure cannot be targeted. This measure is a subset of an overall measure. The Division
can target the entire measure but is not able to target any specific subset of the measure.

Data Validation and Verification

All MLAT requests are tracked in the Mutual Legal Assistance Tracking System, including the
drug-related requests. The total MLAT requests closed is entered each quarter in the Division’s
Performance Dashboard. The policy for data validation and verification is as follows: within ten
business days following the close of the quarter, Section Chiefs/Office Directors or their
designee are required to validate in the Division’s Performance Dashboard confirming that their
Section/Office's performance data are valid. An email is automatically sent from the system to
the Division’s Executive Officer.

Performance Measure 4: Number of Drug-Related Extradition Requests Closed

The Criminal Division’s Office of International Affairs (O1A) secures the return of fugitives
from abroad needed in criminal investigations and prosecutions. These efforts support the
National Drug Control Program activities: Disrupt Domestic Drug Trafficking and Production,
and Strengthen International Partnerships. The Division quantifies their drug-related extradition
requests closed which is a measure of OlA’s drug-related work during a fiscal year.

Number of Drug-Related Extradition Requests Closed
FY 2011 FY 2012 | FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target
354 357 443 N/A 194 N/A

This measure cannot be targeted. This measure is a subset of an overall measure. The Division
can target the entire measure but is not able to target any specific subset of the measure.

Data Validation and Verification

All extradition requests are tracked in the Extradition Tracking System, including the drug-
related requests. The total extradition requests closed is entered each quarter in the Division’s
Performance Dashboard. The policy for data validation and verification is as follows: within ten
business days following the close of the quarter, Section Chiefs/Office Directors or their
designee are required to validate in the Division’s Performance Dashboard confirming that their
Section/Office's performance data are valid. An email is automatically sent from the system to
the Division’s Executive Officer.
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U.S. Department of Justice

Office of the Inspector General

Washington, D.C. 20530

Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report
on Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds
and Related Performance

Administrator
Drug Enforcement Administration
U.S. Department of Justice

We have reviewed the accompanying Office of National Drug Control
Policy (ONDCP) Detailed Accounting Submission, which includes Management’s
Assertion Statement, Table of Drug Control Obligations, and the related disclosures;
and the Performance Summary Report, which includes Management’s Assertion
Statement and the related performance information, of the U.S. Department of
Justice’s Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) for the fiscal year ended
September 30, 2014. The DEA’s management is responsible for the Detailed
Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards
contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of
the United States. An attestation review is substantially less in scope than an
examination, the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion on the
ONDCP Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Management of the DEA prepared the Detailed Accounting Submission and
the Performance Summary Report to comply with the requirements of the ONDCP
Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated
January 18, 2013, and as otherwise agreed to with the ONDCP.

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe
that the Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report for
the fiscal year ended September 30, 2014, are not presented, in all material
respects, in conformity with the ONDCP’s Circular, Accounting of Drug Control
Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, and as otherwise
agreed to with the ONDCP.
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Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report on Annual Accounting of Drug Control
Funds and Related Performance
Page 2

This report is intended solely for the information and use of DEA
management, the ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and
should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

A o

Mark L. Hayes, CPA, CFE

Director, Financial Statement Audit Office
Office of the Inspector General

U.S. Department of Justice

January 16, 2015
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Detailed Accounting Submission
Management’s Assertion Statement
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

On the basis of the Drug Enforcement Administration’s (DEA) management control program, and in
accordance with the guidance of the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s (ONDCP) Circular,
Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, we assert
that the DEA system of accounting, use of estimates, and systems of internal controls provide
reasonable assurance that:

1. Obligations reported by budget decision unit are the actual obligations from the DEA’s
accounting system of record for these budget decision units.

2. The drug methodology used by the DEA to calculate obligations of budgetary resources
by function is reasonable and accurate in all material respects.

3. The drug methodology disclosed in this statement was the actual drug methodology used
to generate the Table of Drug Control Obligations.

4. The data presented are associated with obligations against a financial plan that was
revised during the fiscal year to properly reflect the changes, including ONDCP’s
approval for reprogrammings and transfers affecting drug-related resources in excess of
$1 million.

5. DEA did not have any ONDCP Fund Control Notices issued in FY 2014.

OJM/M e bs

Christinia K. Sisk, Acting Chief Financial Officer Date
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U.S. Department of Justice
Drug Enforcement Administration
Detailed Accounting Submission
Table of Drug Control Obligations
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014
(Dollars in Millions)

Drug Obligations by Budget Decision Unit and Function:
Diversion Control Fee Account
Intelligence
Investigations

Total Diversion Control Fee Account

Decision Unit #1: International Enforcement
Intelligence
International
Prevention

Total International Enforcement

Decision Unit #2: Domestic Enforcement
Intelligence
International
Prevention

Total Domestic Enforcement

State and Local Assistance
State and Local Assistance

Total State and Local Assistance

Total Drug Control Obligations

High-Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) Obligations
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FY 2014
Actual Obligations
$ 7.85

328.47

$ 336.32
$ 25.39
393.14

0.07

$ 418.60
$ 167.71
1,511.47

1.67

$ 1,680.85
$ 15.10
$ 15.10
$ 2,450.87
$ 16.85



U.S. Department of Justice
Drug Enforcement Administration
Detailed Accounting Submission
Related Disclosures
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Disclosure 1: Drug Methodology

The mission of the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) is to enforce the controlled substances
laws and regulations of the United States and to bring to the criminal and civil justice system of the
United States or any other competent jurisdiction, those organizations, and principal members of
organizations, involved in the growing, manufacture, or distribution of controlled substances
appearing in or destined for illicit traffic in the United States; and to recommend and support non-
enforcement programs aimed at reducing the availability of illicit controlled substances on the
domestic and international markets. In carrying out its mission, the DEA is the lead agency
responsible for the development of the overall Federal drug enforcement strategy, programs,
planning, and evaluation. The DEA's primary responsibilities include:

Investigation and preparation for prosecution of major violators of controlled substances laws
operating at interstate and international levels;

Management of a national drug intelligence system in cooperation with Federal, state, local, and
foreign officials to collect, analyze, and disseminate strategic and operational drug intelligence
information;

Seizure and forfeiture of assets derived from, traceable to, or intended to be used for illicit drug
trafficking;

Enforcement of the provisions of the Controlled Substances Act and the Chemical Diversion and
Trafficking Act as they pertain to the manufacture, distribution, and dispensing of legally
produced controlled substances and chemicals;

Coordination and cooperation with Federal, state and local law enforcement officials on mutual
drug enforcement efforts and enhancement of such efforts through exploitation of potential
interstate and international investigations beyond local or limited Federal jurisdictions and
resources;

Coordination and cooperation with other Federal, state, and local agencies, and with foreign
governments, in programs designed to reduce the availability of illicit abuse-type drugs on the
United States market through non-enforcement methods such as crop eradication, crop
substitution, and training of foreign officials;

Responsibility, under the policy guidance of the Secretary of State and U.S. Ambassadors, for all
programs associated with drug law enforcement counterparts in foreign countries;
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= Liaison with the United Nations, Interpol, and other organizations on matters relating to
international drug control programs; and

= Supporting and augmenting U.S. efforts against terrorism by denying drug trafficking and/or
money laundering routes to foreign terrorist organizations, as well as the use of illicit drugs as
barter for munitions to support terrorism.

The accompanying Table of Drug Control Obligations was prepared in accordance with the Office
of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and
Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013 showing function and decision unit. The table
represents obligations incurred by the DEA for drug control purposes and reflects one hundred
percent of the DEA’s mission.

Since the DEA’s accounting system, the Unified Financial Management System (UFMS), does not
track obligation and expenditure data by ONDCP’s drug functions, the DEA uses Managerial Cost
Accounting (MCA), a methodology approved by ONDCP to allocate obligations tracked in DEA’s
appropriated accounts and decision units to ONDCP’s drug functions. The Salaries and Expense
appropriated account is divided into three decision units, Domestic Enforcement, International
Enforcement, and State and Local Assistance. The Diversion Control Fee Account (DCFA) is fee
funded by Registrants and covers the full costs of DEA’s Diversion Control Program’s operations.
Thus, the total DCFA cost is tracked and reported as a decision unit by itself to distinguish it from
the appropriated Salaries & Expenses account (S&E). Although not appropriated funding, the
DCFA as authorized by Congress is subject to all rules and limitations associated with
Appropriations Law.

Data: All accounting data for the DEA are maintained in UFMS. UFMS tracks obligation and
expenditure data by a variety of attributes, including fund type, allowance center, decision unit,
and object class. One hundred percent of the DEA’s efforts are related to drug enforcement.

Financial Systems: UFMS is the information system the DEA uses to track obligations and
expenditures. Obligations derived from this system can also be reconciled against enacted
appropriations and carryover balances.

Managerial Cost Accounting: The DEA uses allocation percentages generated by MCA to
allocate resources associated with the DEA’s four decision units to ONDCP’s drug functions.
The MCA model, using an activity-based costing methodology, provides the full cost of the
DEA’s mission outputs (performance costs). The table below shows the allocation percentages
based on the DEA’s MCA data.
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The DEA Budget Decision Unit | Allocation ONDCP Function
Diversion Control Fee Account 97.66% Investigations
2.33% Intelligence
Domestic Enforcement 89.92% Investigations
9.98% Intelligence
0.10% Prevention
International Enforcement 93.92% International
6.07% Intelligence
State and Local Assistance 100.00% State and Local Assistance

Decision Units: One hundred percent of the DEA’s total obligations by decision unit are
associated with drug enforcement. This total is reported and tracked in UFMS.

Full Time Equivalents (FTE): One hundred percent of the DEA FTESs are dedicated to drug
enforcement efforts. The DEA’s Direct FTE total for FY 2014, including S&E and DCFA
appropriations, was 7,990 through pay period 19, ending October 3, 2014.

Transfers and Reimbursements: High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) transfers and
reimbursable obligations are excluded from the DEA’s Table of Drug Control Obligations since
they are reported by other sources.

Disclosure 2: Methodology Modification

The DEA’s method for tracking drug enforcement resources has not been modified from the method
approved in FY 2005. The DEA uses current MCA data to allocate FY 2014 obligations from four
decision units to ONDCP’s drug functions.

Disclosure 3: Material Weaknesses and Other Findings

For FY 2014, the DEA was included in the Department of Justice (DOJ) consolidated financial
statements audit and did not receive a separate financial statements audit. The DOJ’s consolidated
FY 2014 Independent Auditor’s Report on Internal Control over Financial Reporting revealed no
material weaknesses.

In accordance with DOJ’s FY 2014 Federal Manager’s Financial Integrity Act (FMFIA) reporting
requirements and the related FY 2014 OMB Circular A-123 assessments. No reportable conditions
or material weaknesses in the design or operation of the controls and no system non-conformances
are required to be reported.

In FY 2013, DEA reported a reportable condition in the area of transit subsidies because some
employees’ subsidies had not been discontinued upon their separation from DEA. Results of FY
2014 testing supported that DEA implemented effective corrective actions, as testing identified no
exceptions.
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Disclosure 4: Reprogrammings and Transfers

There were no reprogrammings in FY 2014.

The DEA had several transfers during FY 2014 (see the attached Table of FY 2014
Reprogrammings and Transfers). There were two transfers from the Department of Justice (DOJ),
Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) program in the amount of $10,000,000 to DEA’s
S&E No-Year account. Four transfers were from ONDCP’s High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area
(HIDTA) program for a total of $15,410,832. One internal transfer of $1,594,008 from DEA’s

FY 2009 unobligated S&E funding to the No-Year account. One transfer went out from DEA’s
unobligated FY 2013/2014 account of $215,217 back to HIDTA.

Transfers under the Drug Resources by Function section in the Table of FY 2014 Reprogrammings

and Transfers are based on the same MCA allocation percentages as the Table of Drug Control
Obligations.
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U.S. Department of Justice
Drug Enforcement Administration
Detailed Accounting Submission
Table of Reprogrammings and Transfers
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014
(Dollars in Millions)

Drug Resources by Budget Decision Unit and Function: Transfers-in Transfers-out Total
Decision Unit #1: International Enforcement
Intelligence $ 014§ $ 0.14
International 2.17 2.17
Total Interational Enforcement $ 231 $ $ 2.31
Decision Unit #2: Domestic Enforcement
Intelligence $ 092 § $ 0.92
Investigations 8.35 8.35
Prevention 0.01 0.01
Total Domestic Enforcement $ 928  § $ 9.28
Total $ 11.59 $ $ 11.59
High- Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) Transfers $ 1540 § 021) $ 15.19
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Performance Summary Report
Management’s Assertion Statement
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

On the basis of the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) management control program, and in
accordance with the guidance of the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s (ONDCP) Circular,
Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, we assert
that the DEA system of performance reporting provides reasonable assurance that:

1. DEA uses Priority Target Activity Resource Reporting System and Controlled Substances
Act (CSA) Database to capture performance information accurately and these systems were
properly applied to generate the performance data.

2. Explanations offered for failing to meet a performance target and for any recommendations
concerning plans and schedules for meeting future targets or for revising or eliminating
performance targets are reasonable.

3. The methodology described to establish performance targets for the current year is
reasonable given past performance and available resources.

4. DEA has established at least one acceptable performance measure for each budget decision
unit, as agreed to by ONDCP, for which a significant amount of obligations were incurred in
the previous fiscal year. Each performance measure considers the intended purpose of the

National Drug Control Program activity.

Chfistinia K. Sisk, Acting Chief Financial Officer Date
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U.S. Department of Justice
Drug Enforcement Administration
Performance Summary Report
Related Performance Information
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Performance Measure 1: Number of Active International and Domestic PTOs Linked to
CPOT Targets Disrupted or Dismantled

The Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) is committed to bringing organizations involved
in the growing, manufacturing, or distribution of controlled substances to the criminal and civil
justice system of the U.S., or any other competent jurisdiction. To accomplish its mission, the
DEA targets Priority Target Organizations (PTOs), which represent the major drug supply and
money laundering organizations operating at the international, national, regional, and local levels
that have a significant impact upon drug availability in the United States. Specifically, the
DEA’s PTO Program focuses on dismantling entire drug trafficking networks by targeting their
leaders for arrest and prosecution, confiscating the profits that fund continuing drug operations,
and eliminating international sources of supply. As entire drug trafficking networks from
sources of supply to the distributors on the street are disrupted or dismantled, the availability of
drugs within the United States will be reduced.

In its effort to target PTOs, the DEA is guided by key drug enforcement programs such as the
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF) program. The DEA, through the
OCDETF program, targeted the drug trafficking organizations on the DOJ’s FY 2013
Consolidated Priority Organization Target (CPOT) list — the “Most Wanted” drug trafficking
and money laundering organizations believed to be primarily responsible for the Nation’s illicit
drug supply. The disruption or dismantlement of CPOT-linked organizations is primarily
accomplished through multi-agency and multi-regional investigations directed by the DEA and
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. These investigations focus on the development of
intelligence-driven efforts to identify and target drug trafficking organizations that play a
significant role in the production, transportation, distribution, and financial support of large scale
drug trafficking operations. The DEA’s ultimate objective is to dismantle these organizations so
that reestablishment of the same criminal organization is impossible.

Since the PTO Program is the DEA’s flagship initiative for meeting its enforcement goals,
including the enforcement goals of DEA’s Diversion Control Program (DCP), the performance
measures associated with this program are the most appropriate for assessing the DEA’s National
Drug Control Program activities. The performance measure, active international and domestic
priority targets linked to CPOT targets disrupted or dismantled is the same measure included in
the National Drug Control Budget Summary. DEA’s resources are presented in the Table of
Drug Control Obligations in the international and domestic enforcement decision units and
Diversion Control Fee Account. Reimbursable resources from the OCDETF program
contributed to these performance measures, but are not responsible for specifically identifiable
performance.
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Table 1: Measure 1

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target
529 519 549 440 613 440

Active International and Domestic Priority Targets Linked to
CPOT Targets Disrupted or Dismantled
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As of September 30, 2014, the DEA disrupted or dismantled 613 PTOs linked to CPOT targets,
which is 39 percent above its FY 2014 target of 440. In the current budget environment, this
performance is a testament to DEA’s commitment to DOJ’s CPOTSs, which include the most
significant international command and control organizations threatening the United States as
identified by OCDETF member agencies. For FY 2015, DEA has established a target of 440
PTOs linked to CPOT targets based on our regression analysis and our budget resources.

In the first few years of the DEA's Priority Targeting Program, the DEA repeatedly exceeded its
annual targets for PTO disruptions® and dismantlements®. In response, the DEA refined its
projection methodology by using regression analysis to determine the relative weight of many
independent variables and their ability to forecast the number of PTOs disrupted and dismantled.

! A disruption occurs when the normal and effective operation of a targeted organization is impeded, as indicated by
changes in organizational leadership and/or changes in methods of operation, including financing, trafficking
patterns, communications, or drug production.

2 A dismantlement occurs when the organization’s leadership, financial base, and supply network are destroyed,
such that the organization is incapable of operating and/or reconstituting itself.
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Specifically, regression allows DEA to incorporate, test and evaluate a number of independent
variables, including but not limited to arrests, investigative work hours, drug seizures, PTOs
opened, and asset seizures. While the elements of the regression have changed over time with
the elimination of less correlated variables and the addition of new more highly correlated
variables, the disparity between actual performance and established targets has markedly
decreased.

Data Validation and Verification

PTOs identified by the DEA’s domestic field divisions and foreign country offices are tracked
using the Priority Target Activity Resource Reporting System (PTARRS), an Oracle database
used to track operational progress and the resources used in the related investigations (i.e.,
investigative work hours and direct case-related expenses). Through PTARRS, DEA assesses
and links PTOs to drug trafficking networks, which address the entire continuum of the drug
conspiracy. Once an investigation meets the criteria for a PTO, the investigation can be
nominated as a PTO submission through PTARRS. PTARRS provides a means of electronically
validating, verifying and approving PTOs through the chain of command, beginning with the
case agent in the field and ending with the headquarters’ Operations Division. The roles in the
electronic approval chain are as follows:

In the Field

e Special Agent — The Special Agent, Task Force Officer, or Diversion Investigator
collects data on lead cases that will be proposed as PTOs. They can create, edit, update,
and propose a PTO record.

e Group Supervisor — The Group Supervisor/Country Attaché coordinates and plans the
allocation of resources for a proposed PTO. The Group Supervisor/Country Attaché can
create, edit, update, propose, resubmit, and approve a PTO record.

e Assistant Special Agent in Charge — The Assistant Special Agent in Charge /Assistant
Regional Director reviews the PTO proposed and approved by the Group
Supervisor/Country Attaché, ensuring that all the necessary information meets the criteria
foraPTO. The Assistant Special Agent in Charge /Assistant Regional Director can also
edit, update, resubmit, or approve a proposed PTO.

e Special Agent in Charge — The Special Agent in Charge /Regional Director reviews the
proposed PTO from the Assistant Special Agent in Charge /Assistant Regional Director
and is the approving authority for the PTO. The Special Agent in Charge /Regional
Director can also edit, update, resubmit, or approve a proposed PTO.

At Headquarters

e Operations Division (OC) — The Section Chief of the Data and Operational
Accountability Section (OMD), or his designee, is the PTO Program Manager, and is
responsible for the review of all newly approved PTO submissions and their assignment
to the applicable Office of Global Enforcement (OG) or Office of Financial Operations
(FO) section. The PTO Program Manager may request that incomplete submissions be
returned to the field for correction and resubmission. OMD is also responsible for
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tracking and reporting information in the PTO Program through PTARRS; and is the
main point-of-contact for the PTO program and PTARRS related questions.

e OMD will assign PTQO’s based on the nexus of the investigation to organizations located
in specific geographic areas of the world, or to specific program areas. After assignment
of a PTO, the appointed HQ section becomes the point-of-contact for that PTO and
division/region personnel should advise appropriate HQ section personnel of all
significant activities or requests for funding during the course of the investigation. The
Staff Coordinator (SC) assigned to the PTO will initiate a validation process to include a
review for completeness and confirmation of all related linkages (e.g., CPOTS). In the
unlikely event that the documentation submitted is insufficient to validate reported
linkages; the SC will coordinate with the submitting office to obtain the required
information.

e All PTO cases that are reported as disrupted or dismantled must be validated by OMD or
the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force — OCDETF Section (OMO). OMD
will validate all non-OCDETF related PTO cases and OMO will validate all OCDETF
related cases. These disruptions and dismantlements are reported to the Executive Office
of OCDETF via memo by OMO.

Performance Measure 2: Number of Active International and Domestic PTOs Not Linked
to CPOT Targets Disrupted or Dismantled

Although there is a primary emphasis on international and domestic PTOs linked to CPOT
Targets, the PTOs not linked to CPOT targets disrupted or dismantled are just as important to
DEA'’s mission. Specifically, the DEA’s PTO Program focuses on dismantling entire drug
trafficking networks by targeting their leaders for arrest and prosecution, confiscating the profits
that fund continuing drug operations, and eliminating international sources of supply. As entire
drug trafficking networks from sources of supply to the distributors on the street are disrupted or
dismantled, the availability of drugs within the United States will be reduced. The performance
measure, active international and domestic priority targets not linked to CPOT targets disrupted
or dismantled, is the same measure included in the National Drug Control Budget Summary.

DEA uses regression analysis to incorporate, test and evaluate a number of independent
variables, including but not limited to arrests, investigative work hours, drug seizures, PTOs
opened, and asset seizures. While the elements of the regression have changed over time with
the elimination of less correlated variables and the addition of new more highly correlated
variables, the disparity between actual performance and established targets has markedly
decreased.
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Table 2: Measure 2
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As of September 30, 2014, the DEA disrupted or dismantled 2,596 PTOs not linked to CPOT
targets, which is 29 percent above its FY 2014 target of 2,020. For FY 2015, DEA has
established a target of 2,020 PTOs not linked to CPOT targets based on our regression analysis
and our budget resources.

Data Validation and Verification
PTOs not linked to CPOT targets use the same data validation and verification as PTOs linked to

CPOT targets. They are in the same system, PTARRS, and identified with a code of “NO” for
not linked.

Performance Measure 3: Number of DCP-related PTOs Disrupted/Dismantled

The DCP has been working diligently to address the growing problem of diversion and
prescription drug abuse. Criminal entrepreneurs have, over the past few years, leveraged
technology to advance their criminal schemes and reap huge profits while diverting millions of
dosages of powerful pain relievers such as hydrocodone. One such method was the use of rogue
Internet pharmacies. Investigations involving Internet pharmacies required the DEA to retool
and retrain investigators. Most of these investigations involved several jurisdictions and
involved voluminous amounts of electronic data. Compounding the problem was the fact that
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many of the laws under which investigators worked were written years prior to today’s
technological advances.

The DEA also developed and implemented the Distributor Initiative Program designed to
educate and remind registrants of their regulatory and legal responsibilities. This program has
been very successful and has moved the pharmaceutical industry to install new and enhanced
measures to address their responsibilities and due diligence as registrants. Despite these efforts
the prescription drug abuse problem continues to be a major problem. Many state and local law
enforcement agencies have devoted limited, if any resources, in the area of pharmaceutical
diversion. To effectively attack this problem, the DEA, beginning in FY 2009, began
establishing Tactical Diversion Squads (TDS) across the United States to tackle the growing
problem of diversion and prescription drug abuse. These TDS groups, which incorporate Special
Agents, Diversion Investigators and state and local Task Force Officers, have begun to show
very successful investigations. Some of these investigations have resulted in multi-million dollar
seizures. Beginning in FY 2011, DEA reported its DCP PTOs separately under the Diversion
Control Fee Account. As a participant in the PTO program, the DCP is required to report PTOs
linked to CPOT and not linked to CPOT. However, with the nature of the DCP, CPOT linkages
are a rare event. Beginning in FY 2010, with the creation of Tactical Diversion Squads (TDS) in
every domestic field division, the DCP began focusing on the identification of PTOs and their
eventual disruption and dismantlement. As the DCP continues to work to fully staff its TDS
groups, PTO performance is expected to increase.
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Table 3: Measure 3
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For FY 2014, the DEA disrupted or dismantled 598 DCP PTOs linked/not linked to CPOTs,
which is 71 percent above its FY 2014 target of 350. For FY 2015, DEA has established a target
of 350 PTOs linked/not linked to CPOT targets.

Data Validation and Verification

DCP PTOs use the same data validation and verification system as the domestic and international
PTOs linked and not linked to CPOT targets. They are in the same system, PTARRS, and
identified by a 2000 series case file number and certain fee fundable GEO — Drug Enforcement
Program (GDEP) drug codes.

Performance Measure 4: Number of Administrative/Civil/Criminal Sanctions Imposed on
Registrants/Applicants

In addition to the DCP’s enforcement activities, a large component of the DCP is regulatory in
nature. Specifically, DEA’s DCP is responsible for enforcing the Controlled Substances Act
(CSA) and its regulations pertaining to pharmaceutical controlled substances and listed
chemicals. The DCP actively monitors more than 1.3 million individuals and companies that are
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registered with DEA to handle controlled substances or listed chemicals through a system of
scheduling, quotas, recordkeeping, reporting, and security requirements. The DCP implements
an infrastructure of controls established through the CSA and ancillary regulations. This system
balances the protection of public health and safety by preventing the diversion of controlled
substances and listed chemicals while ensuring an adequate and uninterrupted supply for
legitimate needs. As a result of this regulatory component, an additional performance measure,
the number of Administrative/Civil/Criminal Sanctions Imposed on Registrants/Applicants, is
included in this report, which is indicative of the overall regulatory activities supported by the
DCP.

Projections for the number of Administrative/Civil/Criminal Sanctions levied are derived using a
Microsoft Excel algorithm which compiles and computes a trend (usually linear) utilizing actual
data from the preceding time periods (e.qg., fiscal years) and predicts data estimates for
subsequent fiscal years.

Table 4: Measure 4

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target
2,110 2,143 2,355 1,892 2,458 1,892

Number of Administrative/Civil/Criminal Sanctions Imposed
on Registrants/Applicants
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For FY 2014, the DCP imposed 2,458 Administrative/Civil/Criminal Sanctions on its
registrants/applicants, which is 30 percent above its FY 2014 target of 1,892. When compared
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with FY 2013 actual performance (2,355), DEA’s FY 2014 performance represents a 4 percent
increase. For FY 2015, DCP’s target for Administrative/Civil/Criminal Sanctions is 1,892.

Data Validation and Verification

The CSA Database (CSA2) is an Oracle database, which maintains all of the historical and
investigative information on DEA registrants. It also serves as the final repository for punitive
actions (i.e., sanctions) levied against CSA violators. During the reporting quarter, the domestic
field divisions change the status of a registrant’s CSA2 Master Record to reflect any regulatory
investigative actions that are being conducted on the registrant. The reporting of the regulatory
action by each field division is available on a real-time basis through the reporting system within
CSAZ2, as the investigative status change occurs. The regulatory investigative actions that are
collected in a real-time environment are as follows: letters of admonition/MQOU, civil fines,
administrative hearing, order to show cause, restricted record, suspension, surrender for cause,
revocations, and applications denied.

The Diversion Investigators and Group Supervisors/Diversion Program Managers are tasked to
ensure that timely and accurate reporting is accomplished as the registrant’s investigative status
changes. Group Supervisors/Diversion Program Managers have the ability to view the report of
ongoing and completed regulatory investigation actions for their office/division at any time
during the quarter or at the quarter’s end, since the actions are in real-time.

Performance Measure 5: Number of State and Local Law Enforcements Officers Trained
in Clandestine Laboratory Enforcement

The DEA supports state and local law enforcement with methamphetamine-related assistance
and training, which allows state and local agencies to better address the methamphetamine threat
in their communities and reduce the impact that methamphetamine has on the quality of life for
American citizens.

One of the most critical, specialized training programs offered by DEA to state and local law
enforcement officers is in the area of Clandestine Laboratory Training. Often, it is the state and
local police who first encounter the clandestine laboratories and must ensure that they are
investigated, dismantled, and disposed of appropriately.
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Table 5: Measure 5

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target
1,384 1,023 1,696 1,200 1,484 1,200
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During FY 2014 DEA conducted training for a total of 1,484 state and local law enforcement
officers. This includes State and Local Clandestine Laboratory Certification Training, Site
Safety Training, Tactical Training, and Authorized Central Storage Program Training. This
training was supported by $10 million transferred to DEA from the Community Oriented
Policing Services (COPS) program to assist state and local law enforcement with clandestine
methamphetamine labs cleanup, equipment, and training. DEA originally set its FY 2014 target
at 1,125 officers trained, which was in line with the 1,696 officers trained in FY 2013 but later
revised the target to 1,200 officers trained. DEA exceeded the revised target by 24 percent.

Data Validation and Verification

The DEA Training Academy receives quarterly training data from the field on training provided
by Division Training Coordinators (DTC). The field data is combined with the data generated by
the DEA’s Training Academy for total training provided by the DEA. Data is tabulated quarterly
based on the fiscal year.
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U.S. Department of Justice

Office of the Inspector General

Washington, D.C. 20530

Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report
on Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds
and Related Performance

Director
Federal Bureau of Prisons
U.S. Department of Justice

We have reviewed the accompanying Office of National Drug Control
Policy (ONDCP) Detailed Accounting Submission, which includes Management’s
Assertion Statement, Table of Drug Control Obligations, and the related disclosures;
and the Performance Summary Report, which includes Management’s Assertion
Statement and the related performance information, of the U.S. Department of
Justice’s Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP) for the fiscal year ended
September 30, 2014. The BOP’s management is responsible for the Detailed
Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards
contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of
the United States. An attestation review is substantially less in scope than an
examination, the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion on the
ONDCP Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Management of the BOP prepared the Detailed Accounting Submission and
the Performance Summary Report to comply with the requirements of the ONDCP
Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated
January 18, 2013, and as otherwise agreed to with the ONDCP.

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe
that the Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report for
the fiscal year ended September 30, 2014, are not presented, in all material
respects, in conformity with the ONDCP’s Circular, Accounting of Drug Control
Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, and as otherwise
agreed to with the ONDCP.
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Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report on Annual Accounting of Drug Control
Funds and Related Performance
Page 2

This report is intended solely for the information and use of BOP
management, the ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and
should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

A o

Mark L. Hayes, CPA, CFE

Director, Financial Statement Audit Office
Office of the Inspector General

U.S. Department of Justice

January 16, 2015

62



Federal Bureau of Prisons
Detailed Accounting Submission
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U.S. Department of Justice
Federal Bureau of Prisons
Detailed Accounting Submission
Table of Drug Control Obligations
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014
(Dollars in Millions)

Drug Obligations by Budget Decision Unit and Function: FY 2014
Decision Unit #1: Inmate Care and Programs Actual Obligations
Treatment $ 81.99
Corrections 1,194.76
Total Inmate Care and Programs $ 1,276.75

Decision Unit #2: Insitution Security and Administration
Corrections $ 1,468.82

Total Institution Security and Administration $ 1,468.82

Decision Unit #3: Contract Confinement

Treatment $ 26.20

Corrections $ 518.10
Total Contract Confinement $ 544.30
Decision Unit #4: Management and Administration

Corrections $ 98.90
Total Management and Administration $ 98.90
Decision Unit #5: New Construction

Corrections $ 12.62
Total New Construction $ 12.62
Decision Unit #6: Modermnization and Repair

Corrections $ 32.54
Total Modemization and Repair $ 32.54

Total Drug Control Obligations $ 3,433.93
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U.S. Department of Justice
Federal Bureau of Prisons
Detailed Accounting Submission
Related Disclosures
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Disclosure 1: Drug Methodology

The mission of the Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP) is to protect society by confining offenders
in the controlled environments of prisons and community-based facilities that are safe, humane,
cost-efficient, appropriately secure, and which provide work and other self-improvement
opportunities to assist offenders in becoming law-abiding citizens.

The BOP’s drug resources are divided into two functions: 1) Treatment; and 2) Corrections.

Treatment function obligations are calculated by totaling actual amount obligated (100%) for
Drug Treatment Functions, which includes: Drug Program Screening and Assessment; Drug
Abuse Education; Non-Residential Drug Abuse Treatment; Residential Drug Abuse Treatment;
and Community Transitional Drug Abuse Treatment. The treatment obligations for Community
Transitional Drug Treatment are captured in the Contract Confinement Decision unit, whereas all
other programs are included in the Inmate Care and Program Decision Unit.

Correction function obligations are calculated by totaling all BOP direct obligations excluding
Treatment function obligations, and applying a drug percentage to these obligations. Drug
percentage is the percentage of inmates sentenced for drug-related crimes (49.4%).

The Table of Drug Control Obligations was prepared in accordance with the Office of National
Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance
Summary, dated January 18, 2013. The table represents obligations incurred by the BOP for drug
control purposes. The amounts are net of all reimbursable agreements.

Data - All accounting information for the BOP is derived from the Department of Justice
(DOJ) Financial Management Information System 2 (FMIS2).

Financial Systems - The FMIS2 is the DOJ financial system that provides BOP obligation
data. Obligations in this system can also be reconciled with the enacted appropriation and
carryover balances.

Disclosure 2: Methodology Modifications

As previously approved by ONDCP, the methodology to calculate drug control obligations has
been changed from the prior year (FY 2013). In FY 2014, the BOP changed the allocation of
Community Transitional Drug Treatment obligations from the Inmate Care and Programs
Decision Unit to the Contract Confinement Decision Unit to better align the treatment function
resources. In FY 2014, the total treatment function obligations of $108.19 million are allocated to
two decision units, $81.99 million to the Inmate Care and Programs Decision Unit, and $26.20
million the Contract Confinement Decision Unit. If BOP would have used the prior year
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methodology, all of the treatment obligations of $108.19 million would have been allocated to the
Inmate Care and Program Decision Unit.

Disclosure 3: Material Weaknesses or Other Findings

In FY 2014, there were no significant deficiencies or material weaknesses identified in OMB
Circular A-123 testing or the Independent Auditors’ Report on Internal Control over Financial
Reporting and no findings in the Independent Auditors’ Report on Compliance and other
Matters.

Disclosure 4: Reprogrammings or Transfers

BOP’s FY 2014 obligations include all approved transfers and there were no reprogrammings in
FY 2014 (see the attached Table of Reprogrammings and Transfers).

Disclosure 5: Other Disclosures

The BOP allocates funds to the Public Health Service (PHS). The PHS provides a portion of the
drug treatment for federal inmates. In FY 2014, $861,724 was allocated from the BOP to PHS,
and was designated and expended for current year obligations of PHS staff salaries, benefits, and
applicable relocation expenses associated with seven PHS Full Time Equivalents in relations to
drug treatment. Therefore, the allocated obligations were included in BOP’s Table of Drug
Control Obligations.
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U.S. Department of Justice
Federal Bureau of Prisons
Detailed Accounting Submission
Table of Reprogrammings and Transfers
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014
(Dollars in Millions)

Drug Resources by Budget Decision Unit and Function: ~ Transfers-in

Transfers-out Total

Decision Unit: Inmate Care and Programs
Corrections $ 5335 $ (53.35) $ -
Total Inmate Care and Programs $ 53.35 $ (53.35) $ -
Total $ 5335 $  (53.35) % -
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Performance Summary Report
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U.S. Department of Justice
Federal Bureau of Prisons
Performance Summary Report
Related Performance Information
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Performance Measure: Residential Drug Abuse Treatment Program Capacity and
Enrollment

The BOP has established a performance measurement of monitoring the utilization of residential
drug treatment program capacity as a performance indicator to measure effective usage of Drug
Treatment Programs. This measure complies with the purpose of National Drug Control
Program activity and is presented in support of the Treatment function.

The Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 requires the BOP to provide
residential substance abuse treatment for 100% of “eligible” inmates by the end of FY 1997 and
each year thereafter (subject to the availability of appropriations). The BOP established a
performance measurement tracking the capacity of the Residential Drug Abuse Program (RDAP)
to the number of participants at the end of each fiscal year. The objective is to monitor the
utilization of RDAP capacity.

RDAP is offered at 88 BOP institutions and one contract facility. Inmates who participate in
these residential programs are housed together in a treatment unit that is set apart from the
general population. Treatment is provided for a minimum of 500 hours.

Data on inmate capacity and participation is entered in the BOP on-line system (SENTRY).
SENTRY Key Indicator reports provide the counts of inmates participating in the RDAP and
subject matter experts enter and analyze the data.

In FY 2014, the BOP achieved a total capacity of 7,918 (capacity is based on number of
treatment staff) that was available for the fiscal year and 7,547 actual participants (participants
are actual inmates enrolled in the program at year end) thus meeting the target level.

For FY 2015, the capacity of BOP’s RDAP is projected to be 7,918 with total participants of
7,547.
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Fiscal year-end Residential Drug Abuse Treatment Program Capacity and Enrollment

Fiscal Year Capacity Participants* Utilization
FY 2011 Actual 5,892 5,989 102%

FY 2012 Actual 6,092 6,015 99%

FY 2013 Actual 7,548 7,294 97%

FY 2014 Target 7,548 7,171 95%

FY 2014 Actual 7,918 7,547 95%

FY 2015 Target 7,918 7,547 95%

*Participants may exceed Capacity due to overcrowding and demand for the program.
Data Validation and Verification
To ensure the reliability of the data, the capacity of the program and the utilization rate is

monitored by subject matter experts at the end of each quarter using Key Indicator reports
generated from SENTRY.
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U.S. Department of Justice

Office of the Inspector General

Washington, D.C. 20530

Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report
on Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds
and Related Performance

Assistant Attorney General
Office of Justice Programs
U.S. Department of Justice

We have reviewed the accompanying Office of National Drug Control
Policy (ONDCP) Detailed Accounting Submission, which includes Management’s
Assertion Statement, Table of Drug Control Obligations, and the related disclosures;
and the Performance Summary Report, which includes Management’s Assertion
Statement and the related performance information, of the U.S. Department of
Justice’s Office of Justice Programs (OJP) for the fiscal year ended
September 30, 2014. The OJP’s management is responsible for the Detailed
Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards
contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of
the United States. An attestation review is substantially less in scope than an
examination, the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion on the
ONDCP Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Management of the OJP prepared the Detailed Accounting Submission and
the Performance Summary Report to comply with the requirements of the ONDCP
Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated
January 18, 2013, and as otherwise agreed to with the ONDCP.

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe
that the Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report for
the fiscal year ended September 30, 2014, are not presented, in all material
respects, in conformity with the ONDCP’s Circular, Accounting of Drug Control
Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, and as otherwise
agreed to with the ONDCP.
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Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report on Annual Accounting of Drug Control
Funds and Related Performance
Page 2

This report is intended solely for the information and use of OJP
management, the ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and
should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

A o

Mark L. Hayes, CPA, CFE

Director, Financial Statement Audit Office
Office of the Inspector General

U.S. Department of Justice

January 16, 2015
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U.S. Department of Justice

Office of Justice Programs

Washington, D.C. 2053]

Detailed Accounting Submission
Management’s Assertion Statement
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

On the basis of the Office of Justice Programs (OJP) management contro} program, and in
accordance with the guidance of the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s (ONDCP)
Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated

January 18, 2013, we assert that the OJP system of accounting, use of estimates, and systems
of internal controls provide reasonable assurance that:

1. Obligations reported by the budget decision unit are the actual obligations from the
OJP’s accounting system of record for these budget decision units.

2, The drug methodology used by OJP to calculate obligations of budgetary resources by
function is reasonable and accurate in all material respects.

3. The drug methodology disclosed in this statement was the actual drug methodology
used to generate the Table of Drug Control Obligations.

4. The data presented are associated with obligations against a {inancial plan that was
revised during the fiscal year to properly reflect the changes, including ONDCP’s
approval for reprogrammings and transfers affecting drug-related resources in excess of
$1 million.

5. The data presented are associated with obligations against a financial plan that fully

complied with all Fund Control Notices issued by the ONDCP Director under
21 U.S.C. § 1703(f) and Section 9 of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Execution.

O/MAW a:{/é(&ms

Leigh Bendfa, Chief Financial Officer Date
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U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs
Detailed Accounting Submission
Table of Drug Control Obligations
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014
(Dollars in Millions)

Drug Obligations by Budget Decision Unit and Function: FY 2014
Decision Unit #1: Regional Information Sharing System Program Actual Obligations®
Treatment $ 27.40
Total, Regional Information Sharing System Program $ 27.40

Decision Unit #2: Enforcing Underage Drinking Laws Program
Prevention $ 0.94
Total, Enforcing Underage Drinking Laws Program $ 0.94

Decision Unit #3: Drug Court Program

Treatment $ 37.23
Total, Drug Court Program $ 37.23
Decision Unit #4: Residential Substance Abuse Treatment Program

Treatment $ 9.54
Total, Residential Substance Abuse Treatment Program $ 9.54
Decision Unit #5: Prescription Drug Monitoring Program

State and Local Assistance $ 6.57
Total, Prescription Drug Monitoring Program $ 6.57
Decision Unit #6: Border Initiatives (Southwest and Northern)

State and Local Assistance $ 0.26
Total, Border Initiatives (Southwest and Northern) $ 0.26
Decision Unit #7: Second Chance Act Program

State and Local Assistance $ 25.00
Total, Second Chance Act Program $ 25.00
Decision Unit #8: Byrne Criminal Justice Innovation Program

State and Local Assistance $ 3.10
Total, Byrne Criminal Justice Innovation Program $ 3.10
Decision Unit #9: Tribal Courts Program

Treatment $ 1.42
Total, Tribal Courts Program $ 1.42
Decision Unit #10: Indian Alcohol and Substance Abuse Program

Prevention $ 4.80
Total, Indian Alcohol and Substance Abuse Program $ 4.80
Decision Unit #11: Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant Program

State and Local Assistance $ 65.80
Total, Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant Program $ 65.80
Decision Unit #12: Tribal Youth Program

Prevention $ 2.14
Total, Tribal Youth Program $ 2.14
Total $ 184.20

1/Program obligations reflect direct program obligations plus estimated management and administration obligations.
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U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs
Detailed Accounting Submission
Related Disclosures
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Disclosure 1: Drug Methodology

The mission of the Office of Justice Programs (OJP) is to provide federal leadership in
developing the Nation’s capacity to prevent and control crime, administer justice, and assist
crime victims. As such, OJP’s resources are primarily targeted to providing assistance to state,
local, and tribal governments. In executing its mission, OJP dedicates a significant level of
resources to drug-related program activities, which focus on breaking the cycle of drug abuse
and crime including: drug testing and treatment, provision of graduated sanctions, drug
prevention and education, and research and statistics.

The Table of Drug Control Obligations was prepared in accordance with the Office of National
Drug Control (ONDCP) Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance
Summary, dated January 18, 2013.

OJP’s Office of the Chief Financial Officer, Budget Formulation, Appropriations, and
Management Division is responsible for the development and presentation of the annual OJP
ONDCP Budget. OJP’s fiscal year (FY) 2014 drug obligations have a total of 12 decision units
identified for the National Drug Control Budget.

The FY 2014 decision units include the following:

Regional Information Sharing System Program
Enforcing Underage Drinking Laws Program

Drug Court Program

Residential Substance Abuse Treatment Program
Harold Rogers Prescription Drug Monitoring Program
Border Initiatives (Southwest and Northern)

Second Chance Act Program

Byrne Criminal Justice Innovation Program

Tribal Courts Program

Indian Alcohol and Substance Abuse Program
Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant Program
Tribal Youth Program
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In determining the level of resources used in support of the twelve active decision units, OJP
used the following methodology:

Drug Program Obligations by Decision Unit: Data on obligations, as of September 30, 2014,
were gathered from DOJ’s Financial Management Information System 2 (FMIS2). The total
obligations presented for OJP are net of funds obligated under the Crime Victims Fund and
Public Safety Officers’ Benefits Program.

Management and Administration (M&A) Data: Since FY 2012, OJP has not had a Salaries and
Expenses (S&E) appropriation. M&A funds were assessed at the programmatic level and
obligations were obtained from FMIS2 (OJP’s Financial System). The obligation amounts were
allocated to each decision unit by applying the relative percentage of Full-Time Equivalents
(FTE) assigned to the twelve active drug-related decision units to the total M&A obligations for
OJP.

Overall, OJP program activities support all four goals of the National Drug Control Strategy:
(1) Substance Abuse Prevention, (2) Substance Abuse Treatment, (3) Domestic Law
Enforcement, and (4) Interdiction and International Counterdrug Support. Functionally, OJP
program activities fall under the following functions: Prevention, State and Local Assistance,
and Treatment. To determine the function amount, OJP used an allocation method that was
derived from an annual analysis of each program’s mission and by surveying program officials.
OJP then applied that function allocation percentage to the obligations associated with each
decision unit line item.

The Table of Drug Control Obligations amounts were calculated as follows:

Function: The appropriate drug-related percentage was applied to each
decision unit line item and totaled by function. For FY 2014, all
decision units had a function allocation of 100 percent.

Decision Unit: In accordance with the ONDCP Circulars, 100 percent of the
actual obligations for four of the 12 active budget decision units
are included in the Table of Drug Control Obligations. As directed
by ONDCP, only 50 percent of the actual obligations for the
Second Chance Act Program are included. OJP is using 30 percent
of the actual obligations for Border Initiatives, the Enforcing
Underage Drinking Laws Program, Byrne Criminal Justice
Innovation Program, and the Indian Country Legacy Programs.
The Byrne Justice Assistance Grants Program will use 22 percent
of the actual obligations.

Disclosure 2: Methodology Modifications

OJP’s overall methodology used to report obligations has not changed from the prior year
methodology.
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Disclosure 3: Material Weaknesses or Other Findings

For FY 2014, OJP was included in the DOJ consolidated financial statements audit and did not
receive a separate financial statements audit. The DOJ’s consolidated FY 2014 Independent
Auditors’ Report on Internal Control over Financial Reporting revealed no material weaknesses.

Disclosure 4: Reprogrammings or Transfers

In accordance with the ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Control Accounting Funding and Performance
Summary, dated January 18, 2013, OJP has provided the attached Table of Reprogrammings and
Transfers. In FY 2014, OJP had no reprogrammings, and $7.92 million and $20.09 million in
drug-related transfers-in and transfers-out, respectively. The transfers-in amounts include OJP’s
FY 2014 prior-year recoveries associated with the reported decision units. The transfers-out
amounts reflect the assessments for the Research, Evaluation, and Statistics (RES) two-percent
set-aside and the M&A assessments against OJP programs. The RES two percent set-aside was
directed by Congress for funds to be transferred to and merged with funds provided to the
National Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Statistics to be used for research,
evaluation, or statistical purposes. In FY 2014, Congress provided OJP the authority to assess
programs for administrative purposes. The amounts reflected in the table show the dollar
amount that each program contributed to OJP’s M&A.

Disclosure 5: Other Disclosures

Of the total FY 2014 actual drug obligations, $8.9 million are a result of carryover unobligated
resources.
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U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs
Detailed Accounting Submission
Table of Reprogrammings and Transfers
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014
(Dollars in Millions)

Drug Resources by Budget Decision Unit and Function: Transfers-in Transfers-out? Total

Decision Unit #1: Regional Information Sharing System Program
State and Local Assistance - (2.99) (2.99)

Total: Regional Information Sharing System Program $ - $ (299) § (2.99)

Decision Unit #2: Enforcing Underage Drinking Laws Program
Prevention 0.17 (0.75) (0.58)

Total: Enforcing Underage Drinking Laws Program $ 017  $ 0.75) § (0.58)

Decision Unit #3: Drug Court Program
Treatment 3.37 (4.03) (0.66)

Total: Drug Court Program $ 337 % (4.03) $ (0.66)

Decision Unit #4: Residential Substance Abuse Treatment Program
Treatment 0.52 (1.00) (0.48)

Total: Residential Substance Abuse Treatment Program $ 052  $ (1.00) $ (0.48)

Decision Unit #5: Harold Rogers Prescription Drug Monitoring Program
State and Local Assistance 0.26 (0.70) (0.44)

Total: Harold Rogers Prescription Drug Monitoring Program $ 026  $ 0.70) § (0.44)

Decision Unit #6: Border Initiatives (Southwest and Northern)
State and Local Assistance 0.74 - 0.74

Total, Border Initiatives (Southwest and Northern) $ 074 % - $ 0.74

Decision Unit #7: Second Chance Act Program
State and Local Assistance 0.49 (2.60) (2.11)

Total: Second Chance Act Program $ 049 % (2.60) $ (2.11)

Decision Unit #8: Byrne Criminal Justice Innovation Program
State and Local Assistance (0.31) (0.31)

Total: Byrne Criminal Justice Innovation Program $ - $ 031 § (0.31)

Decision Unit #9: Tribal Courts Program
Treatment 0.26 - 0.26

Total: Tribal Courts Program $ 026 % - $ 0.26

Decision Unit #10: Indian Alcohol and Substance Abuse Program
Prevention 0.30 - 0.30

Total: Indian Alcohol and Substance Abuse Program $ 030 % - $ 0.30

Decision Unit #11: Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant Program
State and Local Assistance 0.85 (7.56) (6.71)

Total, Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant Program $ 085  $ (756) $ (6.71)

Decision Unit #12: Tribal Youth Program

Prevention 0.96 (0.15) 0.81
Total: Tribal Youth Program $ 096  $ (0.15) § 0.81
Total $ 792 $ (20.09) $ (12.17)

Methamphetamine Enforcement and Lab Cleanup Program® $ - (10.00) (10.00)

Y Transfers-in reflect FY 2014 recoveries.

? Amounts reported for the Transfers-out consist of RES 2% set-aside and M&A assessments.

¥ONDCP requires OJP to report on the Methamphetamine Enforcement and Lab Cleanup Program, which is appropriated to the Office of Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS), an
office within the Department of Justice's (DOJ’s) Offices, Boards, and Divisions (OBDs), and transferred to the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) for administration. As the transfer
related to the COPS program is reported in the financial statements of the OBDs, it is not included in the FY 2014 actual transfers-out total on OJP’s Table of Reprogrammings and Transfers.
The disclosure of the COPS information in the reprogrammings and transfers table is for presentation purposes only, and the obligations recorded for the program will be reflected in the DEA’s
Table of Drug Control Obligations.
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U.S. Department of Justice

Office of Justice Programs

Washington, D.C. 20531

Performance Summary Report
Management’s Assertion Statement
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30,2014

On the basis of the Office of Justice Program (QJP) management control program, and in
accordance with the guidance of the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s (ONDCP)
Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated

January 18, 2013, we assert that the OJP system of performance reporting provides reasonable
assurance that:

l. OJP uses the Grants Management System and Performance Measurement Tool to capture
performance information accurately and these systems were properly applied to generate
the performance data.

2. Explanations offered for failing to meet a performance target and for any
recommendations concerning plans and schedules for meeting future targets or for
revising or eliminating performance targets is reasonable.

3. The methodology described to establish performance targets for the current year is
reasonable given past performance and available resources.

4. OJP has established at least one acceptable performance measure for each budget
decision unit, as agreed to by ONDCP, for which a significant amount of obligations
($1 million or 50 percent of the agency drug budget, whichever is less) were incurred in
the previous fiscal year. Each performance measure considers the intended purpose of
the National Drug Control Program activity.

e e D O (/e L’LOIS

Leigh Beﬁda , Chief Financial Officer Date
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U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs
Performance Summary Report
Related Performance Information
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Performance Measures:

The Office of Justice Programs (OJP), established by the Justice Assistance Act of 1984,
supports collaboration of law enforcement at all levels in building and enhancing networks
across the criminal justice system to function more effectively. Within OJP’s overall program
structure, specific resources dedicated to support the National Drug Control Strategy are found in
the: Residential Substance Abuse Treatment (RSAT) program; Drug Court program; Harold
Rogers Prescription Drug Monitoring Program (PDMP); Regional Information Sharing System
(RISS); Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) program; and Second Chance
Act (SCA) program.

As required by the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Accounting of
Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, OJP is reporting on
the following performance measures of the above programs for this Performance Summary
Report:

— Number of participants in the RSAT program

— Graduation rate of program participants in the Drug Court program

— Number of PDMP interstate solicited and unsolicited reports produced

— Percent increase in RISS inquiries

— Completion rate for individuals participating in drug-related JAG programs
— Number of participants in the SCA-funded programs

In addition, in accordance with an agreement with the ONDCP, dated December 2, 2013, OJP is
not required to report performance measures for the following programs/decision units:
Enforcing Underage Drinking Laws program, Border Initiatives (Southwest and Northern),
Byrne Criminal Justice Innovation programs, Tribal Courts, Indian Alcohol and Substance
Abuse program, and Tribal Youth program. ONDCP stated that this agreement is in effect for
the duration of the administration of these programs/decision units, unless the strategic direction
of these programs is revised in the future to be more drug-related in nature.
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Performance Measure 1: Number of participants in the RSAT program

Decision Unit: Residential Substance Abuse Treatment Program

Table 1: Number of Participants in the RSAT Program

CY 2011 | CY 2012 | CY 2013 | CY 2013 | CY 2014 CY 2014 CY 2015
Actual Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target
(will be available
29,358 27,341 30,000 28,873 27,000 in May 2015) 27,000

The RSAT program, administered by the Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) and created by the
Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-322), assists state
and local governments in developing and implementing residential substance abuse treatment
programs (individual and group treatment activities) in correctional and detention facilities. The
RSAT program must be provided in residential treatment facilities, set apart from the general
correctional population, focused on the substance abuse problems of the inmate, and develop the
inmate's cognitive, behavioral, social, vocational, and other skills to solve the substance abuse
and related problems.

The RSAT program formula grant funds may be used to implement three types of programs. For
all programs, at least 10% of the total state allocation is made available to local correctional and
detention facilities, provided such facilities exist, for either residential substance abuse treatment
programs or jail-based substance abuse treatment programs as defined below.

The three types of programs are: 1) residential substance abuse treatment programs which
provide individual and group treatment activities for offenders in residential facilities that are
operated by state correctional agencies; 2) jail-based substance abuse programs which provide
individual and group treatment activities for offenders in jails and local correctional facilities;
and 3) an aftercare component which requires states to give preference to sub grant applicants
who will provide aftercare services to program participants. Aftercare services must involve
coordination between the correctional treatment program and other human service and
rehabilitation programs, such as education and job training, parole supervision, halfway houses,
self-help, and peer group programs that may aid in rehabilitation.

The number of offenders who participate in the RSAT program is a measure of the program’s
goal to help offenders become drug-free and learn the skills needed to sustain themselves upon
return to the community.

Data for this measure are reported on a calendar year (CY) basis and, as a result, 2014 data will
not be available until May 2015.

The target for CY 2013 was to have 30,000 participants in the RSAT program; however, the goal
was not met by 1,127 participants. There are many contributing factors for not meeting the goal,
including funding level; the numbers of eligible offenders, available staff, and treatment
providers; security issues; and the state’s ability to provide the required 25% matching funds.
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Data Validation and Verification

BJA implemented the Performance Management Tool (PMT) to support grantees’ ability to
identify, collect, and report performance measurement data online for activities funded under
their award. Program managers obtain data from reports submitted by grantee, telephone
contact, and on-site monitoring of grantee performance. Grantees report data in the PMT and
create a report, which is uploaded to the Grants Management System (GMS), and reviewed by
BJA program managers.

The PMT has real-time data accuracy checks for out-of-range and inconsistent values. Data are
validated and verified through a review by program managers, which include an additional level
of validation conducted by analysts who review the data quarterly using statistical testing
methods.

Data for the RSAT program are based on the calendar year. The number of offenders in the
RSAT programs has slowly decreased, primarily driven by a decrease in the number of
sub-grants awarded to state correctional facilities, local jails, and reductions in RSAT funding.
In CY 2013, BJA served 28,873 participants in the RSAT program.

Performance Measure 2: Graduation rate of program participants in the Drug Court
Program

Decision Unit: Drug Court Program

Table 2: Graduation Rate of Program Participants in the Drug Court Program

FY 2011 | FY 2012 | FY 2013 | FY 2013 | FY 2014 | FY 2014 | FY 2015
Actual Actual Target Actual Target | Actual Target
43% 46% 48% 51% 54% 51% 51%*

BJA and the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) administer OJP’s
Drug Court program. The Drug Court program was established in 1995 to provide financial and
technical assistance to states, state courts, local courts, units of local government, and tribal
governments in order to establish drug treatment courts. Drug courts employ an integrated mix
of treatment, drug testing, incentives, and sanctions to break the cycle of substance abuse and
crime. Since its inception, more than 2,700 drug courts have been established in a number of
jurisdictions throughout the country. Currently, every state, the District of Columbia, Guam, and
Puerto Rico have established one or more drug courts in their jurisdiction.

! BJA is recommending that the FYY 2015 target be revised from 54% to 51%. It is BJA’s priority to emphasize
implementation drug court grants that prioritize high-risk/high-need participant programs resulting in lower
graduation rates closer to 50%. As well, a target of 51% falls in line with the trends of BJA’s actual graduation
rates over the last three years.

2 National Association of Drug Court Professionals at http://www.nadcp.org/learn/about-nadcp.
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Based on the success of the drug court model, a number of problem-solving courts are also
meeting the critical needs of various populations. These problem-solving courts include: Family
Dependency Treatment, Driving While Intoxicated (DW1), Reentry, Healing-to-Wellness
(Tribal), Co-Occurring Disorders, and Veteran’s Treatment among others. OJP continues to
support drug courts and other problem-solving courts.

The need for drug treatment services is tremendous and OJP has a long history of providing
resources to break the cycle of drugs and violence by reducing the demand, use, and trafficking
of illegal drugs. Twenty-nine percent of the 6.8 million people who reported to the 2012
National Crime Victimization Survey that they had been a victim of violence, believed that the
perpetrator was using drugs, alcohol, or both drugs and alcohol. Further, 54 percent of jail
inmates were abusing or dependent on drugs, according to Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS)
2002 Survey of Inmates in Local Jails. Correspondingly, 53 percent of state inmates, and 45
percent of federal inmates abused or were dependent on drugs in the year before their admission
to prison, according to the BJS 2004 Surveys of Inmates in State and Federal Correctional
Facilities.

The graduation rate of program participants is calculated by dividing the number of graduates
during the reporting period (numerator) by the total number of participants exiting the program,
whether successfully or unsuccessfully, during the reporting period (denominator).

The target for FY 2013 was a 48 percent graduation rate for drug court participants; the target
was exceeded by three percent. In FY 2013, BJA focused training and technical assistance on
evidence based policies and practices on grantees showing underperformance based on
performance measures. In addition, BJA continues to prioritize funding on programs that focus
on high-risk, high-need offenders, and on establishing new drug courts through implementation
grants.

The target for FY 2014 was a 54 percent graduation rate for drug court participants; however, the
completion rate for drug court participants missed the target by 3 percentage points. The national
average graduation rate, which does not take into account variations based on risks/needs level,
and program maturity, is 57 percent®. BJA continues to focus on solicitations and funded awards
that will follow evidence-based practices and programs to focus on high-need, high-risk
populations. BJA funds enhancement grants to established drug courts to enhance their
operations, and implementation grants for new drug courts. The data indicates that courts that
receive implementation awards generally take longer to become fully operational, have less
embedded policies and procedures that follow evidence-based practices, and enrolled a higher
risk/need pool of candidates when compared to drug courts that receive enhancement grants.
This leads to completion rates that are higher for drug courts that receive enhancement grants
and lower for drug courts that receive implementation grants. The completion rates for
implementation grant drug courts influence the completion rate downward. The number of
implementation grantees increased in FY 2014, when compared to FY 2013, which is one of the
reasons why the FY 2014 target was not met.

® Huddleston, W., & Marlowe, D. (2011), “Painting the current picture: A national report on drug courts and other
problem-solving court programs in the United States.” Alexandria, VA: National Association of Drug Court
Professionals, National Drug Court Institute.
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Data Validation and Verification

BJA implemented the PMT to support grantees’ ability to identify, collect, and report
performance measurement data online for activities funded under their award. Program
managers obtain data from reports submitted by grantee, telephone contact, and on-site
monitoring of grantee performance. Grantees report data in the PMT and create a report, which
is uploaded to GMS, and reviewed by BJA program managers.

The PMT has real-time data accuracy checks for out-of-range and inconsistent values. Data are
validated and verified through a review by program managers, which include an additional level
of validation conducted by analysts who review the data quarterly using statistical testing
methods.

Performance Measure 3: Number of PDMP Interstate Solicited and Unsolicited Reports
Produced

Decision Unit: Harold Rogers’ Prescription Drug Monitoring Program

Table 3: Total number of interstate solicited reports produced

CY 2011 | CY 2012 | CY 2013 | CY 2013 | CY 2014 CY 2014 CY 2015
Actual Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target
4 | (will be available 4
291,618 | 733,783 | 345,000 | 3,401,951 | 4,151,548 in May 2015 3,776,750
Table 4: Total number of interstate unsolicited reports produced
CY 2011 | CY 2012 | CY 2013 | CY 2013 | CY 2014 CY 2014 CY 2015
Actual Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target
(will be available
979 413 620 2,821 1,890 in May 2015) 1,890

The Harold Rogers’ Prescription Drug Monitoring Program, administered by BJA, enhances the
capacity of regulatory and law enforcement agencies, and public health officials to collect and
analyze controlled substance prescription data and other scheduled® chemical products through a
centralized database administered by an authorized state agency.

The objectives of the PDMP are to build a data collection and analysis system at the state level;
enhance existing programs’ ability to analyze and use collected data; facilitate the exchange of

The CY FY 2014 target has been revised from 2,399,000 in the FY 2013 Annual Report to 4,151,548. The targets
are based on quarterly averages over the past 2 years of data collection. The CY 2015 target is slightly lower than
the CY 2014 target to account for closing state awards and new local PDMP awards.

The Federal Controlled Substance Act, which established five schedules of controlled substances, to be known as
schedules I, I1, 111, 1V, and V. Schedules are lists of controlled substances which identify how the substances on
each list can be prescribed, dispensed or administered. A substance is placed on a particular schedule after
consideration of several factors, including the substance’s accepted medical usage in the United States and potential
for causing psychological or physical dependence.
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collected prescription data among states; and assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the
programs funded under this initiative. Funds may be used for planning activities or
implementation activities.

This performance measure contributes to the National Drug Strategy by aligning with the core
area of improving information systems to better analyze, assess, and locally address drug use and
its consequences. The measure collects data on reports for the following users: prescribers,
pharmacies/pharmacists, law enforcement (police officers, correctional officers, sheriffs or
deputies, state coroners who are considered law enforcement and other law enforcement
personnel), regulatory agencies, patients, researchers, medical examiners/coroners, drug
treatment programs, drug court judges, and others.

For both solicited and unsolicited reports, it should be noted that these targets are difficult to
predict due to a great deal of variance in these measures. Unsolicited reports pose a greater
challenge, as each state has different laws on whether or not unsolicited reports can be generated.
The target of solicited reports for CY 2013 was greatly exceeded by over 3 million reports. This
measure is greatly impacted by varying laws and policies pertaining to solicited reports in each
state. Additionally, it is impacted by the various prescribing practices of doctors, investigative
capability of states investigative and regulatory agencies, demand for scheduled drugs, and
capabilities of various state level PDMPs to generate solicited reports.

The target for unsolicited reports for CY 2013 also exceeded the target by 2,201 reports. This
measure is greatly impacted by varying laws and policies pertaining to unsolicited reports in each
state. Some states do not allow unsolicited reporting. As with solicited reports, it is impacted by
the various prescribing practices of doctors, investigative capability of states investigative and
regulatory agencies, demand for scheduled drugs, and capabilities of various state level PDMPs
to generate solicited reports.

Data for this measure are reported on a calendar year basis and, as a result, 2014 data will not be
available until May 2015.

Data Validation and Verification

BJA implemented the PMT to support grantees’ ability to identify, collect, and report
performance measurement data online for activities funded under their award. Program
managers obtain data from reports submitted by the grantee, telephone contact, and on-site
monitoring of grantee performance. Grantees report data in the PMT and create a report, which
is uploaded to GMS, and reviewed by BJA program managers.

The PMT has real-time data accuracy checks for out-of-range and inconsistent values. Data are
validated and verified through a review by program managers, which include an additional level
of validation conducted by analysts who review the data quarterly using statistical testing
methods.
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Performance Measure 4: Percent Increase in RISS Inquiries for the RISS Program

Decision Unit: Regional Information Sharing System

Table 5: Percent increase in RISS inquires

FY 2012 | FY 2013 | FY 2014 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Target Actual Target
16% 7% 10% 11% 10%

* Note: Data are not available for years prior to FY 2012

The Regional Information Sharing System (RISS) program, administered by BJA, provides
services and resources that directly impact law enforcement’s ability to successfully resolve
criminal investigations and prosecute offenders, while providing the critical officer safety event
deconfliction® necessary to keep the men and women of our law enforcement community safe.
RISS supports an all-crimes approach, so not all inquiries to RISS are related to narcotics
investigation; however, RISS’s resources, systems, and investigative support services do support
narcotics investigations based on requests for service and inquiries from the field. Numerous
narcotics investigators benefit from RISS’s intelligence systems, investigative resources, officer
safety deconfliction, and support services. Law enforcement officers utilize all aspects of RISS’s
services to assist in case resolution, including analytical products, equipment loans, confidential
funds, access to intelligence and investigative databases, officer safety tools, publications, and
training.

In FY 2014, the total number of inquiries increased by 11%. The percent increase of RISS
inquiries includes inquiries made by authorized users to a variety of RISS resources, including
the RISS Criminal Intelligence Databases (RISSIntel), the RISS search capability, as well as a
number of other investigative resources, such as the RISS Property and Recovery Tracking
System (formerly known as the RISS Pawnshop Database), the Master Telephone Index, and the
Pseudoephedrine Violator database. The number of RISS inquiries by users is impacted by the
types of crimes under investigation; the complexities of those crimes; regional changes and
needs; and a variety of other factors.

Although the RISS Program received level funding from FY 2013 to FY 2014, the RISS Centers
continued to work at a reduced services level. Many of the Centers have not replaced staff,
reduced or eliminated some services, but continue to respond to the requests made by their
membership. The members do understand that some of their requests may take a longer response
due to the reduced staffing. The demand for services have not reduced and additional
intelligence data sources have come online bringing the number of intelligence databases
available in the federated search to 37 with additional agencies’ databases scheduled for
connection in 2015. In addition, RISS is playing a key role in the collaboration effort to
interface the deconfliction systems nationwide.

¢ Comprehensive and nationwide deconfliction system that is accessible on a 24/7/365 basis and available to all law
enforcement agencies. Officers are able to enter event data on a 24/7 basis, but do not have the ability to see other
officers” entries into the system.
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Data Validation and Verification

Data for the RISS program are not reported in the PMT. The six RISS centers and the RISS
Office of Information Technology (OIT) report their performance information to the Institute for
Intergovernmental Research (I1IR), the administrative support grantee for the RISS program. 1IR
aggregates the data to develop the RISS quarterly report, which is submitted to BJA through
GMS, as part of lIR’s reporting requirements for the grant. At the end of the fiscal year,
performance data for the RISS are provided in quarterly reports via GMS by the administrative
grantee for the RISS program.

Program managers obtain data from these reports, telephone contact, and grantee meetings as a
method to monitor IR, the six RISS Centers, and the RISS OIT for grantee performance. Data
are validated and verified through a review of grantee support documentation obtained by
program managers.

Performance Measure 5: Completion Rate for Individuals Participating in Drug-Related
JAG Programs

Decision Unit: Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant Program

Table 6: Completion rate for individuals participating in drug-related JAG programs

FY 2013 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2014 FY 2015
Target Actual Target Actual Target
20% 59% 25% 62% 57%

* Note: Data are not available for years prior to FY 2013

The Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) Program, administered by BJA, is
the leading source of Federal justice funding to state and local jurisdictions. The JAG program
focuses on criminal justice related needs of states, tribes, and local governments by providing
these entities with critical funding necessary to support a range of program areas, including law
enforcement; prosecution, courts, and indigent defense; crime prevention and education;
corrections and community corrections; drug treatment and enforcement; program planning,
evaluation, and technology improvement; and crime victim and witness initiatives. The activities
conducted under each program area are broad, and include such activities as: hiring and
maintaining staff, overtime for staff, training, and purchasing equipment and/or supplies. More
specifically, the drug treatment and enforcement program activities include treatment (inpatient
or outpatient) as well as clinical assessment, detoxification, counseling, and aftercare.

The completion rate for individuals participating in drug related JAG programs captures the

percentage of total participants who are able to successfully complete all drug treatment program
requirements. This measure supports the mission of the National Drug Control Strategy because
these federal funded programs help to provide care and treatment for those who are addicted. In
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providing treatment for those who are addicted, this measure also addresses the original intent of
the JAG program by using an innovative treatment approach to prevent and reduce crime.

The targets for FY 2013 and FY 2014 were exceeded by 39 and 37 percentage points
respectively. The data show a steady completion rate over the time period and a similar
completion rate for those in drug court programs versus those in treatment programs.

The target for FY 2015 drug-related JAG programs is 57%. The drug-related JAG programs
measure is constructed of completion rates from JAG funded drug court programs, which is
made up approximately 60% of 2014 JAG drug-related funding, and JAG funded treatment
programs, which accounted for approximately 40% of 2014 JAG drug-related funding. JAG
funded drug treatment programs and JAG funded drug courts individually had the same success
rate of 62% in 2014. Since these success rates are the same and the majority of this funding is
focused on drug courts, the new target is constructed considering the national average graduation
rate for drug courts; the 2013, and 2014 actual graduation rates from the drug-related JAG
programs as a whole. Note that the JAG funding has no requirements for the nature of these
programs, so the participants served may be low-risk/low-needs and therefor more likely to
succeed as compared to programs that focus on high-risk/high-needs populations. This is likely
the reason why the actual graduation rates for the drug-related JAG programs over the last two
years have been higher than the actual graduation rates for the BJA funded drug court programs.

Data Validation and Verification

BJA implemented the PMT to support grantees’ ability to identify, collect, and report
performance measurement data online for activities funded under their award. Program
managers obtain data from reports submitted by grantee, telephone contact, and on-site
monitoring of grantee performance. Grantees report data in the PMT and create a report, which
is uploaded to GMS. Program managers review the reports.

The PMT has real-time data accuracy checks for out-of-range and inconsistent values. Data are
validated and verified through a review by program managers, which include an additional level
of validation conducted by analysts who review the data quarterly using statistical testing
methods.

Performance Measure 6: Number of Participants in SCA-funded Programs

Decision Unit: Second Chance Act Program

Table 7: Number of participants in SCA-funded programs

FY 2013 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2014 FY 2015
Target Actual Target Actual Target
7,120 8,253 7,830 7,047 9,984

* Note: Data are not available for years prior to FY 2013
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The Second Chance Act of 2007 (Public Law 110-199) reformed the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968. The SCA is an investment in programs proven to reduce
recidivism and the financial burden of corrections on state and local governments, while
increasing public safety. The bill authorizes $165 million in grants to state and local government
agencies and community organizations to provide employment and housing assistance, substance
abuse treatment, family programming, mentoring, victim support and other services that help
people returning from prison and jail to safely and successful reintegrate into the community.
The legislation provides support to eligible applicants for the development and implementation
of comprehensive and collaborative strategies that address the challenges posed by reentry to
increase public safety and reduce recidivism.

While BJA funds six separate SCA grant programs, for the purposes of this performance
measure, data from only two grant programs are used. The first program is the Targeting
Offenders with Co-Occurring Substance Abuse and Mental Health Program. This SCA grant
program provides funding to state and local government agencies and federally recognized
Indian tribes to implement or expand both pre- and post-release treatment programs for
individuals with co-occurring substance abuse and mental health disorders. The second program
is the Family-Based Prisoner Substance Abuse Treatment Program. This grant program is
designed to implement or expand family-based treatment programs for adults in prisons or jails.
These programs provide comprehensive substance abuse treatment and parenting programs for
incarcerated parents of minor children and also provide treatment and other services to the
participating offenders’ minor children and family members. Program services are available
during incarceration as well as during reentry back into the community.

The total number of participants in SCA funded programs is a measure of the grant program’s
goal of helping ex-offenders successfully reenter the community following criminal justice
system involvement, by addressing their substance abuse challenges. The total number of
participants’ measure demonstrates how many ex-offenders have participated in substance
abuse-focused reentry services.

For FY 2013, many of the programs had high participation and enrollment rates meaning that
they had high utilization and effectively reached their target populations. When compared to
FY 2014, the number of operational programs was higher. These factors accounted for a high
number of new participants.

For FY 2014, there were many new grantees that marked that they were not operational when the
data was collected. Also, the number of grantees has decreased when compared to previous
years due to a decrease in appropriations. SCA family-based program grantees dropped by half,
and co-occurring program grantees dropped by 10 percent, which contributed to not meeting the
target.

Data Validation and Verification

BJA implemented the PMT to support grantees’ ability to identify, collect, and report
performance measurement data online for activities funded under their award. Program
managers obtain data from reports submitted by grantee, telephone contact, and on-site
monitoring of grantee performance. Grantees report data in the PMT and create a report, which
is uploaded to GMS, and reviewed by BJA program managers.
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The PMT has real-time data accuracy checks for out-of-range and inconsistent values. Data are
validated and verified through a review by program managers, which include an additional level

of validation conducted by analysts who review the data quarterly using statistical testing
methods.
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U.S. Department of Justice

Office of the Inspector General

Washington, D.C. 20530

Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report
on Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds
and Related Performance

Director
Executive Office for U.S. Attorneys
U.S. Department of Justice

We have reviewed the accompanying Office of National Drug Control
Policy (ONDCP) Detailed Accounting Submission, which includes Management’s
Assertion Statement, Table of Drug Control Obligations, and the related disclosures;
and the Performance Summary Report, which includes Management’s Assertion
Statement and the related performance information, of the U.S. Department of
Justice’s Executive Office for United States Attorneys (EOUSA) for the fiscal year
ended September 30, 2014. The EOUSA’s management is responsible for the
Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards
contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of
the United States. An attestation review is substantially less in scope than an
examination, the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion on the
ONDCP Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Management of the EOUSA prepared the Detailed Accounting Submission and
the Performance Summary Report to comply with the requirements of the ONDCP
Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated
January 18, 2013, and as otherwise agreed to with the ONDCP.

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe
that the Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report for
the fiscal year ended September 30, 2014, are not presented, in all material
respects, in conformity with the ONDCP’s Circular, Accounting of Drug Control
Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, and as otherwise
agreed to with the ONDCP.
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Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report on Annual Accounting of Drug Control
Funds and Related Performance
Page 2

This report is intended solely for the information and use of EOUSA
management, the ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and
should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

A e

Mark L. Hayes, CPA, CFE

Director, Financial Statement Audit Office
Office of the Inspector General

U.S. Department of Justice

January 16, 2015
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U.S. Department of Justice

Executive Office for United States Attorneys

Resource Management and Planning Staff Swite 2200, Bicentennial Building {202) 252-5600
600 E Street, NIV FAX (202) 252-560!
Washington, DC 20530

Detailed Accounting Submission
Management’s Assertion Statement
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

On the basis of the United States Attorneys management control program, and in accordance
with the guidance of the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s (ONDCP) Circular,
Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, we
assert that the United States Attorneys’ system of accounting, use of estimates, and systems of
internal controls provide reasonable assurance that:

1. The drug methodology used by the United States Attorneys to calculate obligations of
budgetary resources by function is reasonable and accurate in all material respects.

2. The drug methodology disclosed in this statement was the actual drug methodology
used to generate the Table of Drug Control Obligations.

3. The data presented are associated with obligations against a financial plan that did not
require revision for reprogrammings or transfers during FY 2014.

4. The United States Attorneys did not have any ONDCP Fund Control Notices issued
in FY 2014.

U et Sowan b, 20rE

PAul W. Suddes Dat
Chief Financial Officer ate
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U.S. Department of Justice
United States Attorneys
Detailed Accounting Submission
Table of Drug Control Obligations
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014
(Dollars in Millions)

Drug Obligations by Budget Decision Unit and Function: FY 2014
Decision Unit: Criminal Actual Obligations
Prosecution 90.45
Total Criminal Decision Unit 90.45
Total Drug Control Obligations $ 90.45

High-Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) Obligations $ 0.74
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U.S. Department of Justice
United States Attorneys
Detailed Accounting Submission
Related Disclosures
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Disclosure 1: Drug Methodology

The United States Attorneys work in conjunction with law enforcement to disrupt domestic and
international drug trafficking and narcotics production through comprehensive investigations and
prosecutions of criminal organizations. A core mission of each of the United States Attorneys’
Offices (USAO:s) is to prosecute violations of federal drug trafficking, controlled substance,
money laundering, and related laws in order to deter continued illicit drug distribution and use in
the United States. This mission includes utilizing the grand jury process to investigate and
uncover criminal conduct and subsequently presenting the evidence in court as part of
prosecution of individuals and organizations who violate Federal law. USAOs also work to
dismantle criminal drug organizations through asset forfeiture, thereby depriving drug traffickers
of the proceeds of illegal activities.

In addition to this traditional prosecutorial role, efforts to discourage illegal drug use and to
prevent recidivism by convicted drug offenders also form important parts of the drug control
mission of the USAOs. Each USAO is encouraged to become involved in reentry programs that
may help prevent future crime, including drug crimes. Reentry programs, such as reentry courts,
typically include access to drug treatment and support for recovery. Prosecutors and USAO staff
also participate in community outreach through initiatives that educate communities about the
hazards of drug abuse.

The United States Attorneys community does not receive a specific appropriation for drug-
related work in support of the National Drug Control Strategy. The United States Attorneys drug
resources are part of, and included within, the United States Attorneys annual Salaries and
Expenses (S&E) Appropriation. As a result of not having a specific line item for drug resources
within our appropriation, the United States Attorneys have developed a drug budget
methodology based on workload data. The number of workyears dedicated to non-OCDETF
drug-related prosecutions is taken as a percentage of total workload. This percentage is then
multiplied against total obligations to derive estimated drug-related obligations.

Data — All financial information for the United States Attorneys is derived from
Department of Justice’s (DOJ’s) Financial Management System 2 (FMIS2). Workload
information is derived from the United States Attorneys’ USA-5 Reporting System.

Financial Systems — FMIS2 is DOJ’s financial system. Obligations in this system can
also be reconciled with the enacted appropriation.
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Disclosure 2: Methodology Modifications

No modifications were made to the methodology from prior years.

Disclosure 3: Material Weaknesses or Other Findings

The United States Attorneys community is a component within the DOJ Offices, Boards and
Divisions (OBDs). For FY 2014, the OBDs were included in the DOJ consolidated audit and did
not receive a separate financial statements audit. The DOJ’s consolidated audit FY 2014
Independent Auditors’ Report on Internal Control over Financial Reporting revealed no material
weaknesses.

Disclosure 4: Reprogrammings or Transfers

There were no drug-related reprogrammings or transfers in FY 2014.
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U.S. Department of Justice

Executive Office for United States Attorneys

Office of the Director Suite 2261, RFK Main Justice Building  (202) 252-10G0
950G Pennsylvania Avene, NI
Washington, DC 20530

Performance Summary Report
Management’s Assertion Statement
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

On the basis of the United States Attomeys management control program, and in accordance
with the guidance of the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s (ONDCP) Circular,
Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, we
assert that the United States Attorneys’ system of performance reporting provides reasonable
assurance that:

1. The United States Attorneys use the United States Attorneys’ Legal Information
Office Network System (LIONS), an electronic national case management system, to
capture performance information accurately and LIONS was properly applied to
generate the performance data.

2. The United States Attorneys do not set drug-related targets, but report out actual
statistics on two drug-related performance measures.

3, The methodology described to report performance measures for the current year is
reasonable given past performance and available resources.

4, The United States Attorneys have established at least one acceptable performance
measure for each decision unit, as agreed to by ONDCP, for which a significant
amount of obligations ($1 million or 50 percent of the agency drug budget, whichever
is less) were incurred in the previous fiscal year. Each performnance ineasure
considers the intended purpose of the National Drug Control Program activity.

g/ Dol

Nofman Wong, Dep@y Director and Date
Counsel to the Director

115




U.S. Department of Justice
United States Attorneys
Performance Summary Report
Related Performance Information
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Performance Measures: Conviction Rate for Drug Related Offenses & Percentage of
Defendants Sentenced to Prison

The United States Attorneys’ Offices (USAOs) investigate and prosecute the vast majority of
criminal cases brought by the federal government to include drug related topics. USAOs receive
most of their criminal referrals, or “matters,” from federal investigative agencies, including the
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), the Bureau
of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF), the United States Immigration and
Customs Enforcement (ICE), the United States Secret Service, and the United States Postal
Inspection Service. The Executive Office for the United States Attorneys (EOUSA) supported
the 2014 National Drug Control Strategy through reducing the threat, trafficking, use, and related
violence of illegal drugs. The FY 2014 performance of the drug control mission of the United
States Attorneys within the Department of Justice is based on agency Government Performance
and Results Act documents and other agency information.

The USAOs do not set conviction rate targets. The USAOSs report actual conviction rates to
EOUSA through a case management system, known as United States Attorneys’ Legal
Information Office Network System (LIONS). EOUSA categorizes narcotics cases prosecuted
by the USAOs into two different types -- Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force
(OCDETF) cases and non-OCDETF narcotics cases. In light of the attestation by the OCDETF
Executive Office, EOUSA provides a summary report for only non-OCDETF narcotic cases in
FY 2014:

U.S. Attorneys

FY 2011 | FY 2012 | FY 2013 | FY 2014 | FY 2014 | FY 2015
Selected Measures of Performance Achieved | Achieved | Achieved | Target* | Achieved | Target*

» | Conviction Rate for drug related defendants 92% 92% 91% NA 92% NA
» | Percentage of defendants sentenced to prison 89% 90% 89% NA 89% NA

* The USAOs do not set conviction rate targets. Therefore the targets for FY 2014 and 2015 are not available.
Actual conviction rate for FY 2015 will be presented in the FY 2015 submission.
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Additional Performance Related Information:

A small selection of cases from FY 2014 is presented below and illustrates the efforts of the
USAO:s in prosecuting large—scale drug trafficking organizations.

District of Maryland

This successful prosecution targeted a heroin and marijuana drug trafficking organization that
stretched from Mexico to Maryland. According to testimony at trial, Amir Ali Faraz of Laredo,
Texas transported between one and two kilograms of white powder heroin and black tar heroin
during each trip from Mexico to Maryland, solicited purchasers and distributed the heroin and
marijuana in the Maryland area.

On July 7, 2014, the U.S. District Court sentenced Amir Ali Faraz to 20 years in prison, followed
by 10 years of supervised release, for conspiracy to distribute heroin and marijuana, possession
with intent to distribute heroin, using a phone in furtherance of drug trafficking and interstate
travel to promote drug trafficking activities. Co-conspirator Ricardo Rodriguez, also of Laredo,
Texas, was sentenced to 78 months in prison, followed by five years of supervised release, for
conspiracy to distribute heroin and marijuana, and for using a cell phone in furtherance of drug
trafficking. Faraz and Rodriguez were convicted on January 24, 2014, after a 12-day jury trial.
Three additional co-conspirators pleaded guilty and received sentences ranging from 64 to 92
months.

District of Montana

On August 29, 2014, the United States District Court sentenced Robert Farrell Armstrong, also
known as "Dr. Bob," to 240 months in prison, to be followed by a term of 5 years supervised
release, for distributing large amounts of essentially pure methamphetamine through a network
of subordinate drug traffickers from Washington State to Montana. This case resulted from
Project Safe Bakken, an interagency effort by the United States Attorneys for Montana and
North Dakota and the Attorneys General for Montana and North Dakota, as well as a number of
federal, state, local, and tribal law enforcement agencies designed to fight crime in the Bakken
Region of eastern Montana and western North Dakota. The DEA, Montana Division of Criminal
Investigations (MDCI), Sidney Police Department, Sweet Grass Sheriff's Department, Montana
Highway Patrol, and the United States Border Patrol participated in the investigation of
Armstrong and his accomplices as part of "Operation Oil Patch Kids." As of August 29, 2014,
the investigation resulted in the convictions of 19 individuals for federal crimes related to
Armstrong's drug trafficking organization.

District of North Dakota

OCDETEF investigation “Operation Stolen Youth” culminated in the successful prosecution of 15
defendants for distributing deadly analogue controlled substances in the Grand Forks area. In
June 2012, two teenagers died from overdoses caused by these substances. The investigation
revealed that several young adults in the Grand Forks area distributed various analogue
substances acquired from an internet based company near Houston, Texas hamed Motion
Resources. This company imported these substances from overseas and distributed them across
the United States. Charles William Carlton, 29, of Katy, Texas, was identified as the leader and
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was sentenced to serve 20 years and 6 months in prison for his role in the conspiracy. Carlton
was also ordered to forfeit $385,000 in proceeds related to Motion Resources. The sentences for
the other defendants ranged from probation to 20 years imprisonment.

Southern District of Texas

The U.S. District Court sentenced Rafael Cardenas Vela, a one-time Gulf Cartel plaza boss and
the nephew of the gang’s former leader, to 20 years in prison on November 17, 2014 in
Brownsville, Texas. Cardenas Vela must pay a $1 million fine and forfeit $5 million and
property he has in Brownsville. Cardenas Vela had previously pleaded guilty to conspiring to
possess with intent to distribute more than five kilograms of cocaine and more than 1,000
kilograms of marijuana. He was one of several Gulf Cartel plaza bosses arrested in the Rio
Grande Valley in the fall of 2011 as the gang’s upper echelons tried to slip across the border to
escape internal conflict in Mexico. Agents arrested Cardenas Vela in October 2011 in Port
Isabel. He later testified against childhood-friend-turned rival, Juan Roberto Rincon, in Rincon’s
2012 trial.

District of Vermont

On October 31, 2014, Joshua Rose, 21, of New York, was sentenced by the U.S. District Court to
seventy-five months imprisonment on his guilty plea to a charge of conspiracy to distribute 100
grams or more of heroin. According to court documents, Rose trafficked 400 to 700 grams of
heroin from New York City to Rutland, New York during 2012. On September 4, 2012, Rose
was arrested by the New York Police Department with 110 grams of heroin bound for Rutland.
For the next six months, Devon Cruz, 29, and Charles Hercules, 23, both of New York, who had
been assisting Rose, continued the heroin trafficking operation. The three New York men sold
the heroin in Rutland primarily through several heroin-addicted local residents.

On August 29, 2012, approximately one week before Rose’s arrest, David C. Blanchard Ill, of
Rutland, died from an overdose of the heroin distributed by Rose and his associates. All of the
defendants entered guilty pleas to the conspiracy charge, except Phillips, who pled guilty to
aiding and abetting Rose’s possession with intent to distribute heroin. The sentences for the co-
conspirators ranged from 37 to 69 months.

Data Validation and Verification

The Department of Justice views data reliability and validity as critically important in the
planning and assessment of its performance. EOUSA makes every effort to constantly improve
the completeness and reliability of its performance information by performing “data scrubs”
(routine examination of current and historical data sets, as well as looking toward the future for
trends) to ensure the data relied upon to make day-to-day management decisions are as accurate
and reliable as possible, and targets are ambitious enough given the resources provided.

The Director, EOUSA, with the concurrence of the Attorney General's Advisory Committee,
issued a Continuous Case Management Data Quality Improvement Plan on May 1, 1996. This
program is a major, ongoing initiative, that not only will enhance the success of the LIONS
implementation effort, but also will result in more reliable data which is used for a wide variety
of internal management awareness and accountability, as well as provide additional training for
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all personnel involved in the process (docket personnel, system managers, line attorneys and
their secretaries, and supervisory attorney personnel), in order to meet current information
gathering needs and to be prepared for LIONS.

Established in 1995, the Data Analysis Staff is the primary source of statistical information and
analysis for EOUSA. This caseload data was extracted from LIONS. Beginning in FY 1997,
each district was to establish a Quality Improvement Plan. Beginning in June 1996, each United
States Attorney must personally certify the accuracy of their data as of April 1 and October 1 of
each year.
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U.S. Department of Justice

Office of the Inspector General

Washington, D.C. 20530

Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report
on Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds
and Related Performance

Director

Executive Office for the Organized Crime
Drug Enforcement Task Forces

U.S. Department of Justice

We have reviewed the accompanying Office of National Drug Control
Policy (ONDCP) Detailed Accounting Submission, which includes Management’s
Assertion Statement, Table of Drug Control Obligations, and the related disclosures;
and the Performance Summary Report, which includes Management’s Assertion
Statement and the related performance information, of the U.S. Department of
Justice’s Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF) for the fiscal
year ended September 30, 2014. The OCDETF’'s management is responsible for the
Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards
contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of
the United States. An attestation review is substantially less in scope than an
examination, the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion on the
ONDCP Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Management of the OCDETF prepared the Detailed Accounting Submission
and the Performance Summary Report to comply with the requirements of the
ONDCEP Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary,
dated January 18, 2013, and as otherwise agreed to with the ONDCP.

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe
that the Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report for
the fiscal year ended September 30, 2014, are not presented, in all material
respects, in conformity with the ONDCP’s Circular, Accounting of Drug Control
Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, and as otherwise
agreed to with the ONDCP.
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Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report on Annual Accounting of Drug Control
Funds and Related Performance
Page 2

This report is intended solely for the information and use of OCDETF
management, the ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and
should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

A o

Mark L. Hayes, CPA, CFE

Director, Financial Statement Audit Office
Office of the Inspector General

U.S. Department of Justice

January 16, 2015
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U.S. Department of Justice

Executive Office for Organized Crime Drug
Enforcement Task Forces

Detailed Accounting Submission
Management’s Assertion Statement
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

On the basts of the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF) management
control program, and in accordance with the guidance of the Office of National Drug Control
Policy’s (ONDCP) Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary,
dated January 18, 2013, we assert that the OCDETF system of accounting, use of estimates, and
systems of internal controls provide reasonable assurance that:

1. Obligations reported by budget decision unit are the actual obligations from
OCDETF’s accounting system of record for these budget decision units.

2. The drug methodology used by OCDETF to calculate obligations of budgetary
resources by function is reasonable and accurate in all material respects.

3. The drug methodology disclosed in this statement was the actual drug methodology
used to generate the Table of Drug Control Obligations.

4. The data presented are associated with obligations against a financial plan that did not
require revision for reprogrammings or transfers during FY 2014.

5. OCDETF did not have any ONDCP Fund Control Notices issued in FY 2014.
QM January 16,2015
v

Peter Maxey, Budget Diré tor : Date
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U.S. Department of Justice
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF) Program
Detailed Accounting Submission
Table of Drug Control Obligations
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014
Dollars in Millions
Total
FY 2014
Actual
Obligations
Drug Obligations by Decision Unit and Function
Investigations:
Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) $ 195.95
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) $ 135.85
U.S. Marshals Service (USMS) $ 8.60
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF) $ 11.30
OCDETF Fusion Center (OFC) $ 10.69
International Organized Crime (10C-2) $ 1.04
TOTAL INVESTIGATIVE DECISION UNIT $ 363.43
Prosecutions:
U.S. Attorneys (USAS) $ 146.90
Criminal Division (CRM) $ 2.13
EXO Threat Response Unit (TRU) $ 0.72
TOTAL PROSECUTORIAL DECISION UNIT $ 149.75
Total Drug Control Obligations $ 513.18
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U.S. Department of Justice
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces Program
Detailed Accounting Submission
Related Disclosures
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Disclosure 1: Drug Methodology

The Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF) Program is comprised of
member agencies from three different Departments: the Department of Justice (DOJ), the
Department of Treasury (Treasury), and the Department of Homeland Security (DHS).
Beginning in FY 1998 and continuing through FY 2003, OCDETF member agencies were
funded through separate appropriations. (Prior to the creation of DHS, which involved the
transfer of the U.S. Coast Guard to DHS from the Department of Transportation, OCDETF was
funded in DOJ, Treasury and Transportation appropriations.)

During FY 2004 and FY 2005, the DOJ’s Interagency Crime and Drug Enforcement (ICDE)
appropriation included funding to reimburse agencies in the DOJ, Treasury and DHS for their
participation in the OCDETF Program. The availability of a consolidated budget has been
critical to the OCDETF Program’s ability both to ensure the proper and strategic use of
OCDETEF resources and to effectively monitor Program performance across all Departments and
participating agencies. However, Congress repeatedly expressed concern with funding non-DOJ
agencies via a DOJ appropriations account, and in FY 2005, Congress decreased base funding
for non-DOJ program participants.

Recognizing that uncertainty surrounding funding levels for non-DOJ participants posed great
difficulties for OCDETF in terms of program planning and administration, the Administration
has not submitted a consolidated budget for the program since FY 2007. Instead, funding for the
OCDETF Program’s non-DOJ partners was requested through direct appropriations for Treasury
and DHS. Currently, only DOJ OCDETF appropriated funding comes from the ICDE account.

The OCDETF Program is directly charged with carrying out the DOJ drug supply reduction
strategy, and all of its activities are aimed at achieving a measurable reduction in the availability
of drugs in this country. The disruption and dismantlement of drug trafficking networks
operating regionally, nationally, and internationally is a critical component of the supply
reduction effort. In particular, the OCDETF Program requires that in each OCDETF case,
investigators identify and target the financial infrastructure that permits the drug organization to
operate.

The Table of Drug Control Obligations was prepared in accordance with the Office of National
Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance
Summary, dated January 18, 2013. The Table represents obligations from the ICDE account
incurred by OCDETF for drug control purposes. All amounts are net of reimbursable
agreements.

Data - All accounting information for the OCDETF Program is derived from the DOJ
Financial Management Information System 2 (FMIS2). ICDE resources are reported as
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100 percent drug-related because the entire focus of the OCDETF Program is drug
control.

Financial Systems - FMIS2 is the financial system used to provide all ICDE obligation
data. Obligations that are derived by this system reconcile with the enacted appropriations
and carryover balances.

The Administration’s request for the OCDETF Program reflects a restructuring that collapses the
OCDETF Program'’s four areas - Investigations, Drug Intelligence, Prosecution, and
Administrative Support- into two decision units- Investigations and Prosecutions. Under this
methodology, the Administrative Support of the OCDETF Executive Office is pro-rated among
decision units based on the percentage of appropriated ICDE Program funding. Additionally,
Drug Intelligence Costs is reported as part of the Investigations Decision Unit.

The OCDETF Program’s Decision Units are divided according to the two major activities of the
Task Force — Investigations and Prosecutions — and reflect the amount of reimbursable ICDE
resources appropriated for each participating agency. With respect to the Table of Drug Control
Obligations, the calculated amounts were derived from the FMIS2 system as follows:

a. Investigations Function - This decision unit includes the reimbursable resources that
support investigative activities of the following participating agencies: the Drug
Enforcement Administration; Federal Bureau of Investigation; the Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives; the U.S. Marshals Service; the OCDETF Fusion
Center; and the International Organized Crime. The methodology applies 100 percent of
the resources that support the OCDETF Program’s investigative activities.

b. Prosecution Function - This decision unit includes the reimbursable prosecution resources
for the following participating DOJ agencies: the U.S. Attorneys; the Criminal Division;
and the OCDETF Executive Office Threat Response Unit. The methodology applies 100
percent of the OCDETF Program’s Prosecution resources to the Prosecution Decision
Unit.

Disclosure 2: Methodology Modifications

The overall methodology to calculate drug control obligations has not been modified from
previous years.

Disclosure 3: Material Weaknesses or Other Findings

The OCDETF Program is a component within the DOJ Offices, Boards and Divisions (OBDs).
For FY 2014, the OBDs were included in the DOJ consolidated audit and did not receive a
separate financial statements audit. The DOJ’s consolidated FY 2014 Independent Auditors’
Report on Internal Control over Financial Reporting revealed no material weaknesses.

Disclosure 4: Reprogrammings or Transfers

There were no reprogrammings or transfers in FY 2014.

130



Organized Crime Drug Enforcement
Task Forces Program
Performance Summary Report

131




This page intentionally left blank.

132



U.S. Department of Justice

Executive Office for Organized Crime Drug
Enforcement Task Forces

Performance Summary Report
Management’s Assertion Statement
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

On the basis of the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF) management
control program, and in accordance with the guidance of the Office of National Drug Control
Policy’s (ONDCP) Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary,
dated January 18, 2013, we assert that the OCDETF system of performance reporting provides
reasonable assurance that

1. OCDETF has a system to capture performance information accurately and that
system was properly applied to generate the performance data.

2. OCDETF met the reported performance targets for FY 2014.

3. The methodology described to establish performance targets for the current year is
reasonable given past performance and available resources.

4. OCDETF has established at least one acceptable performance measure for each
budget decision unit, as agreed to by ONDCP, for which a significant amount of
obligations ($1 million or 50 percent of the agency drug budget, whichever is less)
were incurred in the previous fiscal year. Each performance measure considers the
intended purpose of the National Drug Control Program activity.

/[Zﬂ/-\ January 16, 2015

Peter Maxey, Budge irector Date
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U.S. Department of Justice
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF) Program
Performance Summary Report
Related Performance Information
For the Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Performance Measure: Consolidated Priority Organization Target (CPOT) -Linked
Trafficking Organizations Disrupted and Dismantled

The disruption and dismantlement of a drug organization is a very complex operation that begins
with investigative and intelligence activities by federal agents and culminates in federal
prosecution of the parties involved. Therefore, the Office of National Drug Control Policy
(ONDCP) agreed to the OCDETF Program reporting only one measure for both of the OCDETF
Decision Units (Investigations and Prosecutions) as the efforts of both are needed to achieve the
results tracked by the measure.

The goal of the OCDETF Program is to identify, investigate, and prosecute the most significant
drug trafficking and money laundering organizations and their related enterprises, and to disrupt
and dismantle the operations of those organizations in order to reduce the illicit drug supply in
the United States. By dismantling and disrupting trafficking organizations that are CPOT-linked,
OCDETF is focusing enforcement efforts against organizations that include heads of narcotic
and/or money laundering organizations, poly-drug traffickers, clandestine manufacturers and
producers, and major drug transporters, all of whom are believed to be primarily responsible for
the domestic illicit drug supply. Additionally, the financial investigations conducted by
OCDETF are focused on eliminating the entire infrastructure of CPOT-linked organizations and
permanently removing the profits enjoyed by these most significant drug traffickers. Reducing
the nation’s illicit drug supply and permanently destroying the infrastructure of significant drug
trafficking organizations are critical pieces of the Attorney General’s Drug Strategy as well as
the National Drug Control Strategy. By reporting on the number of CPOT-linked organizations
being disrupted or dismantled, OCDETF clearly indicates the number of significant drug
organizations that have been impacted by law enforcement efforts.

Table:
FY 2011 | FY 2012 | FY 2013 |FY 2014 |FY 2014 |FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Target” Actual Target
Dismantlements | 128 113 1457 99 123* 89
Disruptions 231° 243 3017 210 22277 180

“ The FY 2014 targets in the FY 2013 Annual Report were updated after the issue of the FY 2013 OIG Report to ONDCP.
T Breakdown by agency for OCDETF is: 145 Dismantled (105 DEA and 40 FBI)
* Breakdown by agency for OCDETF is: 123 Dismantled (96 DEA and 30 FBI). The overlap of DEA and FBI in FY 2014
results in the reduction of three Dismantlements from the total numbers.
% Originally, there were 230 disruptions; however, there was one additional FBI disruption counted for FY 2011
after submission of this document.
** Breakdown by agency for OCDETF is: 301 Disrupted (177 DEA and 136 FBI). The overlap of DEA and FBI in FY 2013
results in the reduction of twelve Disruptions from the total numbers.
™ Breakdown by agency for OCDETF is: 222 Disrupted (85 DEA and 146 FBI). The overlap of DEA and FBI in FY 2014
results in the reduction of nine Disruptions from the total numbers.
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Disruptions and Dismantlements by Fiscal Year

301

FY 2011 Actual FY 2012 Actual FY 2013 Actual FY 2014 Target FY 2014 Actual FY 2015 Target

Number of Dismantlements/Disruptions

B Dismantlements m Disruptions

Despite diminished resources, OCDETF again achieved impressive results during FY 2014 in
dismantling and disrupting CPOT-linked drug trafficking organizations. OCDETF dismantled
123 CPOT-linked organizations in FY 2014, exceeding its target by 24%. OCDETF disrupted
222 CPOT-linked organizations in FY 2014, exceeding its target for disruptions by 6%. The
annual targets for the OCDETF Program’s performance measures are determined by examining
current year and prior year actuals. In addition to the historical factors, resources (including
funding and personnel) are also taken into account when formulating a respective target.

The FY 2015 OCDETF Dismantlements and Disruptions (D&D) target is based on the
percentage of FY 2014 OCDETF D&Ds to FY 2014 Department D&Ds, and the Department’s
FY 2015 target. In FY 2014, OCDETF D&Ds accounted for 52% of the Department’s
disruptions and 59% of the Department’s dismantlements. The Department’s targets for FY
2015 are 350 disruptions and 150 dismantlements. Therefore, the OCDETF D&D target for FY
2015 is 180 disruptions (or 52% of the Department’s disruptions); and 89 dismantlements (or
59% of the Department’s dismantlements).

Data Validation and Verification

The CPOT List is updated semi-annually. Each OCDETF agency has an opportunity to
nominate targets for addition to/deletion from the List. Nominations are considered by the
CPOT Working Group (made up of mid-level managers from the participating agencies).
Based upon the Working Group’s recommendations, the OCDETF Operations Chiefs decide
which organizations will be added to/deleted from the CPOT List.

Once a CPOT is added to the List, OCDETF investigations can be linked to that organization.
The links are reviewed and confirmed by OCDETF field managers using the OCDETF Fusion
Center, agency databases, and intelligence information. Field recommendations are reviewed
by the OCDETF Executive Office. In instances where a link is not fully substantiated, the
sponsoring agency is given the opportunity to follow-up. Ultimately, the OCDETF Executive
Office “un-links” any investigation for which sufficient justification has not been provided.
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When evaluating disruptions/dismantlements of CPOT-linked organizations, OCDETF verifies
reported information with the investigating agency’s headquarters.
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U.S. Department of Justice

Office of the Inspector General

Washington, D.C. 20530

Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report
on Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds
and Related Performance

Director
United States Marshals Service
U.S. Department of Justice

We have reviewed the accompanying Office of National Drug Control
Policy (ONDCP) Detailed Accounting Submission, which includes Management’s
Assertion Statement, Table of Drug Control Obligations, and the related disclosures;
and the Performance Summary Report, which includes Management’s Assertion
Statement and the related performance information, of the U.S. Department of
Justice’s United States Marshals Service (USMS) for the fiscal year ended
September 30, 2014. The USMS’s management is responsible for the Detailed
Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards
contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of
the United States. An attestation review is substantially less in scope than an
examination, the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion on the
ONDCP Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Management of the USMS prepared the Detailed Accounting Submission and
the Performance Summary Report to comply with the requirements of the ONDCP
Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated
January 18, 2013, and as otherwise agreed to with the ONDCP.

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe
that the Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report for
the fiscal year ended September 30, 2014, are not presented, in all material
respects, in conformity with the ONDCP’s Circular, Accounting of Drug Control
Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013, and as otherwise
agreed to with the ONDCP.
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Office of the Inspector General’s Independent Report on Annual Accounting of Drug Control
Funds and Related Performance
Page 2

This report is intended solely for the information and use of USMS
management, the ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and
should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

A o

Mark L. Hayes, CPA, CFE

Director, Financial Statement Audit Office
Office of the Inspector General

U.S. Department of Justice

January 16, 2015

140



United States Marshals Service
Detailed Accounting Submission

141




This page intentionally left blank.

142



143



U.S. Department of Justice
United States Marshals Service
Detailed Accounting Submission
Table of Drug Control Obligations
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014
(Dollars in Millions)

Drug Obligations by Budget Decision Unit and Function: FY 2014
Actual Obligations
Decision Unit #1: Fugitive Apprehension

International $ 1.23

Investigations $ 121.86
Total Fugitive Apprehension $ 123.09
Decision Unit #2: Judicial and Courthouse Security

State and Local Assistance $ 74.15
Total Judicial and Courthouse Security $ 74.15
Decision Unit #3: Prisoner Security and Transportation

State and Local Assistance $ 40.23
Total Prisoner Security and Transportation $ 40.23
Decision Unit #4: Detention Services

Corrections $ 506.69
Total Detention Services $ 506.69

Total Drug Control Obligations: USMS $ 744.16
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U.S. Department of Justice
United States Marshals Service
Detailed Accounting Submission
Related Disclosures
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

Disclosure 1: Drug Methodology

The USMS does not receive a specific appropriation for drug-related work in support of the
National Drug Control Strategy. Therefore, the USMS uses drug-related workload data to
develop drug control ratios for some decision units, and the average daily population (ADP) for
drug offenses to determine the drug prisoner population cost for the Detention Services decision
unit.

Three decision units, Fugitive Apprehension, Judicial and Courthouse Security, & Prisoner
Security and Transportation, are calculated using drug-related workload ratios applied to the
Salaries and Expenses (S&E) Appropriation. For the Fugitive Apprehension decision unit, the
USMS uses drug-related workload ratios based on the number of all warrants cleared including
felony offense classifications for federal, and state and local warrants such as narcotics
possession, manufacturing, and distribution. To calculate the drug-related workload percentage
for this decision unit, the USMS takes the drug-related warrants cleared and divides that number
by the total number of warrants cleared. For the Judicial and Courthouse Security, & Prisoner
Security and Transportation decision units, the USMS uses drug-related workload ratios based
only on in-custody, drug-related primary federal offenses such as various narcotics possession,
manufacturing, and distribution charges. Primary offense refers to the crime with which the
accused is charged that usually carries the most severe sentence. To calculate the drug-related
workload percentage for these two decision units, the USMS takes the primary drug-related
offenses in custody and divides that number by the total number of offenses in custody. The
USMS derives its drug-related obligations, for these three decision units, starting with the USMS
S&E Appropriation actual obligations at fiscal year-end as reported in the Standard Form 133,
Report on Budget Execution and Budgetary Resources. The previously discussed drug workload
ratios by decision unit are then applied to the total S&E obligations to derive the drug-related
obligations.

Detention services obligations are funded through the Federal Prisoner Detention (FPD)
Appropriation. The USMS is responsible for federal detention services relating to the housing
and care for federal detainees remanded to USMS custody, including detainees booked for drug
offenses. The FPD Appropriation funds the housing, transportation, medical care, and medical
guard services for the detainees. FPD resources are expended from the time a prisoner is brought
into USMS custody through termination of the criminal proceeding and/or commitment to the
Bureau of Prisons. The FPD appropriation does not include specific resources dedicated to the
housing and care of the drug prisoner population. Therefore, for the Detention Services decision
unit, the methodology used to determine the cost associated with the drug prisoner population is
to multiply the ADP for drug offenses by the per diem rate (housing cost per day), which is then
multiplied by the number of days in the year.
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Data — All accounting information for the USMS, to include S&E and FPD
appropriations, is derived from the USMS Unified Financial Management System
(UFMS). The population counts and the daily rates paid for each detention facility
housing USMS prisoners are maintained by the USMS in the Justice Detainee
Information System (JDIS). The data describe the actual price charged by state, local,
and private detention facility operators and is updated on an as needed, case-by-case basis
when rate changes are implemented. In conjunction with daily reports of prisoners
housed, a report is compiled describing the price paid for non-federal detention space on
a weekly and monthly basis. Data are reported on both district and national levels. The
daily population counts and corresponding per diem rate data capture actuals for the
detention population count and for the expenditures to house the population.

Financial Systems — UFMS is the financial system that provides USMS with obligation
data. Obligations in this system can also be reconciled with the enacted appropriation.

Disclosure 2: Methodology Modifications

The USMS drug methodology applied is consistent with prior years and there were no
modifications.

Disclosure 3: Material Weaknesses or Other Findings

The USMS received an unmodified opinion (clean audit) with no reported material weaknesses
or significant deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting, as well as no instances of
non-compliance or other matters.

Disclosure 4: Reprogrammings and Transfers

There were no reprogrammings or transfers that directly affected drug-related budgetary
resources.
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U.S. Department of Justice
United States Marshals Service
Performance Summary Report
Related Performance Information
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2014

The USMS did not have drug-related targets for FY 2014 for performance measures 1 and 2, as
agreed to by the ONDCP, but reported actual statistics on drug-related performance measures.

Performance Measure 1: Percent of Warrants Cleared for Drug-Related Charges

One primary function of the USMS is to execute court orders and apprehend fugitives. The
Fugitive Apprehension decision unit undertakes these activities; the portions of which that are
respondent to drug-related warrants support the National Drug Control Strategy. Through the
development of programs such as the Major Case Fugitive Program, Regional Fugitive Task
Forces, and International Fugitive Investigations, the USMS partners with state and local law
enforcement and other law enforcement organizations to apprehend wanted individuals. Within
the USMS organization, Deputy U.S. Marshals in the 94 federal judicial districts perform the
majority of the apprehension work, while receiving support from headquarters divisions and
partner organizations. Warrants cleared include felony offense classifications for federal, and
state and local warrants. The cleared percentage is calculated by dividing Drug-Related
Warrants Cleared by the number of Total Warrants Cleared.

Fiscal Year % Drug-Related Total Warrants Drug-Related
Warrants Cleared Cleared Warrants Cleared
2011 Actual 34.0% 136,832 46,471
2012 Actual 33.5% 138,028 46,200
2013 Actual 33.7% 130,368 43,920
2014 Actual 33.2% 127,797 42,483
2015 Estimate 33.6%

For FY 2015, the USMS estimates 33.6% of Total Warrants Cleared will be drug-related. Since
the USMS does not control the warrant workload it receives in any given year, this estimate is
calculated as an average of the past four years. It should not be viewed as a target or measure of
the effectiveness of resource allocation or effort.

Data Validation and Verification

This data is queried from the Justice Detainee Information System (JDIS). System
administrators perform a variety of checks and updates to ensure that accurate information is
contained. The information on offenses and warrants is live, so information queried for year-end
reporting is a snapshot-in-time. Due to continuous user activity in JDIS, the statistics in this
report cannot be exactly replicated. The data in JDIS is dynamic, and the statistics are only
current as of the date and time the report was compiled.*

1 JDIS data reports were generated 10/22-10/23/2014.
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Performance Measure 2: Percent of Offenses in Custody for Drug-Related Charges

Another primary function of the USMS is to secure courthouses and detain prisoners during the
judicial process. This is accomplished through the Judicial and Courthouse Security decision
unit, and the portion of these activities respondent to drug-related offenders supports the National
Drug Control Strategy. The Prisoner Security and Transportation decision unit carries out the
detention related work, the portion of which that relates to drug-related offenses supports the
National Drug Control Strategy. Deputy U.S. Marshals throughout the 94 federal judicial
districts perform the majority of the judicial security and detention work, while receiving support
from headquarters divisions and coordinating with the Federal Bureau of Prisons for custody
transfers. The Drug-Related Offenses in Custody percentage is calculated by dividing Drug-
Related Offenses in Custody by the number of Total Offenses in Custody. This measure focuses

on primary offenses.

Fiscal Year % Drug-Related Total Offenses in Drug-Related
Offenses in Custody Custody Offenses in Custody
2011 Actual 18.0% 130,196 23,384
2012 Actual 16.5% 133,658 22,003
2013 Actual 15.2% 141,016 21,473
2014 Actual 15.7% 118,147 18,595
2015 Estimate 16.3%

For FY 2015, the USMS estimates 16.3% of Total Offenses in Custody will be for drug-related
charges. Because the USMS does not control the nature of prisoner offenses in any given year,
this estimate is calculated as an average of the past four years. It should not be viewed as a
target or measure of the effectiveness of resource allocation or effort.

Data Validation and Verification

This data is queried from JDIS. System administrators perform a variety of checks and updates
to ensure that accurate information is contained. The information on offenses and warrants is
live, so information queried for year-end reporting is a snapshot-in-time. Due to continuous user
activity in JDIS, the statistics in this report cannot be exactly replicated. The data in JDIS is
dynamic, and the statistics are only current as of the date and time the report was compiled.

Performance Measure 3: Per Day Jail Cost (non-federal facilities)

The USMS is responsible for the costs associated with the care of federal detainees in its
custody. The Federal Prisoner Detention appropriation, and Detention Services decision unit,
provide for the care of federal detainees in private, state, and local facilities, which includes
housing, subsistence, transportation, medical care, and medical guard services. The USMS does
not have performance measures for costs associated exclusively with housing the drug prisoner
population. The USMS has no control over the prisoner population count. While USMS can
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report data on the specific number of detainees and corresponding offense, it cannot set a
performance measure based on the size and make-up of the detainee population.

The Per Day Jail Cost is an overall performance measure that reflects the average daily costs for
the total detainee population housed in non-federal facilities. Non-federal facilities refer to
detention space acquired through Intergovernmental Agreements (IGA) with state and local
jurisdictions, and contracts with private jail facilities. The USMS established the Per Day Jail
Cost performance measure to ensure efficient use of detention space and to minimize price
increases. The average price paid is weighted by actual jail day usage at individual detention
facilities. The difference between the 2014 Target and Actual can be attributed to the lower per
diem rate(s) paid to house prisoners in private detention space and IGA facilities. To regulate
the average daily rate, the USMS negotiates rates with private facilities; limits the frequency of
IGA adjustments; and maintains economies of scale through partnered contracting to achieve the
best cost to the Government.

Fiscal Year $ Per Day
FY 2011 Actual $72.88
FY 2012 Actual $74.21
FY 2013 Actual $74.63
FY 2014 Target $76.45
FY 2014 Actual $76.24
FY 2015 Target $77.37

The FY 2015 target is based on the projected average price weighted by the projected prisoner
population usage at individual detention facilities.

Data Validation and Verification

Data reported are validated and verified against monthly reports describing district-level jail
utilization and housing costs prepared by the USMS. This data is queried from JDIS. System
administrators perform a variety of checks and updates to ensure that accurate information is
contained. The information on prisoner population is live, so information queried for year-end
reporting is a snapshot-in-time. Due to continuous user activity in JDIS, the statistics in this
report cannot be exactly replicated. The data in JDIS is dynamic, and the statistics are only
current as of the date and time the report was compiled.?

2 JDIS data reports were generated in October, 2014.
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Michael P. Botticelli

Director

Office of National Drug Control Policy
Executive Office of the President

750 17t Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20503

Dear Director Botticelli:

This letter transmits the results of the Department of Labor’s (Department) review of the
information provided by the Employment and Training Administration’s (ETA) Office of Job
Corps for the Accounting of Drug Control Funds and Performance Summary Report for the
program year that ended June 30, 2012. As directed by the Office of National Drug Control
Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Drug Control Accounting, the Department conducted the annually
required detailed accounting of all funds expended on National Drug Control Program activities
and the results associated with those activities.

Since the Office of Job Corps reported drug-related obligations are only $S6 million, a detailed
accounting would constitute an unreasonable burden to ETA. Therefore, the Department is
submitting an alternative report to the Detailed Accounting Submission and the Performance
Summary Report. This report was submitted to the Department’s Office of Inspector General
(01G), which concluded that full compliance with the circular would constitute an unreasonable
burden. The conclusion of OIG is attached for reference.

The Job Corps program, which operates on a program year (PY) basis running from July 1 to
June 30, is the only program within ETA that is subject to ONDCP data reporting. The funding
amount reported by the Office of Job Corps represents the amount obligated for its drug testing
contract with the Center for Disease Protection (CDD) and an estimate of the salaries associated
with its counselors.

CDP is a for-profit company that provides state-of-the art, low-cost diagnostics that had
confirmed actual obligations of $600,000 during FY 2014. This figure represents the total cost
of a complete battery of tests Job Corps students undergo as a condition of their enrollment.
Drug testing represents a small portion of the overall testing regimen, with the rest of the
testing being devoted to other discoverable factors that may affect the student’s health or their
ability to complete the program.

The remaining $6 million is associated with the total estimated salaries for Job Corps Training
Employees Assistance Program (TEAP) counselors at each of the Job Corps Centers. The
counselors are not employees of the Department; rather, they are employees of Job Corps
Center contractors that operate the bulk of Job Corps centers. The methodology used by the
Office of Job Corps to determine their costs is based not on direct obligations to the contactors,
but on a rough estimate of the number of TEAP staff and their average salary of $30,000.
Because this calculation is based on factors that vary widely from year to year (e.g., differing



numbers of TEAP employees, variances in regional salaries, and the degree to which they have
collateral duties), it is extremely difficult to project this figure with any degree of precision.
Since providing an exact figure would require precise knowledge of the degree to which each
TEAP employee performs drug-related activities in relationship to their total salaries, it is
extremely difficult for ETA to accurately parse out the actual amounts spent on drug-related
activities. While the methodology appears logical, the variables listed above mitigate against a
high degree of accuracy from this model.

Equally important, ETA has previously transmitted information related to the fact that only a
small percentage of the counselors’ time is for counseling related to drug prevention. This has
been found to be a known weakness that casts further doubt on the methodology used to
calculate the staff salary portion of reported cost. A timekeeping system for these staff
members that would accurately record the time spend in relation to drug prevention is
extremely unreasonable given the size and focus on of the Job Corps program.

ETA reviewed the Office of Job Corps’ performance data used to support Job Corps’ Accounting
of FY 2014 Performance Summary Report for ONDCP. As a result of that review the following
determinations were made:

1) The performance reporting system is appropriate and applied;

2) The methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied; and

3) Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activity.

The Office of Job Corps has two measures: Percent of students tested for drugs upon entry,
and Percent of Students placed in employment, military or higher education at exit. The review
was based on the fact that all students entering Job Corps are tested. There are no exceptions
to this policy. As a result, ETA has a high degree of confidence in all performance measure
factors related to the results reported for this measure. However, this measure, while
important for ONDCP, clearly falls outside of the purpose of Job Corps and is not useful in the
management of the program.

The second measure used by Job Corps, the Percent of students placed in employment, military
or higher education at exit, looked at the data structure the Office of Job Corps uses to collect
this data. ETA’s confidence interval of the data results reported for this measure is also high.
Unlike the other measure created for ONDCP use, this measure is directly applicable to the
Office of Job Corps and utilized for program management.

If you have any questions or if my office can provide additional information, please contact
Rachel Torres at 202 693 3770.

Sincerely,
Ron Sissel

Comptroller
Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor



DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Employment and Training Administration
Office of Job Corps Performance Summary Report

MISSION

The Job Corps program is administered by the Department of Labor’s Employment and Training
Administration (ETA). Established in 1964, the Job Corps program is a comprehensive, primarily
residential, academic and career technical training program for economically disadvantaged
youth, ages 16-24. There are currently 124 Job Corps centers nationwide in 48 states, Puerto
Rico, and the District of Columbia providing services to approximately 60,000 at-risk youth each
year to help them acquire high school diplomas and occupational credentials leading to a
career. A component of this program that also teaches life skills is the Trainee Employment
Assistance Program (TEAP), which includes components for drug prevention and drug education
activities as related to job preparation for Job Corps program participants.

PERFORMANCE

Introduction

The Job Corps program performance is outcome oriented, primarily focused on ETA’s
Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) and other agency goals. This program,
because of its authorization and appropriation, operates on a non-standard fiscal year basis
from July 1 through June 30 of the following calendar year, commonly known as program year
(PY). These goals measure students’ credential attainment and post-program placement in
jobs, advanced training, or the military. Since Job Corps is not a drug-treatment program, its
measures are not related to drug education program success. The table below includes
selected Job Corps performance measures, targets and achievements related to education, and
employability for the most recent program years for which data are available.

Performance Measures

Percent of students tested for drugs upon entry — 100%. Job Corps provides drug testing to
every new enrollee to ensure adherence to the Job Corps Zero Tolerance policy, related to
drugs and violence. Percent of students placed in employment, military or higher education at
exit. This is Job Corps’ primary performance measure on how successfully Job Corps’ academic
education, career technical training, and social skills development programs have influenced
students’ progression towards labor market participation. It is one of the Common Measures
used by all the training programs in ETA, U. S. Department of Labor.

Prior Years Performance Target and Results



PY 10 PY 10 PY 11 PY 11 PY 12 PY 12 PY 13 PY 13

Performance Measures Target Actual | Target | Actual Target Actual | Target | Actual

Percent of Students tested for drugs 100% 100% | 100% | 100% 100% 100% | 100% | 100%
upon entry

Percent of Students placed in 65.3% | 73.4% | 66.3% | 73.3% | 67.3% | 74.6% | 74% 76.7%
employment, military or higher
education at exit

Current Year Performance Targets

PY 14 PY 14
Performance Measures Target Actual
Percent of Students tested for drugs upon entry 100% TBD
Percent of Students placed in employment, military or higher 77.0% TBD
education at exit

Quality of Performance Data

The performance data provided are accurate and complete. All toxicology test results are
maintained in the CIS database at the Job Corps Data Center and retrieved as needed for
external/internal reporting. For the student placement measure, the data is from Job Corps’
Center Information System (CIS) which collects data from all centers on a daily basis. CIS has
built-in data validations to ensure data fields are accurate, non-duplicative and sensible.
Student placement is one of the three measures in the Job Corps Common Measures Report
which is aligned with all federal agencies providing training services to youths.

Management Assertions

1. Performance reporting system is appropriate and applied.
Job Corps’ Outcome Measurement System (OMS) and Common Measures Report

capture performance information accurately and the system was applied properly to
generate the performance data related to the Job Corps mission and objectives.

2. Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable.
Primary prevention efforts other than 100% drug testing are not established
performance targets and therefore not measurable. All targets were met.

3. Methodology to establish targets is reasonable and applied



The methodology for developing future performance target is based on past
performance and available resources.

Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities.

The existing performance measures are adequate and reflect all significant drug-related
activities.



TAB J: Department of State













































USAID

FROM THE AMERICAN PEOPLE

April 2, 2015
Jon E. Rice
Associate Director for Performance and Budget
Office of National Drug Control Policy
Washington, D.C. 20503

N Dear Mr. Rice: L e e—— L e

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Control Policy Circular, Drug
Control Accounting, dated January 18, 2013, the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) is submitting its Accounting and Authentication of FY 2014 Drug
Control Funds and Related Performance Report. The Inspector General’s attestation
report is enclosed.

For the purposes of Section 6 financial disclosures and assertions in the attached
report, I certify that all the information presented for the USAID is true and correct and I
concur with all assertions associated with USAID in Section 6. For the purposes of
Section 7 program performance disclosures and assertions, I cannot certify to them, but
they seem reasonable to me and I have no reason to object to the certifications given by
others.

If you would like to address any questions associated with our submission, please
call me on (202) 567-4793.

Sincerely,
Kent Kuyumjian
Acting Chief Financial Officer
Enclosures:
1) Accounting and Authentication of Drug Control Funds and Related |
Performance Report

2) USAID Inspector General Attestation Report

3) FY2014 Independent Auditors” Report

4) FY2014 Management Comments (Appendix II, Financial Section, USAID FY
2014 Financial Report)

U.S. Agency for International Development
1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW




Agency for International Development

Accounting and Authentication of Drug Control Funds and Related Performance
Report for 2014

Reference. ONDCP Circular: Drug Control Accounting (January 18, 2013)
6. Detailed Accounting Submission

6. a. Table of Prior Year Drug Control Obligations

Table 1 2014
Agency for International Development

Drug Control Obligations: | |

$ In Millions
FY 2014 |
‘ . Actual
'Drug Resources by Drug Control Function
International [ . | ; . 1337
\ ‘ : ' | Total | 133.7
({Drug Resources by Decision Unit ' | ,
Alternative Development and Alternative leel|hoods-Afghan|stan | 47 .2
|Alternative Development and Alternatwe Lwehhoods-Andean Region ; 86.5]
| Total 133.7|
Drug Resources by Function and Declsmn Unit w |
International-Alternative Development and Alternative Lwelrhoods—Afghanlstan ! 47.2|
International Alternatwe Development and Alternatn.e Livelinoods-Andean Region 86.5|
= ‘ ‘ ‘Total | 133.7|
Information i
Total Agency Budget* l 10,433/
'Drug Related Percentage** \ 1.28%

* USAID 2014 Agency-wide App}opriations per 2014 Statement of'Budgetary Resoux.'ces
** Total Drug Control Obligations divided by Total Agency Budget

6. a. (1) Drug Methodology

All obligations provided in Table 1 were made from funds available during FY 2014,
including any non-expired (multi-year) appropriations and are classified in USAID’s
accounting system of record in program area “1.4.2 - Alternative Development and
Alternative Livelihood”. USAID incurred these obligations during FY 2014.




At the request of ONDCP, we also report herein that during FY 2014 USAID obligated
$10 Million in the Andean Region from funds appropriated in FY 2014, This amount is
included in Table 1, above.

6. a. (1) (a) Obligations by Budget Decision Unit

Table 1 shows Obligations by Decision Unit. All of the reported obligations supported
programs in the decision units as defined for USAID in the ONDCP Circular, Budget
Formulation, January 18, 2013,

6. a. (1) (b) Obligations by Drug Control Function

Table 1 shows Obligations by Drug Control Function. All of the reported obligations by
Drug Control Function are calculated pursuant to a drug methodology.

6. a. (2) Methodology Modifications

The drug methodology for 2014 has been modified from the previous year, 2013 to
include the funds available during FY2014, including any non-expired (multi-year)
appropriations as defined in the ONDCP Circular, Budget Formulation, January 18,
2013. In the previous year, the table provided only obligations from the funds
appropriated in the year being reported.

6. a. (3) Material Weaknesses or Other Findings

As identified in the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) Government
Management Reform Act of 1994 audit and feedback provided in the enclosed FY2014
Independent Auditors’ report (Enclosure 3), the Office of Inspector General (OIG) has
issued a disclaimer of opinion on USAID’s financial report with respect to the material
weaknesses in USAID’s reconciliation of its Fund Balance With Treasury account with
Treasury and recording of adjustments to its general ledger. For each material weakness,
corrective actions currently underway as identified in Management Comments (Enclosure
4).

6. a. (4) Reprogrammings or Transfers

USAID did not submit any reprogrammings or transfers to ONDCP in FY 2014,

6. a. (5) Other Disclosures



There is no other disclosure necessary to clarify any issues regarding the data reported
under this circular.

6. b. Assertions
6. b. (1) Obligations by Budget Decision Unit

The Obligations reported by budget decision unit are the actual obligations from
USAID’s accounting system of record for the stated Budget Decision Units.

6. b. (2) Drug Methodology

The drug methodology used to calculate obligations of prior year budgetary resources by
function and by budget decision unit is reasonable and accurate based on criterion (c)
Financial Systems. The financial systems at USAID that support the drug methodology
yield data that fairly presents, in all material respects, aggregate obligations from which
the drug-related obligation amounts were derived.

6. b. (3) Application of Drug Methodology

The drug methodology disclosed in section 6 a. (1) Drug Methodology, above, was the
actual methodology used to generate Table 1, above.

6. b. (4) Reprogrammings or Transfers

The data presented in Table 1, above, are associated with 2014 obligations against a
financial plan. Also, as stated above in section 6. a. (4) Reprogrammings or Transfers
USAID did not submit any reprogrammings or transfers to ONDCP in FY 2014,

The financial plan against which the obligations in Table 1, above, are associated is
USAID’s FY 2014 Operational Plan. USAID Drug Related activities in that plan are
identified as part of Strategic Objective 1.4.2 (Alternative Development and Alternative
Livelihoods). Funds in Program Area 1.4.2 are posted in USAID’s accounting system at
the Activity level using Program Element A016 (Alternative Development and
Alternative Livelihoods).

6. b. (5) Fund Control Notices

Not applicable. ONDCP did not issue any Fund Control Notices to USAID in FY 2014,




7. Performance Summary Report

Decision Unit: The Andean Region

ANDEAN PERFORMANCE SECTION OF
THE FY 2014 ACCOUNTING REPORT

Measure I: Number of full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs created by USG sponsored
alternative development or alternative livelihood activities.

Table 1: Measure I

7y FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
2011 2011 2012 2012 2013 2013 2014 2014 2015 2016 2017
Baseline | Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target

16,399 10,000 16,399 12,000 15,763 13,500 14,450 14,000 24,862 25,000 35,000 35,000

(1) Describe the measure:

The generation of adequate and reliable incomes from licit crops is an essential factor in a
farmer’s decision to give up coca cultivation and adopt a licit lifestyle. A recent
evaluation of the AD program in Peru found that, for a farmer to remain committed to
licit crops, his/her income could be less than the household previously earned with coca,
if it was sufficient to meet basic needs and provide a surplus that the family could invest
in its farm to create long-term wealth, USAID has to date focused income-generation
alternatives in AD communities around three crops—cacao, palm oil and coffee—and has
worked to strengthen market channels that can absorb large numbers of new entrants
successfully, thus encouraging new communities to leave coca in pursuit of licit
livelihoods. USAID’s focus is on these three crops, adding other primary crops only
where there is clear evidence that ready and willing buyers are available; that markets can
accommodate new entrants; that tested and proven production packages are accessible;
that producers can verify success; and that the crops are suited for the local growing
conditions.

(2) Discuss performance results for FY 2014:

In FY 2014, USAID created nearly 25,000 new jobs and assisted over 34,258 families,
reaching farmers on over 52,000 ha of alternative crops, 13,722 of which were newly
planted. USAID also completed 14 technology centers (“telecentros™) as part of its
Digital Inclusion Program, bringing the total completed to 29 out of 30 planned centers.
USAID finalized direct agreements with two large coffee cooperatives for the first time,
signed a major Development Credit Authority program with local lenders, and made
significant progress in advancing Peru’s entry into the world chocolate market. For the
first time, Peru began to directly implement an integrated AD strategy, taking advantage
of new legislation that allows its counternarcotic agency (DEVIDA) to finance individual
producers.

The 2014 target was exceeded by more than 10% due to an increase in the hectares



assisted by the Economic Development Alliance for San Martin, a Global Development
Alliance (GDA) implemented by TechnoServe, Inc. USAID reached more than its
planned number of beneficiaries and covered more hectares than expected in the San
Martin region and, therefore, allowed for the creation of more licit jobs during the period.
This was accomplished by engaging a series of allies, in particular local governments
implementing Government of Peru-funded projects, to adopt improved agricultural
techniques that enabled a larger workforce demand in the region.

(3) Discuss the appropriateness of the target for FY 2015:

The 2015 increased target includes planned levels with ongoing and new activities. As
new activities are defined, the targets will be revised accordingly. The target for women
is calculated at the rate of 24% per year.

(4) Discuss the procedures for collection of valid data and targets:

The measure is constructed from the number of days of work generated in by the
following activities: installation, maintenance and production of cocoa and other crops;
and the number of acres worked during each activity or stage.

Step 1: the number of acres worked at each stage/activity (hectares) is calculated.

Step 2: the number of workdays for each stage and cultivation (days per hectare) is
established.

Step 3: the total number of wages is calculated by multiplying the number of hectares by
the number of days per stage/activity.

Step 4: the total number of jobs is calculated by dividing the total number of workdays by
200, the average number of working days per year.

Measurement Frequency: Annual
Source of data: Monitoring and Evaluation System Alliance
Responsible: Monitoring and Evaluation Partnership

Measure II - Hectares of alternative crops targeted by USG programs under
cultivation

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
2011 2011 2012 2012 2013 2013 2014 2014 2015 2016 2017
Baseline | Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target

37,461 35,000 37,461 40,000 37,540 32,000 35,317 35,000 52,743 50,000 55,000 55,000

(1) Describe the Measure:




USAID works primarily with the Government of Peru (GOP) and its counter-narcotics
agency (DEVIDA), to increase agricultural alternatives to illicit coca production and
improve state services to rural populations in former coca-growing regions of Peru,

Alternative Development is the third leg of a three-part strategy for combatting cocaine
production in Peru, the other two being the eradication and interdiction efforts carried out
by other USG agencies such as, the Department of State’s International Narcotics and
Law Enforcement Bureau (INL) and the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA), respectively.

USAID’s AD Program, in collaboration with the GOP, planted more than 73,000 hectares

(ha) of cacao, coffee, and oil palm in Peru’s San Martin, Huanuco, and Ucayali regions
since 2002 and provided substantial support for institutional and community
development. The AD successes in the San Martin region established the initial
foundations for competitive value chains around cacao and coffee in the Amazon Basin.
Many of the current projects are designed to improve AD value chains with a focus on
cacao and coffee by pursuing high value and fast growing markets while promoting
economies of scale and enhanced domestic and international competitiveness.

(2) Discuss performance results for FY 2014:

The FY 2014 target for hectares of alternative crops targeted by USG programs under
cultivation was exceeded because, in prior years, we limited reporting for the Peru Cacao
Alliance to only the newly planted hectares in a given fiscal year. Upon reflection, we
consider that work to improve productivity on established cacao farms, as well as to
introduce the fine-flavored varieties mentioned earlier, are also correctly considered as
part of this indicator. We have adjusted the targets for 2015 through 2017 to be
consistent with this new methodology.

(3) Discuss the appropriateness of the target for FY 2015:

Future targets have been adjusted due to a change in reporting methodology that no
longer limits reporting to newly planted hectares in a given fiscal year, but is inclusive of
all hectares targeted by USG programs under cultivation.

We assisted beneficiaries with the cultivation of 52,743 hectares of alternative crops.
Cacao accounted for 46,576 of the total hectares, while coffee accounted for 6,168
hectares. This year, funds allowed for the planting of approximately 13,722 new
hectares, for a total of 60,973 new hectares of licit crops over the last six years.

(4) Discuss the procedures for collection of valid data and targets:

The implementers are required to keep track and report on the new hectares that are
planted and those where the new production techniques are applied, and we use their
reports to record the jobs data which is derived from these figures. There is an annual
verification exercise led by DEVIDA, with our team's participation, which involves
randomly selected households who are interviewed and data collected the old fashion
paper way, which gives us confidence in the accuracy of the data reported.




Measure I1I Total public investment in consolidation zones (USD million)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
2011 2011 2012 2012 2013 2013 2014 2014 2015 2016 2017
Baseline | Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target
968 366 410 291 421 425 425

(1) Describe the Measure:

In 2014, USAID provided direct support for implementation of the Government of
Colombia’s (GoC) National Consolidation Plan (NCP). The NCP’s overarching objective
is to establish, strengthen and consolidate state presence in 58 strategically-prioritized,
conflict affected areas of the country, thereby improving security, provision of public
services, and creating conditions for lasting rural socio-economic development. USAID
also supported the GOC’s efforts to provide land titles, including to small farmers
(formalization), as well as support the GOC’s efforts to return and title lands that have

been forcibly taken (restitution).

Total funds invested in consolidation zones by the national entities. Consolidation Zones
are municipalities where the GoC's NCP is being implemented. The NCP's objective is to
bring state presence and integrated development to municipalities that have been affected
by illicit activities.

(2) Discuss performance results for FY 2014:

The Plan Nacional de Consolidacién Territorial (PNCT) tracks funding commitments
made by central government agencies to consolidation municipalities. PNCT accelerated
it's expenditure in 2014 as a result of improved institutional capacity, coordination and
support. This included new leadership and better budget management. USAID makes its
best effort to estimate targets; however these funding commitments greatly change over
time. (This indicator has been dropped in FY 2014).

(3) Discuss the appropriateness of the target for FY 201S:

GOC’s budget planning information is incomplete for the coming years. Targets will be
revised when more information is available. The information for this indicator comes
from the Colombian Consolidation Unit (UACT). The UACT tracks funding
commitments made by central government agencies to consolidation municipalities.
USAID makes its best effort to estimate targets. These funding commitments change over
time.

(4) Discuss the procedures for collection of valid data and targets:

The data source for this measure is followed up and reported by USAID, derived from the
PNCT. It has been difficult to attain consistent information from the PNCT. USAID
requests information for this measure through different channels: (a) at the general
manager’s level, and (b) at the regional office’s level. Both channels have proven
unreliable sources of investment figures. Therefore, no data has been registered yet.




Measure IV Number of rural households benefiting directly from USG interventions

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
2011 2011 2012 2012 2013 2013 2014 2014 2015 2016 2017
Baseline | Target Actual Target Aclual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target
1,797 16,000 14,554 12,000 20,572 10,000 8,250

(1) Describe the Measure:

This measure applies to Colombia. A household is considered a beneficiary if it

contains at least one individual who is a beneficiary. An individual is a beneficiary if s/he

is engaged with a project activity or s/he comes into direct contact with the set of

interventions provided by the project. Beneficiaries include the households of people —
receiving the goods and services of an implementing partner or participate in training

(knowledge or skills imparted through interactions that are intentional, structured, and

designed for this purpose). Rural is defined as all areas in the outskirts of the municipal

center.

(2) Discuss performance results for FY 2014;

A set of advance activities initiated in FY2013 were reported in FY2014 under the
Consolidation and Enhanced Livelihoods Program (CELI) in the central region of the
country.

Rapid response activities and training are the main causes of the deviation in CELI’s
northern and southern regions. More people than originally planned participated in these
activities. Most of the numbers come from trust building activities (rapid response), that
are considered part of their community development council strengthening work. These
data was not collected in a gender disaggregated form, though it will be in the future.

(3) Discuss the appropriateness of the target for FY 2015:
In FY 2014, activities reporting under this indicator excluded gender disaggregated data.
FY2015 targets will report gender data.

(4) Discuss the procedures for collection of valid data and targets;

Implementing partners are trained in data collection and processing, including in the
internal mechanisms developed for data quality checking.

Processes, methodologies and tools differ among the various monitoring and evaluation
(M&E) systems. This indicator should be analyzed on a case by case basis and
comparisons should be done carefully as to avoid combining scales or interpretation of
rural households.

Some implementing partners reconstructed six months of historical data at the time the
current Monitor system was launched. At this time, the Monitor system receives timely
quarterly information from the implementing partners.

Citizen identification numbers known as “cédulas™ are used to calculate head of
household for the families receiving services during the quarter. Disaggregation is
recorded in the beneficiary form.




Decision Unit: Afghanistan

AFGHANISTAN PERFORMANCE SECTION OF
THE FY 2014 ACCOUNTING REPORT

Table 1: Measure I
Hectares of alternative crops targeted by USG programs under cultivation.

FY

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY TY
2009 2010 2010 2011 2011 2012 2012 2013 2013 2014 2014 2015
Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual ‘Target Actual Target
58,010 50,000 | 118,789 14,736 58,802 20,115 4,147 3,285 8,446 2,000 742 4,493

(1) Describe the measure: This measure tracks the land area used to produce licit
agricultural or forest products, as a result of alternative development programs in
Afghanistan. As sustainable, licit agricultural or forestry activities are expanded in an
area, the amount of land available for production of drug crops is reduced.

(2) Discuss performance results for FY 2014: The reduced number of hectares of

targeted alternative crops did not meet its target. This was the results of vetting of several

sub-contractors that are key to implementation took several months to complete. The
prolonged vetting process made it impossible to sign contracts with the respective

companies for timely implementation. These delays significantly affected the agricultural

portfolio's overall performance this fiscal year, including the activities this indicator
tracks.

(3) Discuss the appropriateness of the target for FY 2015: The FY 2015 target is

based on information in the Regional Agricultural Development Program (RADP) North,

West and South contracts. These activities are in the start up phase. The activities that

have historically contributed to this indicator - Incentives Driving Economic Alternatives

for the North, East (IDEA-NEW) and Commercial Horticulture and Agriculture
Marketing Project (CHAMP) - are in close-out and minimum targets came from these
activities for 2015. A robust basis will be established for this indicator following the
baseline assessment for RADP North and West.

(4) Discuss the procedures for collection of valid data and targets: Data on hectares of

land devoted to licit activities is collected by the program implementers (usually
contractors or grantees) who provide technical and/or marketing support to farmers,
producer associations, and communities.

As the security situation allows, USAID Contracting Agreement Officer's

Representatives (C/AORs) and on-site monitors are responsible for visiting project sites

to review methodologies for collecting data to ensure that they are conceptually sound
and are actually being used in the data collection. USAID Missions are also required to

carry out data quality assessments for all activities under their strategic objectives at least



once every three years to ensure that all performance data meets data quality standards
for validity, integrity, precision, reliability, and timeliness.

CORs and AORs review data submitted by implementers to assess the general accuracy
and presentation of quarterly performance reports. If this review results in questions or
concerns, the C/AOR resolves these issues in discussions with the implementing partner.
Targets are established by considering a range of data sources including relevant sector
studies, household data surveys, program and project reports, and existing achievements
and trends by project implementers, Targets are also based on current and future
estimated budgets, maintenance costs for ongoing activities, consultations with technical

personnel, and site visits with groups or associations of farmers.

Measure II: The number of beneficiaries assisted.

Table 1: Measure I1
Number of individuals who have received USG supported short-term agricultural
sector productivity training or food security training.

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
2009 2010 2010 2011 2011 2012 2012 2013 2013 2014 2014 2015
Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target
163,638 | 100,000 | 633,876 | 107,548 | 627,127 | 100,000 | 199,245 | 35,192 53,030 15,000 25,802 34,150

Table 2: Measure 11
Net (total) increase in private sector employment for farms and agribusiness (full-
time equivalent FTE) by USG-sponsored alternative development or alternative

ricultural activities.

livelihood or a

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
2010 2010 2011 2011 2012 2012 2013 2013 2014 2014 2015
Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target

22,077 89,702 48,584 63,198 50,223 12,081 3,500 4,565 2,500 6,809 2,185
Table3: Measure II
Number of households benefitted by agriculture and alternative development
interventions in targeted areas.

FY FY FY EY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
2010 2010 2011 2011 2012 2012 2013 2013 2014 2014 2015
Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target

800,000 | 493,360 [ 200,864 | 707,944 | 200,000 | 306,941 | 57,088 154,763 11,500 | 25316 45,443

(1) Describe the measure: The performance indicators in Tables 1, 2, and 3 measure the
number of people trained under agriculture and alternative development programs, the
number of jobs that are created, and the number of rural households benefiting directly

from USG interventions in Afghanistan.

The number of individuals who have received USAID training is the number of

individuals to whom knowledge or skills have been imparted through formal or informal




means as a result of USG supported programs. This includes in-country and off-shore
training, as well as knowledge or skills gained through technical assistance activities.

The numbers of households benefiting from agriculture and alternative development
interventions are residents of a common dwelling who pool expenses and regularly live
together. A household is a beneficiary if it contains at least one individual who is a
beneficiary. An individual is a beneficiary if s/he is engaged with a project activity and
either already has shown benefit from the activity or has a high likelihood of gaining one
of those benefits due to his/her significant level of engagement with the project. This
indicator gives insight into the scope of USAID agriculture and alternative development

programs and whether they are likely to significantly impact target areas.

Full-time equivalent jobs are defined as the change (positive or negative) in the number
of persons employed directly by assisted farms and agribusinesses in the private sector.
The net change is tracked quarterly and aggregated for reporting on the year. The
employed comprise all persons of working age, in paid employment or self-employment
(especially relevant for farmers), who performed work for wage, salary, profit, or family
gain, in cash or in kind. The employed may be full-time, part-time. or temporary
employees (all converted to full-time equivalent figures). Persons of working age include
all those aged between 15 and 65.

(2) Discuss performance results in FY 2014: In FY 2014 25,316 households benefiting
from agriculture and alternative livelihood interventions. This represented a 220 percent
increase over the target number of households (11,500) as (1) the targets for Kandahar
Food Zone (KFZ) were not included at the time of planning and reporting last year; (2) a
grant agreement from the Incentives Driving Economic Alternatives for the North, East,
and West (IDEA-NEW) program focusing on this intervention area and executed after the
planning and reporting last year resulted in higher than planned results; and (3) Regional
Agricultural Development Program - South (RADP South) experienced an unexpected
village level demand that resulted in higher than targeted figures for this indicator. The
number of new direct jobs (measured as full-time equivalent) created by USG-sponsored
alternative development totaled 6,809, exceeding the target of 2,500.

(3) Discuss the appropriateness of the target for FY 2015: The portfolio of activities
reporting on this indicator is in transition. The out-year targets are currently based on
information in the Regional Agricultural Development Program (RADP) North, West and
South, and Capacity Building and Change Management Program (CBCMP) II contract,
which are in the startup phase. The projects that have contributed to this indicator in the
past - Incentives Driving Economic Alternatives in the North, East, and West (IDEA-
NEW), Agricultural Credit Enhancement (ACE), Kandahar Food Zone (KFZ) and
Commercial Horticulture and Agricultural Marketing Program (CHAMP) - are in close-
out and minimum targets came from these activities for 2015,

(4) Discuss the procedures for collecting of valid data and targets: Data on creation of
licit jobs is collected from a variety of sources, including relevant literature and sector
studies, household surveys, market trends and from our project implementers, who are



providing technical assistance or other support to private firms, cooperatives, producer
associations and other groups that are hiring additional workers. These jobs are usually
associated with the creation of a new enterprise, the expansion of an existing enterprise or
the production of a new crop, commaodity, or product. In cases where the number of farms
or agribusinesses is not too large, the data is collected from each individual entity.

As the security situation allows, project managers, and on-site monitors are responsible
for visiting project sites to ensure that data collection methodologies and procedures are
sound and to conduct periodic data quality assessments. Targets are established by
considering current and future planned activities, budget levels, cost estimates for
implementation and consultations with groups or associations of farmers in targeted
areas.

8. Inspector General Authentication

See OIG Report, attached.

9. Unreasonable Burden

Not applicable. USAID’s obligations exceed the $50 million threshold level for
simplified reporting.




Office of Inspector General
April 9, 2015
Independent Accountant’s Report

We have reviewed the accompanying detailed accounting submission of the U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID) for the year ended September 30, 2014. USAID's
management is responsible for the submission,

Our review was conducted in accordance with Government Auditing Standards, issued by the
Comptroller General of the United States, A review is substantially less in scope than an
examination, the objective of which is the expression of an opinion on the detailed accounting
submission and performance summary report, Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

USAID's managemeﬁt prepared the submission and performance summary report to comply
with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular,
“Accounting of Drug Control and Performance Summary,” dated January 18, 2013.

Based on our review, except as noted in footnote 1, nothing came to our attention that caused
us to believe that the detailed accounting submission and performance summary report for the
year ended September 30, 2014, are not fairly stated, in all material respects, in conformity with
the criteria set forth in the circular.

The obligation amounts in the submission come from USAID's financial systems.! The amounts
and measures for the performance summary report come from the full performance plan reports
(PPRs).

This report is intended solely for the information and use of ONDCP in meeting its statutory
obligation to provide an accounting of the past year's drug control funds and performance. It is
not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.

/Nag Lokos

Assistant Inspector General for Audit

! On November 17, 2014, OIG issued Audit of USAID's Financial Statements for Fiscal Years 2014 and 2013 (Na. 0-
000-15-001-C), in which we were unable to render an opinion because of material unsupportad adjustmenis USAID
made to reconcile its general and subsidiary ledgers. We did not perform any additional tests during this review to
verify the accuracy of the reported amounts.
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Office of Inspector General

November 17, 2014

MEMORANDUM

TO: Reginald W. Mitchell, Chief Financial Officer

FROM:  Nathan Lokos, AIGIA /48 L,

SUBJECT: Audit of USAID's Financial Statements for Fiscal Years 2014 and 2013
(Report No. 0-000-15-001-C)

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) is transmitting its report on the Audit of USAID's Financial
Statements for Fiscal Years 2014 and 2013. Pursuant to the Government Management Reform
Act of 1994, Public Law 103-356, USAID is required to prepare consolidated financial
statements for each fiscal year, Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-136,
“Financial Reporting Requirements,” requires USAID to submit a Performance and
Accountability Report, including audited financial statements, to OMB, the Department of the
Treasury, and the Government Accountability Office by November 17, 2014. In accordance with
the requirements of OMB Circular A-136, USAID has elected to prepare an alternative Agency
Financial Report with an Agency Head Message, Management’s Discussion and Analysis, and
a Financial Section.

OIG was engaged to audit the accompanying financial statements of USAID for fiscal years
2014 and 2013. We were not able to obtain sufficient appropriate evidence to provide a basis for
an audit opinion. Accordingly, we did not express an opinion on those financial statements. With
respect to internal control, we identified one deficiency that we consider a material weakness.
The material weakness pertains to USAID's process for reconciling its fund balance with the
U.S. Treasury. Additionally, we identified five deficiencies in internal control that we consider
significant deficiencies. The significant deficiencies pertain to USAID’s processes for
(1) deobligating unliquidated obligations, (2) liquidating advances, (3) supporting payroll
deductions, (4) reconciling intragovernmental transactions, and (5) complying with federal
accounting standards for reimbursable agreements.

We found no instances of substantial noncompliance with federal financial management
systems requirements, federal accounting standards, or the U.S. General Ledger at the
transaction level as a result of our tests required under Section 803(a) of the Federal Financial
Management Improvement Act of 1996 (FFMIA), Public Law 104-208. However, we reported
one significant deficiency in our annual audit of the Agency’s Compliance with the Federal
Information Security Management Act, Report No. A-000-15-003-P, dated October 30, 2014,
which we classified as an instance of substantial noncompliance with FFMIA as required by
OMB Bulletin 14-02, “Audit Requirements for Federal Financial Statements.”

U.S. Agency for Intemational Development
1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20523
htep/loig.usaid.gov
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This report contains seven recommendations to improve USAID's internal control over financial
reporting.

We have considered your response to the draft report and the recommendations included
therein. Your comments appear in their entirety in Appendix Il. We acknowledge your
management decisions on the recommendations. Please forward all information to your Office
of Audit Performance and Compliance for final action. = = S

We appreciate the cooperation and courtesies extended to us during the audit and look forward
to working with you on next year’s audit.
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR'S
REPORT -

——Report on-the Financial Statements - SECES SN = S =

We were engaged to audit the accompanying financial statements of USAID, which comprise
the consolidated balance sheets as of September 30, 2014 and 2013, and the related
consolidated statements of net cost, consolidated statements of changes in net position, and
combined statements of budgetary resources for the years then ended, and the related notes to
the financial statements.

Management’s Responsibility for the
Financial Statements

Management is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these financial
statements in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of
America; this includes the design, implementation, and maintenance of internal control relevant
to the preparation and fair presentation of consolidated financial statements that are free from
material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error.

Auditor’s Responsibility

Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on conducting
our audits in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of
America; generally accepted government auditing standards issued by the Comptroller General
of the United States; and OMB Bulletin 14-02, “Audit Requirements for Federal Financial
Statements.” Because of the matter described in the Basis for Disclaimer of Opinion paragraph,
however, we were not able to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence to provide a basis for
an audit opinion.

Basis for Disclaimer of Opinion

In an effort to reconcile its Fund Balance With Treasury general ledger account with the balance
reported by the U.S. Treasury (Treasury), USAID recorded over 12,000 entries totaling $4.2
billion to bring its general ledger into agreement with its subsidiary ledger and submitted an
amended SF-224, Statement of Transactions, to Treasury to agree its Fund Balance With
Treasury general ledger account with Treasury’s balance. Despite the adjustments, differences
still exist between its general ledger and its subsidiary ledger and a difference of $158 million
remained between USAID and Treasury.. USAID was unable to provide sufficient support to
validate the adjustments and we were not able to extend our audit procedures or perform
alternative procedures to do so. These adjustments resulted in changes to the accounts and
statements as indicated in Table 1.
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Table 1. Net Effect of
General Ledger to Subsidiary Ledger Adjustments

Net Absolute
Account Name Adjustments Adjustments Statement (FY 2014)
($ thousands) | ($ thousands) | — — — — —
Fund Balance with Treasury Balance Sheet
352,834 352,834
Advances Balance Sheet
36,187 36,187
Accounts Payable Balance Sheet
(304,146) 304,146
Unapportiened Authority . Statement of Budgelary Resources
(38,727) 38,727
Undelivered Orders-Obligations Unpaid Statement of Budgetary Resources
{88,210) 88,210
Undelivered Orders-Obligations Statement of Budgelary Resources
Prepaid/Advance (356,606) 356,606
Delivered Orders-Obligations Unpaid Statement of Budgetary Resources
(233,384) 233,384
Delivered Orders-Obligations Paid : ! Statement of Budgelary Resources
716,563 716,563
Prior Period Adjustment Due to Correction Balance Sheet/Statement of Changes in Net
of Errors (84,679) 84,679 | Position
Total 2,211,336

Disclaimer of Opinion

Because of the significance of the matter described in the Basis for Disclaimer of Opinion
paragraph, we have not been able to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence to provide a
basis for an audit opinion. Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on these financial
statements.

Emphasis of Matter

In our report dated December 16, 2013, we expressed an opinion that the 2013 financial
statements presented fairly, in all material respects, USAID’s assets, liabilities, and net
position; net costs; changes in net position; and budgetary resources, in accordance with
accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. As described in
Note 19 to the financial statements, USAID restated its 2013 financial statements.
Accordingly, our present opinion on the restated 2013 financial statements, as presented
herein, is different from that expressed in our previous report.

Report on Other Legal and
Regulatory Requirements

The Management’s Discussion and Analysis and Required Supplementary Information sections
are not required parts of the consolidated financial statements but represent supplementary
information required by OMB Circular A-138, “Financial Reporting Requirements.” We have
applied certain limited procedures to this information, primarily consisting of inquiries of
management regarding the methods of measurement and presentation of this information.
However, we did not audit this information, and accordingly, we do not express an opinion on it.
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In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued our reports, dated
November 17, 2014, on our consideration of USAID’s internal control over financial reporting
and our tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contract, and grant
agreements. These reports are an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with
Government Auditing Standards and should be read in conjunction with this report.
Restriction on the Useofthe
Audit Report

This report is intended solely for the information and use of those charged with governance at
USAID (the USAID Administrator, Deputy Administrator, Assistant Administrator for
Management, and Chief Financial Officer) and others within USAID, as well as for OMB,
Department of Treasury, Government Accountability Office and Congress, and is not intended
to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. However, this report
is a matter of public record, and its distribution is not limited.

V-2

USAID Office of Inspector General
November 17, 2014
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Appendix II

Page 1 0of 4
MANAGEMENT COMMENTS
MEMORANDUM November 15, 2014
TO: Nate Lokos, AIG/A ) .
FROM: Reginald W. Mitchell, CHiéf Financial Officer (MICFO)

SUBJECT: Management Response to Draft Independent Auditor's Report on USAID’s
Financial Statements for Fiscal Years 2014 and 2013

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft report. Regarding your basis for disclaimer
of opinion, we offer the following response:

In FY 2014, USAID initiated an expanded effort to comprehensively reconcile the general
ledger (GL) with the subsidiary ledgers (SL) to fully address our Funds Balance with
Treasury material weakness. Given the scope of the effort and our engagement with the
Office of Inspector General, we are disappointed that this resulted in a disclaimed opinion
for the FY 2014 Agency Financial Statements, as well as a reversal of the unmodified
opinion for the FY 2013 Statements.

Throughout the process, we were confident that our fully documented methodology to
reconcile the cash fund balance with Treasury (FBWT) was sound and set an appropriate
direction to fully address the material weakness. The GL is the source for the financial
statements and other external reports, while the SLs control obligational authority and
spending. Also, fundamental accounting principles require reported GL balances to be
supported by the underlying transactions recorded in the SL. We believe that our
reconciliation methodology satisfies this fundamental requirement.

The OIG stated in the disclaimer of opinion that “USAID was unable to provide sufficient
support to validate the adjustments and we were not able to extend our audit procedures or
perform alternative procedures to do so.” We provided workbooks that demonstrated the
SL and GL comparisons and the subsequent GL adjustments. We also provided support
for a subsample of adjustments as requested by the OIG.

Our adjusted GL balances met Treasury’s Government-wide Treasury Accounting Symbol

Adjusted Trial Balance System (GTAS) reporting requirements. While the sample analysis
provided insight and affirmed the direction taken, the items identified by the OIG as lacking
sufficient documentation were events that occurred beyond our records retention threshold.
As a result, we understood from the OIG that they would augment the sample to include
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items within the records retention period. However, we were not asked to provide additional
samples to replace those with documentation beyond the retention period.

Our comments and management decisions regarding the findings and proposed audit
recommendations within your report on internal controls follow:

Material Weakness: USAID Did Not Reconcile Its Fund Balance With Treasury Account
With the U.S. Treasury and Resolve Reconciling Items in a Timely Manner (Repeat
Finding)

Management does not agree with some of your findings as written, with the following
comments:

‘USAID continues to have large unreconciled differences between the Fund Balance With
Treasury (FBWT or cash) account recorded in the financial accounting system and the fund
balance reported by the Department of the Treasury.”

USAID notes that the $154 million net and $2.011 billion absolute in Table 2 of the draft report
are not differences between the cash amount in the financial statements and the cash amounts
at Treasury, but are temporary adjustments we made in our GL totals to fairly present cash on
the financial statements. Our goal is to know in complete detail what caused the differences and
to eliminate all differences within 90 days. The differences noted by OIG are caused by known
errors and timing differences that will be corrected in the normal course of events, except for:

(1) A shortage of approximately $158 million in one appropriation that must be further
researched and resolved in FY 2015. The difference of approximately $158 million between
USAID and Treasury was identified by the reconciliation that we performed in FY 2014.

(2) Fund balance differences of $1 million net and $9 million absolute. In the context of the
impact on the financial statements, these amounts are small compared to USAID’s total
FBWT balance of $39.4 billion.

Except for items (1) and (2) above, the difference was fully accounted for by known individual
in-transit items and other known differences, which was not the case in previous years.

“USAID made several efforis to bring its cash balances into agreement with Treasury’s balances
but was not successful.”

We disagree that our efforts were not successful. During FY 2014, USAID successfully
eliminated almost all of the differences with Treasury's balances in most of our appropriations.
This happened in two stages. First, we .reconciled the GLs to the SLs, and second, we
reconciled Treasury cash to GL cash. As of October 2, 2014, the unreconciled difference
between the GL cash and SL cash was approximately $3 million net and $130 million absolute,
and the difference between GL cash and Treasury cash was $1 million net and $9 million
absolute, except as noted in item (1) above. At these levels, the differences do not significantly
affect the financial statements. Since the Agency was not apprised of any negative test resuits,
Management remains confident in the effectiveness of its efforts in recent years to strengthen
existing controls and implement new or supplementary controls to ensure timely reconciliation of
FBWT and to readily identify emerging unreconciled transactions.

‘During the reconciliation, USAID noted several differences, some of which were attributed fo
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Journal entries which should have self-reversed in subsequent periods but did not, and to the
redistribution of appropriation balances from one fund account to several.”

Journal entries and the redistribution of appropriation balances from one fund account to several
did cause differences, but they did not cause most of the differences. The main causes of the
differences between the GL and the SLs were related to the implementation of the financial
management system phased in over a seven year period, payment of USAID vendors by third
parties, and various business practices that have since been improved. -

“As of September 2014, when the reconciliation effort ended, a difference of $2.4 million net
(%123 million absolute value) remained between the general ledger and subsidiary ledgers, and
a difference of ($157) million net remained between the general ledger and Treasury, most of
which was reported in the (No-Year) Development Assistance Fund. This difference has
accumulated over time, and management claims that it cannot be reconciled. Therefore, USAID
plans to research and resolve the difference reported in the (No-Year) Development ssistance
Fund during FY 2015 but has not yet determined the best course of action to do so0.”

USAID generally agrees with this portion of the finding. The absolute difference is almost equal
to the net difference, because the differences in all of USAID’s appropriations except one are
very small. Because USAID increased its FY 2013 FBWT ending balance by approximately
$353 million, USAID's FBWT GL FY 2014 ending balance was greater than Treasury's by
approximately $158 million. This difference did not cause a misstatement in the financial reports
because USAID made a temporary adjustment to its FY 2014 FBWT ending balance to bring its
financial statement FBWT into agreement with Treasury's. USAID intends to further research
and permanently resolve this difference in FY 2015.

Recommendation 1: We recommend that USAID's Office of the Chief Financial Officer
continue its reconciliation efforts and investigate and resolve unreconciled differences and
monitor and report the results to ensure that the balances in the general ledger and subsidiary
ledger are consistently in agreement.

Management Decision: Management accepts the recommendation and will take the
recommended actions. Target Completion Date: December 31, 2014,

Recommendation 2: We recommend that USAID's Office of the Chief Financial Officer consult
with the U.S. Treasury to obtain advice and approval for resolving unreconciled funds.

Management Decision: Management accepts the recommendation and will consult with the
U.S. Treasury prior to any resolution. Target Completion Date: June 30, 2015.

Significant Deficiency: USAID’s Process for Deobligating Unliquidated Obligations Was
Ineffective (Repeat Finding)

Recommendation 3: We recommend that USAID’s Office of the Chief Financial Officer
coordinate with the Director of the Office of Acquisition and Assistance to periodically
investigate unliquidated obligations, especially those that make up the $47 million with no
activity since they were established, and deobligate as necessary.

Management Decision: Management accepts Recommendation 3. Target Completion Date:
June 30, 2015.
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Significant Deficiency: USAID’s Process for Identifying and Liquidating Outstanding
Advances Was Ineffective (Repeat Finding)

Recommendation 4: We recommend that USAID’s Office of the Chief Financial Officer
establish procedures to periodically research and take appropriate action on advances
outstanding for more than 150 days.

Mianagiement Decision: Management accepts Recommendation 4. Target Completion Date:
June 30, 2015.

Recommendation 5: We recommend that the Office of the Chief Financial Officer investigate
the negative unliquidated advances and determine whether they should be refunded to USAID.

Management Decision: Management accepts the recommendation. Target Completion Date:
March 31, 2015.

Significant Deficiency: USAID Could Not Provide Documentation Supporting Some
Payroll Deductions (Repeat Finding)

The Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer has indicated general agreement with the findings
and has provided comments directly to OIG staff.

Recommendation 6: We recommend that USAID’s Chief Human Capital Officer require the
periodic review of employees’ eOPF to ensure that employee benefit elections are current and
properly recorded.

Management Decision: Management accepts Recommendation 6. Target Completion Date:
November 30, 2015.

Significant Deficiency: Intragovernmental Transactions Remain Unreconciled (Repeat
Finding)

Management accepts the finding and notes that in FY 2014, USAID was able to successfully
clear a $2.7 hillion difference with the Treasury General Fund. However, several new variances
arose in FY 2014 due to new reciprocal categories added by Treasury. We will research these
new differences during FY 2015.

Significant Deficiency: USAID Did Not Comply With Federal Standards in Accounting for
Reimbursable Agreements

Recommendation 7: We recommend that the Office of the Chief Financial Officer reconfigure

its financial management system to account for reimbursable agreements in accordance with
Federal Generally Accepted Accounting Principles, and in consultation with appropriate
stakeholders, develop and implement improved processes to account for reimbursable
agreements.

Management Decision: Management accepts Recommendation 7. Target Completion Date:
March 31, 2016.
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Office of Inspector General

Audit Report

INSPECTOR GENERAL REVIEW OF FISCAL YEAR
2014 DRUG CONTROL FUNDS AND PERFORMANCE
SUMMARY REPORTING

Federal Aviation Administration

Report Number: FI-2015-020
Date Issued: January 29, 2015




Q

U.S. Department of Office of Inspector General
Transportation Washington, DC 20590

Office of the Secretary
of Transportation

January 29, 2015

Ms. Michele Marx

Associate Director, Office of Management and Administration
Office of National Drug Control Policy

750 17th Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20503

Dear Ms. Marx:

This report presents the results of our independent review of the U.S. Department
of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) fiscal year 2014 Drug
Control Obligation Summary and Performance Summary reports to the Office of
National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP). Both reports were received on
January 13, 2015. The reports and our review are required by 21 U.S.C. §1704 (d)
and ONDCP’s January 2013 Circular, Accounting of Drug Control Funding and
Performance Summary (Circular).

The Circular states that when drug-related obligations total less than $50 million
and a detailed accounting would constitute an unreasonable burden, agencies are
permitted to submit alternative reports. Because its drug-related obligations for
fiscal year 2014 totaled less than $50 million, FAA submitted alternative reports.
We reviewed FAA’s reports and related management assertions to determine the
reliability of those assertions in compliance with the Circular, in all material
respects. We conducted our review in accordance with generally accepted
Government auditing standards for attestation engagements. However, a review is
substantially more limited in scope than an examination, which expresses an
opinion on the accuracy of FAA’s Drug Control Obligation Summary and
Performance Summary reports. Because we conducted an attestation review, we
do not express such an opinion.

Drug Control Obligations Summary

We performed review procedures on FAA’s fiscal year 2014 Drug Control
Obligation Summary (Enclosure) according to the criteria in the Circular. We
limited our work to inquiries and analytical procedures appropriate for an



attestation review. Specifically, we tested selected accounting internal controls to
ensure drug control funds were properly identified in the accounting system. We
sampled and traced $17.2 million of FAA’s reported $27.3 million in drug control
obligations to the Department of Transportation’s accounting system.

Performance Reporting Summary and Assertions

FAA’s performance targets for fiscal year 2014 were to: (1) initiate regulatory
investigations on 95 percent of all airmen involved in the sale or distribution of
illegal drugs within 30 days of knowledge, notification by law enforcement, or a
conviction; (2) ensure the aviation industry conducts random drug and alcohol
testing of safety sensitive employees with results not exceeding 1 percent positives
for drugs and 0.5 percent positives for alcohol; and (3) conduct 1,205 drug and
alcohol inspections of the aviation industry to ensure compliance with Federal
regulations. FAA indicated that it met all three performance targets.

We performed review procedures on FAA’s fiscal year 2014 Performance
Summary Report and management’s assertions (Enclosure). We limited our
review processes to inquiries and analytical procedures appropriate for an
attestation review according to the criteria in the Circular. Specifically, we
reviewed FAA’s internal controls for performance measures to gain an
understanding of how the measures were developed.

During our review, no information came to our attention that the accompanying
FAA fiscal year 2014 Drug Control Obligation Summary and Performance
Summary reports were not presented in conformity with ONDCP’s Circular.

Sincerely,

.‘_f-) ,/g’;-_-’ e _';'C.-;’: ./;-_'.'d‘.x'—_){

Louis C. King

Assistant Inspector General for Financial and

Information Technology Audits
Enclosure(s)

cc: DOT Audit Liaison, M-1
FAA Audit Liaison, AAE-100

Report Number FI-2015-020



Assistant Administrator for Financial 800 Independence Ave, SW

U.S. Department Services and Chief Financial Officer Washington, DC 20591
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

Ms. Michele Marx

Acting Associate Director

Office of the National Drug Control Policy
Washington, DC 20503

Dear Ms. Marx:

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Control Policy Circular: Drug Control
Accounting issues January 18, 2013, the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA)
Fiscal Year 2014 Drug Control Obligation Summary is enclosed. FAA’s obligations for
drug-related activities fall below the reporting threshold of $50 million; therefore, only
a limited report is required to satisfy the statutory requirement.

FAA’s point of contact for this report is David Albersheim He can be reached at (202)
267-8852, if further assistance is required.

Sincerely,

"L ( gwt{ Hmz(___m

Mark House
Chief Financial Officer

Enclosure



US. D t t Assistant Administrator for Financial 800 Independence Ave, SW
. Deparrmen Services and Chief Financial Officer Washington, DC 20591
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

JAN 18 2015

Ms. Michele Marx

Acting Associate Director

Office of the National Drug Control Policy
Washington, DC 20503

Dear Ms. Marx:

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Control Policy Circular: Drug Control
Accounting issues January 18, 2013, the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA)
Fiscal Year 2014 Drug Control Obligation Summary is enclosed. FAA’s obligations for
drug-related activities fall below the reporting threshold of $50 million; therefore, only
a limited report is required to satisfy the statutory requirement.

FAA’s point of contact for this report is David Albersheim He can be reached at (202)
267-8852, if further assistance is required.

Sincerely,

11 Z &“‘vt{ Hﬂ&(_ﬂ

Mark House
Chief Financial Officer

Enclosure
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U.S. Department
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

Assistant Administrator for Financial 800 Independence Ave. SW
Services and Chief Financial Officer Washington, D.C. 20591

Ms. Michele Marx

Acting Associate Director

Office of the National Drug Control Policy
Washington, DC 20503

Dear Ms. Marx:

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Control Policy Circular: Drug Control
Accounting issued January 18, 2013, the Federal Aviation Administration's (FAA) Fiscal
Year 2014 Performance Summary Report is enclosed. As specified by the Circular, the
Agency selected two performance measures for Aviation Safety (AVS) for FY 2014 and one
performance measure for Security and Hazardous Materials (ASH) for FY 2014 to assess its
success in reducing the prevalence of drug and alcohol-impaired personnel who perform
sensitive duties within the aviation industry and in initiating regulatory action against
airmen involved in the sale or distribution of illegal drugs. Additional metrics are included
in the body of the enclosures for FYs 2008 through 2013. These performance measures
reflect a critical milestone in the goal to promote the safety and security of the National Air
Space (NAS) and the flying public. These performance measures are:

1. Initiate regulatory investigations on 95% of all airmen involved in the sale or
distribution of illegal drugs within 30 days of knowledge or a conviction or
notification by law enforcement (ASH).

2. Ensure the aviation industry conducts random drug and alcohol testing of safety-
sensitive employees with results not exceeding one percent (1%) positives for drugs
and one-half percent (0.5%) positives for alcohol (AVS).

3. Conduct 1,205 FAA drug and alcohol inspections of the aviation industry to ensure
compliance with 14 CFR part 120 and 40 CFR part 49 (AVS).

Assertions
1. Performance reporting system is appropriate and applied: Performance
information for the first measure relies on official Agency data residing in the
Investigations Tracking System (ITS) and Enforcement Information System (EIS)".
Data resident in ITS/EIS includes: the date of the offense, when first known to FAA,
start date of the action, source of the information, and final sanction.

For measures two and three, the information relies on surveys conducted by the
Agency of all part 121 operators and all other employers with 50 or more safety-sensitive
employees. The latter provide to FAA annual report of their testing results. The
remaining employers with 49 or fewer safety-sensitive employees are randomly chosen to

"ITS and EIS are FAA's system for tracking investigations and information about enforcement actions for statutory or
regulatory violations.



submit an annual report.

No performance measure was reported for one of the three Lines of Business because
its work structure does not lend itself to the development and tracking of such
metrics and is not cost-effective to the government to do so. Consequently, FAA will
work with ONDCP to develop a measure beneficial and cost effective to both
organizations. Additional information can be found in enclosures.

2. Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable: Targets met.

3. Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied: Data
collection for the first measure is based on official FAA databases. For the last two
measures, the Department of Transportation (DOT) requires the Agency to determine
these measures using the Drug and Alcohol Management Information System
(DAMIS) reporting. Due to the reporting methodology, this sampling of DAMIS
reporting is always one calendar year behind. Additional information can be found in the
enclosed Summary Reports.

4. .Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities:
The measures used to describe the Agency's performance adequately reflect key steps
toward the prevention and detection of drug related activities in the NAS. These

measures provide a meaningful assessment of progress toward the development of
safe and reliable airspace.

FAA's points of contact for this report are as follows:
ASH: Elena Loboda, (202) 267-4914

AVS: Carol Kelly, (202) 267-3769

ATO: Ernest Barber, (202) 385-8499

Sincerely,

.'3‘"&‘L (M{ #“Vv«ft_w

Mark House,
Chief Financial Officer



Obligations Summary
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
($ in thousands)

RESOURCE SUMMARY
FY 2014
Obligations
Drug Resources by Budget Decision Unit and Function:
Decision Unit: Air Traffic Organization
Total, Air Traffic Organization S 10,150.00
Decision Unit: Aviation Safety/Aerospace Medicine
Prevention S 14,597.00
Total, Aviation Safety/Aerospace Medicine S 14,597.00
Decision Unit: Security and Hazardous Material Safety
Intelligence Interdiction & State/Local Assistance S 2,600.00
Total, Security and Hazardous Material Safety S 2,600.00
Total Funding S 27,347.00
Drug Resources Personnel Summary
Total FTEs (direct only) 166
Air Traffic Organization 59
Aviation Safety/Aerospace Medicine 87
Investigations: Industry Drug Abatement [ 5]
Prevention: Industry Drug Abatement [ 67]
Prevention: Internal Substance Abuse Program [ 15]

Security & Hazardous Materials Safety 20



Federal Aviation Administration
Industry Drug and Alcohol Testing Program
Performance Summary Report

Fiscal Year 2014

(1)Performance Measures

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) contributes to the National Drug Control
Strategy by reducing the prevalence of drug and alcohol-impaired personnel from
performing safety-sensitive duties in the aviation industry.

The Department of Transportation (DOT) requires the Agency to determine these measures
using the Drug and Alcohol Management Information System (DAMIS) reporting. Each
year, the FAA conducts a survey of every aviation employer that employees 50 or more
safety-sensitive employees, and a random selection of employers that employ 49 or fewer
safety-sensitive employees. These employers are notified to report their data showing the
number of drug and alcohol tests conducted, and the number of positive test results, along
with other miscellaneous information. Due to the reporting methodology, this sampling of
DAMIIS reporting is always one calendar year behind. For example, employers were
required to report all testing they accomplished for calendar year 2013 by March 15, 2014.
In an effort to ensure the most accurate data, the DOT allowed for late submissions until
October 1, 2014, at which time no more entries were allowed. The most current reported
data available is for calendar year 2013.

(2) Prior Years’ Performance Targets and Results

The prior year targets for 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012 were fully achieved. Annual
targets are determined by the DOT and require the positive test results for drugs to be less
than 1.0% and the percentage of positive alcohol tests to be less than 0.5%. The results for
the prior years are as follows:

Calendar Year | Total Drug Percentage of | Total Alcohol | Percentage of
Tests Positive Drug | Tests Positive
Reported Tests Reported Alcohol Tests
2008 199,510 0.588% 53,939 0.123%
2009 164,356 0.534% 51,480 0.088%
2010 179,894 0.503% 50,580 0.11%
2011 191,011 0.462% 50,324 0.097%
2012 181,804 0.456% 50,124 0.132%




(3) Current Performance Targets

Because the methodology requires test reporting to be one calendar year behind, the current
year is considered calendar year 2013. For this calendar year, the total drug tests reported
were 193,048, resulting in 0.485% positive drug tests. The total alcohol tests reported were
52,662, resulting in 0.091% positive alcohol tests.

(4) Quality of Performance Data

As mentioned previously, the FAA does not require all regulated employers to report their
MIS data. During our compliance inspections of covered employers, our inspectors verify
the data submitted to DAMIS to ensure its integrity. In FY 2014, the Drug Abatement
Division conducted 1,205 inspections.

The following chart indicates the number of employers that reported their data:

Calendar Year Approximate Number of Approximate
Number of Total Reporting Percentage of
Regulated Regulated Reporting
Employers Employers Employers Vs.
Total Employers
2008 Unknown 2,340 Unknown
2009 7,250 2,694 37%
2010 7,270 3,240 44%
2011 7,200 3,137 43%
2012 7,200 3,279 45%
2013 7,200 3,526 49%




Federal Aviation Administration
Law Enforcement Assistance Program
Performance Summary Report
Fiscal Year 2014
(1) Performance Measure

The Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) Law Enforcement Assistance (LEA) Program
contributes to the National Drug Control Strategy by reducing access to the National
Airspace System (NAS) by airmen known to the FAA to be involved in the sale or
distribution of illegal drugs. The LEA Program Special Agents provide extensive technical
and administrative assistance, on a timely and continuous basis, to all Federal, State, local,
tribal, territorial, and international law enforcement (LE) agencies engaged in drug
interdiction efforts. These LEA Program Special Agents have access to FAA data, not
available to other agencies, that is critical to the development of investigations on airmen
involved in illegal drug trafficking. The information FAA provides to LE assists them in the
arrest and conviction of airmen and/or the seizure of aircraft.

By working jointly with LE, FAA learns of investigations and information that enables FAA
to initiate regulatory enforcement investigations on airman/aircraft suspected of drug
trafficking; in many cases, these investigations result in the revocation of airmen certificates
thus contributing to the safety and security of the national airspace system (NAS) and the
flying public.

The FAA uses a single performance measure to assess the program. This performance
measure reflects a critical milestone in the goal to promote the safety and security of the
NAS and the flying public by restricting access to the NAS by airmen who have violated
statutory and regulatory requirements for maintaining an airman certificate.

e PERFORMANCE MEASURE: Initiate regulatory investigations on 95% of all

airmen involved in the sale or distribution of illegal drugs within 30 days of
knowledge of a conviction or notification by law enforcement.

(2) Prior Year (2013) Performance Target and Results

-
performance target. FAA Special
Agents were notified of 10 airmen Dl‘llg Related Offenses
involved in illegal drug activities and FY13
initiated 10 regulatory investigations
(100%) against these airmen within four 30% 20% = REVOCATION
days of knowledge of their conviction.
FAA subsequently took regulatory = SUSPENSION
actions against all 10 airmen, thus
impacting their ability to legally access 10% WARNING
the NAS. Those regulatory actions, NOTICE

20%




depicted in the chart, resulted in revocation or suspension of airmen certificates 60% of the
time.

(3) Current Year (2014) Performance Target and Results

é ) In FY14, FAA LEA Program

Airman Investigations Special Agents initiated 8
investigations based on 58

Drug Related Offenses notifications (100%) regarding

FY14 airmen involved in the sale or
distribution of illegal drugs

44% 43%  wREVOCATION within 30 days of knowledge
of a conviction or notification
W SUSPENSION by law enforcement. FAA
WARNING NOTICE later took regulatory actions
= NO ACTION against 317 of the airmen
(56%) arrested for drug related
11% 2% offenses, thus impacting their
- _/  ability to legally access the

NAS. Those regulatory actions
are depicted in the chart to the left. Significant action (revocation/suspension) was taken
45% of the time.

(4) Summary of 2013 and 2014 Results

FY 2013 Target FY 2013 Achieved FY 2014 Target FY 2014 Achieved

95% 100% 95% 100%

(5) Quality of Performance Data

Performance information for the measure relies on official agency data residing in the
Investigations Tracking System (ITS) and Enforcement Information System (EIS).” Data
resident in ITS/EIS includes: the date of the offense, when first known to FAA, start date of
the action, source of the information, and final sanction.

% This includes regulatory action that was finalized from prior year investigations.
* ITS and EIS are FAA’s system for tracking investigations and information about enforcement actions for statutory or
regulatory violations.
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ATO Drug-Related Activities

1. The Air Traffic Organization (ATO), as the FAA's operations component, is the
country's primary air navigation services provider and responsible for the operational
control of nation's airspace. In addition to supporting the safety and efficiency of
aviation for air commerce, ATO collaborates with interagency partners to support
national defense, homeland security, and law enforcement missions. This interagency
cooperation includes air traffic management (ATM) support to the North American
Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD), Customs and Border Protection (CBP), and
other partners carrying out drug control missions in the National Airspace System
(NAS).

2. ATM related support to drug control missions includes: a) standard air traffic control
(ATC) services for government aircraft on missions; b) special handling of those same
aircraft, specifically including flights performing surveillance; ¢) facilitation, including
ATC tracking of suspect flights, of intercept, surveillance, and other missions; and d)
identification and facilitating the response to suspicious aircraft.

3. The above support for drug control efforts are integral to the daily duties carried out by
the agency's air traffic controllers, as well as ATO's air traffic security coordinators. This
operational support is not broken out as separate drug control programs. In many cases,
this support is provided as routine support to NORAD, or CBP and other LEA partners.
The ATO personnel involved may not be aware that they are specifically assisting a drug
control effort versus supporting any other type of defense, homeland security, or law
enforcement mission.

ATO's point of contact is Ernest Barber. He can be reached at (202) 385-8499.
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U.S. Department of Office of Inspectar General
Transportation Washington, DC 20590

Office of the Secretary
of Transpo:tation

January 29, 2015

Ms. Michele Marx

Associate Director, Office of Management and Administration
Office of National Drug Control Policy

750 17th Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20503

Dear Ms. Marx:

This report presents the results of our independent review of the U.S. Department
of Transportation, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s (NHTSA)
fiscal year 2014 Drug Control Obligation Summary and Performance Summary
reports to the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP). Both reports
were received on January 14; 2015. The reports and our review are required by
21 U.S.C. §1704 (d) and ONDCP’s January 2013 Circular, Accounting of Drug
Control Funding and Performance Summary (Circular).

The Circular states that when drug-related obligations total less than $50 million
and a detailed accounting would constitute an unreasonable burden, agencies are
permitted to submit alternative reports. Because its drug-related obligations in
fiscal year 2014 totaled less than $50 million, NHTSA submitted alternative
reports. We reviewed NHTSA’s reports and related management assertions to
determine the reliability of those assertions in compliance with the Circular, in all
~ material respects. We conducted our review in accordance with generally accepted
Government auditing standards for attestation engagements. However, a review is
substantially more limited in scope than an examination, which expresses an
opinion on the accuracy of NHTSA’s Drug Control Obligation Summary and .
Performance Summary reports Because we conducted an attestation rev1ew we
do not express such an opinion.

Drug Control Obligations Summary
We performed reviéw procedures on NHTSA’s fiscal year 2014 Drug Control
Obligation Summary (Enclosure 1) according to the criteria in the Circular. We

limited our work to inquiries and -amalytical procedures appropriate for an
attestation review. Specifically, we tested selected accounting internal controls to

Report Number F[-2015-019
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ensure drug control funds were properly identified in the accounting system. We

were able to trace approximately $1.9 million in drug control obligations to the
" Department of Transportation’s accounting system; we verified that these
obligations were supported by contracts. We noted one exception. NHTSA’s Drug
Control Obligation Summary Report indicates that it obligated $2.238 million for
fiscal year 2014, However, NHTSA did not obligate $338,000 of this amount.
According to management, the $338,000 will be added to its fiscal year 2015
spending plan. :

Performance Reporting Summary and Assertions

NHTSA’s performance target for fiscal year 2014 was to complete data analyses,
and prepare a final report on the 2013 National Roadside Survey of Alcohol and
Drug Use by Drivers. NHTSA indicated that it completed these tasks and will be
releasing its report early February 2015.

We performed review procedures on NHTSA’s fiscal year 2014 Performance
Summary Report and management’s assertions (Enclosure 2). We limited our
review processes to inquiries and analytical procedures appropriate for an
attestation review according to the criteria in the Circular. Specifically, we
reviewed NHTSA’s internal controls for performance measures to gain an
understanding of how the measures were developed.

Other than the exception to the Obligation Summary report, no information came
to our attention that the accompanying NHTSA fiscal year 2014 Drug Control
Obligation Summary and Performance Summary reports were not presented in
conformity with ONDCP’s Circular.

Sincerely,

Louis C. King |

Assistant Inspector General for Financial and
Information Technology Audits

Enclosure(s)

cc: DOT Audit Liaison, M-1
NHTSA Audit Liaison, NPO-310

Report Number FI-2015-019



S

U.S. Depﬂﬁmgm 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE.
of Transportation Washingtan, DG 20530
National Highway

Tratfic Salety

Administration

January 14, 2015

Mr. Jon E. Rice

Associate Director for Performance and Budget
Office of National Drug Control Policy '
Washington, DC 20503

Dear Mr. Rice:

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Control Policy Circular: Drug Control
Accounting issued January 18, 2013, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration's
(NHTSA) Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 Drug Control Obligation Summary is enclosed. NHTSA's
obligations for drug-related activities fall below the reporting threshold of $50 million; therefore,
only a limited report is required to satisfy the statutory requirement.

Please note FY 2014 - 2016 funding is based on the Moving Ahead for Progress in the

21% Century (MAP-21) authorization. While MAP-21 did not provide direct authorization for
drog impaired driving research as in the previous authorization, the Highway Research program
anticipates spending additional funding for drug impaired driving research out of its core budget
to conduct research and evaluation.

I hope this information is helpful. If you need further assistance, please contact
Ms. Melanie O’Donnell at (202) 366-0689.

Sincerely yours,

g g

Acting Chief Financial Officer
Office of Policy and Operations

Enclosure

*h Ak k

NHTsA

www.nhtsa.gov



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration

Resource Summar

Drug Resources by Function
Prevention _ : $1.488 $1.488 $1.488
~ Research

Drug Resources by Decision Unit .
Drug Impaired Driving Prevention $1.488 $1.488
_ Drug palred Driving Research

Drug Resources Personnel Summary
Total FTEs (direct only) . 2 2 2

Drug Resources as a Percent of Budget
Total Agency Budget (in Billions) $0.83 $0.85 $0.92
Drug Resources Percentage 0.27% 0.26% 0.24%

* FY 2014 is based on the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21% Century (MAP-21) authorization.

MAP-21 does not reflect the $1.2 M that had been authorized under section 2013(F) of SAFETEA-LU.

While there is no direct authorization for drug impaired driving research in MAP-21, the Highway

Research program anticipates spending an additional $750K for drug impaired driving research out of its
" core budget to conduct research and evaluation.

** FY 2015 is based on the Grow Amerlca Act authorization, which takes effect once the appropriation bill
is passed for FY 2015. While there is no direct authorization for drug impaired driving research in the
grow America Act, the Highway Research program anticipates spending an additional $750K for drug
impaired driving research out of its core budget to conduct research and evaluation.

*** FY 2016 is based on the budget submission forwarded to the Secretary of the Department of .
Transportation, which is currently under review for submission to the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB), and is subject to change
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U.3. Depariment ‘ 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
of Transportation Washington, DG 20580

National Highway
Traffic Safety
Administration

January 14, 2015

Mr. Jon E. Rice

Associate Director for Performance and Budget
Office of National Drug Control Policy

- Washington, DC 20503

Dear Mr. Rice:

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Control Policy Circular: Drug Control
Accounting issued January 18, 2013, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s
(NHTSA) Fiscal Year 2013 Performance Summary Report is enclosed. As specified by the
Circular, the Agency selected a performance measure for 2007 to assess its success in reducing
drug impaired driving, followed by complementary measures in 2008 through 2015. These
measures track the progress of critical steps toward the development of a reliable and accurate
measure of the drug-impaired driving problem by increasing the Agency’s understanding of the

extent of drug use among drivers, and the role of drugs in crash causation. These performance
measures are:

1. Select representative survey sites and secure local cooperation as part of a National
Roadside survey of Alcohol and Drugged Driving (FY 2007).~ '

2. Collect and analyze oral fluids and blood samples as part of a National Roadside Survey -

of Alcohol and Drugged Driving (FY 2008).
3. Develop and recommend methods for detecting the presence of major illegal drugs in
drivers as part of a Study to Identify Methods and Technologies to Measure Drug
- Presence Amongst Drivers (FY 2009).
4. Complete study design and procedures for a landmark Case Control Study of Crash Risk
- of Drug-Tmpaired Drivers (FY 2010).
5. Collect data from 1250 crashes for the Case Control Study of the Crash Risk of Drug-
Impaired Drivers (FY 2011).
6. Develop and pilot test an online version of the Advanced Roadside Impaired Driving
Enforcement (ARIDE) training program (FY 2012).
7. Complete data analysis and prepare a final report on a Case Control Study of the Crash
Risk of Drug-Impaired Driving (FY 2013).
8. Complete data analysis and prepare a final report on the 2013 Natlonal Roadside Survey
of Alcohol and Drug Use by Drivers (FY 2014).
9. Complete data collection on a field test of oral fluid drug screening devices (FY 201 5).
"10. Complete study design, recruit 51te and unplement data collection (FY 2016)



Page 2
Mr. Jon E. Rice

ASSERTIONS -

1. Performance reporting system is appropriate and applied: In FY 2013, NHTSA
completed analysis of data collected in a study of the relative risk of crash involvement
by drivers using alcohol and other drugs. Data was collected from more than 3,000
crash-involved drivers and 6,000 non-crash involved (control) drivers. The crash-
involved drivers were recruited at the locations where crashes occurred one week later
(two controls for each crash-involved driver), randomly elected from traffic passing the
crash location, driving in the same direction of travel, day of week and time of day.
Research teams operated 24 hours a day, seven days a week. Report preparation is
nearing completion and draft materials are undergoing review. Completion of formal
agency review and the release of the results of the study will occur in 2014.

2. Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable: Target met.

. Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied: Data
collection for the National Roadside Survey of Alcohol and Drugged Driving was based
on a probabilistic design, using traffic volume and demographic variables to ensure a
statistically representative sample. Details of the methodology and findimgs are included
in the Research Note (DOT HS 811 175). Methodology for the 2010 and 2011
performance measures is based on records and documentation of successful achievement

- of the study objectives. i
4. Adequate performance measure exist for all significant drug control activities: The
measures used to describe the Agency’s drug impaired driving program performance
adequately reflect key steps toward the completion of necessary studies to increase
general knowledge of the drugged driving problem. These measures provide a
meaningful assessment of progress toward the development of reliable and accurate
measures of the drugged driving problem in the United States.

('8

I hope this information is 'helpful. If you need further assistance, please contact
Ms. Melanie O’Donnell at (202) 366-0689.

Sincerely yours,

Acting Chief Fimancial Officer
Office of Policy and Operations

Enclosure



National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Drug-Impaired Driving Program
Performance Summary Report
Fiscal Year 2014

(1) Performance Measures

'NHTSA contributes to the National Drug Ceontrol Strategy by reducing the prevalence of

drug-impaired drivers on the Nation’s roadways. However, given the current state of
knowledge, meaningful measures of the drug impaired driving problem are not available.
To chart progress toward development of a valid measure of this problem, NHTSA has
established a series of performance measures based on critical milestones in drug
impaired driving research.

These measures reflect critical milestones in the development of improved methods to
train law enforcement in detecting drug-impaired drivers and in developing valid and
reliable measures of the drug impaired driving problem by increasing the Agency’s
understanding of the extent of drug use among drivers and the role of drugs in crash
causation. The FY 2010 National Drug Control Strategy called for efforts to Collect
Further Data on Drugged Driving and for increased Training to Law Enforcement on
Identifying Drugged Drivers. Our FY 2013 performance measure was designed to
further our understanding of the role of drug use by drivers in crash causation. The

FY 2014 performance measure was {0 determine the extent of drug use among drivers in
7013-2014 and o examine the trends in drug use by drivers (compared to 2007).

The FY 2015 performance measure assesses agency progress in implementing
admimistrative license revocation for drugged driving through field testing of oral fluid
screening devices. Valid and reliable screening devices for law enforcement use are

" necessary in order to implement an administrative license revocation program. For our
~ FY 2016 performance measure we are proposing to conduct a complementary study of -

the crash risk of drug-impaired driving that focuses on fatal and serious injury crashes.
Our FY 2013 study of crash risk of drugged driving involved all types of crashes (fatal,
injury, and property damage crashes) with a preponderance of property damage crashes
(66%). We propose 10 have implemented a twelve month data collection period during
FY 2016.

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) will use the following
measures to assess progress of the Drug-Impaired Driving Program.

« Complete data collection, analysis—,and prepare a final report on & Case Control
Study of the Crash Risk of Drug-Impaired Driving (FY 2013).

This land-mark study was designed to conduct in-depth investigations of
approximately 2,500 police-reported crashes of all severities. For each crash



investigated, similar information will be collected for non-crash control cases
(involving drivers driving at the same locations, day of week, time of day,
traveling in the same direction, etc.). Analysis of drug use by crash involved and
non-crash involved drivers will make it possible to estimate the extent to which
drug use increases the risk of crash involvement. This information will be
invaluable in helping to support strong laws targeting drug-impaired driving and -

" efforts to reduce the harm caused by drug use by drivers. Together with
information from the recently-completed Roadside Survey of Drug and Alcohol
Use by Drivers, evidence from this study on the association of drug use and crash
risk will be an essential part of efforts to develop effective countermeasures.

o Complete data collection, analysis, prepare and release a final report on the 2013
National Roadside Survey of Alcohol and Drug Use by Drivers (FY 2014).

This study will be second nationally representative survey of drug use by drivers
(and the fifth survey of alcohol use by drivers). It will provide trend data for drug
use by drivers when compare to the 2007 National Roadside Survey and almost
40 years of trend data in alcohol use by drivers (using the 1974, 1986, 1996, 2007,
and 2013 surveys). This large-scale survey will collect alcohol and drug use data
from over 7,500 passenger vehicle and motorcycle operators stopped while

~ driving at some 300 locations around the country. Through a stratified sampling
plan it will produce reliable national estimates of alcohol and drug use. When
compared to the 2007 National Roadside Survey this new survey will provide an
indication of whether there has been change in drug use over the past six years. It

will also show whether the previously observed decline in alcohol use by drivers
has continued.

e Complete first phase of a pilot test of administrative license revocation for drugged
“driving (FY 2015). ‘

In this first phase, we will design and implement a field evaluation of oral fluid
drug screening devices. These devices are designed for law enforcement use and
offer the opportunity to get an on-site oral fluid test for selected drugs in 3 5
minutes. Traditionally, officers would have to arrange for a blood sample to be
drawn, by transperting the suspect to a hospital, and then ship the blood sample to
a laboratory for toxicological analysis. Results would often not be available for
weeks or months. Our study will look at the effects on law enforcement and
“prosecution of driving while impaired by drugs cases when almost immediate
results are available from these screening devices. We are planning to collect data
on the accuracy, reliability, and ease of use of several oral fluid drug screemng
devices with the cooperation of four police departments. Our goal is to get data

from 1,000 impaired driving suspects. We anticipate this will take between 6 and
12 months. ' '



o Initiate data collection for a crash risk study of the prevalence of drug use by drivers
that focuses on fatal and serious injury crashes (FY 2016). :

Our earlier study of the crash risk associated with drug use by drivers used a
random sample of crash-involved driver’s sampled 24-hours a day, seven days a
week. This resulted in a mix of fatal, injury and property damage crashes (with
about 66% being property damage crashes). We will initiate a 12 month data
collection period on a new complementary study that will focus on fatal and _
serious injury crashes. This new study will address the possibility that drivers that '
use drugs are less likely to become involved in minor property damage crashes,
but rather get involved in mostly in very serious crashes. We hope to gain the
cooperation of a high volume Level 1 Trauma Center in a large metropolitan area
where we will obtain the crash-involved drivers from those fatally and seriously
injured transported to the trauma center. The control drivers will be obtained
using the same procedure used in the previous study.

(2)  Prior Years Performance Targets and Results

Prior performance targets for I'Y 2007 and FY 2008 were fully achieved. In F'Y 2007,
300 survey sites were identified for the Roadside Survey of Alcohol and Drug Use by
Diivers. In FY 2008, over 9,000 drivers were sampled in locations across the country for
the Roadside Survey study.

The FY 2009 target was not achieved due to a change in research strategy. An expert
group was convened during 2009 to develop and recommend methods for detecting the
presence of major illegal drugs in drivers. The expert group concluded that such
technology was not feasible for roadside use in the near future. With this information,
the research effort was re-directed to developing methods for identifying drugs that
impair driving. ' ‘

In FY 2010, we completed the Case Control Study of Crash Risk of Drug-Tmpaired
Driving study design and planning, as anticipated, and implemented the study. Data
collection was completed as anticipated in Sepiember 2011. Response teams involving an
on duty police officer and research team member are being fielded to respond to crashes '
24 hours a day, seven days as week. The officer on the team handles the crash, while the
research member collects breath, oral fluid and blood samples from the crash-involved
driver. One week later, at the same time and location, the teamn stops motorists traveling
in the same direction not involved in a crash to collect the same data. '

Tn FY 2011, we concluded the majority of the onsite data collection, exceeding the goal
of collecting data from 2,500 crash involved drivers and 5,000 control drivers.

InFY 2012, ‘we were successful in developing and pilot testing an online version of the
Advanced Roadside Impaired Driving Enforcement (ARIDE) Training program. The
online version was developed and tested in several sites. '




Tn FY 2013, we completed data analysis, and drafted a final report on a Case Control
Study of the Crash Risk of Drug-Impaired Driving. However, the report has not yet been
released due to delays in fipalizing the report. We briefed Acting Director Botticelli on
the results of the study in the early summer 2014 and expect to clear the report for release

in the fall of FY 2014.

In FY 2014, we expect to complete data analysis of the 2013 National Roadside Survey
of Alcohol and Drug Use by Drivers, and prepare a report on the results of the study. The
report will be available for release by the end of the calendar year. The data collection
phase of the study was delayed approximately 6 months due to inaccurate adverse
publicity and congressional concerns that resulted from the publicity.

FY 2008 Achieved

Selected Measures of Performance

FY 2011 Target ~

Selected Measures of Performance Y 2008 Target
- Roadside Survey of Alcohol '

and Drug Use Among Drivers

Collect and analyze oral fluids and 7,500 drivers Over 9,000 drivers

blood samples from randomly selected

drivers in at least 300 locations across

the U.S.

Selected Measures of Performance FY 2009 Target FY 2009 Achieved

Study to Identify Methods and :

Technologies to Measure Drug Presence

Develop and recommend methods for Detection methods Technology not

detecting the presence of major illegal for at least 5 drugs currently available.

drugs in drivers ' '

Selected Measures of Performance . FY 2010 Target _ FY 2010 Achieved

Case Control Study of the Crash .

Risk Associated with Drug Use by Develop study design  Study design

Drivers and procedures completed and
implemented.

Case Control Study of the Crash

FY 201 llAchieved

Risk of Drug-Impaired Drivers Collect data from ~ Data collected on

Complete 50 percent of data collection 1250 crashes “over 1,250 crashes
and 2,500 control
drivers.

Selected Measures of Performance FY 2012 Target FY 2012 Achieved

Advanced Roadside Impaired Complete design Design completed and

Driving Enforcement Training and pilot testing of  course pilot tested by

(ARIDE)
Develop and Pilot Test an Online
to facilitate distance learning

of an on-line version over 100 officers from

enforcement agencies

in the Fall of 2012.



Selected Measures of Performance FY 2013 Target FY 2013 Achieved
Case Control Study of the Crash ,

Risk Associate with Drug Use . Complete data Data analysis completed
By Drivers analysis, risk and report drafted.
Complete drug assays (blood and * estimation, and '

oral fluids), data analysis, and report write report

preparation

(3) - Current Performance Targets

Selected Measures of Performance FY 2014 Target FY 2014 Achicved
2014 National Roadside Survey -

of Aleohol and Drug Use by Drivers Complete data Data collection, data

Conduct roadsides survey, collect
breath, oral fluids and blood samples,
analyze data and prepare report

Selected Measures of Performance

collection at 300 analysis, and report

locations, analyze  prepared. Release

data, prepare report  scheduled for late
January 2015.

Design and Implement a Field
Evaluation of Oral Fluid Drug
Screening Devices.

Complete field data collection at four
law enforcement agencies.

Seleétéd Measures of Performance

FY 2015 Target FY 2015 Achieved

Complete field data
collection using several
oral fluid drug screening
devices.

FY 2016 Target FY 2016 Achieved

Crash Risk Study of Drug Use by
Drivers in Fatal & Serious Injury
Crashes - Complete study design,
recruit site, and implement data
collection.

4  Quality of—Performﬁnce Data

Complete study design,
recruit Level 1 Trauma
Center and cooperation
of law enforcement,
initiate data collection

Data collection for the National Roadside Survey of Alcohol and Drugged Driving was
based on a probabilistic design, using traffic volume and demographic variables to ensure
a statistically representative sample. Details of the methodology and findings are
included in the Research Note DOT HS 811 175 “Results of the 2007 National Roadside
Survey of Alcohol and Drug Use by Drivers.” '

Methodology for the 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, and 2014 performance measures 1s based
on records and documentation of successful achievement of study objectives. The
established measures provide a meaningful assessment of progress toward the
development of reliable and accurate measures of the drugged driving problem in the

United States.
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TREASURY INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR TAX ADMINISTRATION

Independent Attestation Review of the
Internal Revenue Service’s Fiscal Year 2014
Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds
and Related Performance

December 19, 2014

Reference Number: 2015-10-010

This report remains the property of the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration (TIGTA) and
may not be disseminated beyond the Internal Revenue Service without the permission of TIGTA.
This report may contain confidential return information protected from disclosure pursuant to
I.R.C. § 6103(a). Such information may be disclosed only to Department of the Treasury employees
who have a need to know this information in connection with their official tax administration duties.

|
Phone Number / 202-622-6500
E-mail Address / TIGTACommunications@tigta.treas.qgov

Website / http.//www.treasury.qgov/tigta
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HIGHLIGHTS

INDEPENDENT ATTESTATION REVIEW
OF THE INTERNAL REVENUE
SERVICE’S FISCAL YEAR 2014 ANNUAL
ACCOUNTING OF DRUG CONTROL
FUNDS AND RELATED PERFORMANCE

Highlights

Final Report issued on
December 19, 2014

Highlights of Reference Number: 2015-10-010
to the Internal Revenue Service Chief Financial
Officer and Chief, Criminal Investigation.

IMPACT ON TAXPAYERS

TIGTA reviewed the assertions in the IRS’s
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP)
Detailed Accounting Submission and
Performance Summary Report for Fiscal

Year 2014. IRS management is responsible for
preparing the report.

The IRS supports the National Drug Control
Strategy through its continued support of the
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force.
Complete and reliable financial and performance
information is critical to the IRS’s ability to
accurately report on the results of its operations
to both internal and external stakeholders,
including taxpayers.

WHY TIGTA DID THE AUDIT

This review was conducted as required by the
ONDCP and ONDCP Circular: Accounting of
Drug Control Funding and Performance
Summary, dated January 18, 2013. The
National Drug Control Program agencies are
required to submit to the Director of the ONDCP,
not later than February 1 of each year, a
detailed accounting of all funds expended (the
ONDCP Circular requires amounts obligated)
during the previous fiscal year. Agencies also
need to identify and document performance
measure(s) that show the results associated
with these expenditures.

The Chief Financial Officer, or another
accountable senior-level executive, of each
agency for which a Detailed Accounting

Submission is required shall provide a
Performance Summary Report to the Director of
the ONDCP. Further, the ONDCP Circular
requires that each report be provided to the
agency’s Inspector General for the purpose of
expressing a conclusion about the reliability of
each assertion made in the report prior to its
submission.

WHAT TIGTA FOUND

Based on our review, nothing came to our
attention that caused us to believe that the
assertions in the Detailed Accounting
Submission and Performance Summary Report
are not fairly presented in all material respects in
accordance with the ONDCP’s established
criteria.

WHAT TIGTA RECOMMENDED

TIGTA made no recommendations as a result of
the work performed during this review.

However, key IRS officials reviewed this report
prior to its issuance and agreed with the facts
and conclusions presented.



DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20220

TREASURY INSPECTOR GENERAL
FOR TAX ADMINISTRATION

December 19, 2014

MEMORANDUM FOR CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
CHIEF, CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION

e 7 7175(5‘—-3

FROM: Michael E. McKenney
Deputy Inspector General for Audit

SUBJECT: Final Audit Report — Independent Attestation Review of the Internal
Revenue Service’s Fiscal Year 2014 Annual Accounting of Drug
Control Funds and Related Performance (Audit # 201410020)

This report presents the results of our attestation review of the Internal Revenue Service’s Fiscal
Year 2014 Office of National Drug Control Policy Detailed Accounting Submission and
Performance Summary Report (the report). The overall objective of this review was to express a
conclusion about the reliability of each assertion made in the report. This review is included in
our Fiscal Year 2015 Annual Audit Plan and addresses the major management challenge of
Achieving Program Efficiencies and Cost Savings.

The Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration made no recommendations as a result of
the work performed during this review. However, key Internal Revenue Service officials
reviewed this report prior to its issuance and agreed with the facts and conclusions presented.

Copies of this report are also being sent to the Internal Revenue Service managers affected by the
audit report. If you have any questions, please contact me or Gregory D. Kutz, Assistant
Inspector General for Audit (Management Services and Exempt Organizations).
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Independent Attestation Review of the Internal Revenue
Service’s Fiscal Year 2014 Annual Accounting of Drug Control
Funds and Related Performance

Background

The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988" establishes as a
policy goal the creation of a drug-free America. A key
provision of the act is the establishment of the Office of

National Drug Control Program
agencies are required to submit

National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) to set priorities, to the Director of the ONDCP,
implement a national strategy, and certify Federal not later than February 1 of each
Government drug control budgets. The Internal year, a detailed accounting of all

funds expended during the

Revenue Service (IRS) supports the National Drug . )
previous fiscal year.

Control Strategy through its continued support of the
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force. The
mission of the IRS’s Criminal Investigation in Federal law enforcement’s anti-drug efforts is to
reduce or eliminate the financial gains (profits) of major narcotics trafficking and money
laundering organizations through the use of its unique financial investigative expertise and
statutory jurisdiction.

This review was conducted as required by the ONDCP and ONDCP Circular: Accounting of
Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013. The National Drug
Control Program agencies? are required to submit to the Director of the ONDCP, not later than
February 1 of each year, a detailed accounting of all funds expended (the ONDCP Circular
requires amounts obligated) during the previous fiscal year.® Agencies also need to identify and
document performance measure(s) that show the results associated with these expenditures. The
Chief Financial Officer, or another accountable senior-level executive, of each agency for which
a Detailed Accounting Submission is required shall provide a Performance Summary Report to
the Director of the ONDCP. Further, the ONDCP Circular requires that each report be provided
to the agency’s Inspector General for the purpose of expressing a conclusion about the reliability
of each assertion made in the report prior to its submission.

For Fiscal Year (FY) 2014 and future years, the IRS elected to modify the methodology it uses to
report ONDCP expenditures to include costs applicable to all narcotics investigations.
Previously, the IRS reported only costs applicable to narcotics investigations performed as part
of a coordinated task force. The IRS stated that it made this change to allow it to more
comprehensively report the resources it devotes to the National Drug Control Strategy. This

! Pub. L. No. 100-690, 102 Stat. 4181 (1988).

2 A National Drug Control Program agency is defined as any agency that is responsible for implementing any aspect
of the National Drug Control Strategy.

® Any yearly accounting period, regardless of its relationship to a calendar year. The Federal Government’s fiscal
year begins on October 1 and ends on September 30.
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change was approved by the ONDCP. The reporting of FY 2014 performance was similarly
modified to include accomplishments applicable to all narcotics investigations.

This review was performed at the IRS Headquarters offices of the Chief Financial Officer and
Chief, Criminal Investigation, in Washington, D.C., during the period June through

December 2014. Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established
by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants and in compliance with generally
accepted government auditing standards. In general, our review procedures were limited to
inquiries and analytical procedures appropriate for an attestation review based upon the criteria
in the ONDCP Circular. Detailed information on our audit objective, scope, and methodology is
presented in Appendix I. Major contributors to the report are listed in Appendix II.
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Results of Review

Summary of the Independent Attestation Review of the Fiscal
Year 2014 Office of National Drug Control Policy Detailed Accounting
Submission and Performance Summary Report

We reviewed the assertions in the IRS’s ONDCP Detailed Accounting Submission and
Performance Summary Report (the report) for FY 2014, which ended September 30, 2014
(see Appendix IV). The report was prepared pursuant to 21 U.S.C. 1704 (d) and the ONDCP
Circular. IRS management is responsible for preparing the report.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American
Institute of Certified Public Accountants and in compliance with generally accepted government
auditing standards. An attestation review is substantially less in scope than an examination, the
objective of which is the expression of an opinion on the report. Accordingly, we do not express
such an opinion.

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that the assertions in
the report are not fairly presented in all material respects in accordance with the ONDCP’s
established criteria.

While this report is an unrestricted public document, the information it contains is intended
solely for the use of the IRS, the U.S. Department of the Treasury, the ONDCP, and Congress. It
is not intended to be used by anyone other than the specified parties.
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Appendix |

Detailed Objective, Scope, and Methodology

Our overall objective was to perform an independent attestation review of the IRS’s reporting of
FY* 2014 ONDCP expenditures and related performance for the purpose of expressing a
conclusion about the reliability of each assertion made in the Detailed Accounting Submission
and Performance Summary Report. To accomplish our objective, we:

Obtained an understanding of the process used to prepare the FY 2014 Detailed
Accounting Submission and Performance Summary Report.

A

B.

Discussed the process used to record ONDCP expenditures and performance
information with responsible IRS personnel.

Obtained any documents such as written procedures and supporting worksheets that
evidence the methodology used.

Evaluated the reasonableness of the drug methodology process for detailed accounting
submissions.

A.

Reviewed data supporting the Detailed Accounting Submission to establish the
relationship to the amounts being reported.

Verified whether all drug-related activities are reflected in the drug methodology.

Obtained documentation to support any modifications to the drug methodology and
verified that the modifications were submitted to the ONDCP for review prior to
implementation.

Performed selected reviews of reported obligations in the Detailed Accounting
Submission.

A

Verified that the Detailed Accounting Submission included all of the elements
specified in Section 6 of the ONDCP Circular: Accounting of Drug Control Funding
and Performance Summary.

Verified the mathematical accuracy of the obligations presented in the Table of
FY 2014 Drug Control Obligations.

Traced the information contained in the Table of FY 2014 Drug Control Obligations
to the supporting documentation.

! Any yearly accounting period, regardless of its relationship to a calendar year. The Federal Government’s fiscal
year begins on October 1 and ends on September 30.
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Evaluated the reasonableness of the methodology used to report performance information
for National Drug Control Program activities.

A. Reviewed data supporting the Performance Summary Report to establish the
relationship to the National Drug Control Program activities.

B. Verified whether all drug-related activities are reflected in the performance
information.

Performed sufficient verifications of reported performance information to support our
conclusion on the reliability of the assertions.

A. Verified that the Performance Summary Report included all of the elements specified
in Section 7 of the ONDCP Circular.

B. Verified the mathematical accuracy of the performance information presented.
C. Traced the performance information presented to the supporting documentation.

D. Reviewed the supporting documentation for reasonableness.
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Appendix Il

Major Contributors to This Report

Gregory D. Kutz, Assistant Inspector General for Audit (Management Services and Exempt
Organizations)

Alicia P. Mrozowski, Director
Anthony J. Choma, Audit Manager
Michele N. Strong, Lead Auditor
Trisa Brewer, Auditor

Rashme Sawhney, Auditor
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Appendix Il

Report Distribution List

Commissioner C
Office of the Commissioner — Attn: Chief of Staff C
Deputy Commissioner for Operations Support OS
Deputy Commissioner for Services and Enforcement SE
Deputy Chief, Criminal Investigation SE:Cl
Deputy Chief Financial Officer OS:CFO
Chief Counsel CC
National Taxpayer Advocate TA
Director, Office of Legislative Affairs CL:LA
Director, Office of Program Evaluation and Risk Analysis RAS:O
Office of Internal Control OS:CFO:CPIC:IC
Audit Liaisons:

Chief, Criminal Investigation SE:CI

Chief Financial Officer OS:CFO
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Appendix IV

Internal Revenue Service’s Fiscal Year 2014
Detailed Accounting Submission and
Performance Summary Report:

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20224

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

November 12, 2014

MEMORANDUM FOR MICHAEL E. MCKENNEY
DEPUTY INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR AUDIT

FROM: Robin L. Canady Wats A o n/sy

Chief Financial Officer

SUBJECT: Annual Accounting and Authentication of Fiscal Year (FY) 2014
Drug Control Funds, Related Performance, and Assertion of
Performance Information

The purpose of this memorandum is to transmit the IRS FY 2014 Annual Accounting
and Authentication of Drug Control Funds and Related Performance Report, as directed
in the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular: Accounting of Drug
Control Funding and Performance Summary, dated January 18, 2013. This circular
requires the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration (TIGTA) to perform an
attestation review before the IRS submits this document to the ONDCP. After IRS
receives TIGTA's conclusion as to the reliability of each assertion, | will forward the
document to the ONDCP.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 317-6400, or have a member of
your staff contact Jeffrey Zottola, Acting Associate Chief Financial Officer for Corporate
Budget, at (202) 317-4038.

Attachments (2)

! Attachment 2 - Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program - Year End Financial Projection is not
part of the Detailed Accounting Submission and Performance Summary Report that the Treasury Inspector General
for Tax Administration is responsible for auditing.
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Annual Accounting and Authentication of Drug Control Funds and Related Performance

Attachment 1
November, 2014

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

" DETAILED ACCOUNTING SUBMISSION

A. Table of Fiscal Year (FY) 2014 Drug Control Obligations

Narcotics OCDETF

Drug Resources by Function ($000) ($000)
Investigations $63,572 $58,200
Total $63,572 $58,200
Drug Resources by Decision Unit

Narcotics Crimes $63,572 $58.200
Total $63,572 $58,200

1) Drug Methodology

a)

All Drug Control Obligations (the resources appropriated and available for
these activities) are reported under one Drug Control Function and one
Budget Decision Unit, as shown in the above chart.

The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Drug Control Budget encompasses the
Criminal Investigation (Cl) Narcotics Program®. CI's overall Direct
Investigative Time (DIT) applied to narcotics investigations for FY 2014 was
11.4 percent of total DIT with 91.2percent of the DIT being applied to
Organized Crime and Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF)
investigations.

The methodology for computing the resources appropriated and realized for
the Narcotics Program is the application of the DIT attributable to narcotics
investigations and applying the DIT percentage to the total realized
appropriated resources, reduced by reimbursable funds and Earned Income
Tax Credit (EITC) resources, for the year for which the resources are being
reported. The result is determined to be the amount of resources expended
on the Narcotics Program. This methodology was approved by Cl, the IRS
Chief Financial Officer, and the Office of National Drug Control Policy
(ONDCP) during FY 2014 and is effective for FY2014 and all subsequent
fiscal years.

' The IRS-CI Narcotics Program consist of 5 sub-programs which include: Organized Crime Drug
Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF); High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA); HIDTA-OCDETF;
Terrorism-OCDETF; and Narcotics-Other.
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Attachment 1
November, 2014

2) Methodology Modifications

In recent discussions with ONDCP's Office of Budget and Performance, Cl
learned that the funding it receives through the earmark is not limited to
participation in the OCDETF program but should include all narcotics-related
activities. Since 2006, Cl has reported only the investigative resources and the
related performance measures applied to the OCDETF sub-programs. This
methodology of only reporting the OCDETF sub-programs allowed IRS-Cl to
meet its ONDCP funding mandates; however, it did not completely capture the
total resources applied by ClI to support the U.S. Government'’s National Drug
Control Strategy.

During FY 2014, Cl submitted a request to ONDCP for approval to change the
methodology from only reporting the OCDETF sub-programs to reporting all
narcotics sub-programs. On September 19, 2014, ONDCP approved this change
effective for FY2014 and all subsequent fiscal years. The inclusion of all
narcotics program resources will provide Cl an ability to completely capture and
report the resources being applied to support the U.S. Government's National
Drug Control Strategy. The change in methodology will provide Cl an increased
ability, both presently and in future fiscal years, to meet its obligations for its
receipt of Interagency Crime and Drug Enforcement (ICDE) funding.

3) Material Weaknesses or Other Findings
None

4) Reprogramming or Transfers
None

5) Other Disclosures
None

B. Assertions

1) Obligations by Budget Decision Unit
Obligations reported by the Budget Decision Unit are a result of applying DIT
data derived from the Criminal Investigation Management Information System

(CIMIS) to the actual obligations from the Cl realized Financial Plan, less
reimbursements and EITC funds.
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2)

4)

Attachment 1
November, 2014

Drug Methodology

The methodology used to calculate obligations of prior-year budgetary resources
restricted DIT to investigative resources applied to investigations designated as
OCDETF and omitted resources applied to non-OCDETF investigations. This
methodology did not accurately reflect the total investigative resources expended
on counter-narcotics/money laundering investigations. Inclusion of the non-
OCDETF narcotics sub-programs more accurately reflects the resources
currently being committed by IRS-CI to support the President's Strategy to
Combat Transnational Organized Crime, U.S. Government's National Drug
Control Strategy, and the National Money Laundering Strategy without a
significant increase in resources.

a) Data

Data is derived from CIMIS to determine the DIT applied to the Narcotics
Program. Each special agent submits CIMIS time reports monthly detailing
their activities relating to specific investigations. Each investigation is
associated with a specific program and sub-program area. The percentage of
DIT applied to each program area is calculated monthly with a final annual
percentage determined after the close of the fiscal year to determine the total
resources expended to support the U.S. Government's National Drug Control
Strategy. The annual percentage of DIT relating to all narcotics sub-
programs is applied to the total resources expended for FY 2014 in the CI
Appropriated Enforcement Budget (excluding reimbursables and EITC).

b) Other Estimation Methods
None
c) Financial Systems

The IRS Integrated Financial System (IFS) is the final authority for the IRS
resource obligations and yields data which fairly presents drug-related
obligation estimates.

Application of Drug Methodology

The methodology disclosed in this section was the actual methodology used to
generate the required table and meets all requirements described in Section 6 of
the ONDCP Circular: Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance
Summary. Calculations made using this methodology are sufficiently
documented to independently reproduce all data and ensure consistency
between reporting years.
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Attachment 1
November, 2014

5) Reprogramming or Transfers

The data presented is associated with obligations against a financial plan and
properly reflects any revisions occurring during the fiscal year.

6) Fund Control Notices

Criminal Investigation asserts the data presented is associated with obligations
against a financial plan that fully complied with all fund control notices issued by
the Director under 21 U.S.C. § 1703(f) and Section 9 of the ONDCP Circular:
Budget Execution, as applicable.

C. Performance Summary Report
1) Performance Reporting
a) Performance Measures

The IRS reviewed performance measures used by other agencies that
support the National Drug Control Strategy as well as budget-level
performance measures that are already used to address the effectiveness of
Cl activities. As a result of the review, the IRS determined that, in addition to
the number of subject criminal investigations completed, the most appropriate
performance measures to evaluate its contribution to the National Drug
Control Strategy were number of convictions and conviction rate. These are
both budget-level performance measures already used by Cl to evaluate its
performance as a whole. Criminal investigations completed for the Narcotics
Program and all other programs are defined as total subject criminal
investigations completed during the fiscal year, including those resulting in a
prosecution recommendation to the DOJ, discontinuance due to lack of
evidence, or a finding that the allegation was false (or other reasons).
Convictions are defined as the total number of subject criminal investigations
with CIMIS status codes of guilty plea, nolo-contendere, judge guilty, or jury
guilty. Conviction rate is defined as the total number of subject criminal
investigations with CIMIS status codes of guilty plea, nolo-contendere, judge
guilty, or jury guilty divided by these status codes nolle prosequi, judge
dismissed, and jury acquittal.
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Attachment 1
November, 2014

These measures assess Cl's performance of its mission to serve the public
by conducting investigations of potential violations of the Internal Revenue
Code and related financial crimes (which narcotics investigations are an
important component), to foster confidence in the tax system and enhance
voluntary compliance. In addition, it reduces or eliminates the profits and
financial gains from narcotics trafficking and money laundering.

Criminal Investigation’s Narcotics Program supports the goals of the
President’s Strategy to Combat Transnational Organized Crime, the U.S.
National Drug Control Strategy, and the National Money Laundering Strategy
by seeking to reduce or eliminate the profits and financial gains from
Transnational Criminal Organizations involved in narcotics trafficking and
money laundering. Cl has participated in the OCDETF program since its
inception in 1982 and focuses its narcotics efforts almost exclusively on high-
priority OCDETF cases where its contributions will have the greatest impact.

b) Prior Years Performance Targets and Results

The performance results for FY 2009 through FY 2013 are shown below:

FY FY FY FY FY
2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 20122 | 2013

652 788 927 904 943

Investigations

Completed
Convictions 462 405 435 563 621
Conviction Rate 85% 82% 88% 90% 88%

Note: The performance results for FY2009 — FY2013 listed in the above table were based on
the prior drug methodology and only include investigations coded as OCDETF.

2 TIGTA and Cl agreed to revise the number of convictions for FY2012 to 559 (from 563) based on a
review of CIMIS data.
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November, 2014

c) Current Year Performance Targets and Results

Cl calculated its year-end performance using the status date of investigations.
The results for FY 2014 are shown below:

F FY 2014 FY 2014
| FY 2014 FY 2014 Performance Performance
Narcotics Narcotics Results Results
Targets & Performance Targets (OCDETF Only)* {Narcotics)* *
Investigations Completed 680 810 862
Convictions 410 545 584
Conviction Rate 85% 91.4% 90.8%

* As noted in the above table, Cl exceeded in all three performance target areas for FY
2014: Investigations Completed; Convictions; and Conviction Rate.

e Column 3 of the above table reflects the performance results using the prior methodology
of reporting only OCDETF investigations.

» Column 4 of the above table reflects the performance results based on the newly
approved methodology of reporting all narcotics program areas.

d) Fiscal Year 2015 Performance Targets Narcotics Cases:

The performance information for the IRS CI Narcotics program for FY2015, as
submitted to ONDCP (ONDCP Budget Submission):

Criminal Investigations Completed 680
Convictions 410
Conviction Rate 85%

Note: For FY2015, Cl has maintained the performance targets from FY2014 despite the fact
that the level of narcotics funding requested for FY2015 is less than the amount received in
prior years. Due to dwindling investigative resources (caused by Special Agent retirements
and inability to hire Special Agents), Cl anticipates a reduction in the number of narcotics-
related investigation initiations and completions in the coming fiscal year. The above
performance target range is commensurate with the level of investigative resources applied.
Itis anticipated that the proposed FY 2015 DIT range will be adjusted to 10.8% - 12.0% to
ensure that IRS-CI meets the minimum resource level required.

® Based on Status Date as of November 04, 2014

* These figures are comprised of all Narcotics investigations (OCDETF, HIDTA-OCDETF, Terrorism-
OCDETF, HIDTA, and Narcotics-Other). However, the performance goals were set prior to the
methodology change.
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e)

Attachment 1
November, 2014

Quality of Performance Data

To ensure the reliability of the data, all cases have unique numbers assigned
in CIMIS which contain validity and business rule checks. The CIMIS
database tracks the status of the investigations from initiation through final
disposition. The system has sufficient internal checks and balances to assure
status updates are input in the proper order.

D. Annual Accounting and Authentication of Drug Control Funds and Related
Performance

1) Performance Measures Assertions

a)

b)

c)

d)

Performance Reporting System is appropriate and applied

The IRS uses the CIMIS to capture performance information accurately and
that system was properly applied to generate the performance data.

Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable

Explanations offered for failing to meet a performance target and for any
recommendations concerning plans and schedules for meeting future targets
or for revising or eliminating performance targets are reasonable.

Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and
applied

The methodology described in the Performance Summary Report for FY 2014
to establish performance targets for the current year is reasonable given past
performance and available resources.

Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control
activities

The IRS established at least one acceptable performance measure for each
Drug Control Decision Unit identified in its Detailed Accounting of FY 2014
Drug Control Funds as required by Section 7(b)(4) for which a significant
amount of obligations were incurred in the previous year.
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Attachment 1
November, 2014

2) Criteria for Assertions
a) Data

The sources of the data used are well documented and the data used in the
report is clearly identified and is the most recent available.

b) Estimation Methods
Not applicable.
c) Reporting Systems

The reporting system supporting the above assertions is current, reliable, and
an integral part of the agency’s budget and management processes.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Office of Inspector General is required to review the Department of Veterans Affairs’ (VA)
Fiscal Year (FY) 2014 Performance Summary Report to the Director, Office of National Drug
Control Policy (ONDCP), pursuant to ONDCP Circular: Accounting of Drug Control Funding
and Performance Summary (Circular), dated January 18, 2013, and as authorized by 21 U.S.C.
§ 1703(d)(7). The Performance Summary Report is the responsibility of VA’s management and
is included in this report as Afttachment A (Patient Reported Abstinence) and Attachment B
(Research and Development).

We reviewed, according to the Circular’s criteria and requirements, whether VA has a system to
capture performance information accurately and whether that system was properly applied to
generate the performance data reported in the Performanice Summary Report. We also reviewed
whether VA offered a reasonable explanation for failing to meet a performance target and for
any recommendations concerning plans and schedules for meeting future targets or for revising
or climinating performance targets. Furthermore, we reviewed whether the methodology
described in the Performance Summary Report and used to establish performance targets for the
current year is reasonable given past performance and available resources; and whether VA
established at least one acceptable performance measure for each Drug Control Decision Unit, as
defined by the Circular, for which a significant amount of obligations were incurred.

We conducted our review in accordance with attestation standards established by the American
Institute of Certified Public Accountants, and the applicable Government Auditing Standards,
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. An attestation review is substantially
less in scope than an examination, the objective of which is the expression of an opinion on the
matters described in paragraph two. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Based upon our review and the Circular’s criteria:

* Nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe VA does not have a system to capture
performance information accurately or the system was not properly applied to generate the
performance data reported in the Performance Summary Report.

* VA continued implementation of a measure for Patient Reported Abstinence for FY 2014 at
ONDCP’s request. This performance measure reflects patient reported outcomes of recent
abstinence rather than the previously reported process measure on Continuity of Care. While
VA did not set an FY 2014 performance target for Patient Reported Abstinence, it did report
actual performance for the fiscal year, and set an FY 2015 target for Patient Reported
Abstinence.

¢ Nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe VA did not meet its
FY 2014 Research and Development target for the substance abuse disorder on-going studies
performance measure. As a result, VA is not required to offer an explanation for failing to
meet a performance target, for recommendations concerning plans and schedules for meeting
tuture targets, or for revising or eliminating performance targets for this measure.



* Nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe the methodology described in the
Performance Summary Report establishing performance targets for the current year is not
reasonable given past performance and available resources.

¢ Nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe VA did not establish at least one
acceptable performance measure for each Drug Control Decision Unit, as defined by the
Circular, for which a significant amount of obligations were incurred in the previous fiscal
year.

The Department concurred with our report without further comments.
NICK DAHL

Director
Bedford Audit Division
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VA’s Management Representation Letter

Date:

From:

Subj:

Ta:

Department of
Veterans Affairs Memorandum

January 6, 2015
Acting Principal Deputy Under Secretary for Health (10A)

Management Representation Letter for the Independent Review of the
VA's FY 2014 Performance Summary Report to the Cffice of National Drug
Control Policy (Project Number 2015-00875-R1-0048) (VAIQ 7562433)

Assistant Inspector General for Audits and Evaluations (52)

1. We are providing this letter in connection with your attestation review
of our Performance Summary Report to the Director, Office of National
Drug Control Policy (ONDCP). We confirm, to the best of our knowledge
and belief that the following representations made to you during your
attestation review are accurate and pertain to the fiscal year (FY) ended
September 30, 2014,

2. We confirm that we are responsible for and have made available to
you the following:

a. The Performance Summary Report for FY 2014 required by the
Circular.

b. All supporting records and related information and data relevant to
the performance measures within the FY 2014 Performance
Summary Report; and

¢. Communications, if any, from the ONDCP and other oversight
bodies concerning the FY 2014 Performance Summary Report and
information therein.

3. We confim that the FY 2014 Performance Summary Report was
prepared in accordance with the requirements and criteria of the Office of
National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Drug Control Accounting,
January 18, 2013,

4. We understand your review was conducted in accordance with the
attestation standards established by the American Institute of Certified
Public Accountants, and the applicable standards contained in Government
Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United
States. An attestation review is substantially less in scope than an
examination and accordingly, you will not express an opinion on the
Performance Summary Report and related disclosures.
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Page 2

Management Representation Letter for the Independent Review of the
VA's FY 2014 Performance Summary Report to the Office of National Drug
Controf Policy (Project Number 2015-00875-R1-0048)

5. No events have occurred subsequent to September 30, 2014, that
would have an effect on the Performance Summary Report and the
information therein.

James Yuchschmidt, MD
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Attachment A Patient Reported Abstinence

Department of Veterans Affairs
Veterans Health Administration
FY 2014 Performance Summary Report
|. PERFORMANCE INFORMATION

Decision Unit 1: Veterans Health Administration

Measure 1: Patient Reported Abstinence

FY 2013 | FY 2014 | FY 2014 | FY 2015
Baseline | Target Actual Target
87% N/A% 85% 88%

(a) This measure was established at the request of the Office of National Drug Control
Policy to reflect patient reported outcomes of recent abstinence rather than the
previously reported process measure on continuity of care. It applies to patients
diagnosed with drug use disorders entering specialty outpatient treatment for Substance
Use Disorder (SUD). During FY 2014, VHA continued implementation of clinical
symptom monitoring using the Brief Addiction Monitor (BAM) that transmits responses
to the national data base with over 7,700 Veterans assessed at the beginning of a new
episode of SUD specialty care during the 4th quarter of FY 2014. The BAM is designed
to assist SUD specialty care clinicians in initial treatment planning, as well as in
monitoring the progress of patients while they are receiving care for a SUD, and serves
as a basis for providing patient feedback to enhance motivation for change, and for
informing clinical decisions such as the intensity of care required for the patient. In
addition to items addressing risk and protective factors for recovery, the BAM assesses
self-reported substance use in the prior 30 days, including an item inquiring as to days
of any use of illicit or non-prescribed drugs, as well as items on use of specific
substances.

Indicator: Percent of patients beginning a new episode of treatment for SUD who report
abstinence from drug use at follow-up assessment.

Numerator: Veterans with a drug use disorder diagnosis who reported not using any
illegal/street drugs or abuse of any prescription medications in the past 30 days when
reassessed 30-90 days after their first encounter in outpatient SUD specialty care.
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Denominator: Veterans who remain engaged for at least 30 days in a new episode of
care in an outpatient specialty care program with a diagnosis of drug use disorder.

(b) During the first three quarters of FY 2014 (allowing time for follow-up assessment
during Quarter 4), VHA substance use disorder specialty outpatient programs assessed
self-reported abstinence from drug use at follow-up among 3,219 Veterans with drug
use disorder diagnoses documented at admission. Among the Veterans who remained
engaged in care and were reassessed 3090 days after admission, 85 percent reported
abstinence from drugs during the previous 30 days.

(c) In FY14, VHA continued implementation of clinical symptom monitoring using the
Brief Addiction Monitor (BAM), which transmits responses to the national data base with
an average of approximately 2,500 administrations per month to patients beginning new
episodes of SUD specialty care. VHA specialty care programs are now able to use
BAM as part of software that integrates the assessment process with our electronic
health record; however, VA does not yet have the capability to incorporate patient
generated data directly into the electronic health record (e.g., using waiting room
computer tablets or remote web-based data entry), and this limits clinical feasibility for
efficient collection and entry of these patient reported outcomes during treatment.
Higher rates across programs of initial assessment and re-assessment during treatment
may provide more representative estimates of self-reported recovery during early
abstinence than the estimates based on the selected samples collected from programs
that have begun implementation to date. As implementation continues, VA will monitor
assessment rates and self-reported abstinence to inform future performance targets that
do not provide disincentives for retaining in care Veterans with conditions that may take
longer to respond to treatment interventions. The BAM is designed to assist SUD
specialty care clinicians in monitoring the progress of patients while they are receiving
care for a SUD, serving as a basis for providing patient feedback to enhance motivation
for change, and for informing clinical decisions such as the intensity of care required for
the patient. Consultation regarding implementation of measurement based care
continues to be offered through national resources, including the Substance Use
Disorder Quality Enhancement Research Initiative and the two Centers of Excellence in
Substance Abuse Treatment and Education.

(d) Performance Measures are maintained by the VHA Office of Analytics and Business
Intelligence. In the case of the SUD measure, patient reported outcomes are collected
by clinical staff, entered into the electronic health record using VistA software, and
transmitted to the Corporate Data Warehouse from which they are extracted for
aggregate analyses. The extraction methodology uses the appropriate DSS identifier
codes (stop codes) and diagnostic codes to select the patients who meet the criteria for
inclusion in the measure.
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Il. MANAGEMENT’S ASSERTIONS

(1) Performance reporting systems appropriate and applied. Performance
Measures are maintained by the VHA Office of Analytics and Business Intelligence. In
the case of the SUD measure, workload data generated at the facility is transmitted to
the VHA Austin Data Center. The extraction methodology uses the appropriate DSS
identifier codes (stop codes) and diagnosis codes to select the patients who meet the
criteria for inclusion in the measure. The patient data is then extracted from the
Corporate Data Warehouse for aggregate analysis. The system was properly applied to
generate the performance data.

(2) Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable. In FY 2014
there was no target established for this new measure.

(3} Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied. In
consultation with the program office in Patient Care Services and the Office of Analytics
and Business Intelligence, targets are set to promote performance improvement while
considering changes in the healthcare delivery system and the impact on case mix in
SUD specialty care. Based on careful consideration of all these factors, VA has
identified for FY 2015, a target of 88 percent patient reported abstinence from drugs
during early recovery among patients with drug use disorders engaged in a new
episode of SUD specialty treatment.

(4) Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control
activities. VHA is measuring outcomes relfated to treatment of Veterans with SUD.

Performance

This section on FY 2014 performance is based on agency Government Performance
and Results Act (GPRA) documents, an OMB assessment, and other agency
information. VHA reports performance for two separate drug-related

initiatives (1) health care and (2) research and development. VHA's health care
performance measure for ONDCP reporting purposes is “patient reported abstinence”
(i.e., percent of patients with drug use disorders remain engaged for at least 30 days in
a new episode of care in an outpatient specialty care program, and who report
abstinence from drug use at follow-up assessment).
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The dollars expended in VHA research help to acquire new knowledge to improve the
prevention, diagnosis, and treatment of disease. These funds also generate new
knowledge to improve the effectiveness, efficiency, accessibility, and quality of veterans’
health care.

Discussion of Current Program

In FY 2014, VHA provided services to 131,915 patients with a primary drug use disorder
diagnosis. Of patients with any confirmed drug use disorder diagnosis (i.e., diagnosed
at two or more outpatient visits or one inpatient discharge), 33 percent used cocaine,

25 percent used opioids and 37 percent used cannabis. Eighty percent had co-existing
psychiatric diagnoses. (These categories are not mutually exclusive.)

According to the 2012 Drug and Alcohol Program Survey (DAPS; the most recent
survey results available pending re-administration in early 2015), at the start of

FY 2013, 56 percent of VA facilities were able to offer 24-hour Substance Use Disorder
(SUD) care on-site, 41 percent of facilities offered intensive outpatient services as their
highest intensity of SUD care, and 82 facilities (59 percent) reported offering stand-
alone intensive outpatient treatment that was not a component of a 24-hour care
program. In FY12, 97 percent of facilities offered either 24-hour care or intensive
outpatient programming on site. All VA facilities currently provide SUD services within a
specialty setting, as well as in general mental health settings.

VA provides two types of 24-hour-a-day care to patients having particularly severe
substance use disorders. VA offers 24-hour care in residential rehabilitation treatment
programs for substance use disorders. Additionally, 24-hour care is provided for
detoxification in numerous inpatient medical and general mental health units throughout
the VA system. Outpatient detoxification is available for patients who are medically
stable and who have sufficient social support systems to monitor their status. Most
Veterans with substance use disorders are treated in outpatient programs. Intensive
substance use disorder outpatient programs provide at least three hours of service per
day to each patient, and patients attend them three or more days per week. Standard
outpatient programs typically treat patients for an hour or two per treatment day and
patients attend one or two days a week.

VHA is steadily expanding the availability of opioid agonist treatment for opioid-
dependent Veterans. In FY 2014, evidence-based medication assisted treatment for
opioid dependence, including office-based treatment with buprenorphine, was provided
to patients at all but 7 VA Medical Centers (over 95 percent of the total). Over 300 total
sites of service provided at least some buprenorphine, including Community-Based
Outpatient Clinics separate from the medical centers. VA operates federally regulated

VA Cffice of Inspector General _ 6



Independent Review of VA's FY 2014 Performance Summary Report to ONCDP

Opioid Treatment Programs that can provide methadone maintenance on-site at

31 larger urban locations, and at a growing number of VHA facilities that maintain
contractual arrangements or arrange non-VA care for providing these services through
community-based licensed Opioid Treatment Programs. VHA has also expanded
access to other SUD treatment services with continued special purpose funding for
406 SUD staff assigned to work in large community based outpatient clinics, mental
health residential rehabilitation programs, intensive SUD outpatient programs and
posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) teams. Active monitoring is ongoing for replacing
any positions that become vacant,

Consistent with principles of recovery, VA is setting the standard for a new and
emerging health care profession, known as “Peer Specialists.” As of September, 2014,
VHA had hired 870 Peer Specialists and Peer Apprentices, exceeding the hiring goal
set in President Obama’s August 31, 2012, Executive Order aimed at improving access
to mental health services for Veterans, service members, and military families. Through
the development of position descriptions that clearly outline the job duties of both Peer
Specialists and Peer Support Assistants, certification of training requirements for both
positions and consistently-defined, job-specific competencies, Peer Specialists and
Peer Support Assistants are poised to provide a unique set of services to Veterans
seeking care for mental health and substance use disorders.

VA continues to pursue a comprehensive strategy to promote safe prescribing of
opioids when indicated for effective pain management. The purpose of the Opioid
Safety Initiative is to ensure pain management is addressed thoughtfully,
compassionately and safely. Based on comparisons of national data between the
quarter beginning in July 2012 and the quarter ending in September 2014, several
aspects of the Opioid Safety Initiative have begun to show positive results. Despite an
increase in the number of Veterans who were dispensed any medication from a VA
pharmacy, 50,896 fewer Veterans received an opioid prescription (including short and
long-term use) from VA, 38,408 fewer Veterans were on long-term opioids, and 20,533
fewer Veterans received opioid and benzodiazepine medications. There has been an
increase in the number of Veterans (by 63,962) on long term opioid therapy who have
had at least one urine drug screen. The average dose of selected opioids has begun to
decline slightly in VA, demonstrating that prescribing and consumption behaviors are
changing.

Programs to end Homelessness among Veterans have SUD specialists to support the
Department of Housing and Urban Development — VA Supportive Housing (HUD-
VASH) program. In addition, there are SUD Specialists working in Health Care for
Homeless Veterans (HCHV) programs. These specialists emphasize early identification
of SUD as a risk for maintaining permanent housing, promote engagement or re-
engagement in SUD specialty care programs, and serve as links between Homeless
and SUD programs. All VA medical centers have at least one designated Veterans
Justice Outreach (VJO) Specialist (172 total full-time); most of these are centrally-
funded positions, dedicated to serving justice-involved Veterans on a full-time basis.
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During FY 14, VHA continued implementation of clinical symptom monitoring using the
BAM that transmits responses to the national data base with over 7,700 Veterans with
alcohol or drug use disorders assessed at the beginning of a new episode of SUD
specialty care during the 4™ quarter of FY2014. The BAM is designed to assist SUD
specialty care clinicians in initial treatment planning and in monitoring the progress of
patients while they are receiving care for a substance use disorder, and serves as a
basis for providing patient feedback to enhance motivation for change, and for informing
clinical decisions such as the intensity of care required for the patient. In addition to
items addressing risk and protective factors for recovery, the BAM assesses self-
reported substance use in the prior 30 days, including an item inquiring as to days of
any use of illicit or non-prescribed drugs, as well as items on use of specific substances.
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Attachment B Research and Development

Office of Research and Development,
Department of Veterans Affairs
Fiscal Year 2014 Performance Summary Report
To the Office of National Drug Control Policy

1. Performance Information

Performance Measure: Dach fiscal year the Office of Research and Development (ORD) will
have at least 10 ongoing studies directly related to substance abuse disorder: 5 ongoing studies
related to alcohol abuse and 5 ongoing studies related to other substance abuse.

How the measure is used in the program: Most ORD-funded studies are investigator-initiated.
Many clinicians who treat patients also perform research, so their research is targeted at diseases
and disorders that they treat. Investigators will be encouraged to undertake research in this
important area.

Performance results for the previous fiscal years: In fiscal year (FY) 2008, ORD funded
17 studies related to substance abuse disorder, 38 related to alcohol abuse, and 14 that were
related to both substance abuse disorder and alcohol abuse. In FY 2009, ORD funded 20 studies
related to substance abuse disorder, 45 related to alcohol abuse, and 10 related to both. In
FY 2010, ORD funded 21 studies related to substance abuse disorder, 46 related to alcohol
abuse, and 14 related to both. In FY 2011, ORD funded 37 studies related to substance abuse
disorder, 51 related to alcohol abuse, and 8 related to both. In FY 2012, ORD funded 32 studies
related to substance abuse disorder, 56 related to alcohol abuse, and 10 related to both. In
FY 2013, ORD funded 30 studies related to substance abuse disorder, 59 related to alcohol
abuse, and 17 related to both.

Comparison of the most recent fiscal year to its target: The targets for FY 2014 were
exceeded. See Table 1.

Target for the current fiscal year: Although the actual values (number of studies) exceeded
the target for 'Y 2014, we have not increased the target for FY 2015. This is because there is
wide variation in the amount of funding per project. The more expensive studies are usually
multisite clinical trials. Leaving the target at its present level would allow flexibility in the types
of studies that are funded. ‘

Procedures used to ensure that the performance data is accurate, complete, and unbiased.
The data is obtained from the Office of Research and Development’s (ORD’s) database that lists
all of its funded projects. A report is produced that lists all funds sent to the VA medical centers
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for projects on drug and alcohol dependence for the four ORD services for a given fiscal year.
The number of projects in the list is counted.

Table 1

Measure

FY 2010
Actual

FY 2011
Actual

FY 2012
Actual

FY 2013
Actual

FY 2014
Target

FY 2014
Actual

FY 2015
Target

Number of
ongoing
research studies
related to
substance abuse
disorder

21 37 32 30 5 32 5

Number of
ongoing
research studies 46 51 56 59 5 67 5
related to
alcohol abuse

Number of
ongoing
research studies
related to both 14 8 10 17
substance abuse
disorder and
alcohol abuse

N/A* 25 N/A*

*Targets have not been established.

2. Management Assertions
Performance reporting system is appropriate and applied.
The VA Office of Research and Development (ORD) consists of four main divisions:

Biomedical Laboratory: Supports preclinical research to understand life processes from the
molecular, genomic, and physiological level in regard to diseases affecting Veterans.

Clinical Science: Administers investigations, including human subject research, to
determine feasibility or effectiveness of new treatments (e.g., drugs, therapy, or devices) in
small clinical trials or multi-center cooperative studies, aimed at learning more about the
causes of disease and developing more effective clinical care.

The Cooperative Studies Program (CSP) is a major division within Clinical Science R&D
that specializes in designing, conducting, and managing national and international multi-site
clinical trials and epidemiological research.
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Health Services: Supports studies to identify and promote effective and efficient strategies
to improve the organization, cost-effectiveness, and delivery of quality healthcare to
Veterans.

Rehabilitation: Develops novel approaches to restore Veterans with traumatic amputation,
central nervous system injuries, loss of sight and/or hearing, or other physical and cognitive
impairments to full and productive lives.

In order for funds to be allocated to a project, they must be entered into the Research
Analysis Forecasting Tool (RAFT) database.

Starting in FY2009, all Merit Review proposals (our major funding mechanism) were submitted
electronically via the eRA Commons system, and projects that were approved for funding were
identified. Funding data for these projects were transferred electronically to RAFT. A few
Career Development proposals are included in the list of projects. The capability to submit
Career Development proposals electronically via eRA Commons was in place near the end of
FY 2010.

Preparation of the list of projects.

The BLR&D/CSR&D administrative officer extracted all funded projects for the fiscal year from
RAFT and exported the data into an Excel spreadsheet. The alcohol and drug abuse projects
were identified by reviewing the title. Any questionable projects were verified as relevant or not
relevant upon review of the abstract. In some cases, the title listed was the type of investigator
award. For those, the title was obtained from the abstract. Project start and end dates were
included in the spreadsheet. If there were multiple researchers or a researcher with multiple
funds for the same project (e.g., salary award plus Merit Review award), then the earliest start
date and latest end date were used. Although great care is taken to provide an inclusive list of
projects, our database management system does not have robust reporting capabilities, so some
projects may have been omitted.

Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable.
Not applicable. The targets were met.
Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied.

VA Research and Development focuses on research on the special healthcare needs of Veterans
and strives to balance the discovery of new knowledge and the application of these discoveries to
Veterans’ healthcare. VA Research and Development’s mission is to “discover knowledge and
create innovations that advance the health and care of Veterans and the Nation.” ORD supports
preclinical, clinical, health services, and rehabilitation research. This research ranges from
studies relevant to our aging Veterans (e.g., cancer, heart discase, Alzheimer’s disease) to those
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relevant to younger Veterans returning from the current conflicts (e.g., PTSD, traumatic brain
injury, spinal cord injury). The targets were set at that level to allow flexibility in the projects

funded in terms of both subject (e.g., cancer, addiction, heart disease) and type (e.g., preclinical,
clinical trials),

Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities.
Since many of the projects do not involve direct interaction with patients, the measure looks at
the number of projects rather than specific activities.
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Appendix A Office of Inspector General Contact and Staff

Acknowledgments
OIG Contact For more information about this report, please
contact the Office of Inspector General at
(202) 461-4720. |
Acknowledgments Nick Dahl, Director
Irene J. Barnett
Karen Hatch

Jennifer Leonard

VA Office of Inspector General 13



Independent Review of VA's FY 2014 Performance Summary Report to ONCDP
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Office of Management and Budget

Office of National Drug Control Policy
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	BLM OLES Accounting and Performance Summary Report - Transmittal Memo
	March 11, 2015
	In Reply Refer To:
	9260 (WO120) I
	Memorandum
	To:  Director,
	Office of National Drug Control Policy
	From:  Salvatore R. Lauro,
	Director, Office of Law Enforcement and Security
	Subject: Fiscal Year 2014 Accounting and Performance Summary Report
	In accordance with ONDCP Circular: Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary, January 18, 2013 (the Circular), the United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is hereby submitting the attached Accounting and Performance Summary Report of fiscal year 2014 drug control activities. Per the Circular, this report is being submitted in lieu of the “Detailed Accounting Submission and Performance Summary Report” otherwise required for agencies with drug control obligations of $50 million or greater.
	The BLM, Director of the Office of Law Enforcement and Security (OLES) attests that the Bureau’s drug control obligations are under $50 million, and full compliance with the Circular would constitute an unreasonable reporting burden.  If you have any questions, please contact Daniel Fowler, Deputy Director OLES, at 202-208-4819.
	Attachment

	BLM OLES Accounting and Performance Summary Report FY14
	DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
	BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
	Office of Law Enforcement and Security
	- Accounting and Performance Summary Report Fiscal Year 2014 -
	Mission
	The overall mission of the BLM is to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the public lands for the use and enjoyment of present and future generations.  In support of that mission, the primary goals of the Resource Protection and Law Enforcement program include the identification, investigation, disruption, and dismantling of marijuana cultivation and smuggling activities on public lands; the seizure and eradication of marijuana plants; and the clean-up and restoration of public lands affected by marijuana cultivation and smuggling.  
	Budget Summary
	The Bureau’s appropriation in the Resource Protection and Law Enforcement subactivity includes $5.1 million for drug enforcement.  The primary focus of these funds is the identification, investigation, and eradication of marijuana cultivation on public lands, and the rehabilitation of cultivation sites.  Bureau costs associated with identifying, investigating, and eradicating marijuana cultivation; interdicting marijuana smuggling; and rehabilitating the public lands damage caused by these activities are scored as drug control.
	Performance Summary
	In FY 2014, the BLM maintained its drug enforcement efforts at the same level as FY 2013.  These efforts included 1) directing significant funding to address large scale marijuana cultivation activities by drug trafficking organizations on BLM-managed public lands in California and Oregon; 2) directing funding to public lands in Idaho, Nevada, Utah and other States as needed to combat the expansion of marijuana cultivation activities into those areas; and 3) directing funding to public lands in Arizona and New Mexico to address resource impacts and public safety concerns stemming from marijuana smuggling activities occurring along the Southwest Border.  Associated activities include:
	 Conducting proactive uniformed patrol to deter and detect cultivation and smuggling activities.
	 Focusing on investigations likely to result in the arrest of drug trafficking organization leadership. 
	 Utilizing Federal, state, and local partners to conduct multi-agency investigation and eradication efforts targeting illegal activities at all levels of drug trafficking organizations.
	 Collecting and disseminating intelligence among cooperating agencies to maximize interdiction, eradication and investigative efforts.
	 Establishing interagency agreements, partnerships, and service contracts with State and local law enforcement agencies to support counter-drug efforts on public lands.
	 Partnering with non-law enforcement personnel/entities to rehabilitate cultivation and drug smuggling-related environmental damage in an effort to deter re-use of those areas.
	In FY 2014 the BLM saw a fifteen percent increase in the number of marijuana plants seized on public lands over the prior fiscal year.  This was accompanied by consistently high quantities of processed marijuana seized on public lands (primarily near the Southwest Border).  The narrative below details FY 2014 performance data linked to marijuana seizures on public lands.  This data was gathered and verified by the BLM, Office of Law Enforcement and Security (OLES) utilizing the Bureau’s law enforcement incident databases (i.e., IMARS) and associated law enforcement counterdrug activity reporting mechanisms (e.g., Significant Incident Reports). 
	Performance Data - Quality Assurance
	Beginning in 1998, the BLM began utilizing an electronic incident reporting system (i.e., LAWNET) to document all public lands law enforcement incidents/activities; to include drug-related enforcement actions.  In late 2011, the BLM migrated to the newly created Incident Management Analysis and Reporting System (IMARS) developed to provide a Department-wide information collection, analysis, and reporting system for incident information.  Both of these electronic reporting systems, in combination with incident
	reporting, review, and data validation requirements established through agency policy, afford the BLM the ability to reliably capture and accurately report performance data.
	Performance Measure:  Quantity of Marijuana Seized
	For the period FY 2009 through FY 2012, the Bureau saw a reduction in the total number of marijuana plants seized each year.  In FY 2013, this downward trend was reversed as the Bureau saw a twenty-five percent increase in the number of marijuana plants seized on public lands.  Targeted efforts resulted in a further increase of fifteen percent in FY 2014.  This increase occurred principally in California.  Due to the scope of the marijuana cultivation problem on public lands and the large number of Federal, state, and local agencies involved in combatting the issue, it is difficult to establish a direct cause for the fluctuations seen in marijuana plant seizure statistics.  However, several factors are believed to be affecting large scale marijuana cultivation on public lands, to include:
	 Increasingly effective utilization of multi-agency investigation and eradication efforts targeting illegal activities at all levels of drug trafficking organizations.
	 Active participation of BLM law enforcement personnel in Federal, State, and local task forces, including California and Oregon HIDTA task forces, DEA-led Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces, and a number of State and local task forces.  The BLM is also an active participant on county-level interagency teams focused on marijuana investigations.
	 Prosecution of individuals at all levels of multi-State drug trafficking organizations is disrupting organizational structures, and reducing their cultivation and distribution capabilities.
	 Shifting weather patterns are altering the length of the growing season and the availability of natural water sources.
	 Several State medical marijuana laws provide for the lawful cultivation of marijuana on private lands.  Quantities of this lawfully cultivated marijuana are known to be diverted to sale for non-medical use.  This unlawful sale of legally cultivated marijuana, combined with the public’s ability to lawfully cultivate marijuana for personal recreation and medicinal purposes, may be altering levels of market supply and demand, thereby prompting fluctuations in the quantity of marijuana being cultivated on public lands.
	In addition to its direct marijuana cultivation interdiction efforts, the BLM also continues to place significant emphasis on deterring marijuana smuggling activities occurring on public lands situated within 100 miles of the Southwest Border.  These smuggling activities, in addition to increasing the volume of marijuana trafficked within the U.S., are producing significant natural resource impacts and public safety concerns on public lands.  These impacts are particularly prevalent within the Bureau’s Ironwood Forest and Sonoran Desert National Monuments.  In an effort to deter these smuggling activities, the BLM established Operation Reclaim Our Arizona Monuments (ROAM); a multi-year operation designed to disrupt and deter smuggling operations on public lands, and repair smuggling-related environmental damage.
	In FY 2014 a total of 11,076 pounds of processed marijuana were seized on public lands.  This number is consistent with seizure levels for the previous fiscal year.  While several factors are likely influencing consistently high seizure levels, the Bureau’s ongoing investment in Operation ROAM is believed to be a significant factor in this success. 
	Management Assertions
	Performance Reporting System is Appropriate and Applied
	Since 1998, the BLM has utilized electronic incident reporting systems (i.e., LAWNET, IMARS) to document all law enforcement incidents and activities on public lands, to include drug-related enforcement actions (e.g., marijuana cultivation incidents, marijuana plant seizures, processed marijuana seizures, etc.)  These electronic reporting systems, in combination with incident reporting, review, and data validation requirements established through agency policy, afford the BLM the ability to reliably capture and accurately report performance data.
	Methodology to Establish Performance Targets is Reasonable and AppliedDue to the fact there is currently no data on the total number of marijuana plants subject to seizure that are grown in the U.S., the ONDCP permits the BLM to gauge performance using a single measure, specifically “number of marijuana plants seized.”  Given the significant year-to-year fluctuation seen in public lands marijuana seizures over the past six years, and the number of variables believed to affect large scale public lands cultivation operations, the BLM currently bases its out-year target on the preceding fiscal year’s seizure level.
	Adequate Performance Measures Exist for All Significant Drug Control Activities
	The BLM has traditionally utilized a single measure (i.e. marijuana seizures) to capture performance considered to be reflective of its respective National Drug Control Program activities.  In light of the fact there is currently no data on the total number of marijuana plants subject to seizure that are grown in the U.S., the ONDCP permits the BLM to gauge performance using a single measure, specifically “number of marijuana plants seized.”  
	In accordance with ONDCP Circular: “Accounting of Drug Control Funding and Performance Summary”, January 18, 2013, the BLM is hereby submitting this alternative report of drug control funding and performance for FY 2014.  Per the Circular, this report is being submitted in lieu of the standard “Detailed Accounting Submission and Performance Summary Report” otherwise required for agencies with drug control obligations of $50 million or greater.  The BLM, Director of the Office of Law Enforcement and Security attests that the Bureau’s drug control obligations are under $50 million, and full compliance with the Circular would constitute an unreasonable reporting burden. 
	______________________________    
	Salvatore R. Lauro
	Director, Office of Law Enforcement and Security
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