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Fiscal Year 2010 Performance Summary Report  
 

Executive Summary 
 

Background 
 
This document presents the FY 2010 Performance Summary Report (PSR) for each drug control 
agency.  The Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Reauthorization Act of 2006 (Public 
Law 109-469) included a provision (21 U.S.C. § 1702(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 from 
the Inspector General of the relevant agency in such audits and evaluations.  
 
The ONDCP Circular, Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds (Tab K) 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 circular as activities for which a significant amount 
of obligations ($1,000,000 or 50 percent of the agency drug budget) were incurred in FY 2010.  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 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 2010 
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 circular while addressing the disparate performance 
issues facing drug control agencies. 
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Assessing Performance  
 
Agency Performance Summary Reports 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 the reports is to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
goals and objectives of the Federal drug control agencies in relation to the National Drug Control 
Strategy (Strategy). 
 
The contributions of drug control programs to the Strategy will continue to be assessed through 
agency documents mandated by the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) and 
ONDCP assessments through budget certifications, the annual Budget Summary, and internal 
program evaluations.  Beginning in 2011, ONDCP will also begin to implement the new 
requirements set forth in the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Modernization Act 
of 2010.  
 
ONDCP’s annual assessment of agencies’ Summer and Fall Performance Budgets are preceded by 
funding guidance for improving their performance and refining their accountability systems.  The 
Budget Summary accompanying the annual Strategy documents the performance targets and actual 
achievements of each program along with a qualitative description of past-year accomplishments. 
ONDCP also works year round with agencies to improve their performance systems.  
 
Department Compliance and Attestation Reviews 
 
Most Federal drug control agencies submitted a performance report for the FY2010 budget year.  
However, among agencies providing drug control submissions, two agencies were not compliant 
with the ONDCP circular.  The Department of Defense OIG did not provide an attestation of the 
Department’s drug control submission for reasons outlined in its memorandum dated January 31, 
2011.  Also, the Department of Homeland Security’s Customs and Border Protection did not 
provide a performance measure for each decision unit as required by the ONDCP circular.  In 
addition, the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services did not provide a performance report as 
ONDCP is working with the Department of Health and Human Services to explore the possibility of 
developing suitable measures.  Table 1 summarizes the status of each Department’s drug control 
submissions. 
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Table 1: Summary of Performance Summary Report Compliance and Attestation Reviews 
 

Department/Bureau 

Provided Signed 
Management 

Assertions 
(Yes/No) 

OIG/Independent 
Auditor 

Attestation 
Review 

Compliance 
with ONDCP 

Circular 
(Yes/No) 

Defense  Yes Not Submitted No 
Education    

Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools Yes Pass Yes 
Health and Human Services    

Indian Health Services (IHS) Yes Pass Yes 
National Institute on Drug Abuse Yes Pass Yes 
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 
Services 

Not Submitted Not Submitted N/A* 

Substance Abuse and Mental Health 
Services Administration 

Yes Pass Yes 

Homeland Security    
United States Coast Guard Yes Pass Yes 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement Yes Pass Yes 
Customs and Border Protection Yes Pass No 

Interior    
Bureau of Indian Affairs  Yes Not Required** Yes 

Justice    
Bureau of Prisons Yes Pass Yes 
Drug Enforcement Administration Yes Pass Yes 
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement 
Task Force 

Yes Pass Yes 

Office of Justice Programs Yes Pass Yes 
Small Business Administration    

Drug Free Workplace Program Yes Pass Yes 
State    

Bureau of International Narcotics and 
Law Enforcement Affairs 

Yes Pass Yes 

   United States Agency for International       
Development 

Yes Pass Yes 

Transportation    
National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration 

Yes Not Required** Yes 

Treasury    
Internal Revenue Service  Yes Pass Yes 

Veterans Affairs    
Veterans Health Administration Yes Pass  Yes 
 

*ONDCP is working with the Department of Health and Human Services to explore the possibility of developing suitable measures. 
**Under the Drug Control Accounting Circular, Section 9 entitled “Unreasonable Burden,” 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 
does not include the IG’s attestation or management assertions. 
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Synopsis of Agency Performance Summary Reports  
 
Department of Defense 
 
The FY 2010 Performance Summary Report from the Department of Defense highlighted 
accomplishments in the ongoing transformation of DoD’s counternarcotics program to a more result 
oriented program and included a signed management assessment of performance.  The Department’s 
OIG did not provide an attestation concerning the reliability of the report for reasons outlined in its 
memorandum dated January 31, 2011. 
 
Department of Education 
 
The Department of Education’s performance summary report (Tab A) satisfies the requirements of 
ONDCP’s circular.  Performance information is provided for four key drug control programs in the 
Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Program, the Department’s only drug control Budget 
Decision Unit.  These programs are (i) Safe Schools/Healthy Students, (ii) Student Drug Testing, 
(iii) Safe and Drug-Free Schools & Communities State Grants Program, and (iv) Grants to Reduce 
Alcohol Abuse.  Management assertions about the appropriateness of the targets and the soundness 
of the data collection systems were reviewed by the Office of the Inspector General.  Nothing came 
to their attention that would lead them to believe that management assertions were not fairly stated 
in all material respects, based upon the circular. 
 
Department of Health and Human Services 
 
The Department of Health and Human Services submitted separate reports (Tab B) for the Indian 
Health Service (IHS), the National Institute on Health (NIDA activities) and the Substance Abuse 
and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA), but did not include a performance 
summary report for the Centers of Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS). 
 

CMS:  The agency has not established performance measures or targets that are specific to 
drug control, although it has other health related measures.  ONDCP will work with the 
Department of Health and Human Services to explore the possibility of developing metrics 
that represent their contributions. 
 
IHS:  The Indian Health Service’s performance measures, targets, and data collection 
systems were reviewed by the OIG.  The OIG report concluded that nothing came to their 
attention that would cause them to believe that the Report and management assertions were 
not fairly stated, in all material respects.  
 
NIDA: The OIG reviewed management’s assertions regarding the performance measures, 
targets, and data collection systems for NIDA’s prevention and treatment decision units.  
Except for the fact that NIH's performance measures did not meet ONDCP’s expectations to 
report on the full scope of its budget, nothing came to their attention that caused them to 
believe that NIH’s report and management’s assertions were not fairly stated, in all material 
respects.  The OIG found that “the two performance measures represented drug control 
activities that accounted for only $33 million” of NIDA’s $1.2 billion FY 2010 budget, 
which included $125 million in Recovery Act funding.  NIH concurred with these OIG 
findings but affirmed that consistent with extensive prior discussions about the NIH 
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performance reporting, they plan to continue to use a “representative” approach to this 
important activity. ONDCP will work with the Department of Health and Human Services to 
develop measures that meet the scope and complexity of NIDA’s drug control mission. 
 
SAMHSA:  The report describes the performance and data that are related to the Substance 
Abuse Prevention and Treatment Block Grants and to the Programs of Regional and 
National Significance.  These grants and programs comprise SAMHSA’s drug control 
prevention and treatment contributions to the Strategy.  SAMHSA’s assertions regarding its 
accountability system – performance measures, targets, and data systems – were reviewed 
by the Office of the Inspector General.  Nothing came to their attention that caused them to 
believe that management’s assertions were not fairly stated, in all material respects. 

 
Department of Homeland Security 

 
The Department of Homeland Security submitted separate reports (Tab C) for the United States 
Coast Guard (USCG), U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), and Customs and Border 
Protection (CBP).   
 

USCG: The report focused on performance and data regarding USCG’s Drug Interdiction 
Program.  Their decision units – Acquisition, Construction & Improvements (AC&I); 
Operating Expenses (OE); Research, Development, Testing, and Evaluation (RDT&E); and 
Reserve Training (RT) support multiple missions, including drug interdiction.  Management 
assertions about the validity and soundness of USCG’s performance measures, targets, and 
data system were reviewed by the Office of the Inspector General.  Based on their review, 
nothing came to their attention that caused them to believe that (i) the report was not 
presented, in all material respects, in conformity with the ONDCP circular, or that (ii) the 
management’s assertions were not fairly stated in all material respects, based on the criteria 
in the circular. 
  
ICE:  The report describes the accountability systems for ICE Homeland Security 
Investigations (HSI) comprised of the Office of Intelligence, the Office of Investigative 
Programs, and the Office of International Affairs.  Management assertions about the validity 
and soundness of ICE’s performance measures, targets, and data system were reviewed by 
the Office of the Inspector General.  Nothing came to the IG’s attention in their review that 
caused them to believe that (i) the report was not presented, in all material respects, in 
conformity with ONDCP’s circular or that (ii) management’s assertions were not fairly 
stated in all material respects, based on the criteria in the circular.  It should be noted that 
ICE included statistics from HSI on monitoring drug enforcement efforts to support their 
management assertions. 
 
CBP: The report reviewed the performance of the Offices of Field Operations, Border 
Patrol, and Air and Marine.  Nothing came to the OIG’s attention that caused them to 
believe that (i) the report was not presented, in all material respects, in conformity with 
ONDCP’s circular or that (ii) management’s assertions were not fairly stated in all material 
respects, based on the criteria in the circular.  In the accompanying management's assertions 
for FY 2010, management asserted that, apart from Salaries and Expenses, it has been 
unable to assert that U.S. Customs and Border Protection has established at least one 
acceptable performance measure for each Drug Control Decision Unit identified in reports 
as required by the ONDCP circular.  CBP is currently working with the DHS Office of 
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Counter Narcotics Enforcement and ONDCP to identify and develop new drug-related 
outcome based measures and performance targets. 

 
Department of the Interior 
 

BIA: The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) submitted an alternative report (Tab D) since its 
prior year obligations for drug control activities fell below the $50 million threshold that 
was set by ONDCP’s circular.  The report documents the agency’s drug control performance 
measures, targets, and supporting data systems.  The Office of the Inspector General 
affirmed that BIA’s management assertions conformed to the requirements of the ONDCP 
circular. 

 
Department of Justice 
 
The Department of Justice submitted separate reports (Tab E) for the Drug Enforcement 
Administration (DEA), the Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP), the National Drug Intelligence Center 
(NDIC), the Office of Justice Programs (OJP), and the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task 
Forces (OCDETF). 
  

DEA: The report describes the accountability system for the Salaries and Expenses decision 
unit and includes International Enforcement and Domestic Enforcement areas of focus.  The 
State and Local Assistance focus area was not included since most of the resources in this 
unit are reimbursable resources; relevant performance is therefore more accurately presented 
by the reimbursing agencies.  The DEA’s Diversion Control Fee Account was not included 
as its funds support the Domestic Enforcement focus area and its measures and targets.  
Based on the review of the report, nothing came to the attention of the Office of the 
Inspector General that caused them to believe that (i) the report was not presented, in all 
material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s circular or that (ii) management’s assertions 
were not fairly stated in all material respects, based on the criteria in the circular. 
 
BOP: The report focuses on the Residential Drug Abuse Treatment Program.  Based on the 
review of the report, nothing came to the attention of the Office of the Inspector General that 
caused them to believe that (i) the report was not presented, in all material respects, in 
conformity with ONDCP’s circular or that (ii) management’s assertions were not fairly 
stated in all material respects, based on the criteria in the circular.  
 
NDIC: The report describes performance and data related to NDIC’s strategic intelligence 
division, the Collection Management Group, and their Office of Policy and Interagency 
Affairs.  Based on the review of the report, nothing came to the attention of the Office of the 
Inspector General that caused the office to believe that (i) the report was not presented, in all 
material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s circular or that (ii) management’s assertions 
were not fairly stated in all material respects, based on the criteria in the circular. 
   
OJP: The report describes performance and data related to the Residential Substance Abuse 
Treatment Program (RSAT) and the Drug Court Program – decision units supporting the 
Strategy.  Based on the review of the report, nothing came to the attention of the Office of 
the Inspector General that caused the office to believe that (i) the report was not presented, 
in all material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s circular or that (ii) management’s 
assertions were not fairly stated in all material respects, based on the criteria in the circular.  
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OCDETF: The report focuses on the joint performance of their decision units – 
Investigations and Prosecutions – since these work together to achieve the goal of disrupting 
and dismantling Consolidated Priority Organization Target-linked trafficking organizations. 
Based on the review of the report, nothing came to the attention of the Office of the 
Inspector General that caused them to believe that (i) the report was not presented, in all 
material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s circular or that (ii) management’s assertions 
were not fairly stated in all material respects, based on the criteria in the circular.  
 

Small Business Administration 
 
The Small Business Administration (SBA) submitted an alternative report (Tab F) since its drug 
control obligations fall below the circular’s threshold of $50 million.  The report documents the 
agency’s drug-related performance measures, targets, and supporting data systems.  The Office of 
the Inspector General attested that full compliance with the ONDCP circular would create an 
unreasonable burden for SBA. 
 
Department of State  
 
The Department of State’s performance summary report (Tab G) outlines the accountability system 
for its International Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement Programs (INCLE) and U.S. Agency 
for International Development (USAID).   
 

INCLE:  In FY2010, the INCLE and Andean Counter Drug Program (ACP) were merged.  
The programs are now divided into Africa and Asia, South and Central Asia, and two for 
Western Hemisphere to support the market disruption objective of the National Drug 
Control Strategy.  Based on a review of the report and accompanying management 
assertions, nothing came to the attention of the Office of the Inspector General that would 
lead that Office to believe that the report did not meet the requirements of the circular.  

 
USAID:  The performance summary report for the USAID (Tab G) outlines the 
performance measures, targets, and data sources for Afghanistan and the Andean Region. 
Based on a review of the report and accompanying management assertions, nothing came to 
the attention of the Office of the Inspector General that would lead that Office to believe that 
the report did not, in all material respects, reliably represent the agency’s performance 
targets and results for FY 2010 and comply with the circular.  

 
Department of Transportation 
 
The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) submitted a report (Tab H) 
delineating the accountability system for their Drug-Impaired Driving Program, including assertions 
by management regarding the soundness of the system and its performance measures and targets. 
Based on their review of the report, the Office of the Inspector General determined that the report 
and assertions were in conformity with the circular. 
 
 
 
 
 



9 
 

Department of the Treasury 
 
The performance summary report (Tab I) 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.  Based on their review of the report, the Office of the 
Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration concluded that nothing came to their attention to 
indicate that management’s assertions were not presented, in all material respects, in accordance with 
the circular. 
 
Department of Veterans Affairs 
 
The Department of Veterans Affairs submitted a report (Tab J) delineating the accountability system 
for the drug control activities of the Veterans Health Administration.  Information was submitted for 
both the Health Care Decision Unit and the Research & Development Decision Unit.  Based on a 
review of the report, the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) concluded that nothing came to their 
attention that would lead them to believe that VA does not have a system to capture performance 
information accurately and the system was not properly applied to generate the performance data 
reported in the Performance Summary Report in all material respects, based upon the circular.   
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Tab C 



Offce of Inspector Geneml

U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20528

Homeland
Security

JAN 2 6 2011

MEMORANDUM FOR: Rear Admiral Keith A. Taylor
Assistant Commandant for Resources and
Chief Financial Officer
United States Coast Guard

Anne L. Richards ~~
Assistant Inspector General for Audits

From:

Subject: Independent Review of the Us. Coast Guard's Reporting ofFY 2010
Drug Control Performance Summary Report

Attached for your information is our report, Independent Review of the Us. Coast Guard's
Reporting of FY 2010 Drug Control Performance Summary Report. We contracted with the
independent public accounting firm KPMG LLP to perform the review. This report contains no
recommendations,

Should you have any questions, please call me, or your staff may contact John McCoy, Deputy
Assistant Inspector General for Audits, at 202-254-4100.

Attachment



Department of Homeland Security
Office of Inspector General

 
 
 

Independent Review of the U.S. Coast Guard’s  
Reporting of FY 2010 Drug Control  

Performance Summary Report

OIG-11-35 January 2011



Offce of Inspector General

V,S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20528

Homeland
Securi ty

JAN 2 6 2011

Preface

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Offce ofInspector General (OIG) was established by
the Homeland Security Act of2002 (Public Law 107-296) by amendment to the Inspector General
Act of 1978. This is one of a series of audit, inspection, and special reports prepared as part of our
oversight responsibilities to promote economy, effciency, and effectiveness within the department.

This report presents the results ofthe review of the Performance Summary Report ofthe U.S. Coast
Guard for the fiscal year ended September 30,2010, for the Office of National Drug Control Policy.
We contracted with the independent public accounting firm KPMG LLP to perform the review. The
U.S. Coast Guard prepared the Performance Summary Report and management assertions to comply
with requirements of the Offce of National Drug Control Policy Circular, Drug Control Accounting,
dated May 1,2007. KPMG LLP is responsible for the attached independent accountants' report
dated January 18, 2011, and the conclusions expressed in it. We do not express an opinion on the
Performance Summary Report and management's assertions.

We trust this report wil result in more effective, efficient, and economical operations. We express
our appreciation to all of those who contributed to the preparation of this report.

~;¡~
Anne L. Richards
Assistant Inspector General for Audits



KPMG LLP 
2001 M Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20036 

 

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

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 (USCG) for the year ended September 
30, 2010.  We have also reviewed the accompanying management’s assertions for the year ended 
September 30, 2010.  USCG’s management is responsible for the Performance Summary Report 
and the assertions.  
 
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 and management’s assertions.  Accordingly, we do 
not express such an opinion.   
 
Management of USCG prepared the Performance Summary Report and management’s assertions 
to comply with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) 
Circular, Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007.   
 
Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that (1) the 
Performance Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2010, is not presented, in all 
material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Control Accounting (May 1, 
2007), or that (2) management’s assertions referred to above are not fairly stated, in all material 
respects, based on the criteria set forth in ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Control Accounting (May 1, 
2007). 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of management of DHS and USCG, 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. 
 

 
 
January 18, 2011 
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I. PERFORMANCE INFORMATION  
 
Decision Units: Primary Outcome Measure 
 
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.   
 
The Coast Guard’s drug interdiction performance is best summarized by the lead outcome 
measure of the program. This measure is the central focus of its Performance Summary 
Report.  The Coast Guard Drug Interdiction Program has a suite of metrics that support the 
lead outcome measure.  The lead outcome measure and its supporting metrics suite were 
validated during a 2007 Program Assessment and Rating Tool (PART) Evaluation.  In FY 
2009, the Coast Guard transitioned the methodology by which it calculates its primary 
outcome measure as recommended by the 2007 Independent Program Evaluation by the 
Center for Naval Analyses.  The Coast Guard transitioned from the Interagency 
Assessment of Cocaine Movement (IACM) to the Consolidated Counter Drug Database 
(CCDB) as the authoritative source for estimating illicit drug flow through the transit zone.  
The change in methodology permits the Coast Guard to evaluate its performance on a 
quarterly basis.  Historically, CCDB cocaine movement estimates are significantly higher 
than the IACM because it includes all confidence maritime flow (IACM does not count 
low confidence data), which translates to a lower perceived performance result for cocaine 
removal rate. 
 
Measure: Cocaine Removal Rate (Removal rate for cocaine that is shipped via non-
commercial maritime means (CCDB)). 
 
Table 1: Cocaine Removal Rate 

FY 2006 
Actual 

FY 2007 
Actual 

FY 2008 
Actual 

FY 2009 
Actual 

FY 2010 
Actual 

FY 2010 
Target 

FY 2011 
Target 

16.9% 16.6% 13.2% 15.0% 13.5% 18.5% 15.5% 
 
 (1) Describe the measure.  In doing so, provide an explanation of how the measure (a) reflects the purpose of 
the program, (b) contributes to the National Drug Control Strategy, and (c) 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.1 
 
The goal of the Coast Guard’s Drug Interdiction program is to reduce the supply of illegal 
drugs by denying smugglers the use of air and maritime routes by projecting an effective 
law enforcement presence in and over the six million square mile transit zone of the 
                                                 
1 Requirements 1 through 4 in this section are drawn from the Office of National Drug Control Policy 
Circular: Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007. 
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Caribbean Sea, the Gulf of Mexico and the Eastern Pacific Ocean.  The Coast Guard’s 
primary outcome measure, the Cocaine Removal Rate, indicates how effective the program 
is at disrupting the flow of cocaine traveling via non-commercial maritime means toward 
the United States.  The more cocaine bound for the United States that the Coast Guard 
removes, the less supply of cocaine available within the United States.  The cocaine 
removal rate 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 
United States, both of which are captured and validated in the CCDB. 
 
The 2010 National Drug Control Strategy maintains the interagency, transit zone removal 
rate goal for cocaine at 40% by 2015; a goal originally set in the 2007 National Drug 
Control Strategy.  With over 80% of the cocaine moving through the transit zone via non-
commercial maritime means, the higher the Coast Guard’s cocaine removal rate, the less 
cocaine that needs to be removed by our domestic and international partner agencies to 
achieve that 40% goal.  The Drug Interdiction 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 then diagnosed to determine the cause and to develop 
strategies to continue to increase the removal rate.  Factors that can impact the removal rate 
include, but are not limited to, changing modes, tactics and routes by the drug trafficking 
organizations; increased or decreased patrol effort by the Coast Guard or its drug 
interdiction partner agencies/nations; the availability, quality and timeliness of tactical 
intelligence; new or upgraded diplomatic and legal tools; and the implementation of new 
capabilities (National Security Cutter and HC-144A aircraft, for example). 
  
(2) Provide narrative that examines the FY 2010 actual performance results with the FY 2010 target, as well 
as prior year actual results.  If the performance target was not achieved for FY 2010, the agency should 
explain why this is the case.  If the agency has concluded it is not possible to achieve the established target 
with available resources, the agency should include recommendations on revising or eliminating the target. 
 
In FY 2010, the Coast Guard removed 91.8 Metric Tons (MT) of cocaine.  Relative to the 
total estimated movement of non-commercial cocaine destined to the United States in FY 
2010, captured in the CCDB, the Coast Guard removed 13.5% of this estimated flow, 
below its target of 18.5%.  Comparatively, in FY 2010 the Coast Guard removed 1.5% less 
cocaine than from the FY 2009 total (15.0% removed). However, the number of Coast 
Guard interdiction and disruption events remained nearly the same for each fiscal year (123 
in FY 2009 and 122 in FY 2010), indicating that the amount removed for each event 
dropped from a 1,301kg average per event in FY 2009 to 753kg average per event in FY 
2010.  The total cocaine removed by the Coast Guard in the transit zone declined from 160 
MT in FY 2009 to nearly 92 MT in FY 2010.  The Coast Guard may have been able to 
increase its number of interdiction events, however, asset/resource availability and 
unanticipated major response operations, diverting surface and air (detection and 
interdiction) assets from the counter-drug mission (earthquake in Haiti and the Deepwater 
Horizon oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico), hindered performance.  The advancing age of the 
Coast Guard’s cutter fleet has caused an increase in unscheduled maintenance days and 
casualties; this coupled with emergency response operations reduced the available 
deployable assets (both maritime patrol aircraft (MPA) and major cutters) operating in the 
drug transit zone in support to Joint Interagency Task Force South (JIATF-S). Through the 
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2010 Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Statement of Intent, the Coast Guard 
planned to provide 2,190 cutter days and 4,700 Maritime Patrol Aircraft (MPA) hours to 
JIATF-S, but was only able to provide 1,486 cutter days and 3,590.9 MPA hours for FY 
2010 or approximately 66% of intended cutter days and 76% of intended MPA hours.  
Lastly, there was a reduction in the estimate of cocaine being smuggled through the transit 
zone in FY 2010 (1067 MT via non-commercial means in FY 2009 to 682 MT in FY 
2010). 
 
(3) The agency should describe the performance target for FY 2011 and how the agency plans to meet this 
target.  If the target in FY 2010 was not achieved, this explanation should detail how the agency plans to 
overcome prior year challenges to meet targets in FY 2011. 
 
The Coast Guard’s target for FY 2011 is to remove 15.5% percent of the cocaine moving 
via non-commercial maritime means towards the United States.  This target is reached by 
examining historical trends, as well as forecasting asset and resource availability along 
with the estimated flow of cocaine.  The Coast Guard works cooperatively with other 
Federal agencies to carry out the National Drug Control Strategy, including support for the 
JIATF-S counter drug mission.  To increase interdiction capability and capacity, the Coast 
Guard has several initiatives, which will come to fruition in FY 2011. The third National 
Security Cutter (Coast Guard Cutter STRATTON) will be commissioned and available for 
deployment to the JIATF-S Area Of Responsibility (AOR).  Additionally, the Coast Guard 
brought online a new Counter Drug hidden compartment detection course at the Maritime 
Law Enforcement Academy (MLEA) in FY 2010 that will improve boarding teams’ ability 
to investigate, search, locate, and access hidden compartments on suspect vessels.  With 
go-fast type vessels remaining the primary means of conveyance by Drug Trafficking 
Organizations (DTOs) operating in and around the littorals, the Coast Guard plans to 
continue seeking expanded bilateral agreements, as well as providing international training 
programs to enhance partner nation capability and to support Theater Security Cooperation 
initiatives. Such engagement strengthens ties with source and transit zone partner nations 
and increases their maritime law enforcement competency and capability throughout the 
transit zone.  Based on its baseline of performance, the expanded capabilities mentioned, 
and anticipated intelligence gains in FY 2011 to focus detection and monitoring efforts, the 
Coast Guard expects that it can achieve its FY 2011 target. 
 
(4) The agency should describe the procedures used to ensure performance data for this measure are accurate, 
complete, and unbiased in presentation and substance. The agency should also describe the methodology used 
to establish targets and actual results, as well as the data source(s) used to collect information.  
 
The data used to calculate the Coast Guard’s Cocaine Removal Rate is drawn from the 
interagency-validated CCDB.  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 
to the drug trafficking organizations due to the Coast Guard’s efforts.  This latter amount is 
often 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.  Cocaine removals are drawn from the CCDB.  Data entered into the 
CCDB are approved through a quarterly, interagency vetting process.  Although the 
cocaine removals are originally reported in kilograms, the Coast Guard converts the 
removal to metric tons to compute the Cocaine Removal Rate.  The estimated non-
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commercial maritime flow of cocaine towards the United States is extracted from the 
CCDB.  All data contained in the CCDB are deemed to be as accurate, complete and 
unbiased in presentation and substance as possible. 
 
At least annually, the Coast Guard’s Office of Law Enforcement and Office of 
Performance Management and Assessment review all the assumptions that factor into the 
setting of its out-year targets, and makes adjustments as necessary.  Revisions to the targets 
are reported via the Department of Homeland Security’s Future Year Homeland Security 
Program database. 
 
The Coast Guard Office of Law Enforcement has recently updated its out-year 
performance targets to be reviewed and finalized January 2011.  The key factors that drive 
the target setting process are the estimated out-year cocaine flow, the projected availability 
of Coast Guard resources (mainly major cutters,  long range MPA, Law Enforcement 
Detachment Team (LEDET) and Airborne Use of Force (AUF)), and any anticipated 
changes in Coast Guard capabilities, authorities, or partnerships that may impact cocaine 
removals. 
 
 II. MANAGEMENT’S ASSERTIONS  
 
The Report should include a letter in which an accountable agency official makes the 
following assertions regarding the information presented above:  
  
 (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 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 Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 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 – The 

explanation(s) offered for failing to meet a performance target and for any 
recommendations concerning plans and schedules for meeting future targets are 
reasonable.    

 
The Coast Guard was not within the DHS allowable deviation of 1% from its target, and 
the explanations offered for failing to meet the target are reasonable.  The Coast Guard’s 
FY 2011 target satisfies OMB Circular A-11’s guidance for establishing targets. 
 
 (3) Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied – The 

methodology described above to establish performance targets for the current year is 
reasonable given past performance and available resources.   
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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 
Future Year Homeland Security Program database. 
 
 (4) Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities  
  
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.    
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
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Homeland 
Security 
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Preface 

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Office ofInspector General (OIG) was established by 
the Homeland Security Act of2002 (Public Law 107-296) by amendment to the Inspector General 
Act of1978. This is one of a series of audit, inspection, and special reports prepared as part of our 
oversight responsibilities to promote economy, efficiency, and effectiveness within the department. 

This report presents the results ofthe review of the Performance Summary Report of the U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) for the fiscal year ended September 30, 2010, for the 
Office ofNational Drug Control Policy (ONDCP). We contracted with the independent public 
accounting firm KPMG LLP to perform the review. ICE prepared the Performance Summary 
Report and Management Assertions to comply with requirements ofthe ONDCP Circular, Drug 
Control Accounting, dated May 1,2007. Based on the review, nothing came to KPMG's attention 
that caused them to believe that the Performance Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 
2010, is not presented, in all material respects, in conformity with the ONDCP's Circular, or that 
management's assertions are not fairly stated, in all material respects, based on the criteria set forth 
in the ONDCP's Circular. KPMG LLP is responsible for the attached independent accountants' 
report dated January 20,2011, and the conclusions expressed in it. We do not express an opinion on 
the Performance Summary Report and management's assertions. 

We trust this report will result in more effective, efficient, and economical operations. We express 
our appreciation to all of those who contributed to the preparation of this report. 

Anne L. Richards 
Assistant Inspector General for Audits 



 
 

  

 
    

 
  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

   
 

 
 

 
   

 

  
 

  

 

 
 

 

KPMG LLP 
2001 M Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20036-3389 

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, 2010.  
We have also reviewed the accompanying management’s assertions for the year ended September 30, 
2010. ICE’s management is responsible for the Performance Summary Report and the assertions. 

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 
and management’s assertions.  Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion. 

Management of ICE prepared the Performance Summary Report and management’s assertions to comply 
with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Drug Control 
Accounting, dated May 1, 2007. 

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that (1) the Performance 
Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2010, is not presented, in all material respects, in 
conformity with ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Control Accounting (May 1, 2007), or that (2) management’s 
assertions referred to above are not fairly stated, in all material respects, based on the criteria set forth in 
ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Control Accounting (May 1, 2007). 

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. 

January 20, 2011 

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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Department of Homeland Security 
Director of Financial Management 
Office of the Inspector General 
1120 Vennont Avenue NW, 10th Floor 
Washington. D.C. 20005 

Dear Mr. Shiffer 

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Control Policy circular, Drug Co1l1rol Accounting, dated 
May 1,2007, enclosed is Immigration and Customs Enforcement's rcpol1 of FY 2010 counter-narcotics 
performance measures and targets. 

If you require further assistance on this information, please contact Joseph Grosodonia at (202)732-6244 
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Bill McGraw (Branch Chief) for 
Lisa Macecevic 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
Director, Office of Budget and Program Perfonnancc 
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PERFORMANCE SUMMARY REPORT 
OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 

Measure 1: Percentage of overseas investigative hours spent on drug related cases. 

FY 2006 
Actual 

FY 2007 
Actual 

FY 2008 
Actual 

FY 2009 
Actual 

FY 2010 
Target 

FY 2010 
Actual 

FY 2011 
Target 

NA NA 4.4% 3.8% 4.0% 4.9% 4.5% 

(1) Description 

The mission of Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), Office of International Affairs 
(OIA) is to protect the United States by enhancing its security through international 
investigations involving transnational criminal organizations responsible for the illegal 
movement of people, goods, and technology, and through strong and integral intelligence and 
removal programs.  ICE OIA 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.  OIA investigative resources are directed at 
organizations smuggling contraband (including narcotics) into the United States.  OIA partners 
with domestic ICE components and with U.S. law enforcement agencies overseas to leverage 
overseas resources mitigating global narcotics threats to the U.S. This includes utilizing 
investigative and intelligence techniques to support domestic cases and interagency cross-border 
initiatives. The measure was not established until FY 2008, thus there are no data for FY 2006 
and FY 2007. 

(2) FY 2010 actual performance results 
 
In FY 2010, 4.9% of overseas investigative case hours were spent on drug related cases, 
exceeding the target of 4.0%.  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. 
  
(3) The performance target for FY 2011 
 
The performance target for FY 2011 is 4.5%.  The 4.5% target is based upon prior year  
performance result, and current funding levels.  In establishing this measure, OIA 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 the OIA performance data is the Treasury Enforcement 
Communications System (TECS).  The TECS system is relied upon to ensure the performance 
data is accurate, complete, and unbiased in presentation and substance.  The Office of 
Investigations conducts quality control verification on all data received through TECS to ensure 
the performance data is accurate, complete, and unbiased in presentation and substance.   
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PERFORMANCE SUMMARY REPORT 
OFFICE OF INTELLIGENCE 

Measure 1: Number of counter-narcotics intelligence requests satisfied. 

FY 2006 
Actual 

FY 2007 
Actual 

FY 2008 
Actual 

FY 2009 
Actual 

FY 2010 
Target 

FY 2010 
Actual 

FY 2011 
Target 

NA NA 82 1,969 1,200 338 796 

(1) Description 

The Office of Intelligence (Intel) 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 
Intelligence Information Management System (IIMS).  IIMS was implemented in FY 2010 to 
replace the Intelligence Requirement Intake System (IRIS). Customers elaborate their 
requirements in IIMS which are then analyzed and assigned to the appropriate analytic 
components.  Levied requirements are then either “satisfied” by Intel, or not.  In the latter case, 
an intelligence gap remains.  Satisfaction of customer requirements represents the “outcome” of 
Intel’s 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. The measure was not established until FY 2008, thus there are no data for FY 2006 and 
FY 2007. 
 
(2) FY 2010 actual performance results 
 
In FY 2010, Intel accounted for 338 satisfied requests of 2,105 requests for intelligence products 
regarding narcotics, as reported in IIMS. The FY 2010 target of 1,200 satisfied requests was not 
met due to difficulty encountered in the deployment of the new system and migration of data 
maintained in IRIS.  As ICE was unable to migrate all of the data contained in IRIS into IIMS, 
the satisfied requests prior to system conversion are unable to be accounted for.  IIMS tracks 
statistics on satisfied verses unsatisfied Requests for Information (RFIs).   
 
(3) Performance Target for FY 2011 
 
In FY 2011, ICE’s target is 796 satisfied counter-narcotics intelligence requests, based on a three 
year average of actual prior year performance.  
 
(4) Quality of Performance Data 
 
The database used to validate Intel’s performance data is IIMS.  Intel conducts quality control 
verification on IIMS data to ensure the performance data is accurate, complete, and unbiased in 
presentation and substance. The IIMS was deployed in FY 2010, and data existing in IRIS was 
migrated.  A portion of the performance data relevant to total FY 2010 RFIs was not available 
after the data migration was completed.  Notwithstanding the data migration problem, IIMS will 
improve tracking and accuracy of future reports supporting this performance measure. 
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PERFORMANCE SUMMARY REPORT
 

OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS 
 

I.	 PROGRAM SUMMARY 

Investigative Operations  

•	 ICE is authorized to enforce Federal statutes and regulations concerning the movement of 
carriers, persons, and commodities between the United States and other nations, which 
enables ICE to play a key role in the overall anti-drug effort with a nexus to the border. 

•	 ICE has broad authority to investigate international financial crime and money laundering.  
ICE’s jurisdiction is triggered by the illegal movement of criminal funds, services, or 
merchandise across the nation’s borders and is applied pursuant to the authority of the Bank 
Secrecy Act, the USA PATRIOT Act, and the Money Laundering Control Act. 

•	 Money Laundering - ICE financial investigations target the systems used by international 
criminal organizations to launder the proceeds of their criminal activities.  ICE has 
implemented an aggressive strategy to combat money laundering by:  combining interdiction 
efforts with our international law enforcement counterparts, interagency coordination efforts, 
undercover investigations, and regulatory interventions that target those systems. 

•	 Through its Cornerstone program, ICE builds partnerships between law enforcement and the 
private sector to identify and eliminate systems vulnerabilities that criminal organizations 
exploit to fund their illegal operations and launder illicit funds.  ICE shares intelligence and 
typologies with financial and trade industries that manage the very systems that terrorists and 
drug trafficking organizations seek to exploit.  In return, ICE receives information, “red 
flags,” tips, and insights to more effectively investigate these complex and sophisticated 
criminal schemes. 

•	 ICE has established Trade Transparency Units (TTU) with countries of concern for drug 
trafficking and related money laundering. The TTUs analyze trade data of the U.S. and 
cooperating foreign governments to identify anomalies that may be indicative of trade-based 
money laundering, such as the Black Market Peso Exchange. 

•	 ICE conducts specialized investigative training, focusing on bulk cash smuggling (BCS), for 
state and local police officers and assistant U.S. attorneys.  In addition, ICE conducts 
comprehensive financial investigations training for foreign law enforcement officers.  ICE’s 
investigations and aggressive enforcement activity against BCS stem the flow of funds that 
fuel drug trafficking and criminal activities worldwide. 

•	 ICE is a primary participant in the 15 Integrated Border Enforcement Teams (IBETs) that are 
located across the Northern Border.  IBETs are multi-agency international task forces 
designed to enhance border integrity and security at our shared border with Canada by 
identifying, investigating, and interdicting persons and organizations that pose a threat to 
national security or are engaged in other organized criminal activity. 
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•	 ICE participates in and actively supports the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task 
Forces (OCDETF). ICE OCDETF Coordinators sit on each of OCDETF’s nine regional task 
forces and actively interact with other federal law enforcement agencies, local police chiefs, 
and state and local prosecutors.  ICE dedicates resources to participate in highly complex 
OCDETF investigations targeting major drug smuggling organizations. 

•	 ICE participates jointly with the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) and the Federal 
Bureau of Investigations (FBI) on Operation Panama Express (PANEX).  PANEX is a 
federally approved OCDETF investigation targeting Colombian narcotics trafficking 
organizations. These Colombian trafficking organizations are responsible for the 
transportation of cocaine via vessel through the Caribbean Sea to transshipment countries, 
which have been identified as Jamaica, Panama, Belize, Honduras and Mexico.  These 
Colombian organizations and their associates are responsible for the importation and 
distribution of cocaine to and within the United States, as well as Canada. 

•	 ICE is an active participant and partner in the Special Operations Division, a multi-
agency program involving the Department of Justice, the DEA, the FBI, and the Internal 
Revenue Service. 

•	 The performance measures and outputs are strategic in scope.  The Office of Investigations 
(OI) does not forecast law enforcement actions or consequences.  OI only provides year end 
data on seizures; therefore, data on seizures is included in a separate exhibit. 

Measure 1: Percent of closed investigations which have an enforcement consequence (arrest, 
indictment, conviction, seizure, fine or penalty) 

FY 2006 
Actual 

FY 2007 
Actual 

FY 2008 
Actual 

FY 2009 
Actual 

FY 2010 
Target 

FY 2010 
Actual 

FY 2011 
Target 

36.4% 35.8% 46.3% 47.7% 48.0% 48.8% 49.9% 

(1) Description 

The outcome measure for OI as a whole is the percentage of closed investigations that have an 
enforcement consequence defined as arrest, indictment, conviction, seizure, or penalty.   

This measure evaluates the percent of closed cases worked by OI in a selected fiscal year that 
produced an enforcement consequence (e.g., arrest, indictment, conviction, seizure, fine and/or 
penalty). 

More effective immigration and trade enforcement will contribute to enhanced homeland 
security, as well as to greater deterrence.  One method for measuring this effectiveness is to 
determine the extent to which criminal investigations are completed successfully, i.e., closed 
with an enforcement consequence.  However, although many criminal cases arise that are worth 
pursuing, the potential of an investigation is not known at its inception; therefore, it is to be 
expected that many cases will be closed each year without an enforcement consequence when it 
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is determined that investigation is no longer viable.  Successful investigations also expose and 
remove, or contribute to the elimination of, vulnerabilities in various aspects of trade and 
immigration, i.e., the ways in which criminals manage to evade safeguards established to prevent 
their illegal activity, and areas in which such safeguards are lax or do not exist. 
 
(2) FY 2010 actual performance results 
 
Final performance results for measure one in FY 2010 was 48.8%.  This exceeded the 
performance target by 0.8%.  
 
(3) Performance target for FY 2011 
 
The performance target for FY 2011 is 49.9%. The target increase is based on last year’s 
performance. In addition, OI received supplemental funding that will enable increased drug 
enforcement focus on the Southwest Border.  
 
(4) Quality of Performance Data 
 
The database used to validate the OI performance data is TECS.  OI conducts quality control 
verification on all data received through TECS to ensure the performance data is accurate, 
complete, and unbiased in presentation and substance.   
 
 
Measure 2: Percent of closed drug smuggling investigations which have an enforcement 
consequence (arrest, indictment, conviction, seizure, fine or penalty).  

FY 2006 
Actual 

FY 2007 
Actual 

FY 2008 
Actual 

FY 2009 
Actual 

FY 2010 
Target 

FY 2010 
Actual 

FY 2011 
Target 

NA NA 74.7% 74.3% 76.0% 72.7% 78.0% 

(1) Description 

OI performance measures tie drug control efforts to impacts on the systems by which drugs and 
drug money are moved and stored.  This measure evaluates the percent of closed drug smuggling 
cases worked by OI in a selected fiscal year that produced an enforcement consequence (e.g., 
arrest, indictment, conviction, seizure, fine and/or penalty).  This measure is a subset of the 
closed investigations discussed in Measure One. 

More effective immigration and trade enforcement will contribute to enhanced homeland 
security, as well as to greater deterrence.  One method for measuring this effectiveness is to 
determine the extent to which drug smuggling investigations are completed successfully, i.e., 
closed with an enforcement consequence. However, although many drug smuggling cases arise 
that are worth pursuing, the potential of an investigation is not known at its inception; therefore, 
it is to be expected that many cases will be closed each year without an enforcement 
consequence when it is determined that the investigation is no longer viable.  Successful 
investigations also expose and remove, or contribute to the elimination of, vulnerabilities in 



 - 6 -

various aspects of trade and immigration, i.e., the ways in which criminals manage to evade 
safeguards that prevent their illegal activity, and areas in which such safeguards are lax. 
 
(2) FY 2010 actual performance results 
 
In FY 2010, 72.7% of the drug smuggling cases closed resulted in an enforcement consequence. 
Thus, the FY 2010 target of 76.0% was not met. Investigations are not closed until the criminal 
judicial proceedings take their turn.  As judicial proceedings are out of the control of ICE, their 
results are highly variable, and OI continually reevaluates the allocation of investigative hours to 
the highest risk priority investigations. 
 
The baseline for this measure was established in FY 2008 and is tracked by quarter.  The FY 
2010 actual results were calculated by averaging the quarterly percentages for closed drug 
smuggling investigative cases which have an enforcement consequence (arrest, indictment, 
conviction, seizure, fine, or penalty).   
 
(3) Performance target for FY 2011  
 
The performance target for FY 2011 is 78.0%.  The target increase is based upon prior year’s 
performance results. OI has taken the proactive steps in enhancing its management practices to 
better allocate investigative resources. The new focus on high-risk priority investigations through 
the use of the Significant Case Report (SCR) Module in TECS is expected to result in improved 
performance. 
 
(4) Quality of Performance Data 
 
The database used to validate the OI performance data is TECS.  OI conducts quality control 
verification on all data received through TECS to ensure the performance data is accurate, 
complete, and unbiased in presentation and substance.   
 
 



 

 
ICE MANAGEMENT ASSERTION REPORT 

 
 

MANAGEMENT ASSERTIONS  
 

1.  Performance reporting system is appropriate and applied. 
ICE has systems to capture performance information accurately and those systems were 
properly applied to generate the performance data.   

 
2.  Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable. 

In FY 2010, ICE provided reasonable explanations for established performance targets 
that were not met.  

 
3.  Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied. 

The methodology described above to establish performance targets for FY 2011 is 
reasonable given past performance and available resources.  

 
4.  Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities.   

ICE has established more than one acceptable performance measure for its Drug Control 
Decision Unit—Salaries and Expense.  
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Exhibit 1: Additional Drug Enforcement Statistics 
The Office of Investigations keeps track of additional statistics to monitor their drug 
enforcement efforts. OI 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 from drug 
operations. 

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 
Actual Actual Actual 

$42.6 M $94.2 M $47.2 M 

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

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 
Actual Actual Actual 

$159.3 M $155.3 M $115.2 M 

Statistic 3: Percentage of total cocaine seizures considered high impact.  

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 
Actual Actual Actual 

54% 62% 60% 

Statistic 4: Percentage of heroin seizures considered high impact.  

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 
Actual Actual Actual 

72% 67% 71% 

Statistic 5: Percentage of marijuana seizures considered high impact.  

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 
Actual Actual Actual 

62% 57% 57% 

Statistic 6: Percentage of methamphetamine seizures considered high impact.  

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 
Actual Actual Actual 

49% 52% 56% 
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DHS Office of Inspector General/MAIL STOP 2600, 
Attention: Office of Investigations - Hotline, 
245 Murray Drive, SW, Building 410, 
Washington, DC 20528. 

 
 
The OIG seeks to protect the identity of each writer and caller. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Deborah J. Schiling
Chief Financial Officer
U.S. Customs and Border Protection

Anne L. Richards ~~~
Assistant Inspector General or Audits

From:

Subject: Independent Review of the us. Customs and Border Protection's

Reporting of FY 2010 Drug Control Performance Summary Report

Attached for your information is our report, Independent Review of the Us. Customs and Border
Protection's Reporting of FY 201 0 Drug Control Performance Summary Report. We contracted
with the independent public accounting firm KPMG LLP to perform the review. This report
contains no recommendations.

The U.S. Customs and Border Protection prepared the Performance Sumary Report and
management assertions to comply with requirements of 

the Offce of National Drug Control Policy
Circular, Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1,2007. Based on the review, nothing came to
KPMG's attention that caused them to believe that the Performance Summary Report for the year
ended September 30,2010, is not presented, in all material respects, in conformity with the Office of
National Drug Control Policy's Circular, or that management's assertions are not fairly stated, in all
material respects, based on the criteria set forth in the Office of National Drug Control Policy's
Circular. However, in the accompanying management's assertions for the year ended September 30,
2010, management was unable to assert that U.S. Customs and Border Protection has established at
least one acceptable performance measure for each Drug Control Decision Unit identified in reports
as required by section 6(a)(1)(A) of the Offce of National Drug Control Policy Circular.

Should you have any questions, please call me, or your staff may contact John McCoy, Deputy
Assistant Inspector General for Audits, at 202-254-4100.

Attachment
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Preface

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Office of Inspector General (OIG) was established by
the Homeland Security Act of2002 (Public Law 107-296) by amendment to the Inspector General
Act of 1978. This is one of a series of audit, inspection, and special reports prepared as part of our
oversight responsibilities to promote economy, effciency, and effectiveness within the department.

This report presents the results of the review of the Performance Summary Report of the U.S.
Customs and Border Protection (CBP) for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2010, for the Office
of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP). We contracted with the independent public accounting
firm KPMG LLP to perform the review. The CBP prepared the Performance Summary Report and
management assertions to comply with requirements of ONDCP Circular, Drug Control Accounting,
dated May 1,2007. Based on the review, nothing came to KPMG's attention that caused them to
believe that the Performance Summary Report for the year ended September 30,2010, is not
presented, in all material respects, in conformity with ONDCP's Circular, or that management's
assertions are not fairly stated, in all material respects, based on the criteria set forth in ONDCP's
Circular. However, in the accompanying management's assertions for the year ended September 30,
2010, management was unable to assert that CBP has established at least one acceptable
performance measure for each Drug Control Decision Unit identified in reports as required by
section 6(a)(1)(A) ofthe ONDCP Circular. KPMG LLP is responsible for the attached independent
accountants' report dated January 20,2011, and the conclusions expressed in it. We do not express
an opinion on the Performance Summary Report and management's assertions.

We trust this report wil result in more effective, effcient, and economical operations. We express
our appreciation to all of those who contributed to the preparation of this report.

~ ';~
Anne L. Richards
Assistant Inspector General for Audits



KPMG LLP 
2001 M Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20036-3389  

 

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

 
 
 
 
 

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, 2010.  We have 
also reviewed the accompanying management’s assertions for the year ended September 30, 2010.  CBP’s 
management is responsible for the Performance Summary Report and the assertions. 
 
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 
and management’s assertions.  Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion. 
 
Management of CBP prepared the Performance Summary Report and management’s assertions to comply 
with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Drug Control 
Accounting, dated May 1, 2007 (Circular).   
 
In the accompanying management’s assertions for the year ended September 30, 2010, management was 
unable to assert that CBP has established at least one acceptable performance measure for each Drug 
Control Decision Unit identified in reports required by section 6(a)(1)(A) of the ONDCP Circular for 
which a significant amount of obligations were incurred in the previous fiscal year, as required by the 
ONDCP Circular. 
 
Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that (1) the Performance 
Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2010, is not presented, in all material respects, in 
conformity with ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Control Accounting (May 1, 2007), or that (2) management’s 
assertions referred to above are not fairly stated, in all material respects, based on the criteria set forth in 
ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Control Accounting (May 1, 2007). 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the 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. 
 

 
 
January 20, 2011 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND COPIES 
 
To obtain additional copies of this report, please call the Office of Inspector General (OIG) at (202) 254-4100, 
fax your request to (202) 254-4305, or visit the OIG web site at www.dhs.gov/oig. 
 
 
OIG HOTLINE 
 
To report alleged fraud, waste, abuse or mismanagement, or any other kind of criminal or noncriminal 
misconduct relative to department programs or operations: 
 
• Call our Hotline at 1-800-323-8603;  
 
• Fax the complaint directly to us at (202) 254-4292;  
 
• Email us at DHSOIGHOTLINE@dhs.gov; or 
 
• Write to us at: 
           DHS Office of Inspector General/MAIL STOP 2600,  
           Attention: Office of Investigations - Hotline, 
           245 Murray Drive, SW, Building 410,  
           Washington, DC 20528. 
 
 
The OIG seeks to protect the identity of each writer and caller. 
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OFFICE OF 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
U.S.DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

APR 15 2011 
Memorandum 

To: Vicki Forrest 
Chief Financial Officer - Indian Affairs 

From: ~~~ Kimberly Elmore ~ A0&~ 
Assistant Inspector General for Audits, Inspections, and Evaluations 

Subject: Office of Inspector General ' s Independent Report on the Bureau of Indian Affairs ' 
Fiscal Year 2010 Accounting and Performance Summary Review Reports for the 
Office of National Drug Control Policy 
Report No. ER-IN-BIA-0004-2011 

The Office ofInspector General (OIG) reviewed the Bureau ofIndian Affairs' (BIA) 
Accounting Report dated March 23 , 2011 , (Attachment 1) and its Performance Summary 
Review Report dated February 9, 2011 , (Attachment 2) prepared for the Office of National Drug 
Control Policy (ONDCP). BIA management is responsible for these reports. 

The reports are presented in place of the Detailed Accounting Submission and 
Performance Summary Report required by the ONDCP Circular: Drug Control Accounting dated 
May 1, 2007. The Circular allows this alternative reporting method when prior year drug control 
obligations are less than $50 million and full compliance with the Circular constitutes an 
unreasonable burden. BIA management asserted that full compliance would be an unreasonable 
burden and that the obligations reported constitute the statutorily required detailed accounting. 

We reviewed management' s assertion in accordance with the generally accepted 
government auditing standards applicable to attestations that incorporate the attestation standards 
established by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. A review is substantially 
less in scope than an examination, which expresses an opinion on management's assertions. 
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion. 

We limited our review to management's assertion that full compliance with the 
requirements of the Circular constituted an unreasonable burden. Our review procedures were 
limited to inquiries and analytical procedures appropriate for a review engagement. Our 
objective was not to express, and we do not express, opinions or conclusions on whether the 
reports were fairly stated. 

Based on our review, BIA management' s assertion conforms to the requirements of the 
Circular. 

Office of Audits. Inspections. and Evaluations I Washington. DC 



 

2 
 

Should you have any comments or questions regarding this report, please do not hesitate 

to contact me at 202-208-5512.  

 

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

ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone 

other than these specified parties. The distribution of our report, however, is not limited. 
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Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Washington, DC 20240 

MAR 23 2011 

Kimberly Elmore 
Assistant Inspector General for Audits, Inspections and Evaluations 

Deputy Assistant Secretary - Management 

Office of Inspector General's Independent Rep on the Office of National Drug 
Control Policy (ONDCP) 2010 Accounting Report - Indian Affairs 

Attached for your review and response is the ONDCP 2010 Accounting Report for Indian 

Affairs. As required by the ONDCP Circular: Drug Control Accounting dated May 1, 2007, the 

report show that Indian Affairs prior-year drug control obligations are less than $50 million and 

is in full compliance with the requirements of the Circular and constitutes an unreasonable 

burden. 

If you have any questions, please contact the Office of Justice Services, David Johnson - Acting 

Deputy Associate Director, Drug Enforcement at 405-247-1665 or 202-208-5787. 

Attachment 

Attachment 1

Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Washington, DC 20240 

MAR 23 2011 

Kimberly Elmore 
Assistant Inspector General for Audits, Inspections and Evaluations 

Deputy Assistant Secretary - Management 

Office of Inspector General ' s Independent Rep on the Office of National Drug 
Control Policy (ONDCP) 2010 Accounting Report - Indian Affairs 

Attached for your review and response is the ONDCP 2010 Accounting Report for Indian 

Affairs. As required by the ONDCP Circular: Drug Control Accounting dated May 1, 2007, the 

report show that Indian Affairs prior-year drug control obligations are less than $50 million and 

is in full compliance with the requirements of the Circular and constitutes an unreasonable 

burden. 

If you have any questions, please contact the Office of Justice Services, David Johnson - Acting 

Deputy Associate Director, Drug Enforcement at 405-247-1665 or 202-208-5787. 

Attachment 

Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Washington, DC 20240 

MAR 23 2011 

Kimberly Elmore 
Assistant Inspector General for Audits, Inspections and Evaluations 

Deputy Assistant Secretary - Management 

Office ofInspector General ' s Independent Rep on the Office of National Drug 
Control Policy (ONDCP) 2010 Accounting Report - Indian Affairs 

Attached for your review and response is the ONDCP 2010 Accounting Report for Indian 

Affairs. As required by the ONDCP Circular: Drug Control Accounting dated May 1, 2007, the 

report show that Indian Affairs prior-year drug control obligations are less than $50 million and 

is in full compliance with the requirements of the Circular and constitutes an unreasonable 

burden. 

If you have any questions, please contact the Office of Justice Services, David Johnson - Acting 

Deputy Associate Director, Drug Enforcement at 405-247-1665 or 202-208-5787. 

Attachment 



ONDCP 2010 Accounting Report - Indian Affairs 

Resource Summary 

Prior Year Drug Control Obligations FY 2010 
Function: Prevention 

J33 Special Initiatives 10,000,000 

Substance Abuse - Meth Initiative 10,000,000 

Total ALL Functions 10,000,000 

Total FTE (Direct ONLY) 35 

Full compliance with this Circular constitutes an unreasonable reporting burden. Obligations 
reported under this section constitute the statutorily required detailed accounting. 



IN REPL Y REFER TO' 

Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Washington, D.C. 20240 

February 22, 2011 

Kimberly Elmore 
Assistant Inspector General for Audits, Inspections and Evaluations 

David Johnson 
Acting Chief - Division of Drug Enforcement, BIAI 

2010 ONDCP Performance Summary Review 

Attached is the 2010 ONDCP Performance Summary Review. I apologize for the delay in the 
report submission. 

With past discrepancies in OJS reporting it was my intent to focus on providing an accurate 
report. When compiling the drug seizure amount totals those numbers were re-calculated several 
times to ensure proper calculation. Hopefully, OJS has developed a report which adequately 
addresses any questions you may have. 

I have met with DOI-OLES reviewed their drug statistic reporting data base to determine if it 
would be something BIA-OJS can utilize to enhance reporting. 

If you have questions please contact me at 202-273-3585 . 

Attachment 2

IN REI'L Y REFER TO' 

Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

United States Department of the Interior 
BU REAU OF IN DI AN AFFA IRS 

Washington, D.C. 20240 

February 22, 2011 

Kimberly Elmore 
Assistant Inspector General for Audits, Inspections and Evaluations 

David Johnson 
Acting Chief - Division of Drug Enforcement, BIAI 

2010 ONDCP Performance Summary Review 

Attached is the 2010 ONDCP Performance Summary Review. I apologize for the delay in the 
report submission. 

With past discrepancies in OJS reporting it was my intent to focus on providing an accurate 
report. When compiling the drug seizure amount totals those numbers were re-calculated several 
times to ensure proper calculation. Hopefully, OJS has developed a report which adequately 
addresses any questions you may have. 

I have met with DOI-OLES reviewed their drug statistic reporting data base to determine if it 
would be something BIA-OJS can utilize to enhance reporting. 

If you have questions please contact me at 202-273-3585 . 

IN REI'L Y REFER TO' 

Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

United States Department of the Interior 
BU REAU OF IN DI AN AFFA IRS 

Washington, D.C. 20240 

February 22, 2011 

Kimberly Elmore 
Assistant Inspector General for Audits, Inspections and Evaluations 

David Johnson 
Acting Chief - Division of Drug Enforcement, BIAI 

2010 ONDCP Performance Summary Review 

Attached is the 2010 ONDCP Performance Summary Review. I apologize for the delay in the 
report submission. 

With past discrepancies in OJS reporting it was my intent to focus on providing an accurate 
report. When compiling the drug seizure amount totals those numbers were re-calculated several 
times to ensure proper calculation. Hopefully, OJS has developed a report which adequately 
addresses any questions you may have. 

I have met with DOI-OLES reviewed their drug statistic reporting data base to determine if it 
would be something BIA-OJS can utilize to enhance reporting. 

If you have questions please contact me at 202-273-3585 . 



2010 

ONDep Performance Summary Review 



United States Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Indian Affairs - Office of Justice Services 

ONDCP Performance Summary Review 

ONDCP Budget FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 
Function: Prevention 
J33 Special Initiatives 6,338,000 6,338,000 10,000,000 

Substance Abuse - Meth 
Initiative 6,338,000 6,338,000 10,000,000 

Function: Education 
J34 Indian Police Academy 505,050 505,050 505,050 

TOTAL ALL Functions 6,843,050 6,843,050 10,505,050 
Drug Resource Summary of Personnel 

Total FTE (Direct Only) 18 33 35 
*38 Includes Administrative Staff 

Performance Introduction 

In 2010, the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) continued to see an increase in drug activity on lands 
under its jurisdiction. As reflected in the number of drug cases worked and the level of drug 
seizures; including methamphetamine (ICE), crack cocaine and illegally diverted prescription 
drugs. In response, BIA has increased the number of trained officers and other service personnel 
to assist in investigations, arrests and drug seizures. This report includes performance measures, 
targets, and achievements for the latest year for which data is available. Data was gathered and 
verified from the Office of Justice Services (OJS) data base and the Division of Drug 
Enforcement (DDE) case log. 

Performance Measure One: Number of Patrol Officers Receiving Drug Training 

In 2009, BIA proposed training an additional 200 officers. The BIA documented the training of 
240 officers in 2009, exceeding the target goal of 200 by 20%. The training conducted in 2010 
resulted in a substantial increase of trained officers and other service oriented staff to support 
drug investigations. A total of 358 individuals were trained in 2010 a 49% increase over the 
previous year. Bubar & Hall Consulting was contracted by BIA-DDE to provide drug related 
outreach training to tribal and BIA law enforcement officers and other service oriented staff to 
support drug agents in investigations and arrests. Training provided in 2010 consisted of 
"Responding to Methamphetamine Endangered Children in Tribal Communities. " Training was 
held at six locations; Albuquerque, NM, Phoenix, AZ, Billings, MT, Seattle, WA, Bismarck, 
ND, and Tulsa, OK. 

2009 Pro osed 2009 Achieved 2010 Achieved 
200 240 358 

*The preceding information was obtainedjrom contract files at Central Office, copy ojthe training rosters are 
attached. 



The DDE continues to experience 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 again highlighted the need for an automated data collection system. OJS-DDE 
recently learned of the DOl drug data collection system and began reviewing the system to 
determine if it would meet OJS-DDE needs. The initial review found the system would need 
modifications to fully support the collection of drug related data submitted for all tribes. 

Drug Enforcement Agents are responsible for managing drug investigations and implementing the 
interdiction programs necessary to reduce the effects of drugs and drug-related crime in Indian 
country. In October 2007, there were only five (5) BIA drug agents investigating issues related to 
drug activity throughout Indian country. Recent funding increases have allowed BIA to expand the 
Drug Unit to 30 agents who are strategically placed within or near other task force units in order to 
combat the illegal drug epidemic in Indian country. Arrests documented in 2010 increased by 20% 
over the 2009 figures. 

Percent increase in number of drug related arrests 

2008 Baseline 2009 10% 2009 Achieved 2010 10% 2010 Achieved 
Proposed Proposed 

443 487 559 615 671 

* The preceding information was obtainedfrom the Lotus Notes drug database. A copy of the database information is 
attached. 

Performance Measure Two: Percent increase in drug cases worked 

The number of drug cases reported is tracked by gleaning data from monthly statistical reports 
provided by BIA-DDE, BIA and Tribal Police programs and entering the data 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 10% in drug cases worked in Indian country in FY 2010. 

2008 Baseline 2009 40% 2009 Achieved 2010 (+ 2%) 2010 Achieved 
Proposed Proposed 

606 667 656 669 722 

The following information documents the cases worked as reported by the BIA-DDE. These 
figures demonstrate an overall increase of approximately 57.6% in cases worked in FY 2010. 

2008 Baseline 2009 40% 2009 Achieved 2010 (+3%) 2010 Achieved 
Proposed Proposed 

90 126 267 272 421 



The following infonnation documents the cases worked as reported by BIA and Tribal police 
departments. These figures demonstrate an overall decrease of approximately 24.2% in cases 
worked in FY 2010. 

2008 Baseline 2009 40% 2009 Achieved 2010 (+2%) 2010 Achieved 
Proposed Proposed 

516 567 389 397 295 

*The preceding information was obtainedfrom the Lotus Notes drug database and DDE case logs. A copy of the 
database information is attached. 

Performance Measure Three: Increase in the amount of drugs seized 

FY 2010 has shown a dramatic increase in the use of the Drug Database in the Lotus Notes data 
collection system. Individuals from both the BIA DDE and Law Enforcement Operations have 
been instructed in the use of the system and necessity of this data in perfonnance reporting and for 
use in managing their programs in the fight on drugs. Both programs are now entering data into the 
system to provide a more accurate accounting of drug seizures and cases worked in Indian country. 

The 2008 actual baselines are established based on the monthly statistical reports entered into the 
01S drug database system by the District Law Enforcement Operations and the BIA DDE at the 
Central Office. 

The following infonnation documents drug seizures accomplished by the combined efforts of BIA­
DDE, BIA and Tribal Police programs. These figures demonstrate an overall decrease of 
approximately 84.6% in drugs seized by Indian Country Law Enforcement Programs in FY 2010. 

2010 All Submissions 
Increase in Amount of 2008 2009 2009 2010 (+2%) 2010 

Drugs Seized Baseline Proposed Achieved Proposed Achieved 
l()()l) £lchie"ed (//1(/ ]0 I () 

(u/Lt!.\ reprl!st!nled in pounds: 13,859 16,604g 287, 099.00 lb 292,840.98Ib 44,759.67Ib 
Cocaine Powder 1,114 1,225 g 178.621b 182.191b 106.531b 
Cocaine Crack 630 693 g 0.661b 0.671b 8.281b 
Heroin 523 575 g 0.481b 0.481b 0.081b 
MDMA (Ecstasy) 4 4g 0.031b 0.031b 0.151b 
Meth Crystal 473 520 g 13.75Ib 14.021b 40.871b 
Meth Powder 86 95 g 4.551b 4.641b 0.731b 
Processed Marijuana 5,466 6,013 g 85.491b 87.191b 4,1591b 
Prescription Drugs Seized 683 751 g 13.101b 13.361b 52.15 lb 
Other drugs seized 344 378 g 0.501b 0.511b 1.88 lb 
Marijuana (# Plants = Ibs) 10 12,000 286,802 292,538 40,390 

The total number of marijuana plants seized in 2010 is recorded as 40,390. Research conducted by 
various private Universities, Law Enforcement Training Programs and Law Enforcement 
Operations have established the average usable amount of product derived from a mature marijuana 
plant to be approximately one pound. Total marijuana seized (processed and eradicated) in Indian 
country in FY 2010 is 44,540 pounds. 



The following information demonstrates drug seizures accomplished by the BIA-DDE. These 
numbers were derived from the DDE case investigations logs and statistical reports and subtracted 
from the previous charts depicting the overall Indian country seizures. These figures demonstrate 
an overall decrease of approximately 70.8% in drugs seized by the BIA-DDE. 

2010 BIA-DDE Only 
Increase in Amount of 2008 2009 2009 2010 (+2%) 2010 

Drugs Seized Baseline Proposed Achieved Proposed Achieved 

:!00911L'iJiI! 1'ed lind 20! () 
lolU!s repre,\'/lnled in {Jollnds : 3,179 3,651 g 149,713.47Ib 152, 707. 73 lb 43,762.88 Ib 
Cocaine Powder 495 546 g 178.621b 182.191b 105.851b 
Cocaine Crack 188 207 g 0.381b 0.381b 8.13 lb 
Heroin 261 287 g 0.381b 0.381b 0.081b 
MDMA (Ecstasy) 0 0 0 0 0.121b 
Meth Crystal 0 0 0 0 40.601b 
Meth Powder 232 255 g 18.341b 18.701b O.72lb 
Processed Marijuana 643 707 g 45.271b 46.171b 3,384.30Ib 
Prescription Drugs Seized .004 0 0.040z 0.040z 0.081b 
Other drugs seized 0 0 0.641b 0.651b 0 
Marijuana (# Plants = Ibs) 3 12,000 149,467 152,456 40,223 

Review of the preceding information indicates the decline in total seizures is due to a reduced 
number of marijuana plants seized by all Indian country programs. Overall, there were 109,067 
fewer marijuana plants seized during FY 2010, 

BIA-DDE management reports the number of marijuana eradication operations conducted in FY 
2010 was comparable to the number of FY 2009 operations conducted, but the number of 
cultivation sites and plants discovered in Indian country was greatly reduced. The 2010 figures 
indicate afocus on investigative activity (undercoverlbuy operations) resulting in an increase in 
amount of Crack Cocaine, Methamphetamine and processed marijuana seized. These types of 
investigations tend to take more time (multiple buys for prosecution) and the quantity of drugs 
seized is less, but this type of activity result in the prosecution of drug dealers. Having agents in 
the communities making drug buys, and seeking prosecution of suppliers has an immediate 
affect and is very important to community members and tribal leaders. 

*The preceding information was obtainedfrom the Lotus Notes drug database and DDE case logs, A copy of the 
database information is attached. A copy of a DDE case log summary is attached. 

Program 

The BIA Office of Justice Services has been provided additional base funding for the development 
of a Victim Witness Program, consisting of 10 Victim Witness Specialist positions to be filled 
throughout Indian country. The Victim/Witness Specialists will sponsor victims and witnesses of 
issues related to drugs and violent crimes. Until recently crime victims did not have a BIA victim's 
advocate. Working with the Department of Justice-Office of Victims of Crime (OVC), has resulted 
in DOJ-OVC funding four victim/witness specialist positions for the BIA. 



The OJS Intelligence Analyst is assigned to the southwest border intelligence workgroup located at 
the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC). OJS-DDE plans to recruit 6 additional intelligence analyst 
positions to be stationed throughout the country to work within task force environments. Through 
these placements the BIA will be able to assist in providing a solid intelligence network for tribal, 
Federal, state and local law enforcement to work collaboratively on information-sharing related to 
illegal drug activities, gang activity and other violations of law within Indian country. 

The BIA Tribal Equipment Loan program was established to provide access to state of the art drug 
surveillance equipment for tribal law enforcement programs with specific drug problems. Currently 
in 2010, there are 9 tribes participating in the equipment loan program. Each of these tribes is 
operating under a Pub. L 93-638 contract or Self-Governance compact and has indicated a need for 
the equipment because of high rates of illegal drug use and crime within their communities. 

With 100+ schools servicing Indian Country, the School Resource Officer (SRO) program has 
become an important part of the OJS drug initiative. The DOE funds 18 SRO positions throughout 
Indian Country. The program allows 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. A SRO position serves as the initial contact with students and 
educates them on the negative aspects of illegal drug use and gang activity. These positions playa 
key role in providing visual deterrent and identifying potential threats of school violence. Since 
initiating the SRO program it has received significant attention, and school administrators have 
seen the positive effects of having a uniform police officer on school campuses. Those 
administrators are now asking for additional SRO's to support additional schools in the BIE system. 
A future goal of the SRO program is to develop a mentoring component using the SRO platform 
allowing the SRO to be available to focus on individual children with issues that place them in high 
risk situations. 

MANAGEMENT ASSERTIONS 

1. Performance reporting systems are appropriate and applied -
The DDE continues to experience 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 again highlighted the need for an automated data collection 
system. OJS-DOE recently learned of the DOl drug data collection system and has reviewed the 
system to determine if it meets OJS-DDE needs. The initial review found the system would 
need modifications to fully support the collection of drug related data submitted for all tribes. 

2. Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable -
The decrease in total amount of drugs seized is due to the lack of marijuana plants seized. BIA 
(Direct Service) and Tribal Law Enforcement programs not opening independent drug 
investigations. 2010 figures indicate DOE increased focus on investigative activity targeting 
individuals selling illegal drugs showing substantial increases in the seizure of Cocaine (crack), 
Methamphetamine, and processed marijuana. 



3. Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied -
Due to the substantial increase in agents, targets were projected for FY 2010 based upon what 
the program thought the increase of 25 agents would be able to provide. Now that the program 
has 2 years of statistical data, projecting targets for the two measures on cases and seizures will 
be more realistic. 

4. Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities-
The agency has 3 acceptable performance measures that adequately cover each of the decision 
units. Each measure considers the intended purpose of the NDCP activity. 
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Report Fraud, Waste, 

and Mismanagement 

 

 

Fraud, waste, and mismanagement in 
Government concern everyone: Office 

of Inspector General staff, Departmental 
employees, and the general public. We 

actively solicit allegations of any 
inefficient and wasteful practices, fraud, 

and mismanagement related to 
Departmental or Insular Area programs 

and operations. You can report 
allegations to us in several ways. 

   By Internet: www.doioig.gov 
 

   By Phone: 24-Hour Toll Free:  800-424-5081 
   Washington Metro Area:  703-487-5435 
 

   By Fax:  703-487-5402 
 

   By Mail:  U.S. Department of the Interior 
   Office of Inspector General 
   Mail Stop 4428 MIB 
   1849 C Street, NW. 
   Washington, DC 20240 
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ANNUAL ACCOUNTING AND AUTHENTICATION OF 
DRUG CONTROL FUNDS AND RELATED PERFORMANCE 

FISCAL YEAR 2010 
 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
COMMENTARY AND SUMMARY 

This report contains the attestation review reports of the U.S. 
Department of Justice’s Drug Enforcement Administration, Federal Bureau of 
Prisons, National Drug Intelligence Center, Office of Justice Programs, and 
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces Program’s annual 
accounting and authentication of drug control funds and related performance 
for the fiscal year ended September 30, 2010.  The Office of the Inspector 
General (OIG) performed the attestation reviews.  The report and annual 
detailed accounting of funds expended by each drug control program agency 
is required by 21 U.S.C. §1704(d), as implemented by the Office of National 
Drug Control Policy’s Circular, Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007. 
 

The OIG prepared the 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’s Circular. 
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 U.S. Department of Justice 

 Office of the Inspector General 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Office of the Inspector General’s Report on 
Annual Accounting and Authentication 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, 2010.  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 is 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, Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007. 

 
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, 2010, are not 
presented, in all material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s Circular, 
Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007.
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Report on Annual Accounting and Authentication of Drug Control Funds and  
    Related Performance 
Page 2 
 
 
 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the 
management of the DEA, 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. 
 
 

 
Mark L. Hayes, CPA, CFE 
Director, Financial Statement Audit Office 
Office of the Inspector General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
 
January 18, 2011 
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FY 2010
Actual

Obligations
Drug Obligations by Function:

  Intelligence 199.771$                 
  International 492.002                   
  Investigations 1,816.311                
  Prevention 1.599                       
  State and Local Assistance 6.957                       

Total Drug Obligations by Function 2,516.640$              

Drug Obligations by Account/Decision Unit:
  Diversion Control Fee Account 267.997$                 
  Construction 0.028                       
  Salaries & Expenses

Domestic Enforcement 1,732.369                
      International Enforcement 509.289                   
      State and Local Assistance 6.957                       

Total Drug Obligations by Decision Unit/Account: 2,516.640$              *

High-Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) obligations $16.034

* Includes obligations of carryover unobligated balances

U.S. Department of Justice
Drug Enforcement Administration

For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2010
(Dollars in Millions)

Table of Drug Control Obligations
Detailed Accounting Submission
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Drug Enforcement Administration 
Detailed Accounting Submission 

Related Disclosures 
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2010 

 
Disclosure 1: Drug Control 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 (CDTA) 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;  
 
 Liaison with the United Nations, Interpol, and other organizations on matters relating to 

international drug control programs; and 
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 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, Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007 
and a September 3, 2008 updated memo showing function and decision unit.  The table represents 
obligations incurred by the DEA for drug control purposes and reflects 100 percent of the DEA’s 
mission. 
 
Since the DEA’s accounting system, 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 account/decision units to ONDCP’s drug functions.     
 

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. 
 
Other Estimation Methods:  None. 
 
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 three 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. 
 
 

 
 

The DEA Account/Decision Unit Allocation ONDCP Function

Diversion Control Fee Account 95.9% Investigations

3.1% Intelligence
1.0% International

Construction Account 100.0% Investigations

Domestic Enforcement 90.0% Investigations
9.8% Intelligence
0.1% International
0.1% Prevention

International Enforcement 95.9%      International
4.1% Intelligence

State and Local Assistance 100.00%     State and Local Assistance

Salaries & Expenses

- 10 -



The DEA’s financial system began recording obligations in the appropriated three decision units 
and the Diversion Control Fee Account in FY 2008.    

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

     
Full Time Equivalents (FTE):  One hundred percent of the DEA FTEs are dedicated to drug 
enforcement efforts.  The DEA’s Direct FTE total for FY 2010, including Salaries & Expenses 
(S&E) and Diversion Control Fee Account (DCFA) appropriations, was 8,378 through pay 
period 19, ending September 25, 2010.   
 
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 of Drug Enforcement Accounting Method 
 
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 2010 obligations from three 
decision units to ONDCP’s drug functions.    
 
Disclosure 3: Material Weaknesses or Other Findings 
 
No material weaknesses or significant deficiencies were noted in the FY 2010 DEA audit report on 
internal controls over financial reporting.   
 
Management of the DEA is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective internal control 
and financial management systems that meet the objectives of the FMFIA.  For FY 2010, DEA 
assessed its internal control over the effectiveness and efficiency of operations and compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations in accordance with OMB Circular A-123, Management’s 
Responsibility for Internal Control, as required by Section 2 of the FMFIA.  Based on the results of 
this assessment, DEA can provide reasonable assurance that its internal control over the 
effectiveness and efficiency of operations and its compliance with applicable laws and regulations as 
of June 30, 2010, was operating effectively, except for one reportable condition – DEA’s ability to 
obtain reliable estimates of drug availability in the United States.  DEA also assessed whether its 
financial management systems conform to government-wide requirements.  Based on the results of 
this assessment, DEA can provide reasonable assurance that there are no non-conformances that are 
required to be reported by Section 4 of the FMFIA. 
 
Management of the DEA is also responsible for identifying, designing, operating, maintaining, and 
monitoring the existence of an appropriate system of internal control that enables DEA to report its 
financial information accurately to the Department of Justice and that meets the requirements of 
OMB Circular A-123, Appendix A.  In accordance with OMB Circular A-123 Implementation Plan, 
the Department of Justice’s Senior Assessment Team identified the business processes significant at 
the Departmental level and at the component level, which comprises a significant share of those 
processes.  As required by the Department of Justice’s FY 2010 Guidance for Implementation of 
OMB Circular A-123, DEA has documented the significant business processes and tested key 
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controls for those processes. The results of testing identified no material weaknesses in DEA’s 
internal control over financial reporting as of June 30, 2010; however, the results identified three 
reportable conditions in the areas of procurement and sensitive payments.  DEA is committed to 
complying with corrective action measures by training, monitoring, and tracking the related issues. 
The ultimate goal is the reduction of deficiencies identified. 
 
Disclosure 4: Reprogramming and Transfers 
                            
There was no reprogramming in FY 2010. 
 
However, the DEA had several transfers during FY 2010 (see the attached Table of FY 2010 
Reprogramming and Transfers).  The DEA had 14 transfers into its S&E account - one transfer from 
the Spectrum Relocation Fund, Executive Office of the President in the amount of $40,976,000, five 
transfers from ONDCP’s High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) program totaling 
$16,005,483, one transfer from Department of State (DOS) in the amount of  $8,500,000, one 
transfer from the Department of Justice (DOJ), Community Oriented Policing Services in the 
amount of $10,000,000, and six internal transfers from expired FY 2005, FY 2006, FY 2007,  
FY 2008, and FY 2009 S&E funds to DEA’s S&E No-Year fund totaling $56,356,467.  Also, the 
DEA had 5 transfers out of its S&E account - one transfer to the Department of Justice’s Wire 
Management Office totaling $2,620,120, two transfers to DOJ’s Working Capital Fund totaling 
$28,746, one transfer to DOS in the amount of $33,000,000, and one return transfer to ONDCP in 
the amount of $74,803. 
 
Transfers under the Drug Resources by Function section in the Table of FY 2010 Reprogramming 
and Transfers are based on the same MCA allocation percentages as the Table of Drug Control 
Obligations. 
 
Disclosure 5: Other Disclosures 
 
The DEA did not have any ONDCP Fund Control Notices issued in FY 2010. 
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Reprogramming Transfers In Transfers Out Total
Drug Resources by Function:

     Intelligence -$                        10.906$                    (7.179)$                     3.727$                  
     International -                          8.224                        (31.673)                     (23.449)                 
     Investigations -                          96.603                      (53.176)                     43.427                  
     Prevention -                          0.099                        (0.055)                       0.044                    
     State & Local Assistance -                          -                            -                            -                        

Total -$                       115.832$                 (92.083)$                   23.749$               

Drug Resources by Account/Decision Unit:
     Diversion Control Fee Account -$                        -$                          -$                          -$                      
     Construction -                          -                          -                            -                        
     Salaries & Expenses

     Domestic Enforcement -                       107.332                    (59.083)                     48.249                  
     International Enforcement -                       8.500                        (33.000)                     (24.500)                 
     State & Local Assistance -                       -                          -                            -                        

Total -$                       115.832$                 (92.083)$                   23.749$               

HIDTA Transfers -$                       16.005$                   -$                          16.005$               

U.S. Department of Justice
Drug Enforcement Administration

Table of Reprogramming and Transfers
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2010

(Dollars in Millions)

Detailed Accounting Submission
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U.S. Department of Justice 
 Drug Enforcement Administration 

 Performance Summary Report 
Related Performance Information 

For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2010 

 
I. PERFORMANCE INFORMATION 
 
Performance Measures 
 
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 Force (OCDETF) program.  The DEA, through the 
OCDETF program, targeted the drug trafficking organizations on the DOJ’s FY 2010 
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, the 
performance measures associated with this program are the most appropriate for assessing the 
DEA’s National Drug Control Program activities.  The performance measures selected include 
the number of active international and domestic priority targets linked to DOJ’s Consolidated 
Priority Organization Targets (CPOTs) disrupted or dismantled and number of active 
international and domestic priority targets not linked to CPOT targets disrupted or dismantled.  
These are the same measures 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.  Reimbursable resources from the OCDETF program 
contributed to these performance measures, but are not responsible for specifically identifiable 
performance.   
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A measure corresponding to the DEA’s state and local assistance decision unit was not included 
since most of the resources included in the DEA’s state and local assistance decision unit are 
reimbursable resources and the performance associated with the reimbursed activities is more 
accurately presented by the reimbursing agencies.   In addition, a measure corresponding to 
DEA’s Diversion Control Program (DCP), which is fully funded by the Diversion Control Fee 
Account, was not included.  The Appropriations Act of 1993 required that "[f]ees charged by the 
Drug Enforcement Administration under its diversion control program shall be set at a level that 
ensures the recovery of the full costs of operating the various aspects of that program.” 
 
Data Validation and Verification 
 
Priority Targets 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 
 
 Special Agent (SA) – The SA, 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. 

 Group Supervisor (GS) – The GS/Country Attaché (CA) coordinates and plans the 
allocation of resources for a proposed PTO. The GS/CA can create, edit, update, propose, 
resubmit, and approve a PTO record. 

 Assistant Special Agent in Charge (ASAC) – The ASAC/Assistant Regional Director 
(ARD) reviews the PTO proposed and approved by the GS/CA, ensuring that all the 
necessary information meets the criteria for a PTO. The ASAC/ARD can also edit, 
update, resubmit, or approve a proposed PTO. 

 Special Agent in Charge (SAC) – The SAC/Regional Director (RD) reviews the proposed 
PTO from the ASAC/ARD and is the approving authority for the PTO. The SAC/RD can 
also edit, update, resubmit, or approve a proposed PTO.   

 
At Headquarters 

 
 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 
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returned to the field for correction and resubmission. OMD is also responsible for 
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. 

 OMD will assign PTO’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. 

 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. 

 
PTO Projection Methodology 
 
The DEA sets annual and long-term targets that are challenging, but realistic.  In the first few 
years of the DEA's Priority Targeting Program, the DEA repeatedly exceeded its annual targets 
for PTO disruptions1 and dismantlements2.  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.  
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.  Specifically, DEA’s overall FY 2010 actual PTO performance exceeded the 
established target by only .11%.  This is a phenomenal result to date. 
 
  

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

 
Table 1: Measure 1 

FY 2004 
Actual 

FY 2005 
Actual 

FY 2006 
Actual 

FY 2007 
Actual 

FY 2008 
Actual 

FY 2009 
Actual 

FY 2010 
Actual 

FY 2010 
Target 

FY 2011
Target 

160 283 231 195 337 364 501 385 430 

 
 
As of September 30, 2010, the DEA disrupted or dismantled 501 PTOs linked to CPOT targets, 
which is 30 percent above its FY 2010 target of 385.  When compared with FY 2009 actual 
performance (364 CPOT linked PTOs disrupted or dismantled), DEA’s FY 2010 performance 
represents a 37.6 percent increase and further demonstrates DEA’s willingness to both set 
ambitious target and focus its limited resources towards achieving those goals.   
 
Due to the implementation of enhanced internal and external (OCDETF) validation protocols, 
DEA mandated that its Special Agents intensify their efforts and investigate in a more 
collaborative manner with its financial and intelligence assets to work through the complexity of 
each PTO investigation to either establish and further document CPOT linkages or rule them out.  
The weighted distribution of the FY 2010 PTO disruptions or dismantlements (actual to target) in 
favor of CPOT linked PTOs bears this out.  These performance results are a testament to those 
collaborative and better coordinated efforts by DEA leadership in the field and at Headquarters. 
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Measure 2: Number of Active International and Domestic PTOs Not Linked to CPOT Targets 
Disrupted or Dismantled 
 
Table 2: Measure 2 

 
FY 2004 
Actual 

FY 2005 
Actual 

FY 2006 
Actual 

FY 2007 
Actual 

FY 2008
Actual 

FY 2009 
Actual 

FY 2010 
Actual 

FY 2010 
Target 

FY 2011 
Target 

546 869 1,074 1,342 1,954 1,998 2,172 2,285 2,457 

 
 
As of September 30, 2010, the DEA disrupted or dismantled 2,172 PTOs not linked to CPOT 
targets, which is 4.9 percent below its FY 2010 target of 2,285.  When compared with FY 2009 
actual performance (1,998 PTOs disrupted or dismantled), DEA’s FY 2010 performance 
represents an 8.7 percent increase.  Moreover, a comparison of the FY 2009 actual performance 
and the FY 2010 target demonstrates DEA’s willingness to both set ambitious target and focus 
its limited resources toward achieving those goals.  This is the first time that DEA has missed its 
target for the number of PTOs not linked to CPOT targets.  However, this is not necessarily bad 
news because DEA’s primary goal is to identify and disrupt/dismantle the most insidious and 
dangerous trafficking organizations who pose the greatest threat to our national security and 
public health, also known as CPOT linked PTOs.  
 
DEA anticipates meeting its FY 2011 targets due to the increased presence and availability of its 
Mobile Enforcement Teams (METs).  DEA’s MET program assists State, local and tribal law 
enforcement by providing an immediate infusion of Special Agents and resources to penetrate 
and eliminate violent gangs and local drug trafficking organizations.  DEA’s MET teams combat 
violent drug trafficking organizations in specific neighborhoods and restore safer environments 
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for the residents.  The reconstituted MET program, which began in FY 2008, is expected to 
increase its contribution towards targeted efforts against PTOs not linked to CPOT.  In FY 2008, 
FY 2009, and FY 2010, MET disrupted or dismantled 19, 29, and 33 PTOs not linked to CPOT 
respectively.  At the end of third quarter, FY 2010, the number of METs increased from 14 to 16.  
The new METs were deployed in the New Orleans and Caribbean Field Divisions’ areas of 
responsibility.  
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 U.S. Department of Justice 

 Office of the Inspector General 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Office of the Inspector General’s Report on 
Annual Accounting and Authentication 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, 2010.  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 is 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, Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007. 

 
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, 2010, are not 
presented, in all material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s Circular, 
Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007.
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    Related Performance 
Page 2 
 
 
 

 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the 
management of BOP, 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. 
 
 

 
 
Mark L. Hayes, CPA, CFE 
Director, Financial Statement Audit Office 
Office of the Inspector General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
 
January 18, 2011 
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 U.S. Department of Justice 

 Office of the Inspector General 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Office of the Inspector General’s Report on 
Annual Accounting and Authentication of 

Drug Control Funds and Related Performance 
 
 
Director 
National Drug Intelligence Center 
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 National Drug Intelligence 
Center (NDIC) for the fiscal year ended September 30, 2010.  The NDIC’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 is 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 NDIC prepared the Detailed Accounting 

Submission and the Performance Summary Report to comply with the 
requirements of the ONDCP Circular, Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 
2007. 

 
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, 2010, are not 
presented, in all material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s Circular, 
Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007.
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This report is intended solely for the information and use of the 
management of the NDIC, 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. 
 
 

 
Mark L. Hayes, CPA, CFE 
Director, Financial Statement Audit Office 
Office of the Inspector General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
 
January 18, 2011 
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 U.S. Department of Justice 

 Office of the Inspector General 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Office of the Inspector General’s Report on 
Annual Accounting and Authentication 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, 2010.  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 is 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 OJP prepared the Detailed Accounting Submission and 

the Performance Summary Report to comply with the requirements of the 
ONDCP Circular, Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007. 

 
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, 2010, are not 
presented, in all material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s Circular, 
Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007.
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This report is intended solely for the information and use of the 
management of OJP, 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. 
 
 

 
 
Mark L. Hayes, CPA, CFE 
Director, Financial Statement Audit Office 
Office of the Inspector General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
 
January 18, 2011 
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 U.S. Department of Justice 

 Office of the Inspector General 

 

 

 

 
 

Office of the Inspector General’s Report on 
Annual Accounting and Authentication 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) Program for the fiscal year ended 
September 30, 2010.  The OCDETF Program’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 is 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 Program prepared the Detailed 

Accounting Submission and the Performance Summary Report to comply 
with the requirements of the ONDCP Circular, Drug Control Accounting, 
dated May 1, 2007. 

 
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, 2010, are not 
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presented, in all material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s Circular, 
Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007. 

 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the 

management of the OCDETF Program, 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. 

 
 
 

 
Mark L. Hayes, CPA, CFE 
Director, Financial Statement Audit Office 
Office of the Inspector General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
 
January 18, 2011 
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Total
OCDETF No-Year FY 2010

Appropriated Executive Reallowed Actual
Funds Office Subtotal Funds 2/ Obligations

Drug Obligations by Decision Unit and Function

Investigations:
   Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) $199 455 $2 327 $201 782 $2 474 $204 256
   Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) 119 539 1 345 120 884 1 129 122 013
   U S  Marshals Service (USMS) 8 685 0 098 8 783 0 508 9 291
   Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF) 12 627 0 139 12 766 0 512 13 278
   U S  Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 044 0 044
        Subtotal Investigations 340 306 3 909 344 215 4 667 348 882

Drug Intelligence:
   DEA1/ 11 593 3/ 0 050 11 643 0 000 11 643
   FBI 20 993 0 236 21 229 0 000 21 229
   OCDETF Fusion Center (OFC) 11 776 0 000 11 776 0 000 11 776
        Subtotal Drug Intelligence 44 362 0 286 44 648 0 000 44 648
TOTAL INVESTIGATIVE DECISION UNIT 384.668 4.195 388 863 4.667 393.530

Prosecutions:
   U S  Attorneys (USAs) 155 058 1 744 156 802 2 496 159 298
   Criminal Division 3 157 0 036 3 193 0 000 3 193
TOTAL PROSECUTORIAL DECISION UNIT 158.215 1.780 159 995 2.496 162.491

Administrative Support:
   OCDETF Executive Office 5 975 4/ (5 975) 0 000 0 000 0 000
       Totals $548 858 $0 000 $548 858 $7 163 $556 021

556 021

Recoveries 0 103 5/

Total Agency Obligations/Resources $548 858 $548 858 $556 124

  Drug Percentage   100%   100% 100%

1/Includes four intelligence analysts from Financial Crimes Enforcement, Internal Revenue Service, Bureau of Alchohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives, 
and the United States Marshals Service
2/Total obligated balance available includes reprogrammed/reallowances of carryover funds in the amount of $7 163 million
3/Represents collections received from the Justice Management Division to compensate OCDETF for ancillary costs associated with the International Organized Crime (IOC 2)
4/Amount includes the National Drug Intelligence Center detail, totaling $0 076 million
5/Represents prior year recoveries

No-Year (15X0323): Amount DEA FBI USMS ATF ICE USA
Boston Strike Force $0 044 $0 000 0 000 $0 000 0 000 $0 044 $0 000
OCDETF Executive Office Financial Investigative Training 0 500 0 205 0 129 0 008 0 012 0 000 0 146
USAs Finacial Analyst 0 350 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 350
DEA Law Enforcement 0 022 0 022 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000
EOUSA Litigation 2 000 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000 2 000
DEA--TIII and Operation Deliverance 2 000 2 000 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000
FBI Law Enforcement--Individual Case Support 1 000 0 000 1 000 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000
USMS--Operation Deliverance/Other Needs 0 500 0 000 0 000 0 500 0 000 0 000 0 000
ATF--Operation Deliverance 0 500 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 500 0 000 0 000
DEA--Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) 0 247 0 247 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000

Total $7 163 $2 474 $1 129 $0 508 $0 512 $0 044 $2 496

Decision Unit Crosswalk

Actual 2010 Obligations
Dollars in Millions

U.S. Department of Justice
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF) Program

Table of Drug Control Obligations
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2010

Detailed Accounting Submission
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Unobligated
Balances Enacted Offsetting Total

Line Item and Budget Reprogramming Collections Transfer 2/ Availability
 Recoveries Authority Reallowances 1/

Drug Resources by Decision Unit
  and Function 

Investigations:
   Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) $0.000 $202.440 $2.474 $0.000 ($0.527) $204.387
   Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) 0.000 120.885 1.129 0.000 0.000 122.014
   U.S. Marshals Service (USMS) 0.000 8.783 0.508 0.000 0.000 9.291
   Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF) 0.000 12.766 0.512 0.000 0.000 13.278
   U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) 0.000 0.000 0.044 0.000 0.000 0.044
        Subtotal Investigations 0.000 344.874 4.667 0.000 (0.527) 349.014

Drug Intelligence:
   Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) 0.000 11.643 0.000 0.599 (0.023) 12.219
   Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) 0.000 21.281 0.000 0.000 (0.052) 21.229
   OCDETF Fusion Center Support (OFC) 0.000 11.776 0.000 0.000 0.000 11.776
        Subtotal Intelligence 0.000 44.700 0.000 0.599 (0.075) 45.224
TOTAL INVESTIGATIONS DECISION UNIT 0.000 389.574 4.667 0.599 (0.602) 394.238

Prosecutions:
   U.S. Attorneys (USAs) 0.000 156.802 2.496 0.000 0.000 159.298
   Criminal Division (CRM) 0.000 3.193 0.000 0.000 0.000 3.193
TOTAL PROSECUTIONS DECISION UNIT 0.000 159.995 2.496 0.000 0.000 162.491
Total Distributed 0.000 549.569 7.163 0.599 (0.602) 556.729
Undistributed 8.846 0.000 (7.163) 0.000 0.000 1.683

       Total Resources $8.846 $549.569 $0.000 $0.599 ($0.602) $558.412

2/Represents radio resources transferred to the DOJ Wireless Law Enforcement Communications Account as required by the FY 2010 DOJ 

1/Includes realigned carryover and prior year recovery funds as follows: No-year funding of $7.163 M ($.044 M for the Boston Strike Force; $.500 M for OCDETF 
Investigative Financial Training; $.350 M for USA Financial Analyst; $.022 M for DEA Law Enforcement; $2 M for the EOUSA law litigation costs; $ 2 M for 
DEA Title III and 'Operation Deliverance' costs; $1 M for FBI Individual case support; $.500 M for the USMS 'Operation Deliverance' costs, as well as other 
needs; $.500 M for ATF 'Operation Deliverance' costs; and $.247 M for DEA costs associated with an ongoing FARC investigation.

U.S. Department of Justice

Appropriations Act (P.L. 111-117)

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF) Program

Reprogrammings and Transfers
For the Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2010

(Dollars in Millions)

Detailed Accounting Submission
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF) Program 

Performance Summary  
Related Performance Information 

For the Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2010 
 
Drug Control Decision Units:  Investigations and Prosecutions 
 
The Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) agreed to the Organized Crime Drug 
Enforcement Task Forces (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 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.  
 
Measure: Consolidated Priority Organization Target (CPOT) -Linked Trafficking 
Organizations Disrupted and Dismantled 

 
Table 1: Measure  

 FY 2006 
Actual 

FY 2007 
Actual 

FY 2008 
Actual 

FY 2009 
Actual 

FY 2010 
Target 

FY 2010 
Actual* 

FY 2011 
Target 

Dismantlements 64 64  69 99 88 120* 104 

Disruptions 135 127 214 162** 194 212† 185 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
** FY 2009 Actual Disruptions and Dismantlement numbers adjusted to include an additional 2 Federal Bureau of           
Investigation (FBI) disruptions. 
*  Breakdown by agency for OCDETF is: 120 Dismantled (111 Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) and 11 
FBI) 
†  Breakdown by agency for OCDETF is: 212 Disrupted (177 DEA and 39 FBI) 
* The overlap of DEA and FBI in six FY 2010 Dismantlements/Disruptions results in the reduction of two 
dismantlements and four disruptions from the total numbers. 
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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.  
 
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 personal) are also taken into account when formulating a respective 
target.   
 
OCDETF was able to dismantle 120 CPOT-linked organizations in FY 2010, exceeding its 
target. This is a 21 percent increase over the 99 that were dismantled in FY 2009, the highest 
number reported prior to FY 2010. OCDETF has disrupted 212 CPOT-linked organizations in 
FY 2010, exceeding its target for disruptions. This is 31% greater than the 162 reported at the 
end of FY 2009. The total of 332 CPOT-linked organizations that were either dismantled or 
disrupted during FY 2010 is over 17 percent higher than the 283 dismantled or disrupted in FY 
2008, which was a record year. This achievement exceeded OCDETF’s goal for disruptions and 
dismantlements.  
 
During FY 2010, in addition to making important gains against CPOT-linked organizations,  
the Department of Justice (DOJ) continued to achieve significant successes against the CPOTs 
themselves.  These results against CPOT targets have included the dismantlement of a dangerous 
Colombian drug kingpin who ruled a vast drug empire and moved millions of dollars worth of 
cocaine and heroin intended for the United States and Europe; and disruptions to leadership of 
the Sinaloa Cartel, Los Zetas, a significant global heroin drug trafficker in Afghanistan known to 
fund the terrorist activities of the Taliban; and a major Jamaican Narcotic trafficker.  Law 
enforcement activity targeting these CPOTs involved complex and coordinated intelligence 
driven investigations, with the exceptional cooperation of U.S. law enforcement agencies and 
international governments. 
 
The Department’s FY 2010 successes dismantling or disrupting CPOT-linked drug trafficking 
organizations, as well as the significant enforcement actions against CPOTs themselves, have 
resulted in keeping multi-ton quantities of illegal drugs such as cocaine, heroin, marijuana and 
methamphetamine from ever entering the United States.  
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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.  
When evaluating disruptions/dismantlements of CPOT-linked organizations, OCDETF verifies 
reported information with the investigating agency’s headquarters. 
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ONDCP Circular: Drug Control Accounting 


May 1, 2007


TO THE HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND ESTABLISHMENTS 

SUBJECT: Annual Accounting and Authentication of Drug Control Funds and Related 
Performance 

1. Purpose.  This circular provides the polices and procedures to be used by National Drug 
Control Program agencies in conducting a detailed accounting and authentication of all funds 
expended on National Drug Control Program activities and the performance measures, targets, 
and results associated with those activities. 

2. Rescission.  This circular rescinds and replaces the ONDCP Circular, Annual Accounting of 
Drug Control Funds, dated April 18, 2003. 

3. 	 Authority. 

a. 	 21 U.S.C. § 1704(d) provides: “The Director [ONDCP] shall – 

(A) require the National Drug Control Program agencies to submit to the Director not 
later than February 1 of each year a detailed accounting of all funds expended by the 
agencies for National Drug Control Program activities during the previous fiscal year, 
and require such accounting to be authenticated by the Inspector General of each agency 
prior to submission to the Director; and 

(B) submit to Congress not later than April 1 of each year the information submitted to 
the Director under subparagraph (A).” 

b. 	 21 U.S.C. § 1703(d)(7) authorizes 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 ...” 

4. Definitions.  As used in this circular, key terms related to the National Drug Control 
Program and budget are defined in Section 4 of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Formulation, dated 
May 1, 2007. These terms include: National Drug Control Program, National Drug Control 

Drug Control Accounting 1 
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Program agency, Bureau, Drug Methodology, Drug Control Functions, and Budget Decision 
Units. Further, Reprogrammings and Fund Control Notices referenced in Section 6 of this 
circular are defined in Section 6 and Section 8 of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Execution, dated 
May 1, 2007. 

5. Coverage.  The provisions of this circular apply to all National Drug Control Program 
agencies. 

6. Detailed Accounting Submission.  The Chief Financial Officer (CFO) of each agency, or 
other accountable senior level senior executive, shall prepare a Detailed Accounting Submission 
to the Director, ONDCP. For agencies with no bureaus, this submission shall be a single report, 
as defined by this section. For agencies with bureaus, the Detailed Accounting Submission shall 
consist of reports, as defined by this section, from the agency’s bureaus.  The CFO of each 
bureau, or accountable senior level executive, shall prepare reports. Each report must include (a) 
a table highlighting prior year drug control obligations data, and (b) a narrative section making 
assertions regarding the prior year obligations data. Report elements are further detailed below: 

a.	 Table of Prior Year Drug Control Obligations – For the most recently completed 
fiscal year, each report shall include a table of obligations of drug control budgetary 
resources appropriated and available during the year being reported.1  Such table shall 
present obligations by Drug Control Function and Budget Decision Unit, as these 
categories are displayed for the agency or bureau in the National Drug Control Strategy 
Budget Summary. Further, this table shall be accompanied by the following disclosures: 

(1) Drug Methodology – The drug methodology shall be specified in a separate exhibit. 
For obligations calculated pursuant to a drug methodology, this presentation shall 
include sufficient detail to explain fully the derivation of all obligations data 
presented in the table. 

(a) Obligations by Drug Control Function – All bureaus employ a drug 
methodology to report obligations by Drug Control Function. 

(b)	 Obligations by Budget Decision Unit – For certain multi-mission bureaus – 
Customs and Border Protection (CBP), Coast Guard, Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE), Indian Health Service (IHS), Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), 
and the Veterans Health Administration (VHA) – obligations reported by Budget 
Decision Unit shall be calculated pursuant to an approved drug methodology.  For 

1Consistent with reporting requirements of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Formulation, dated May 1, 2007, 
resources received from the following accounts are excluded from obligation estimates:  (1) ONDCP – High 
Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA) and (2) DOJ – Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program. 
 Obligations against these resources shall be excluded from the table required by this section but shall be reported on 
a consolidated basis by these bureaus. Generally, to prevent double-counting agencies should not report obligations 
against budget resources received as a reimbursement.  An agency that is the source of the budget authority for such 
reimbursements shall be the reporting entity under this circular.  

Drug Control Accounting 2 
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all other bureaus, drug control obligations reported by Budget Decision Unit shall 
represent 100 percent of the actual obligations of the bureau for those Budget 
Decision Units, as they are defined for the National Drug Control Budget. (See 
Attachment B of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Formulation, dated May 1, 2007.) 

(2) Methodology Modifications – Consistent with ONDCP’s prior approval, if the drug 
methodology has been modified from the previous year, then the changes, their 
purpose, and the quantitative differences in the amount(s) reported using the new 
method versus the amount(s) that would have been reported under the old method 
shall be disclosed.2 

(3) Material Weaknesses or Other Findings – Any material weakness or other findings  
by independent sources, or other known weaknesses, including those identified in the 
Agency’s Annual Statement of Assurance, which may affect the presentation of prior 
year drug-related obligations data, shall be highlighted. This may be accomplished 
by either providing a brief written summary, or by referencing and attaching relevant 
portions of existing assurance reports. For each material weakness or other finding, 
corrective actions currently underway or contemplated shall be identified. 

(4) Reprogrammings or Transfers – All prior year reprogrammings or transfers that  
affected drug-related budgetary resources shall be identified; for each such 
reprogramming or transfer, the effect on drug-related obligations reported in the table 
required by this section also shall be identified. 

(5) Other Disclosures – Agencies may make such other disclosures as they feel are 
necessary to clarify any issues regarding the data reported under this circular. 

b.	 Assertions – At a minimum, each report shall include a narrative section where the 
following assertions are made regarding the obligation data presented in the table 
required by Section 6a: 

(1) Obligations by Budget Decision Unit – With the exception of the multi-mission 
bureaus noted in Section 6a(1)(b), reports under this section shall include an assertion 
that obligations reported by budget decision unit are the actual obligations from the 
bureau’s accounting system of record for these Budget Decision Units.  

(2) Drug Methodology – An assertion shall be made regarding the reasonableness and 
accuracy of the drug methodology used to calculate obligations of prior year 
budgetary resources by function for all bureaus and by budget decision unit for the 
CBP, Coast Guard, ICE, IHS, BIA, and VHA. The criteria associated with this 
assertion are as follows: 

2For changes that did not receive prior approval, the agency or bureau shall submit such changes  
to ONDCP for approval under separate cover. 
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(a) Data – If workload or other statistical information supports the drug 
methodology, then the source of these data and the current connection to drug 
control obligations should be well documented.  If these data are periodically 
collected, then the data used in the drug methodology must be clearly identified 
and will be the most recently available. 

(b) Other Estimation Methods – If professional judgment or other estimation 
methods are used as part of the drug methodology, then the association between 
these assumptions and the drug control obligations being estimated must be 
thoroughly explained and documented.  These assumptions should be subjected to 
periodic review, in order to confirm their continued validity. 

(c) Financial Systems – Financial systems supporting the drug methodology should 
yield data that fairly present, in all material respects, aggregate obligations from 
which drug-related obligation estimates are derived. 

(3) Application of Drug Methodology – Each report shall include an assertion that the 
drug methodology disclosed in this section was the actual methodology used to 
generate the table required by Section 6a. Calculations must be sufficiently well 
documented to independently reproduce these data.  Calculations should also provide 
a means to ensure consistency of data between reporting years.  

(4) Reprogrammings or Transfers – Further, each report shall include an assertion that 
the data presented are associated with obligations 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. 

(5) Fund Control Notices – Each report shall also include an assertion that the data 
presented are 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 8 of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Execution. 

7. Performance Summary Report.  The CFO, or other accountable senior level senior 
executive, of each agency for which a Detailed Accounting Submission is required, shall provide 
a Performance Summary Report to the Director of National Drug Control Policy.  Each report 
must include performance-related information for National Drug Control Program activities, and 
the official is required to make certain assertions regarding that information.  The required 
elements of the report are detailed below. 

a. Performance Reporting- The agency’s Performance Summary Report must include 
each of the following components: 
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(1) Performance Measures – The report must describe the performance measures used 
by the agency to assess the National Drug Control Program activities it carried out in 
the most recently completed fiscal year and provide a clear justification for why those 
measures are appropriate for the associated National Drug Control Program activities. 
The performance report must explain how the measures: reflect the purpose of the 
program; contribute to the National Drug Control Strategy; and are used in the 
management of the program.  The description must include sufficient detail to permit 
non-experts to understand what is being measured and why it is relevant to those 
activities. 

(2) Prior Years Performance Targets and Results – For each performance measure, 
the report must provide actual performance information for the previous four fiscal 
years and compare the results of the most recent fiscal year with the projected (target) 
levels of performance established in the agency’s annual performance budget for that 
year. If any performance target for the most recently completed fiscal year was not 
met, the report must explain why that target was not met and describe the agency’s 
plans and schedules for meeting future targets.  Alternatively, if the agency has 
concluded it is not possible to achieve the established target with available resources, 
the report should include recommendations concerning revising or eliminating the 
target. 

(3) Current Year Performance Targets – Each report must specify the performance 
targets established for National Drug Control Program activities in the agency’s 
performance budget for the current fiscal year and describe the methodology used to 
establish those targets. 

(4) Quality of Performance Data – The agency must state the procedures used to ensure 
the performance data described in this report are accurate, complete, and unbiased in 
presentation and substance. 

(b) Assertions – Each report shall include a letter in which an accountable agency official 
makes the following assertions are made regarding the information presented in Section 
7a: 

(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 performance data. 

(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 or eliminating performance 
targets. 
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(3) Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied – An 
assertion that the methodology described above to establish performance targets for 
the current year is reasonable given past performance and available resources.  

(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 Decision Unit identified in 
reports required by section 6a(1)(A) for which a significant mount 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 consider the 
intended purpose of the National Drug Control Program activity.  

The criteria associated with these assertions are as follows: 

(a) Data – If workload, participant, or other quantitative information supports these 
assertions, the sources of these data should be well documented.  If these data are 
periodically collected, the data used in the report must be clearly identified and will be 
the most recently available. 

(b) Other Estimation Methods – If professional judgment or other estimation methods 
are used to make these assertions, the objectivity and strength of these estimation 
methods must be thoroughly explained and documented.  These estimation methods 
should be subjected to periodic review to confirm their continued validity. 

(c) Reporting Systems – Reporting systems supporting the assertions should be current, 
reliable, and an integral part of the agency’s budget and management processes. 

8. Inspector General Authentication.  Each report defined in Sections 6 and 7 shall be 
provided to the agency’s Inspector General (IG) for the purpose of expressing a conclusion about 
the reliability of each assertion made in the report.  ONDCP anticipates that this engagement will 
be an attestation review, consistent with the Statements for Standards of Attestation 
Engagements, promulgated by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. 

9. Unreasonable Burden.  Unless a detailed report, as specified in Section 6, is specifically 
requested by ONDCP, an agency or bureau included in the National Drug Control Budget with 
prior year drug-related obligations of less than $50 million may submit through its CFO, or its 
accountable senior level executive, an alternative report to ONDCP, consisting of only the table 
highlighted in Section 6a., omitting all other disclosures.  Such a report will be accompanied by 
statements from the CFO, or accountable senior level executive, and the agency IG attesting that 
full compliance with this Circular would constitute an unreasonable reporting burden.  In those 
instances, obligations reported under this section will be considered as constituting the statutorily 
required detailed accounting, unless ONDCP notifies the agency that greater detail is required. 
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10. Point of Contact and Due Dates.  Each agency CFO, or accountable senior level executive, 
shall transmit a Detailed Accounting Submission, consisting of the report(s) defined in Sections 
6 and 7, along with the IG’s authentication(s) defined in Section 8, to the attention of the 
Associate Director for Performance and Budget, Office of National Drug Control Policy, 
Washington, DC 20503.  Detailed Accounting Submissions, with the accompanying IG 
authentication(s), are due to ONDCP by February 1 of each year. Agency management must 
submit reports to their Office of Inspector General (OIG) in sufficient time to allow for review 
and IG authentication under Section 8 of this Circular. ONDCP recommends a 31 December 
due date for agencies to provide their respective OIG with the required reports and information.  

John P. Walters 
Director 
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Report Number FI-2011-037   

 
 
U.S. Department of  Office of Inspector General 
Transportation Washington, DC  20590 

Office of the Secretary 
of Transportation 
 

February 1, 2011   
 
Mr. Jon E. Rice   
Associate Director for Performance and Budget   
Office of National Drug Control Policy   
Washington, DC  20503   
 
Dear Mr. Rice:   

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 2010 Drug Control Obligation Summary and Performance Summary 
reports to the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP).  Both reports are 
dated January 26, 2011.  The reports and our review are required by 21 U.S.C. 
§1704 (d).   

The objective of our review is to provide assurance that no information came to 
our attention that would reverse management’s assertions that the reports complied 
with ONDCP Circular, Drug Control Accounting, requirements, dated May 1, 
2007, in all material respects.  This review was conducted in accordance with the 
attestation standards established by the American Institute of Certified Public 
Accountants and generally accepted government auditing standards prescribed by 
the Comptroller General of the United States.  A review is substantially more 
limited in scope than an examination.  The objective of an examination is to 
express an opinion on the accuracy of NHTSA's Drug Control Obligation 
Summary and Performance Summary reports to ONDCP.  As this was a review, 
we do not express such an opinion.   

Drug Control Obligations Summary   
We performed review procedures on the accompanying report (Enclosure 1), 
NHTSA’s Fiscal Year 2010 Drug Control Obligation Summary.  In general, our 
work was limited to inquiries and analytical procedures appropriate for an 
attestation review based upon criteria specified in the ONDCP Circular.  
Specifically, we tested the procedures described in the Internal Control 
Questionnaire to ensure drug control funds are properly identified in the 
accounting system.  We traced obligations totaling approximately $2.7 million 
identified in the report to the Department’s accounting system.  We also verified 



2  

Report Number FI-2011-037   

that five major drug control obligations in the accounting system, totaling more 
than $2.1 million, were supported by contracts.   

During our review, no information came to our attention that the accompanying 
NHTSA Fiscal Year 2010 Drug Control Obligation Summary to ONDCP was not 
presented in conformity with the ONDCP Circular.  Since NHTSA is reporting 
approximately $2.7 million in drug control obligations, which is below the 
$50 million threshold for full reporting required by the ONDCP Circular, we attest 
that full compliance with this Circular would constitute an unreasonable reporting 
burden.   

Performance Reporting Summary and Assertions   
We performed review procedures on the accompanying report (Enclosure 2), 
NHTSA's Fiscal Year 2010 Performance Summary Report, and management’s 
assertions.  NHTSA's fiscal year 2010 performance target was to design and 
develop procedures for a Case Control Study of the Crash Risk of Drug-Impaired 
Drivers.  NHTSA reported that this performance target was achieved and the study 
implemented.  For fiscal year 2011, NHTSA anticipates completing at least the 
first half of the study by collecting data from 1,250 crash-involved drivers and 
control data from another 2,500 non-crash-drivers at the same location one week 
later.   

In general, our review processes were limited to inquiries and analytical 
procedures appropriate for an attestation review based upon the criteria specified 
in the ONDCP Circular.  Specifically, we reviewed the study plan, including the 
participant recruitment procedures and survey questionnaires; and data collection, 
handling, and processing procedures.  In addition, we reviewed management's 
assertions and the contract supporting the fiscal year 2010 performance measures.  
During our review, no information came to our attention that the accompanying 
NHTSA Fiscal Year 2010 Performance Summary Report was not presented in 
conformity with the ONDCP Circular.   

Sincerely,   
 

 
Earl C. Hedges   
Acting Assistant Inspector General for   
  Financial and Information Technology Audits   
 

Enclosure(s)   
 
cc:  Senior Associate Administrator for Policy and Operations, NHTSA   
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ATTESTATION REVIEW OF THE 
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE’S 
FISCAL YEAR 2010 ANNUAL 
ACCOUNTING OF DRUG CONTROL 
FUNDS AND RELATED PERFORMANCE 

Highlights 
Final Report issued on January 31, 2011  

Highlights of Reference Number:  2011-10-021 
to the Internal Revenue Service Chief Financial 
Officer and Chief, Criminal Investigation. 

IMPACT ON TAXPAYERS 
The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) reported 
that it expended $61.3 million on Office of 
National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP)-related 
activities and participated in 405 ONDCP-related 
cases that resulted in convictions in Fiscal Year 
2010.  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 appropriately presented in all material 
respects in accordance with ONDCP-
established criteria.  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 the ONDCP Circular:  Drug Control 
Accounting, dated May 1, 2007.  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 justify 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 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 appropriately presented in all  
material respects in accordance with  
ONDCP-established criteria.  The IRS 
reported that it expended $61.3 million on 
ONDCP-related activities and completed  
788 ONDCP-related investigations in Fiscal 
Year 2010.  The IRS also reported it participated 
in 405 ONDCP-related cases that resulted in 
convictions, with an 82.3 percent conviction rate. 

WHAT TIGTA RECOMMENDED 
TIGTA made no recommendations in the report.  
However, key IRS officials reviewed this report 
prior to its issuance and agreed with the facts 
and conclusions presented. 
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January 31, 2011 
 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 
 CHIEF, CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION  

  
FROM: Michael R. Phillips 

 Deputy Inspector General for Audit 
 
SUBJECT:  Final Audit Report – Attestation Review of the Internal Revenue 

Service’s Fiscal Year 2010 Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds 
and Related Performance (Audit # 201010021) 

 
This report presents the results of our attestation review of the Internal Revenue Service’s  
Fiscal Year 2010 Office of National Drug Control Policy Detailed Accounting Submission and 
Performance Summary Report (the Report).  The purpose of this review was to express a 
conclusion about the reliability of each assertion made in the Report.  This review was included 
in our Fiscal Year 2011 Annual Audit Plan and addresses the major management challenge of 
Leveraging Data to Improve Program Effectiveness and Reduce Costs.  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 
report results.  Please contact me at (202) 622-6510 if you have questions or  
Nancy A. Nakamura, Assistant Inspector General for Audit (Management Services and Exempt 
Organizations), at (202) 622-8500. 
 
 



Attestation Review of the Internal Revenue Service’s  
Fiscal Year 2010 Annual Accounting of  

Drug Control Funds and Related Performance  

 

 

 
Table of Contents 

 

Background .......................................................................................................... Page   1 

Results of Review ............................................................................................... Page   3 

Summary of the Attestation Review of the Fiscal Year 2010  
Office of National Drug Control Policy Detailed Accounting  
Submission and Performance Summary Report ........................................... Page   3 

Appendices 

Appendix I – Detailed Objective, Scope, and Methodology ........................ Page   4 

Appendix II – Major Contributors to This Report ........................................ Page   6 

Appendix III – Report Distribution List ....................................................... Page   7 

Appendix IV – Internal Revenue Service’s Fiscal Year 2010 Detailed  
Accounting Submission and Related Performance Summary Report .......... Page   8 

 

  



Attestation Review of the Internal Revenue Service’s  
Fiscal Year 2010 Annual Accounting of  

Drug Control Funds and Related Performance  

 

 

Abbreviations 
 

FY Fiscal Year 

IRS Internal Revenue Service 

ONDCP Office of National Drug Control Policy 



Attestation Review of the Internal Revenue Service’s  
Fiscal Year 2010 Annual Accounting of  

Drug Control Funds and Related Performance  

 

Page  1 

 
Background 

 
The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 19881

This review was conducted as required by the ONDCP

 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 Policy (ONDCP) to set priorities, 
implement a national strategy, and certify Federal 
Government drug control budgets.  The Internal 
Revenue Service (IRS) supports the National Drug 
Control Strategy through its continued support of the 
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force.  The 
mission of 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. 

2 and the ONDCP Circular:  Drug Control 
Accounting, dated May 1, 2007.  The National Drug Control Program agencies3

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 August 2010 through 
January 2011.  Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by 
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants.  In general, our review procedures were 
limited to inquiries and analytical procedures appropriate for an attestation review based upon 

 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 
justify 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 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.  Beginning in Fiscal Year (FY) 2006, ONDCP funding became a part of 
the IRS budget.  In prior years, IRS-related ONDCP funds were reimbursed by the Department 
of Justice. 

                                                 
1 Pub. L. No. 100-690, 102 Stat. 4181 (1988). 
2 21 U.S.C. Section 1704(d) (1998). 
3 A National Drug Control Program agency is defined as any agency that is responsible for implementing any aspect 
of the National Drug Control Strategy. 

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 during the 
previous fiscal year.   
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the criteria specified in the ONDCP Circular.  Detailed information on our audit objective, scope, 
and methodology is presented in Appendix I.  Major contributors to this report are listed in 
Appendix II. 
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Results of Review 
 

Summary of the Attestation Review of the Fiscal Year 2010 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 2010, which ended September 30, 2010,  
(see Appendix IV).  This Report was prepared pursuant to 21 U.S.C. Section 1704 (d) and the 
ONDCP Circular:  Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007.  The IRS is responsible for 
preparing the report.  The IRS reported that it expended $61.3 million on ONDCP-related 
activities and completed 788 ONDCP-related investigations in FY 2010.  For FY 2010, the IRS 
also reported it participated in 405 ONDCP-related cases that resulted in convictions, with an 
82.3 percent conviction rate. 

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants.  An attestation review is substantially less in scope 
than an examination, the objective of which is the expression of an opinion on the ONDCP 
Detailed Accounting Submission and Performance Summary Report.  Accordingly, we do not 
express such an opinion.   

The Report assertions, as required by Section 6.b. of the ONDCP Circular, include statements 
that the methodology used is reasonable and accurate, including explanations and documentation 
of any estimation assumptions used; the methodology disclosed was the actual methodology 
used; and the data presented are associated with obligations against a financial plan that reflects 
changes, if made.  The assertions, as required by Section 7.b. of the ONDCP Circular, also 
include statements that the performance reporting system is appropriate and applied, 
explanations for not meeting any performance targets are reasonable, and the methodology used 
to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied.  ONDCP-established criteria require 
well-documented sources of data, documented and explained calculations, and complete and fair 
presentation of data from financial systems. 

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that the assertions in 
the Report are not appropriately presented in all material respects in accordance with  
ONDCP-established criteria.   

While this report is an unrestricted public document, the information it contains is intended 
solely for the use of the IRS, the United States Department of the Treasury, the ONDCP, and 
Congress.  It is not intended to be, and should not be, used by anyone other than these specified 
parties. 
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Appendix I 
 

Detailed Objective, Scope, and Methodology 
 

The overall objective of this review was to perform an attestation review of the IRS’s reporting 
of FY 2010 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:  

I. Obtained an understanding of the process used to prepare the FY 2010 Detailed 
Accounting Submission and Performance Summary Report.  

A. Discussed the process used to record ONDCP expenditures and performance 
information with responsible IRS personnel. 

B. Obtained documents such as written procedures and supporting worksheets that 
evidence the methodology used. 

II. Evaluated the reasonableness of the drug methodology process for detailed accounting 
submissions. 

A. Reviewed data supporting the Detailed Accounting Submission to establish its 
relationship to the amounts being reported.  

B. Verified whether all drug-related activities are reflected in the drug methodology. 

III. Performed sufficient verifications of reported obligations for detailed accounting 
submissions to support our conclusion on the reliability of the assertions. 

A. Verified that the Detailed Accounting Submission included all of the elements 
specified in Section 6 of the ONDCP Circular:  Drug Control Accounting. 

B. Verified the mathematical accuracy of the obligations presented in the Table of  
FY 2010 Drug Control Obligations. 

C. Traced the information contained in the Table of FY 2010 Drug Control Obligations 
to the supporting documentation. 

IV. 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 its 
relationship to the National Drug Control Program activities. 

B. Verified whether all drug-related activities are reflected in the performance 
information. 
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V. 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:  Drug Control Accounting. 

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 II 
 

Major Contributors to This Report 
 

Nancy A. Nakamura, Assistant Inspector General for Audit (Management Services and Exempt 
Organizations) 
Jeffrey M. Jones, Director 
Anthony J. Choma, Audit Manager 
Angela Garner, Lead Auditor  
Mary F. Herberger, Senior Auditor 
Rashme Sawhney, Auditor 
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Appendix III 
 

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:CI 
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 2010  
Detailed Accounting Submission and  

Related Performance Summary Report 
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To Report Suspected Wrongdoing in VA Programs and Operations:
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Memorandum
Date: March 9, 2011

From: Assistant Inspector General for Audits and Evaluations (52)

Subj: Final Report – Independent Review of VA’s Fiscal Year 2010 Performance Summary
Report to the Office of National Drug Control Policy

To: Acting Deputy Chief Patient Care Services, Veterans Health Administration (116)
Chief Research and Development Officer, Veterans Health Administration (12)

1. The Office of Inspector General is required to review the Department of Veterans
Affairs’ (VA) Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 Performance Summary Report to the Director, Office of
National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP), pursuant to ONDCP Circular: Drug Control
Accounting (Circular), dated May 1, 2007, 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 Attachment A (Patient Care) and Attachment B (Research and Development).
The Circular is included as Attachment C.

2. We reviewed whether VA has a system to capture performance information accurately
and if that system was properly applied to generate the performance data reported in the
Performance Summary Report. We 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 eliminating performance targets. We
also 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. Finally, we reviewed whether VA has 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.

3. Our review was conducted in accordance with 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. The objective of an
examination is the expression of an opinion on the matters described in paragraph two.
Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Department of
Veterans Affairs
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4. Based upon our review and the criteria of the Circular:

 Nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that VA does not have a
system to capture performance information accurately and the system was not
properly applied to generate the performance data reported in the Performance
Summary Report in all material respects;

 Nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that VA did not meet its
FY 2010 target for the continuity of care performance measure (Patient Care) and the
substance abuse disorder on-going studies performance measure (Research and
Development), in all material respects. 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 future targets, or for revising or eliminating
performance targets;

 Nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that the methodology
described in the Performance Summary Report establishing performance targets for
the current year is not reasonable given past performance and available resources, in
all material respects; and

 Nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that 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, in all material respects.

5. We provided you our draft report for review. You concurred with our report without
further comments.

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

(original signed by:)

Belinda J. Finn

Attachments
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January 4, 2011

Belinda J. Finn (52)
Assistant Inspector General for Auditing
Office of Inspector General
Department of Veterans Affairs

Dear Ms. Finn:

As required by Section 7 of the Office of National Drug Control Policy
(ONDCP) Circular, Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007, enclosed
please find the Performance Summary Report for the Veterans Health
Administration for your authentication in accordance with the guidelines in
Section 8 of the Circular.

We certify that the Veterans Health Administration has established a
performance measure for its drug activities; that the methodology to generate this
measure is appropriate and accurate; and that the target level for the
performance measure is reasonable.

The Veterans Health Administration achieved its target performance goal
for fiscal year (FY) 2010.

Sincerely,

Enclosure
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Department of
Veterans Affairs
Date: December 28, 2010

From: Chief Quality and Performance Officer

To: Assistant Inspector General for Audits and Evaluations (52)

Subj:
Management Representation Letter for the Independent Review of the VA’s
FY 2010 Performance Summary Report to the Office of National Drug
Control Policy (Project Number 2011-00314-R1-0011)

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 ended September 30, 2010.

1. We confirm that we are responsible for and have made available to you the
following:

a. The Performance Summary Report for FY 2010 required by the Circular;
b. All supporting records and related information and data relevant to the

Continuity of Care performance measure within the FY 2010 Performance
Summary Report; and

c. Communications, if any, from the ONDCP and other oversight bodies
concerning the FY 2010 Performance Summary Report and information
therein.

2. We confirm that the FY 2010 Performance Summary Report was prepared in
accordance with the requirements and criteria of the Circular.

3. 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.

Memorandum



Independent Review of VA’s Fiscal Year 2010 Performance Summary Report
to the Office of National Drug Control Policy

Attachment A

VA Office of Inspector General 5

4. No events have occurred subsequent to September 30, 2010, that would have an
effect on the Performance Summary Report and the information therein.
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Department of Veterans Affairs
Veterans Health Administration

FY 2010 Performance Summary Report

I. PERFORMANCE INFORMATION

Decision Unit 1: Veterans Health Administration

Measure 1: Continuity of Care
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FY 2010
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FY 2010
Actual

FY 2011
Target
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is measure was established to promote better substance use disorder (SUD) treatment
tcomes. It applies to patients entering specialty treatment for SUD in inpatient, residential,
miciliary or outpatient programs, but not opioid substitution, to determine if they are staying in
atment for at least 90 days. Research has shown that good addiction treatment outcomes are
ntingent on adequate lengths of treatment. Many patients drop out during the initial 90 days of
atment with limited clinical benefit and high rates of relapse. While two contacts per month
r at least three months would rarely be sufficient, most patients with chronic conditions require
going treatment for at least this duration to establish early remission. Note: SUD includes
tients with an alcohol or drug use disorder diagnosis or both.

dicator: Percent of patients beginning a new episode of treatment for SUD who maintain
ntinuous treatment involvement for at least 90 days after qualifying date
umerator: Veterans beginning a new episode of treatment for SUD who maintain continuous
atment involvement for at least 90 days as demonstrated by at least 2 days with visits every 30
ys for a total of 90 days in any of the outpatient specialty SUD clinics.
enominator: Veterans beginning a new episode of specialty treatment for SUD

) In FY 2010, 52% of VA patients in a specialized SUD program successfully met the measure,
ceeding the target of 47%.

) Performance results are updated monthly on a VA intranet site and discussed on semimonthly
tional conference calls. In addition to establishing standards and providing feedback, pay
centives of leaders at the network, facility, service, and program level are directly linked to
ese quality metrics. Expansion funding over the past several years has been used to improve
e continuum of care in order to promote retention. This includes efforts to arrange accessible
nsitional housing to facilitate program attendance and establishing telemental health services
pability at additional locations. Consultation is offered through national resources including
e Substance Use Disorder Quality Enhancement Research Initiative and the Centers of
cellence in Substance Abuse Treatment and Education. Informatics tools are shared within
d across VISNs to promote active patient tracking and outreach.

37% 44% 48% 52% 47% 52% 47%
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(d) Performance Measures are maintained by the VHA Office of Quality and Performance. In
the case of the SUD measure, workload data generated at the facility is transmitted to the VHA
Austin Information Technology Center. The extraction methodology uses the appropriate DSS
identifier codes (stop codes) to select the patients who meet the criteria for inclusion in the
measure. The patient data is then extracted from the Austin PTF files and is maintained by the
Office of Quality and Performance. A copy of the FY 2010 Office of Quality and Performance,
Substance Use Disorder, Continuity of Care Technical Manual Chapter is attached.

II. MANAGEMENT’S ASSERTIONS

(1) Performance reporting systems appropriate and applied. Performance Measures are
maintained by the VHA Office of Quality and Performance. 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) to select the
patients who meet the criteria for inclusion in the measure. The patient data is then extracted
from the Austin PTF files and is maintained by the Office of Quality and Performance. The
system was properly applied to generate the performance data.

(2) Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable. In FY 2010 the target
of 47% was exceeded with an actual rate of 52%.

(3) Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied. The target
measures are set by the VHA Office of Quality and Performance in conjunction with the Office
of Patient Care Services. The target set for FY 2011 is 47% and the reporting will continue as
already established.

(4) Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities. VHA is
measuring the identification and treatment of those having a SUD issue.

Performance

This section on FY 2010 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. The table below includes target and achievement levels on performance measures
for the most recent year. VHA’s health care performance measure for ONDCP reporting
purposes is “continuity of care” (i.e. the percent of patients who have engaged in SUD treatment
as demonstrated by being seen for at least three visits in a month and who persevere in SUD
treatment by being seen for at least two treatment sessions per each of the following three
months.

VHA has in place a national system of performance monitoring that uses social, professional,
and financial incentives to encourage facilities to provide the highest quality health care. This
system has begun to incorporate performance measures related to substance use disorder
treatment.
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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.

VHA Research currently supports a number of projects on drug and alcohol abuse. These
include “Alcohol, Aging, and Brain Functions,” “Alcohol Antagonists,” “Impact of PTSD on
Marijuana Use Treatment Outcome,” and “Dysregulation of CNS Stress System in Acute Opioid
Dependence/Withdrawal.”

Performance Measures for Treatment and Research for FY 2010

Target Actual

» 47% 52%

» 5 21

» 5 46

»
NA 14

Number of research studies related to alcohol abuse

Number of research studies related to both substance use

disorder and alcohol abuse

Percent of clients receiving appropriate continuity of care
Research and Development

Number of research studies related to substance use disorder
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Discussion of Current Program

In FY 2010, VHA provided services in a specialty SUD setting to 108,210 patients with a drug
diagnosis. Of these, 46 percent used cocaine, 26 percent used opioids and 36 percent used
cannabis. Seventy-five percent had co-existing psychiatric diagnoses. (These categories are not
mutually exclusive.)

VA provides two types of 24-hour-a-day care to patients having particularly severe or acute
substance use disorders. These include care in residential rehabilitation treatment programs for
substance use disorders and inpatient detoxification in numerous medical and general mental
health units.

Most Veterans with substance use disorders are treated in outpatient programs. Outpatient
detoxification is available for patients who are medically stable and who have a sufficient social
support system to monitor the patient. Intensive substance use disorder outpatient programs
provide at least three hours of service per day and patients attend three or more days per week.
Standard outpatient programs typically treat patients one or two hours per session and patients
are generally seen once or twice a week.

VHA is steadily expanding the availability of opioid agonist treatment for opioid-dependent
Veterans. VA operates methadone maintenance programs at 31 of its 139 facilities. At 23 VA
facilities it maintains contractual arrangements for providing these services through community-
based licensed opioid agonist treatment programs. Further, 118 VA facilities prescribed
buprenorphine to VA patients in FY 2010 reflecting the growing availability of office-based
opioid agonist treatment. In sum in FY 2010 121 of 139 VA facilities (87%) provided opiate
agonist treatments in-house, through a contracted licensed opioid agonist treatment program or
via office-based opioid agonist treatment in FY2010.

VA is also in the process of implementing initiatives to expand access to SUD treatment
services. This has focused on hiring new substance use disorder specialists to work in a variety
of VA health care settings. Eighty-six percent of the 406 additional SUD staff assigned to work
in large community based outpatient clinics, mental health residential rehabilitation programs,
intensive SUD outpatient programs and PTSD teams have now been hired or have a set date to
begin work. Sixteen additional SUD specialist positions to support Health Care for Homeless
Veterans program and 101 to support the VA-HUD initiative to provide housing to homeless
Veterans were very recently funded and are in early stages of being filled.

VA is currently conducting a one-year demonstration study at 41 intensive outpatient substance
use disorder treatment programs to anticipate and resolve issues that would surround system-
wide employment of the Brief Addiction Monitor (BAM). The BAM is designed to assist SUD
specialty care clinicians in monitoring the progress of patients while they are receiving care for a
substance use disorder, serving as a basis for giving feedback to them to enhance their
motivation for change, and informing clinical decisions, such as the intensity of care that a
patient needs.
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FY 2010 Q4

Volume 2

Clinical Measures

Specification Manual

Office of Quality and Performance (10Q)

June 9, 2010

Note: portions of the technical manual are FOIA protected therefore the Technical
Manual is not for public distribution.
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Description: This measure applies to patients entering specialty treatment for substance use

disorders (inpatient, residential, domiciliary or outpatient, but not opioid substitution), to

determine if they are staying in treatment for at least 90 days. It involves 100% review of

administrative databases using clinic stop codes to determine specialty care of substance use

disorders (SUD). Research has shown that good addiction treatment outcomes are contingent on

adequate lengths of treatment. There is no predetermined length of addiction treatment that

assures success, but duration of treatment is the factor most consistently associated with

successful addiction treatment outcome. Many patients drop out during the initial 90 days of

treatment with limited clinical benefit and high rates of relapse. While two contacts per month

for three months would rarely be sufficient, most patients require ongoing treatment for at least

this duration to establish early remission.

Various patient, provider and program level interventions have been associated with improved

treatment retention. The initial intensity of treatment should be considered primarily as a means

to promote treatment retention, e.g., severely dependent patients typically may require multiple

treatment contacts per week in order to stabilize early remission. However, for many patients

following initial stabilization, it may be appropriate to provide a lower intensity of addiction-

focused treatment extending over a longer duration with superior remission rates for those who

remain engaged in treatment for 6-12 months. Available evidence supports the effectiveness of

telephone follow-up for patients after they have stabilized during the initial weeks of outpatient

treatment. Many individuals continue to benefit from treatment (e.g., methadone maintenance)

over a period of years.

Consistent with the VHA/DoD Guideline for Treatment of Substance Use Disorder, this

performance measure is intended to emphasize the importance of early treatment retention as an

essential condition of quality care for addiction. Treatment duration beyond 3 months presents

important opportunities to individualize treatment plans consistent with treatment response over

time by adjusting the intensity of psychosocial interventions (e.g., frequency of group sessions),

pharmacotherapy (e.g., dose amount and monitoring frequency), community recovery support

(e.g., promoting Twelve-Step program involvement), and management of co-morbid conditions.

Mnemonic: sa5
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Indicator Statement/Description: Percent of patients beginning a new episode of treatment for
Numerator: Veterans beginning treatment for SUD who maintain continuous treatment

involvement for at least 90 days as demonstrated by at least 2 days with visits every 30 days for a

total of 90 days in any of the outpatient specialty SUD clinics

Denominator: Veterans beginning specialty treatment for SUD

SUD who maintain continuous treatment involvement for at least 90 days after qualifying date.
Eligible Population:
VA Office of Inspector General 12

Catnum (#)/Cohort: Universe includes all Veterans with an SUD outpatient encounter or

inpatient discharge from SUD specialty bed section in VHA.

Age (specify):

Acceptable care setting: Outpatient

Defining characteristics:

Table of relevant ICD-9/DSS codes:
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 Non Veterans are excluded from this measure. They are identified by either a means test

response of “n”, “no” (zero) which represents a “non-vet”, or by eligibility status

indicating non Veteran.

 Patients without an initial enrollment date

 Patients discharged, dead or deceased during the 90-day retention period. To be captured

for this measure, data must be in AITC or Beneficiary Identification Record Locator

System (BIRLS).

 Smoking cessation visits are excluded. When stop code 707 is paired with any SUD code,

the SUD visit is not used.

 All clinic visits, except those listed here are excluded from measure. Clinic visits to

outpatient SUD clinic stop 513 SA-IND or 514 SA-Home or 519 SA/PTSD, 523 Opioid

Substitution, 545 SA Telephone, or 547 intensive-SA TRT GRP, or 548 intensive-SA TRT

IND or 560 SA GRP are included in this measure. See Table A below for discussion on

the use of 545 Telephone, 514, SA HOME, 519 SA/PTSD and 523 Opioid Substitution.

All other clinic visits, including non SUD clinic visits are not considered in this measure.

 Veterans seen in multiple facilities will be attributed to the facility where the last retention

visit occurred in order to promote coordinated transitions between facilities.

o If the Veteran is not seen in any substance abuse clinic in VHA during the 1st 30 days

of the retention period, he fails the measure. The failure will be attributed to the

facility where the ‘qualifying’ event occurred (i.e. where the 3rd visit occurred that

qualified the Veteran as beginning a new episode of care or where the Veteran was

discharged from inpatient SUD care).

o If the Veteran is seen for a 1st retention visit in a substance abuse clinic during the 1st

30-day retention period but is not seen again, the patient fails the measure. The failure

will be attributed to the facility where the first retention visit occurred.

o If the patient passed the first 30-day retention interval requirement but failed to meet

the 2nd 30-day retention interval requirement, the patient fails the measure and the

failure is attributed to the facility where the latest retention visit occurred.
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o If the patient passed the first and second 30-day retention interval requirement but

failed to meet the 3rd 30-day retention interval requirement, the patient fails the

measure and the failure is attributed to the facility where the latest retention visit

occurred.
VA Office of Inspector General 14

Data Origin: Workload generated in VistA and sent to AITC. Data submitted after the quarterly

report has been collected pertaining to Veteran care already reported will be updated during the

following quarterly run.

Extraction: 100% from AITC database by OQP.

This table answers the question: Will these sources be used to contribute information for specified
period/event

TABLE A Events / Data Source Use During Dormancy, Qualification, and Retention Determination
Dormant Qualifying Retention

SUD
Clinic
stops (513,
514, 519,
523, 545,
547, 548
and 560)

SUD clinic stops 513, 514, 519, 523, 545,
547, 548 and 560 are used to evaluate the
dormant period. E.g. If the patient has and of
these SUD clinic stops, they will be
considered “NOT dormant” and do not newly
qualify for the measure for at least 90 more
days.

Only SUD clinic stops 513, 547, 548 and
560 will be used to qualify a Veteran. For
example, if a Veteran has 3 visits in 30
days, he qualifies in the measure.

SUD clinic stops 513, 514,
519, 523, 545 [note exception
during first 30 day retention
period], 547, 548 and 560 will
be used to determine retention
compliance.

SA/Home
514

Yes. SA/Home clinic stop 514 will be used
to evaluate the dormant period. For example,
Pt is receiving SUD ‘maintenance’ care in a
Grant & Per Diem program (514) so will
‘show-up’ in a search for ‘dormant time’ and
‘count’ as SUD visits, therefore the patient
will not be ‘dormant’ if 514 visits are present.

No. 514 will NOT be used to evaluate for
qualifying events. E.g. Pt has a true
dormant period (no SUD workload in 90
days) then 3 visits in 30 days with a 514
code. This workload will NOT be used to
determine a ‘qualifying’ event. The
patient will not be considered newly
‘qualified’ based on 514 workload.

Yes. 514 clinic stops will be
used to determine retention
compliance in all 3 retention
periods

SA/PTSD
519

Yes. SA/PTSD clinic stop 519 will be used
to evaluate the dormant period. For example,
Pt is receiving SUD ‘maintenance’ care in a
PTSD Outpatient clinic (519) so will ‘show-
up’ in a search for ‘dormant time’ and ‘count’
as SUD visits, therefore the patient will not be
‘dormant’ if 519 visits are present.

No. 519 will NOT be used to evaluate for
qualifying events. E.g. Pt has a true
dormant period (no SUD workload in 90
days) then 3 visits in 30 days with a 519
code. This workload will NOT be used to
determine a ‘qualifying’ event. The
patient will not be considered newly
‘qualified’ based on 519 workload.

Yes. 519 clinic stops will be
used to determine retention
compliance in all 3 retention
periods

Opioid
Substitutio
n 523

Yes. Opioid Substitution clinic stop 523 will
be used to evaluate the dormant period. For
example, Pt is receiving SUD ‘maintenance’
care in a Opioid Substitution program (523)
so will ‘show-up’ in a search for ‘dormant
time’ and ‘count’ as SUD visits, therefore the
patient will not be ‘dormant’ if 523 visits are
present.

No. 523 will NOT be used to evaluate for
qualifying events. E.g. Pt has a true
dormant period (no SUD workload in 90
days) then 3 visits in 30 days with a 523
code. This workload will NOT be used to
determine a ‘qualifying’ event. The
patient will not be considered newly
‘qualified’ based on 523 workload.

Yes. 523 clinic stops will be
used to determine retention
compliance in all 3 retention
periods

Telephone
stop 545

Yes. Telephone clinic stop 545 will be used
to evaluate the dormant period. For example,
Pt is receiving SUD ‘maintenance’ telephone
care (545) so will ‘show-up’ in a search for
‘dormant time’ and ‘count’ as SUD visits,
therefore the patient will not be ‘dormant’ if
545 visits are present.

No. 545 will NOT be used to evaluate for
qualifying events. E.g. Pt has a true
dormant period (no SUD workload in 90
days) then 3 telephone visits in 30 days.
This workload will NOT be used to
determine a ‘qualifying’ event. The
patient will not be considered newly
‘qualified’ based on 545 workload.

Yes. 545 clinic stops will be
used to determine retention
compliance in the 2nd & 3rd
period only

Inpatient
SUD
Dischg w/
LOS  4

Yes. Discharge data will be evaluated and
considered as active SUD workload when
evaluating the dormant period. Therefore, if
a patient has an admission or discharge

Yes. Discharge data from an inpt SUD
bed section will be used as a qualifying
event. Such a discharge will
‘disconnect/drop’ a Veteran from any

Yes. If a patient was
ADMITTED to a SUD Bed
Section during the retention
period, those data will be used

Methodology:
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TABLE A Events / Data Source Use During Dormancy, Qualification, and Retention Determination
Dormant Qualifying Retention

calendar
days

during the dormant period, it will not be
considered ‘dormant’.

previous qualifying track AND will re-
qualify a patient with a new qualifying
date.

to ‘disconnect’ him from the
previous qualifying track. He
will be re-qualified upon
discharge or transfer from the
SUD Bed sec.

Inpatient
w/ SUD
Encounters
1

No. SUD encounters provided on inpatients
will NOT be used to evaluate for a dormant
period. Therefore if a patient has received
SUD consult while an inpatient (on any bed
section), it will not be considered when
evaluating for a dormant period. If the
patient had ONLY inpatient encounters for
90 days, he will be considered as having a
‘dormant’ period.

No. SUD encounters provided on
inpatients will NOT be used to evaluate for
qualifying events

Yes. SUD encounters
provided on inpatients will be
used to evaluate retention
compliance

Census on
SUD bed
section w/
LOS  4
calendar
days

No. SUD census data will not be used to
evaluate a dormant period (when the patient
is discharged, the measure will pick-up the
discharge information)

No. SUD census data will not be used to
evaluate for a qualifying event (when the
patient is discharged, the measure will
pick-up the discharge information)

Yes (partially). SUD census
data will be used to evaluate
whether to ‘disconnect’ a vet
from previous qualifying track.
But it will not be used to meet
retention visit requirements.
The patient will be re-qualified
upon discharge from the SUD
Bed Section.

1These are ‘encounter forms’ generated while a patient is admitted to an inpatient bed section. Prior to 2005, ‘outpatient’
workload for ‘inpatients’ was ‘blocked’ at the facility and not submitted to the Austin Automation Center. In 2005, VHA
removed this block and allows encounters for professional workload provided to inpatients to be sent to Austin. See Directive
2006-026 at http://vaww1.va.gov/vhapublications/publications.cfm?pub=1 Attachment A
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Measurement period:

Reporting: Time frame issues: Reports include patients who have completed the retention

period during the report month or quarter selected. The performance period is consistent with

EPRP quarters.

TABLE B: Substance Use Disorder Reporting Timelines and Workload Inclusion Information
EPRP
Lagged
Quarter

Months included
in quarter =
Patients
completing their
retention period
in:

OQP
Executive
Briefing
Book
Reporting
Date

Dormancy
Check Range
(T- days to first
qualification
visit date -90)

Index Episode
1st Qualification
Visit Date
Range for
Outpatient
Qualification

Index
Episode
Qualification
Date (T)
Range

Index
Episode
Retention
Start Date
(T+1) Range

Index
Episode
Retention
Completion
Date (T+90)
Range

1
Oct , Nov First Friday

February
10

03/06/09 -
05/05/09

06/04/09 –
08/30/09

07/03/09-
09/01/09

07/04/09
09/02/09

10/01/09 -
11/30/09

2 Oct, Nov, Dec,
Jan, Feb

First Friday
May 10

03/06/09 -
08/31/09

06/04/09 –
11/29/09

07/03/09 -
12/01/09

07/04/09–
12/02/09

10/01/09-
02/28/10

3 Oct, Nov, Dec,
Jan, Feb, Mar,
Apr, May

First Friday
August 10

03/06/09 –
12/01/09

06/04/09-
02/28/10

07/03/09-
03/02/10

07/04/09–
03/03/10

10/01/09 -
05/31/10

4 Oct, Nov, Dec,
Jan, Feb, Mar,
Apr, May, Jun,
Jul, Aug

Mid-
October 10

03/06/09 -
03/02/10

06/04/09 –
05/31/10

07/03/09-
06/02/10

07/04/09-
06/03/10

10/01/09-
08/31/10

Repository: Monthly, facility, VISN, VHA and SSN specific data are available for trouble

shooting and understanding local patterns retrospectively after the completion of a retention

period; however this is not sufficiently close to ‘real time’ data to provide prospective tracking

during the retention period. See VSSC Web http://vssc.med.va.gov/PM/SUD.asp
VA Office of Inspector General 16

 There are 3 events in time analyzed in this measure:

o Negative SUD Treatment History also called Dormancy

o New SUD treatment episode through outpatient or inpatient qualification

o Continuous treatment involvement during the retention period of three 30 day intervals

Definitions (decision rule specific):

http://vssc.med.va.gov/PM/SUD.asp
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TABLE C - Events in Time
Event Negative SUD

Treatment
History
(Dormancy)

Qualification as New SUD Episode Continuous Treatment Involvement (Retention
Period) 90 Total Days

Event
Description

90 day period of
no SUD
treatment in the
90 days prior to
the 1st
outpatient
qualifying event
date

Inpatient or Outpatient Qualification
Date = T

1st 30 days
of retention

2nd 30 days
of retention

3rd 30 days of
retention

Outpatient
Qualified Events
in Time

(T-90) minus
total days from
1st to 3rd
outpatient
qualifying event

1st
Qualifyi
ng Event
Date
Not
earlier
than T-
29

2nd
Qualifying
Event Date
Not earlier

than T-28

3rd
Qualifying
Event Date
T

2 SUD visits
in period
greater than T
but not later
than T+30

2 SUD visits
in period
greater than
T+30 but not
later than
T+60

2 SUD visits
in period
greater than
T+60 but not
later than
T+90

Inpatient
Qualified Events
in Time

None required
for inpatient
qualification

1st and only Qualifying event
T = Date of any inpatient discharge or
transfer from a SUD bed-section

2 SUD visits
in period
greater than T
but not later
than T+30

2 SUD visits
in period
greater than
T+30 but not
later than
T+60

2 SUD visits
in period
greater than
T+60 but not
later than
T+90

 Veterans beginning new SUD treatment episode: To qualify as a New SUD Outpatient

Episode, two criteria must be met:

o A 90-day Negative SUD outpatient or inpatient treatment history (no SUD outpatient

visit/encounter, [513,514,519,523,545,547,548,560], specialty SUD inpatient

admission or discharge or inpatient SUD encounters) before the date of the 1st of three

qualifying SUD outpatient visits and

o Three visits within 30 days to outpatient SUD clinic stops 513 SA-IND or 547 inter-

SA TRT GRP, or 548 intensive-SA TRT IND or 560 SA GRP. Listed stops are

included if paired with other stops as primary or secondary except when paired with

smoking cessation 707. SUD Telephone visits (Stop Code 545) or 514 SA HOME or

519 SA/PTSD or 523 Opioid Substitution will NOT be used to qualify new SUD

treatment episodes.

o The date of the 3rd SUD visit in 30 days is the “qualifying” date for the outpatient

track. The retention period begins the next day.

Patients who generate outpatient workload while in an inpatient SUD bed section will not

“qualify” for the measure via the outpatient track. Since inpatient workload may not be available

until after discharge, the patient may be “picked up” as new and tracked for a period of time.
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However, upon SUD specialty inpatient discharge or transfer, the outpatient track will be

dropped and the patient will be qualified in the inpatient track.

To qualify as a New SUD Inpatient Episode, a single criterion must be met:

 Discharge or transfer from SUD inpatient bed section (PTF Discharge Specialty 27 SA Res

Rehab or 74 SA HI INT, 86 DOM SA with a length of stay at least 4 calendar days).

o Note: Effective January 1, 2010, SARRTP beds will be assigned the new treating

specialty code of #1M. The current SARRTP Treating Specialty Code # 27 will be

discontinued at that time. Each SARRTP will be assigned a Domiciliary Suffix as

outlined in Treating Specialty Codes Memorandum, MH RRTP Treating Specialty

Code and Suffix Guidance and Suffix and Treating Specialty Code Assignments in the

Technical Manual Vol. 3: References and Resources.

The SUD bed section discharge or transfer date is the “qualifying” date for the inpatient track.

The retention period begins the next day.

 Continuous Treatment Involvement (Retention period): Continuous treatment

involvement for at least 90 days is defined as visits on at least 2 days during every 30 day

retention interval for a total of 90 days (three discrete 30 day intervals) in any of the

outpatient specialty SUD clinics. The continuous SUD treatment retention period begins

the day after the qualifying date and ends the 90th day from the beginning of the

continuous treatment involvement retention period.

 Telephone care: Substance use disorder clinical care by telephone which meets the same

standard as face-to-face visits (e.g. staff qualifications, time spent with the Veteran, etc.)

will be accepted for continuity of care for visits during the 2nd and 3rd 30-day retention

intervals. Stop code 545 (Telephone/Substance Abuse) will be used for the measure.

Telephone visits will not be used to “qualify” new Veterans into the measure.

 Admission during the retention period: If a Veteran has already qualified for the

measure (from the inpatient or the outpatient tracks) and, during the retention period has an

admission to or a discharge from one of the SUD inpatient bed sections listed above:

o LOS < 4 calendar days will have no effect on the measure.

o LOS of at least 4 calendar days, the Veteran will be dropped from the previous
qualifying track. Upon discharge or transfer from the SUD bed section, he will re-
qualify for the measure.
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Department of

Veterans Affairs Memorandum
I & I STATEMENT

Date: January 7, 2011

From: Chief Research and Development Officer

Subj: Management Representation Letter for the Independent Review of the VA’s FY 2010
Performance Summary Report to the Office of National Drug Control Policy
(Project Number 2011-00314-R1-0011)

To: Assistant Inspector General for Audits and Evaluations (52)

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 ended September
30, 2010.

1. We confirm that we are responsible for and have made available to you the following:
a. The Performance Summary Report for FY 2010 required by the Circular;
b. All supporting records and related information and data relevant to the FY 2010

Performance Summary Report; and
c. Communications, if any, from the ONDCP and other oversight bodies concerning

the FY 2010 Performance Summary Report and information therein.

2. We confirm that the FY 2010 Performance Summary Report was prepared in accordance
with the requirements and criteria of the Circular.

3. 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.

4. No events have occurred subsequent to September 30, 2010, that would have an effect on
the Performance Summary Report and the information therein.
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Office of Research and Development,
Department of Veterans Affairs

Fiscal Year 2010 Performance Summary Report
To the Office of National Drug Control Policy

1. Performance Information

Performance Measure: Each 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.

Comparison of the most recent fiscal year to its target: The targets for FY 2010 were
exceeded. See Table 1.

Target for the current fiscal year: Although the actual values (number of studies) exceeded the
target for FY 2010, we have not increased the target for FY 2011. 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
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.
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Table 1

Measure
FY
2008
Actual

FY
2009
Actual

FY
2010
Target

FY
2010
Actual

FY
2011
Target

Number of ongoing research
studies related to substance
abuse disorder

17 20 5 21 5

Number of ongoing research
studies related to alcohol
abuse

38 45 5 46 5

Number of ongoing research
studies related to both
substance abuse disorder and
alcohol abuse

14 10 14

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.

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.
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Starting in FY 2009, 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, but none of the projects that were funded in FY 2010 were submitted using that
mechanism. For FY 2010 these proposals were tracked via spreadsheets and uploaded into
RAFT manually (HSR&D and RR&D) or electronically (BLR&D and CSR&D).

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.

For FY 2010, no RR&D projects related to drug or alcohol abuse were identified.

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 disease, Alzheimer’s disease) to those
relevant to younger Veterans returning from the current conflicts (e.g., PTSD, 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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ONDCP Circular: Drug Control Accounting
May 1, 2007

TO THE HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND ESTABLISHMENTS

SUBJECT: Annual Accounting and Authentication of Drug Control Funds and Related Performance

1. Purpose. This circular provides the policies and procedures to be used by National Drug
Control Program agencies in conducting a detailed accounting and authentication of all funds
expended on National Drug Control Program activities and the performance measures, targets, and
results associated with those activities.

2. Rescission. This circular rescinds and replaces the ONDCP Circular, Annual Accounting of
Drug Control Funds, dated April 18, 2003.

3. Authority.

a. 21 U.S.C. § 1704(d) provides: “The Director [ONDCP] shall –

(A) require the National Drug Control Program agencies to submit to the Director not later
than February 1 of each year a detailed accounting of all funds expended by the agencies for
National Drug Control Program activities during the previous fiscal year, and require such
accounting to be authenticated by the Inspector General of each agency prior to submission to
the Director; and

(B) submit to Congress not later than April 1 of each year the information submitted to the
Director under subparagraph (A).”

b. 21 U.S.C. § 1703(d)(7) authorizes 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 ...”

4. Definitions. As used in this circular, key terms related to the National Drug Control Program
and budget are defined in Section 4 of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Formulation, dated
May 1, 2007. These terms include: National Drug Control Program, National Drug Control
Program agency, Bureau, Drug Methodology, Drug Control Functions, and Budget Decision Units.
Further, Reprogrammings and Fund Control Notices referenced in Section 6 of this circular are
defined in Section 6 and Section 8 of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Execution, dated May 1, 2007.

5. Coverage. The provisions of this circular apply to all National Drug Control Program
agencies.

6. Detailed Accounting Submission. The Chief Financial Officer (CFO) of each agency, or
other accountable senior level senior executive, shall prepare a Detailed Accounting Submission to
the Director, ONDCP. For agencies with no bureaus, this submission shall be a single report, as
defined by this section. For agencies with bureaus, the Detailed Accounting Submission shall consist
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of reports, as defined by this section, from the agency’s bureaus. The CFO of each bureau, or
accountable senior level executive, shall prepare reports. Each report must include (a) a table
highlighting prior year drug control obligations data, and (b) a narrative section making assertions
regarding the prior year obligations data. Report elements are further detailed below:

a. Table of Prior Year Drug Control Obligations – For the most recently completed fiscal
year, each report shall include a table of obligations of drug control budgetary resources
appropriated and available during the year being reported.2 Such table shall present
obligations by Drug Control Function and Budget Decision Unit, as these categories are
displayed for the agency or bureau in the National Drug Control Strategy Budget
Summary. Further, this table shall be accompanied by the following disclosures:

(1) Drug Methodology – The drug methodology shall be specified in a separate exhibit.
For obligations calculated pursuant to a drug methodology, this presentation shall
include sufficient detail to explain fully the derivation of all obligations data presented
in the table.

(a) Obligations by Drug Control Function – All bureaus employ a drug
methodology to report obligations by Drug Control Function.

(b) Obligations by Budget Decision Unit – For certain multi-mission bureaus –
Customs and Border Protection (CBP), Coast Guard, Immigration and Customs
Enforcement (ICE), Indian Health Service (IHS), Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA),
and the Veterans Health Administration (VHA) – obligations reported by Budget
Decision Unit shall be calculated pursuant to an approved drug methodology. For
all other bureaus, drug control obligations reported by Budget Decision Unit shall
represent 100 percent of the actual obligations of the bureau for those Budget
Decision Units, as they are defined for the National Drug Control Budget. (See
Attachment B of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Formulation, dated May 1, 2007.)

(2) Methodology Modifications – Consistent with ONDCP’s prior approval, if the drug
methodology has been modified from the previous year, then the changes, their
purpose, and the quantitative differences in the amount(s) reported using the new
method versus the amount(s) that would have been reported under the old method
shall be disclosed.3

(3) Material Weaknesses or Other Findings – Any material weakness or other findings
by independent sources, or other known weaknesses, including those identified in the

2 Consistent with reporting requirements of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Formulation, dated May 1, 2007,
resources received from the following accounts are excluded from obligation estimates: (1) ONDCP – High
Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA) and (2) DOJ – Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program.
Obligations against these resources shall be excluded from table required by this section but shall be reported on a
consolidated basis by these bureaus. Generally, to prevent double-counting agencies should not report obligations
against budget resources received as a reimbursement. An agency that is the source of the budget authority for such
reimbursements shall be the reporting entity under this circular.

3 For changes that did not receive prior approval, the agency or bureau shall submit such changes to ONDCP for
approval under separate cover.
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Agency’s Annual Statement of Assurance, which may affect the presentation of prior
year drug-related obligations data, shall be highlighted. This may be accomplished by
either providing a brief written summary, or by referencing and attaching relevant
portions of existing assurance reports. For each material weakness or other finding,
corrective actions currently underway or contemplated shall be identified.

(4) Reprogrammings or Transfers – All prior year reprogrammings or transfers that
affected drug-related budgetary resources shall be identified; for each such
reprogramming or transfer, the effect on drug-related obligations reported in the table
required by this section also shall be identified.

(5) Other Disclosures – Agencies may make such other disclosures as they feel are
necessary to clarify any issues regarding the data reported under this circular.

b. Assertions – At a minimum, each report shall include a narrative section where the
following assertions are made regarding the obligation data presented in the table required
by Section 6a:

(1) Obligations by Budget Decision Unit – With the exception of the multi-mission
bureaus noted in Section 6a(1)(b), reports under this section shall include an assertion
that obligations reported by budget decision unit are the actual obligations from the
bureau’s accounting system of record for these Budget Decision Units.

(2) Drug Methodology – An assertion shall be made regarding the reasonableness and
accuracy of the drug methodology used to calculate obligations of prior year budgetary
resources by function for all bureaus and by budget decision unit for the CBP, Coast
Guard, ICE, IHS, BIA, and VHA. The criteria associated with this assertion are as
follows:

(a) Data – If workload or other statistical information supports the drug methodology,
then the source of these data and the current connection to drug control obligations
should be well documented. If these data are periodically collected, then the data
used in the drug methodology must be clearly identified and will be the most
recently available.

(b) Other Estimation Methods – If professional judgment or other estimation
methods are used as part of the drug methodology, then the association between
these assumptions and the drug control obligations being estimated must be
thoroughly explained and documented. These assumptions should be subjected to
periodic review, in order to confirm their continued validity.

(c) Financial Systems – Financial systems supporting the drug methodology should
yield data that fairly present, in all material respects, aggregate obligations from
which drug-related obligation estimates are derived.

(3) Application of Drug Methodology – Each report shall include an assertion that the
drug methodology disclosed in this section was the actual methodology used to
generate the table required by Section 6a. Calculations must be sufficiently well
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documented to independently reproduce these data. Calculations should also provide a
means to ensure consistency of data between reporting years.

(4) Reprogrammings or Transfers – Further, each report shall include an assertion that
the data presented are associated with obligations 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.

(5) Fund Control Notices – Each report shall also include an assertion that the data
presented are 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 8 of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Execution.

7. Performance Summary Report. The CFO, or other accountable senior level senior
executive, of each agency for which a Detailed Accounting Submission is required, shall provide a
Performance Summary Report to the Director of National Drug Control Policy. Each report must
include performance-related information for National Drug Control Program activities, and the
official is required to make certain assertions regarding that information. The required elements of
the report are detailed below.

a. Performance Reporting– The agency’s Performance Summary Report must include each of
the following components:

(1) Performance Measures – The report must describe the performance measures used
by the agency to assess the National Drug Control Program activities it carried out in
the most recently completed fiscal year and provide a clear justification for why those
measures are appropriate for the associated National Drug Control Program activities.
The performance report must explain how the measures: reflect the purpose of the
program; contribute to the National Drug Control Strategy; and are used in the
management of the program. The description must include sufficient detail to permit
non-experts to understand what is being measured and why it is relevant to those
activities.

(2) Prior Years Performance Targets and Results – For each performance measure, the
report must provide actual performance information for the previous four fiscal years
and compare the results of the most recent fiscal year with the projected (target) levels
of performance established in the agency’s annual performance budget for that year.
If any performance target for the most recently completed fiscal year was not met, the
report must explain why that target was not met and describe the agency’s plans and
schedules for meeting future targets. Alternatively, if the agency has concluded it is
not possible to achieve the established target with available resources, the report
should include recommendations concerning revising or eliminating the target.

(3) Current Year Performance Targets – Each report must specify the performance
targets established for National Drug Control Program activities in the agency’s
performance budget for the current fiscal year and describe the methodology used to
establish those targets.
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(4) Quality of Performance Data – The agency must state the procedures used to ensure
the performance data described in this report are accurate, complete, and unbiased in
presentation and substance.

b. Assertions – Each report shall include a letter in which an accountable agency official
makes the following assertions are made regarding the information presented in Section
7a:

(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 performance data.

(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 or eliminating performance
targets.

(3) Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied – An
assertion that the methodology described above to establish performance targets for
the current year is reasonable given past performance and available resources.

(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 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 consider the
intended purpose of the National Drug Control Program activity. The criteria
associated with these assertions are as follows:

(a) Data – If workload, participant, or other quantitative information supports these
assertions, the sources of these data should be well documented. If these data are
periodically collected, the data used in the report must be clearly identified and will
be the most recently available.

(b) Other Estimation Methods – If professional judgment or other estimation
methods are used to make these assertions, the objectivity and strength of these
estimation methods must be thoroughly explained and documented. These estimation
methods should be subjected to periodic review to confirm their continued validity.

(c) Reporting Systems – Reporting systems supporting the assertions should be
current, reliable, and an integral part of the agency’s budget and management
processes.

8. Inspector General Authentication. Each report defined in Sections 6 and 7 shall be
provided to the agency’s Inspector General (IG) for the purpose of expressing a conclusion about the
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reliability of each assertion made in the report. ONDCP anticipates that this engagement will be an
attestation review, consistent with the Statements for Standards of Attestation Engagements,
promulgated by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants.

9. Unreasonable Burden. Unless a detailed report, as specified in Section 6, is specifically
requested by ONDCP, an agency or bureau included in the National Drug Control Budget with prior
year drug-related obligations of less than $50 million may submit through its CFO, or its accountable
senior level executive, an alternative report to ONDCP, consisting of only the table highlighted in
Section 6a., omitting all other disclosures. Such a report will be accompanied by statements from the
CFO, or accountable senior level executive, and the agency IG attesting that full compliance with this
Circular would constitute an unreasonable reporting burden. In those instances, obligations reported
under this section will be considered as constituting the statutorily required detailed accounting,
unless ONDCP notifies the agency that greater detail is required.

10. Point of Contact and Due Dates. Each agency CFO, or accountable senior level executive,
shall transmit a Detailed Accounting Submission, consisting of the report(s) defined in Sections 6
and 7, along with the IG’s authentication(s) defined in Section 8, to the attention of the Associate
Director for Performance and Budget, Office of National Drug Control Policy, Washington, DC
20503. Detailed Accounting Submissions, with the accompanying IG authentication(s), are due to
ONDCP by February 1 of each year. Agency management must submit reports to their Office of
Inspector General (OIG) in sufficient time to allow for review and IG authentication under Section 8
of this Circular. ONDCP recommends a 31 December due date for agencies to provide their
respective OIG with the required reports and information.
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Appendix A Report Distribution

VA Distribution

Office of the Secretary
Veterans Health Administration
Office of General Counsel
Chief Patient Care Services Officer, Veterans Health Administration
Chief Quality and Performance Officer, Veteran Health Administration
Chief Research and Development Officer, Veterans Health Administration
Chief Financial Officer, Veterans Health Administration
Deputy Chief, Patient Care Services Officer for Mental Health, Veterans

Health Administration
Director, Management Review Service, Veterans Health Administration
Director of Performance Management, Veterans Health Administration

Non-VA Distribution

House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
House Appropriations Subcommittee on Military Construction, Veterans

Affairs,
and Related Agencies

House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform
Senate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Military Construction, Veterans

Affairs,
and Related Agencies

Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
Office of National Drug Control Policy
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