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_hearing on- whether marijuana

‘commonly available

T WIS W S

RESERVATIONCOPY
lss
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By JEGS L. STEINFELD, MD.
The ' complex problems of drug -

abuse in. the United States are not
restricted to a particular subgroup
or minority, but can be found at all ...

socio-economic strata— - from the.::

ghettos - of the 'inner city :to:the ::
plush environment of the suburbs..:
These problems do not respect any
age limit. Increasingly -the young
represent - a_population at signifi-
cant
12-year-old boy died in New.York
from an overdose of heroin.: = -
There are, unfortunately, no sci-
entifically reliable estimates of the.

This is the text of a statement
by Dr. Steinfeld before a meeting
of the District of Columbia City
Council on Jan. 16.°It was:.a' "

should be made legal and whether
new ordinances are needed to -
alter drug penalties here. -

extent of drug abuse, but examina-

* tion of recent surveys suggests that j

the problem is mushrooming. As of
Dec. 31, 1968, the Federal Bureau
of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs
indicated that there were approxi-
mately 69,000 active opiate narcotic
addicts in the United States. Admit-

tedly, this represents a minimal ..

estimate, since it is based solely on
voluntary reporting by law enforce- -
ment agencies. Most authorities
agree that the actual number of

- addicts is under-reported by a fac-

tor of two or three, which suggests
that there may be as many as
180,000 narcotic addicts in the
United States. =~ - ToTEy n

The number of non-narcotic drug
abusers, including those dependent
on Dbarbiturates, amphetamines,
hallucinogens, and the minor tran-
quilizers, has never been precisely
determined. ' %

Again, survey data suggest that
at- least 812 million Americans
have experimented with the various ~
preparations of the Indian Hemp
plant or Cannabis sativa — the
marijuana,
and the more expensive hashish.
On a worldwide basis, it is estimat-
ed that over 200 million individuals
have tried marijuana. Indeed, next
to alcohol, it is the most popular
intoxicant in the world, = °

Marijuana is not classified medi-
cally as an addicting drug. Its sud-
den withdrawal in a habitual user
does not produce adverse physical
effects and does not result in toler-
ance; that is, increasing amounts
are not required to produce the
intended effect. In chronic users,
however, psychological dependence
may occur. - ’ % :

Cannabis sativa is a hardy weed
which can grow to a height of 15-18
feet. Separate male and female

plants can be easily distinguished

i

fertilized, non cultivated plants,

risk, and recently, -a

. plants grown in sunmy,- dry zones

" synthetically. The procedure, how
-ever, is difficult and precludes ex-
" tensive clandestine efforts at mass

~cinogens. -.":

- effect. The experienced user may

T

by thev,cas"ﬁal obvsérver.'Héshi;sh‘df
“hash”is. a golden yellow, sticky . .

_resin which is collected from the
leaves of cultivated plants. It is five *-

to eight times as.potent as maris
juana which consists.of the flower-
ing tops, leaves, and stems of un

. Chemical . analysis - has - demon-
strated “that tetrahydrocannabinol :
(known ‘at THC)..accounts for the :
psychoactive potential. of both ma
rijuana and hashish. The THC con
tent of the marijuana plant. de
pends ‘upon - soil, temperature, and-
other

climatic - conditions, . with: .

yielding the highest content of THC
THC has recently been prepared

production. At present, the illicit -
THC sold on the -streets has been
found .to consist of mescaline or
phencyclidine — both potent hallu- -

In this country,bth:‘é most cbﬁiindn
form of usage is by smoking, and a,
deep, sustained inhalation is essen--

.tial for the THC .to be absorbed .

sufficiently to produce the desired

become intoxicated with a single

Police ‘investigator walks

Reprodticed at tt

es Involve

“ing " additional ;material. 'Even,fol

“_velop, ‘and cross-tolérance to LSD,’
mescaline, and other hallucinogens” -

0
{

5

‘puff ‘of a high quality “joint,” While

novices may be unable to *‘turn on”
‘with' large doses of marijuana be- *

cause. of poor -smoking technique.”
Marijuana ‘is less  frequently swal-"
loyed, " but ' hashish is ~a“favorite"
ingredient ' of many recipes, includ
g the ccelebrated Alice B:~Tokla
Jbrownies#: Case. reports.of 'the ef
“fécts’ of-"intravenous :injection :of
jmarijuana- and “hashish - are:rare
“and"a’ definitive’ statement cannot.
be made.i s ;

'Smokers’ may maintain® the Intoxi
ated state by intermittently inhal-

lowing repeated administration, tol
erance t0 marijudna does. not de-

has not been demonstrated. In addi-

‘- tion, withdrawal symptoms are not_

observed. ~Thus, marijuana and

" hashish do not have the addictive .
- potential - of the opiate narcotics "

(morphine, -heroin,’ demerol,~

dilaudid, codeine) in humans. -’ -
The - psychic effects generally be--

gin with a feeling of relaxation and

: 'deta@hment. ‘Audiovisual sensations
-are .intensified, with color percep-

fh}

“tion

' The onset of action after smoking .-
.‘is *.within ' 10-20 minutes, and- the
“effects may.persist for three hours. -

ough a field of growing marijuana after a

often the* most affected. Illu-
sions are. common, but hallucina-
tions are rare,  Time perception is

“altered, - usually  manifested by a

slowing  of - subjective time. Emo-
tions are loosened, with euphoria
‘being ‘more common than dysphor-

a. Inappropriate laughing jags or
‘crying “spells have been described,
while . anxiety and feelings of suspi-
_ciousness - are*:'rare.. Thought " 1s

_dreamlike and ' fantasy-laden, but

the person can “‘pull himself togeth-
er”  when: necessary. and perform

“adequately. ‘Some individuals expe-
* rience" drowsiness and feelings of

hunger; others’ feel unable to com-
municate properly.
.. The individual is ‘often passive
and withdrawn. However,. as with
all disinhibiting agents, he might
‘béhave, :in" ‘an unrestrained, ‘emo-
tional manner. . While marijuana

-does not possess aphrodisia¢ prop-
-erties, the “prolongation of subjec-
. tive - time may alter the perception

of an erotic experience :
- The most frequent physical effect
is marijuana‘is a conjunctival hy-

.peremia’ (red eye). This is not due

to an -irritative smoke effect be

‘.cause’ it also occurs when THC is

swallowed. - Contrary to the popular
belief, ' pupil size  remains - un-

f 2
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changed. While an increase in heart
rate is regularly noted, blood pres-
sure, respiratory rate, blood sugar.
level, and body temperature do not.
change significantly. ~ Nauseau, a
dry mouth from decreased saliva-
tion, and a cough from the irritant

effects of the smoke are often men--

tioned. Only some ° preliminary-
: work on the cytogenetic effects of

marijuana has been completed.

The .drug is, however, known to
cross the placental barrier. No car-
cinogenic activity, has been attrib-
uted to. marijuana. ; i

The complications of acute mari-

juana intoxication are infrequent,.
, and usually consist of anxiety of.

paranoid states. Any individual, es-
pecially a novice, may become con-
fused about the changes that he is
experiencing. The loss of ego con-
trols can result in delusional think-
.ing, usually of a suspicious, para-
noid nature. The patient may panic

; and injure himself or others. Spon--
~taneous recurrences of the mari-- -
' juana " state (“flashbacks”) have ‘-

- been described. - - s
Again, let me repeat that report-
ed instances of these adverse men-
tal effects are rare." e B ead

The argument concerning escala-
tion of the marijuauna user to more

i

United Press Interna

yrm near Martinsville, Va.
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~“habit.”? ; © 7, "

‘§éngerous dnigs is not as simple as
its . proponents and opponents
would have us believe. A majority

~'of heroin addicts report that they °

began . their illicit drug career with
marijuana. Nevertheless, the great
‘majority of marijuana smokers

“never expose themselves to opiates.. .
.1t is.the chronic, heavy user (the - erties of the drug or its effects. T
- pothead) who tends to become ov- |

erinvolved ~ in . other. classes ;of

‘drugs;" the stronger hallucinogens,

“the hypnotics, 'the . stimulants, and
the narcotics. The pothead, whether

[ from suburbia or the ghetto, is a

.vulperable person with feelings of
inadequacy, insecurity, immaturity

and impulsivity. He is the one who'

tends to find his way to a heroin
The National Institute of Mental
ealth is funding a -comprehen-
sive marijuana research program
- designed to eliminate current gaps
in our scientific knowledge. The
program has: the following stages:
1.SUPPLY .. &7 s Falifir & s
- ~A. For the past two years, the

natural marijuana plant has been -

grown as a cultivated crop by the’
~ Univyersity of Mississippi. Currently,

nine different strains of Cannabis -

sativa have been planted. Harvest-
. ing of the annual crop will provide

‘a significant natural source of both
marijuana and THC. '~~~
- .B. Contracts with private chemi-
" cal companies have been secured to
provide for the synthesis of 22
pounds of pure THC. Plans call for
labelling . the  pure THC with re-
dioactive isotopes to enable bioche-
mists “to trace the mechanics of
distribution, metabolism, and ex-
crétion. .~ AT 3
2. ANIMAL AND HUMAN
STUDIES. - -~ =+ A
-~ A. Examination. of cytotoxic: ef-

and respiratory system will be
studied after - acute and chronig
exposure to marijuana and pure

B. Studies of ‘the carcinogenic
and teratogenjc effects of both

" THC and marijuana are being
« pursued. " i :

C. Behavioral ~aberrations * with
respect to learning, memory, per-

. ception, and psychomotor perform-

ance will be studied after acute

3. EPIDEMIOLOGY. '

A. Social psychological surveys
of marijuana users in the United
States are necessary in order to
determine group and individual fac-
tors which initiate, maintain, and

_reinforce drug-taking habits.

B. Similar studies in the Middle
East and India, with natives in both

cross-cultural comparisons. .

-in the case of marijuana, legal’;

- with . total disregard for medical™

fects .upon liver, brain," kidneys,:

and chronic exposure to marijuana
‘and THC." - . - ; by L

regions used as control populations, -
would provide valid data for.

the Marijuana Laws -

3

The flistmy of marijuana control

g

3
PR

legislation is a matter of record, "
and T will not pursue it here. The’ ..

major point I wish to make is that
penalties were originally assigned
and scientific evidence of the prop-.
know -of “no ' clearer instance in"

which the punishment for an infrac-~
tion . of the law 'is more harmful-

" than the crime. - ros e T AT
- Further research is needed to ™~

elucidate both the short and long-.~
term physical and psychic effects -
of marijuana. = .. .. oo o T

At present, the absence of valid-

1 oot

e A

scientific data should not lead to"
the assumption that long-term in-: .-

dulgence is harmless. As in the "</

(]

case of ‘tobacco and alcohol, itis: -

possible that there are serious con- -
sequences of chronic use that will

only become ‘' -apparent through :-
--careful studies. ... R LA
-1 am particularly . concerned
- about the potential effect of a reali- -
ty-distorting agent on the psychol-.

ogical development of an adoles-

“cent user.”We all agree that normal
“adolescence is a time of psychologi-
“"cal turmoil, and that patterns..of
" coping - with reality developed dur--:

ing the -teen-age period aresignifi-

_cant in determining adult behavior.

-

-

The ;repeated use of ‘a drug that

"serves to alter reality during this
likely,to seriously compromise the

our complex society. . :
-1t is unfortunate that continued,

\ exaggerated emphasis-on the sup-
--posed toxic effects of marijuana
make it extremely difficult to tell

people about the real demonstrated
risks of drug abuse. If young people

4.5 1

critical developmental period is *

# individual’s future: adjustment to .-

were convinced that efforts to re- .- °

" form. the drug’laws were -sincere

and based on scientific evidence, I -

feel confident they would be more:
receptive to .and less cynical about

““information on possible harmful ef- -
fects of drugs. There is no doubt -

that the scare techniques which-

oo

wsiplf

have been used by some in the past
have now been discredited. The les- -~

son is quite clear: abusing known i

‘information is worse than denying

“our collective ignorance.. - | iy
In my judgment, Mr. Chairman, -

even though marijuana is certainly

not the horror it is alleged by some. .|
to be, it is a drug having a capacity
to alter mood, judgment, and func-

believe that until
rm eirects o
her form =

tional ability.
th

Me speaking, I cannot gt
a clean “bill of health.” But penal-
ties for its use should be consistent
with the danger and risk to the

LRI P i L oo ol

Réproqu'bed at the Richard Ni'xoh Presidential I'_»ibraryg‘

r

L

4/
N

_'fis-New Year’s Day? Wa

v

individual and society. v 5

|1 He has done more to delight
the conservative eye. He has
rreated an atmosphere—in the
fad* word, an. ambience-of
profound importance :to- this
Republic. Gone are those si-
rens in the night that opce
aroused . the insomnize -eye.
fone arerthe beagles,eld by
- jeir ears. Mr. ;Nixon has :
- kaked " his claim’on middle
hmerica, with all its goodness
d all its dullness. Here he |
entifies. How did he spend

_ hg football on the tube.:;.

* |"Reserving - the right to - ob- °
- eet; I will settle for this right ~
tow—the - quieter ‘voices, the
bwered pitch, the good Repub-
ican .roast beef. Nixon isno
yoldwater, nor was meant to

. te. He is steering a course
.aodestly. to the right of cen-
br. What else could we rea-
nably- ask of the skipper?
d if in 1970 he can make
ective moves against crime
d inflation, we will have

' weet music. He’s our piano

ayer, -boys. Let .us knock

m, :if we must, very gently.

slusion

“bple ‘who live' in’the ghetfo
d thus serve that communi-

too.. .. ... .
That is “black self-help,”
lich Brimmer supports en-
hsiastically. It is also capi-
lism for blacks. But it is not
lack capitalism” in the cuf-
at racist definition of black
bple. . being * suckered ‘into
ting white hand-me-downs
icastoffs.. - . .. 7.
Flack people “are a .lot
larter economically than
used to be. They had bet-
.| be, because they no longer
e the protections of segreé-
ion that once made it eds-
“for a black undertaker,
lel or restaurant owner, or

o auty - parlor operator, "o

kke money. The password
ay is competition.. .
read Brimmer’s paper as
g. to young blacks in col-
: “‘Go where the money is,
be prepared to. get if”’ -
‘ rtunately, -it is not yetJn
-ghetto, and that means
- .} the overwhelming majori-
f black people will either
e it in the mainstream or
7 will be économic failurés.
te Commerce Department,
. Small Business Adminis-,
ion, and other governmeh-
agencies have a variety !of
yrams to foster “black cap-
ism.” Let us hope that
programs are sending
oes ‘‘where the money
d are not trapping them
e latest delusion that
e is gold in them there

h S W
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January 28, 1970

My, Lamar Alexander

Staff Assistant to the Presgldent
The White House

Waghington, D. C.

Dear Lamar:

As per our conversation of yesterday, 1 an
forwarding a draft of a letter to the key members of
the Senate involved in the passage of 3. 30.

I would think some consideration should be
given to releasing this letter publicly from the
White House at the time it is sent to the mewbers of
the Senate as a vehicle for keeping the pressure on
the House Judiciary Committee to take early and
favorable sction on this Adminlstration endorsed
proposal.

Would you plesse advise me both as to
whether or not public release will be nmade of the
lettersand when the letters will be malled to the
Senators.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
John W, Dean, III
Associate Deputy Attorney CGeneral
Enclosure

Reproduced at the Richard Nixon Presidential Library




Bepartment of Justice

~ FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

THURSDAY, JANUARY 29, 1970

STATEMENT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL JOHN N. MITCHELL

I am very pleased that the Senate has moved so quickly
this year to approve the Controlled Dangerous Substances Act.

When the Administration proposed this legislation
last year, President Nixon pointed out that drug abuse and
narcotic usage had become one of the major problems facing
our society and one of the major factors behind street crime
and violence.

This‘legislation will give our federal narcotics
agents the tools necessary to reach the major traffickers in
narcotics and dangerous drugs, and, hopefully, curtail the
abuses of these substances.

I hope the House of Representatives will move quickly
now to send this important piece of legislation to President

Nixon for his signature.

Reproduced at the Richard Nixon Presidential Library



February 2, 1970

To: Mike Sonnenreid
From: G. Robert Hlakey
Subject: “preponderance of the evidence™ p. €1, lime 15

If ssked about this phrase, you should reply that the sentencing provisions
in 8. 324¢ have the same mesning as in $. 30, that no distinction was intended
between each bill, and that the phrase refers to the test to be spplied to
what the court wsy conslder rather than the type (i.e.,hearssy ve. cross
examined under the rules of evidence) of informetion or evidence that the
aourt may consider.

The key case which supports the use of informstion {1.e., hearsay et:.)
rather than evidernce (1.e., Information tested by the rules of evidence such
as crose-examination) is Williams v. New York, 137 U.8. 241 (1949). The
Williams sese, vhich wap reafiirmed by the Court im 1967 in an opinion by
Mr. Justice Dowglas (Specht v. Patterson, 386 U.S. 605, €06), held that a
sentencing court, wnlike a trial sourt, can consider sllegations not tested
for reliability by the constitutional procedures of confromtation and ~ross
examination. Mr. Justicze Black, in the opinion for the Court in Williems,
spelled out in these terms the policies whish underlie enlightened sentencing
preciices and preclude the extention of constitutionsl exclusionary rules to
santencing proceedings:

"Pribunals passing on the guilt of a defendant always have
been hedged in by strict evidentiary procedursl limitations.
But both before and since the American s¢lonies becsme & nation,
eourts in this coumbry and in England practiced s policy under
which n sentencing judge sould sxercise s wide discretion in the
sources and types of evidence used to assist him in determining
the and extent of punishment t0 be imposed within limits
fized by law. Out-of-court affidavits have been used freguenily,
and of course in the smaller communities sentencing judges
naturglly have in mind thedr knowledge of the personalities and

44 Sackgrounds of convicted offenders.”

Reproduced at the Richard Nixon Presidential Library
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“In a trial before verdict the issue iz vhether o defendant
is gulliy of having engeged in certsin criminal conduct of
which he has been specificelly accused. ules of evidence
m ‘been fashioned for criminal trials which narrowly
ne the trisl contest to evidence that is strictly
mlwﬁwmmrtﬁ&waﬁmm mm&
rest in part on a necessity to prevent a time-consuming
and mﬁm trial of collaternl issues. m were alw
egigned to prevent tribunals concerned solely with the
ism of guilt of a particulsr offense from being influenced
0 convict for that offense by evidence that the defendent
had habituslly engeged in other misconduct. A sentencing
Judge, bowever; 1z not confined to the narrow issue of gullt.
Hdis task within fized statutory or constitutionsl limits is
to determine the type and extent of punishment after the
issue of guilt has been determined. RHighly relevant --
if not essential -~ to his selection of an appropriate
sentence 1ls the possession of the fullest imﬁim
posgible concerning the defendent’s life snd chax
And modern concepts individualizing punishment have mﬁa
itﬁlth&mﬂmmﬁmﬁﬁmmiﬁg Judge not be
denied sn opportunity to obtain pertinent informstion by
& reguirement of rigid adherence to restrictive rules of
evidence properly spplicable to the trisl.”

"+ « JThe due process clause should not be treated as a device
for freezing the evidentisl procedure of sentencing in the mold
of trial procedure. . . ." Willisms v. New York, supra at 247-5l.

This approach i supported by the Model Sentencing Act, the Model Penal Code
and the American Bar Assoclation. If pressed for detalls, ask for an opportunity
wmmamwfmfmﬁmamammwmmmw it.

Reproduced at the Richard Nixon Presidential Library
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Dear Congressman:

This is to confirm the invitation that was

arrangements to have two cars stationed at the front
of the Rayburn House Office Building at 8:45 AM on
Thursday, May 14.

T will look forward to our meeting.

Sincerely,
Attorney General =>'&<%<%¢Q<S
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- 16 - F-D-C Reports May 11, 1370

instances where mirs. know or should know that claims of effectiveness for thelr drugs will
be qu ?-t ioned, the agency said.

k]

can show & "reasonable likelihood" of producing "substantial evidence" is eusen,,'_
orderly and timely iz p mentation of the NAS/ \JQL study. "Without them the project could
not be carried out wi hin the foreseeable future," FDA said.

& The part of the regs eqtabml hing that & hearing will be granted only when a mfr,
1

FDA issued a press release May 8 on publication of the revised regs. In explain-
v the regs were effective immediately, rather than waiting an additional 30 days, the
release said the final implementation of the NAS/NRC study cannot proceed until the regs

sustained in the Panaiba decision, "affected
si f ile comments," and mirs,

fil
under the regs, the release

They were challenged by PMA
;de cpportunity for mifrs. to
merits of the regs, which
demsmn FDA rep ,mmuffated

Y

GO:’C;’S ENRAGED AT JUSTICE
A 'DRUG CONTROL COM

: »:10? GOPers on the House Interstate Cmte, outraged at Justice Dept. top~
heir case to Chairman Mills (D-Ark.) of the Ways & Means Cri

)
L,

xon Administration's narcotics-c arug abuse bill ig embroiled in a new cc

}ji)
“S

DA ™Y ™

e May O by introducing H.R,

ersion of the Administration bill,

11 ha J C ' since it reached the House more

than three months ago because of a juridictional squabble between Mills' powerful crte.
[l o

r, Rep. Byrnes (Nb ), aligned themselves
n i i

A p

As aresult of Justice's maneuvering with Mills -~ atrributed in some quar
Gen. Mitchell himself -~ anti-Justice sentiment on the legislation has heen

in the Interstate Cmte., whose He "ﬂtx Su cmte., soon will report on H-E-W-ori
rewrite, The subcmte. ?2‘0"}'!"1“\/” Demo leaders previously had feared t
the Admini fon's igh { GOPers ~- Re
ﬁfiin ) | . Skubitz (Kan.)and Hastings (NY) == to suppor

rr
&
&
I
=

rstate's Health Subcmte. held secret sessions May 5-7, going through the
A:imiﬂif" tration bill item -Ly-1ﬁ,wm Formal mark-up begi (May 11).. The measure
is expected to contain several changes vital to the drug industry and pharmacv:

£ to control: A "’”“orzn"n %Mﬁ on Dangerous Drug Classification" ~-
nine persons : uz the Pres' 1L 8 hosen D“CP se of me di al or scientific guali-
fi.catrm -~ WO uﬂ make decisions regarding scheduling of drugs. The Adminis mt'on bill
would statutorily bes h 7 this authori ey general 1 gix

2

ion plan w eﬁtRéWé’éu@éé*agJﬁ ReFEH O RbSR FH6Erential Library

"*1 s attorn neral, where 1‘c has regided since

1.B

BJI's reorganizat
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14 MAY 1970

Mr. James M. Menger

Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
2125 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20815

Dear Jim:

This is in response to the several gquestions you posed
regarding §.3246, the Controlled Dangerous Substances Act
of 1969.

Section 504 employs the word "endeavoer” in place of the

old term "attempt" in order to avoid the maze of mypertechnical
differences which have arisen over the years with respect to
criminal attempts and to make clear that the section is
intended to reach any effort to accomplish the purposes

that the Act is designed to prevent. See United Btates v.
Russell, 255 U.S. 138, 143; Osborn v. United States, 385

U.8. 323, 332-333. - ‘ '

Section BU7(a) provides that any person not previously
convicted of a drug violation who pleads guilty or is found
guilty of simple possession of controlled dangerous substances
may, within the discretion of the court, be placed on
probation. Upon fulfilling the terms of probation the
court shall discharge the individual and dismiss the
proceedings against him. The section further provides that
discharge and dismissal of the proceedings shall not be
deemed a conviction for purposes of disqualifications or
disabilities imposed by law upon conviction of a crime
including second offense penalties. This section does not
provide for expunging the individual's conviction since he
has not been adjudged guilty.

Section 507(b) provides that any person who at the time of
the offense of simple possession was twenty-one years of age
or younger, after fulfilling the terms oif probation, may
apply to the courts to have his record of arrest, trial and
convietion expunged. The result of this procedure would be
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the withdrawal of all official records of the incident
maintained by lsw enforcement agencies. Thereby, it would
not be possible to ascertain from a police or P.B.1. check
that the subject individual was involved in the violation
of the drug laws.

Section 708(a) which provides that it shall not be
necessary for the United Btates to negative any ezemptions
or excepiions set forth in this Act is merely a codification
of current case law. This specific issue was considered

in a recent case which construed the Drug Abuse Control
Amendments of 1965. In this case, the United Btates v.
Rowlette and Vecelli, 397 ¥, 24 475 (1908) the court siated,
"Whether a defendant and his activity occupy an exempt
status is 2 satter peculiarly within his knowledge and

with respect to which he ¢an be fairly ezpected to adduce
the proocf. The burden of proving the facts necessary to
establish such an sffirmetive defense is on the defendant.”

In answer to your last gquestion concerning the constitutionality

of Bection 509, Continuing Criminal Enterprises, please
see page 83 of Senate Report No. 91817 of the Commities
on the Judiciary concerning Title X of 8.30. Title X is
gimilar to Bection 509 of 85.32486,

1 trust this answers your gquestions, 1If I oan be of
further assistance, please let me know.

Sincerely,

John W, Dean, III
Associate Deputy
Attorney General

CCD/MRSonnenreich/pap/4644
ADMA~F

CC-F
cc: Justice Departmentif’///”
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The Honorable Richardson Preyer
House of Representatives
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Congressman Preyer:

At our recent meeting with the Subcommittee
on Public Health and Welfare and the Attorney General,
it was requested that a critique of the Subcommittee
Working Print of H.R. 13743 be made by the Department
of Justice and submitted to all members of the sub-
committee to ald them in their deliberations in
preparing drug legislation. Attached 1s a critique
of the working print and some of the problems it
raises.

If you need any further assistance from
the Department of Justice, please feel free to
contact me.

Sincerely,

John W, Dean, III
Associate Deputy Attorney General

enclosure

ToenTitaL Letied

<e N1 TJo ! N
PREYER
Ponek. A, NSLLEN QS\ i
T L. 0ARTSE & ALy,

¥.RKYReS
O LSATTER EIELD
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ASSOCIATE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530

The Honorable

Richardson Preyer

House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Preyer:

R RECsNT with the
&9 At #fre meeting hedd—beswmecm—mows Subcommittee on Public
‘X Health and Welfare and the Attorney General, om—iay—t-bs=toToy

\ ithe - membels.ofimeur—iommittoe requested that a critique of
r the Subcommittee Working Print of H.R. 13743 be made by the
Department of Justice and submitted to all members of the
subcommittee to aid them in their deliberations in pre-
paring drug legislation. Attached is a critique of the
working print and some of the problems it raises, feeom—the
Bt P Ot B Eeofn b DD O FE IO R @@

If you need any further assistance from the Department of
Justice, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

John W. Dean, III
Associate Deputy
Attorney General

Enclosure
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 17, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN DEAN

SUBJECT: CONGRESSIONAL CONFERENCE ON DRUGS

Please give me your candid views on the attached program.

I don't think we need to be quite so elaborate or stray this far
away from the Controlled Dangerous Substances Act. This is
the general format we put on for the TV producers and the
Governors. However, I think our effort is different with the

Congress.

I await your views.

/

Bud Krogh

Attachme nts E

N, y e
R g
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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 17, 1970

FOR BUD KROGH~"

JEB MAGRUDER

SUBJECT: Congressional Conference on Drugs

I propose the following format for a Congressional Conference

on Drugs:

1. Include wives and children.

2. Present the program in the S%:ate Department Auditorium,’
not in a hotel.

3. Present the problems in each area of drug abuse and the

Administration's response or proposed response.

Despite the effort to focus on the Attorney General as
the Administration's drug combatant, I disagree with

- Timmons' idea of having Justice issue the invitation.

The problem is broader than law enforcement; the

program will be more encompassing than law enforcement
and the President has stated that more severe prison
sentences are not the answer. I believe the liberals

in Congress would vociferously denounce such an invitation.

I believe the invitation should issue from either the
President or a joint invitation from Secretary Finch
and Attorney General Mitchell. '

If we could quickly package a new Administration initiative
to fund community treatment agencies a la District of
Columbia Narcotics Treatment Agency, I believe the

‘President should make that announcement in his address

to the Conference as evidence of the Administration's
concern. A major announcement would add substance

. and greater P. R. value to the day.

JEFF DONFELD

Attachment
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

ANNOTATED AGENDA

A. M.

9:10-9:15 - Vice President Agnew--Introduction of
the President

9:15-9:30 ' Remarks by President Nixon--Announce
new initiative in rehabilitation to match
vigorous law enforcement efforts. In
the alternative, an overview of the drug
problem. In the alternative an overview
of the Administration's posture.

LAW ENFORCEMENT

9:30-9:45 The Source: John Ingersoll, Director,
BNDD, narrates with slides the smuggling
routes, clandestine foreign laboratories
~and discussions with Turkish government
aimed at eradicating poppy crops.

9:45-10:05 ' Smuggling: Myles Ambrose, Commissioner,
’ Bureau of Customs, narrates with slides
the ingenious means of smuggling illicit
drugs into the country. Well-known Senator
and well-known lady can be planted in
audience with smuggling vest and hair piece.

10:05-10:45 Domestic Law Enforcement: John Ingersoll
describes the magnitude of the illicit drug
market, organized crime's involvement,
the legitimate pharmaceutical industry.
-False samples of drug packets could be
passed through the audience. Present
special agents in guise and invite questions
from audience.

10:45-11:00 Coffee Break

11:00-11:30 : The Response: Attorney General John N. Mitchell
, discusses salient features of Controlled

Dangerous Substances Act.
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A. M.

11:30-12:00

P, M.

12:00-1:30

1:30-1:50

1:50-2:20

2:20-3:20, 2:20-2:50

3:20-3:30, 2:50=3:00

Communication Gap: John Broger, Director
of the Office of Information for the Armed
Forces, presents a one-half hour version

of his presentation in order to break the
pace of the day.

Lunch--State Department Dining Rooms
PREVENTION

Bud Wilkinson, Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee

on Drug Abuse, discusses the results

of the Committee's efforts: Education Curriculum,
Teacher Training, National Clearinghouse

for Drug Abuse Information, Professional
Training and Mass Media. )

I make this recommendation being of

sound mind. Some to-do has been made

in testimony on the Hill about the Committee.
I believe the image of a viable committee
should be perpetuated for fear of the
consequences of not doing so.

MEDICAL ASPECTS

Research: Secretary Robert Finch discusses,

with movie background, the on-going
research into the medical aspects of

drug abuse. Dr. Stanley Yolles demonstrates
with live rats the consequences of

narcotic addiction.

Rehabilitation: A cleaned-up version of
""The Concept, ' or closed-circuit television,
psychiatric group therapy session.

Conclusion--The President or John Ehrlichman.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

Mr. John Dean

Associate Deputy Attorney General
Department of Justice

Washington, D.C.
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Form DJ-150
(Ed. 4-26-65)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Memorandum

TO ! Mr. John W. Dean, III DATE: April 28, 1970
Associate Deputy Attorney General

“3;%2
rrom W7 Michael R. Sonnenreich
Deputy Chief Counsel
BNDD

SUBJECT: American Medical Association Objections
to the Controlled Dangerous Substances
Act, S.3246

The following are the major objections raised by the
American Medical Association in opposition to the
Controlled Dangerous Substances Act:

1. The AMA objects to the registration and attendant
recordkeeping and inventory requirements imposed on
physicians dispensing controlled dangerous substances.
The apparent basis for this objection is that it
places undue burdens on the dispensing physician
which are unwarranted since the dispensing physician,
they claim, is not a source of illicit drug diversion.

2. The AMA objects to both the special registration re-
quirements for researchers conducting research in
schedule I drugs and the criteria for denial of such
registrations. Their objections are based on the
opinion that the registration requirements will be
an impediment to legitimate research and the language
of the denial criteria is such that it opens the
door for arbitrary action on the part of the Attorney
General in denying registrations and thus precluding
necessary research.

3. The AMA opposes the Attorney General being vested
with the authority to bring dangerous substances
under control. They would prefer to see control
authority vested in the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare since drug control, as they see it, is
essentially a medical and scientific determination.

4. The AMA objects to the provision authorizing the
Attorney General to conduqt‘research to identify
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and characterize dangerous substances having a
potential for abuse. They see this as a function
of the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare since they claim the Department of
Justice does not have the capabilities for
conducting this type of research.
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May 4, 1970

Honorsble Paul G. Rogers
House of Representatives
%&sﬁiﬂg’bﬁﬁ & Bv ﬁi <

Dear Congressman Rogers:

Thnis ie in response to your inguiry regarding
the responsibility of the Bureau of Prisons for the imple-
mentation of the Narcotic Addict Rehablilitation Act of 1966,
The Act 1s composed of four major Titles, three of which
are lmplemented by the Netional Institutes of Mental Health.
The Bureau of Prisons has been delegated the authority to
implement Title II, This section of the Act includes those
convicted of federal offenses, and who are found to be
addicted to narcoties and likely to be rehabllitated through
treatment.

‘ In order to fulfill the legislative objectives
which includes intensive treatment and aftercare, the
Bureau of Prisons has staffed and developed specianl nar-
cotic treatment units at the Federal Correctional Institue-
tion, Danbury, Comnectlcut, Pedersl Reformastory for VWomen,
Alderson, West Virginia, Pederal Corrsctional Institution,
Terminal Island, California, and & young adult facility
at Milan, Michigen. On or about July 1, 1970, an additional
unit will be gpening at La Tuns, Texas.

Prior to opening its own uniis, the Bureau of
Priscons temporarily used the facilitieg of the clinical
raegearch centers at Lexington, Kentucky, and Fort Worth,
Texas. By August 1968, all Title II commitments were being
designated to Bureau of Prisgong facilities. Since the
Bureau began using its own institutions for Title II cases,
a total of 453 have been committed for treatment. To date,
159 have been found ineligible for treatment. The majority
of these were found inelifible becsuse they either falled
to meet the legal criteria for commitment under Title II
or refused the program. Of the 156 cases released from
Buresu institutions, teenty-two -~ or 12.2% -- have violated
the conditions of their parole. OFf the 136 that remain
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Honorable Paul G. Hogers
Page Two

under parole supervision, thirty-five have been in the
community six months or loncer.

, Aftercare is an importsnt element in the legis-
iation, The Buresu of Prisons has, therefors, consummated
approximately forty-six contracts for af'tercare services

in more than thirty states. Contracts have been made with
communi bty mental health clinices, medical schools, famlily
service agencles, and private individuals, BServices Include
social work counseling, individual and/or group psycho-
therapy, fanmily counseling, self-help groups (utilizing ex-
addict lesdership), urine testing, educational and vocational
training, ete. Eaeh Title II case released to parole super-
vision is placed with an aftercare agency whose responsibility
is to fulfill his aftercare treatment needs as ocutlined by
the institution.

Continuity between the incare and conmunity care
phases of the progras is the key element upon which the
program has been designed. A "treatment team” approsch in-
volving institution personnel, the aftercare agency, and
the supervising probation and parole officer hes been
developed to aitain continuiiy and intenslity of service,

Ag a means of further achieving the objectives of the Act,
the Bureau of Prisons has initiated a series of orientation
meetings whereby aftercare agency staff and probatlon and
parcle officers meet frequently with institution staff to
participate in and contribute to all phases of the progran.

A research component has been developed and wae
implemented at the inception of the prograem. Intake, pre-
release and post-release daia collection schedules have
been designed to determine program effectiveness. While it
is still too early to make any objective evaluation as to
the succese or fallure of the program, the first of several
g%@%ﬁiﬁﬁ reports should be aveilabls within the next few

, We hope this provides you with the informetion
you desire. In addition to the sbove, you will find
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Honorsble Paul G. RHogers
Page Three
May 4, 1970

snclosed a reprint of an articls published by merbers of
the Bureau of Prisons staff cutlining thelr progran,

Sincerely,

, Jotnm ¥, Dean, 11X
Agsoeciste Deputy Attorney Genersl

Enclosure
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Memorandum to the Attorney General on the need for ome

codified narcotic and dangerous drug law.

The distinction between many of the narcotic drugs and many of the
"dangerous drugs' (amphetamines, barbiturates, etc.), is a legal "
differentiation that has its routes in history not in reason.

For example, many of the Class B narcotics have the same or less

qf an abuse potential than the amphetamines and barbiturates.

The hallucinogens, such as LSD, have as high or even higher abuse
potential than marihuana. Therefore, it is no longer scientifically
acceptable to continue to distinguish between these drugs or to

create parallel systems for comtrol.

Because of tﬁe need to treat the drugs as individual chemical
substances rather than using class denominations, e.g. narcotics,

it is essential that there be one regulatory scheme that is flexible
enough to adequately control all these drugs based on their abuse
potential and their pharmalogical basis. This is essential so that the
Federal Government will have uniform regulatory controls for each of
the schedules, under which the drugs are listed. It makes no sense
to perpetuate the separation of narcotics from the rest of the
dangerous drugs and impose an unrelated recordkeeping, inventory,

and registration scheme. It is better to have both together under
common criteria so that if, for example, methamphetamine and morphine
are considered equal in abuse potential, then they can be controlled

similiarly for regulation purposes under one standard. This allows
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for a better understanding of these laws by the legitimate industry,
from the manufacturerto the practitioner, and allows law enforcement
to have one frame of reference with which to work. It makes no
sense to perpetuate a bifurcated system of control that is based

on different statutory timing rather than logic or reason.

It is imperative from a credibility point of view that there be

one set of penalties applying to all drugs being controlled at the
Federal level. Although there will be distinctions based on the
scheduling of various drugs and the drugs themselves, it makes good
sense to have just one schedule of penalties that will be

responsive to scientific information on a drug's harm and permit

the tailoring of penalties and regulatory controls to fit the

facts. To pérmit parallel systems with narcotics and marihuana on

one side, and dangerous drugs on the other will perpetuate the
credibility gap as to the Federal intent in this area. If marihuana
were to be removed and placed with the hallucinogens (where it belongs),
this would help the credibility gap and the general acceptance of

the law, but would then negate any reason for not combining all the
drugs under one roof since the jurisdiction of marihuana resides in
the House Ways and Means Committee, and the jurisdiction for dangerous

drugs is now in the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee.
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The reasoning behind the utilization of the Taxing Power for the
marihuana and narcotic laws was that there was concern in 1914 and
1937 as to whether or not the Commerce Clause could be extended

to cover the Federal control of these drugs. The Supreme Court's
development and extension of the Commerce Clause clearly lays to
rest the original worries as to its applicability. The passage

of the Drug Abuse Cont:pl Amepdments of 1965, based on the Commerce
Clause, sﬁgﬁs;ééﬁgreséiéhalwzéééptéﬁéefofVthewGommercewGlause

as a .proper .constitutional basis.

The money penalties assessed under the Taxing Power have been replaced
in the Controlled Dangerous Substances Act by high fines of both a
civil and criminal nature. The ability to punish by imposing

economic sanctions is therefore retained. For example, commercial
violations (Prohibited Act B, of S5.3426) carry fines of up to

$25,000 which would be available in the same manner as the taxes
imposed for unlawful transfer in the Narcotic Tax Act and the Harrison

Narcotic Act.

In the eyes of many people, especially the public at large, there

is real scepticism in using tax penalties for marihuana and narcotic
violations. In the judgment of many, this smacks of 'deviousness' and
creates more of the credibility gap in this already emotionally

charged area.
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control. Questiong of self-incrimination under the Fifth

n the Leary and

}._lo

Amendment have been successfully raised

Covington cases, which follow up the Marchetti, Grosso and
Haynes decisions. Further presumption of illegal importation
upon which Federal possession cases have been made, have been
successfully attacked on marihuana, cocaine and all nar-

sensed

o+

cotic drugs except heroin. The general sentimen
in the Court is that the predicate for the system of control
could stand revision and be updated and placed on a firmer

constitutional base.
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Form DJ-150
(Ed. 4-26-65)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Memorandum

TO : Mr. John W, Dean, III paTE: April 8, 1970
Associate Deputy Attorney General

FROM : Michael R. Sonnenreich
Deputy Chief Counsel

SUBJECT: Proposed Changes and Areas Subject to Negotiation in
the Controlled Dangerous Substances Act, S.3246.

Enclosed are three attachments which outline recommended
changes, changes presently being considered, and changes
subject to negotiation in the Controlled Dangerous
Substances Act, S.3246,.

Attachment 1 lists those changes which I feel should be
made. Most of these are of a technical nature and should
pose little or no problem with the members of the House
Subcommittee on Health and Welfare.

Attachment 2 lists one change which I am presently
considering, but I am presently not in a position to
commit myself one way or another.

Attachment 3 lists proposed alternate language to two
sections which came under attack during the recent
Subcommittee hearings in the House. The first deals with
alternate language to subsection 303 (f) concerning special
registrations for schedule I researchers. The second
concerns education and research authority under

subsection 602(a). The proposed alternate language to
section 602(a) is for the most part one of Hughes'
amendments offered on the Senate floor when S.3246 was
under debate.

It should be noted that the one non-negotiable item is the
control authority vested in the Attorney General.

I anticipate that these changes will be updated and refined
in the near future.
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Mr., John W. Dean, III April 8, 1970
Associate Deputy Attorney General

Michael R. Sonnenreich
Deputy Chief Counsel

Proposed Changes and Areas Subject to Negotiation in
the Controlled Dangerous Substances Act, $§.3246,

Enclosed are three attachments which outline recommended
changes, changes presently being considered, and changes
subject to negotiation in the Controlled Dangerous
Bubstances Act, 85.3246.

Attachment 1 lists those changes which I feel should be
made. Most of these are of a technical nature and should
pose little or no problem with the members of the House
Subcommittee on Health and Welfare.

Attachment 2 lists one change which I am presently
considering, but I am presently not in a position to
commit myself one way or another.

Attachment 3 lists proposed alternate language to two
sections which came under attack during the recent
Bubcommittee hearings in the House. The first deals with
alternate language to subsection 303 (f) concerning special
registrations for schedule I researchers. The second
concerns education and research authority under
subsection 602(a). The proposed alternate language to
section 602(a) is for the most part one of Hughes'
amendments offered on the Senate floor when £.3246 was
under debate.

It should be noted that the one non-negotiable item is the
‘econtrol authority vested in the Attorney General.

I anticipate that these changes will be updated and refined
in the mear future.
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ADMA~R April 2, 1970

CC~F

Michael B. Sonnenreich
Deputy Chief Counsel

Meoting with Governor VWilliam G. Milliken of Michigan
to Discuss the Uniform State Controlled Dangerous
Substances Act.

On April 1, 1970, I met with Governor William G, Milliken
at the State Capital in lLansing, Michigan, at 1:30PM.

This meeting with the Governor was followed-up with another
meeting lasting some 70 minutes with the following persons:
Richard D, Mclellan, Administrative Assistant to the

Governor; Jogeph H. Thibodeau, Legal Advisor to the Governor;
Bobby Crim, Executive Secretary to the House Speaker; Herman
Fishmen, Executive Secretary, Michigan Board of Pharmacy;

Lou Sesti, Executive Director, Michigan Pharmacy Association;
Bruce Timmons, Counsel, House Judicisry Committee; Dale ¥Warner,
State Representative.

The Governor scemed most interested in the Model legisliation
and asked many general gquestions about the scope of the

drug problem, both nationally and within the State of
Michigan. He evidenced some concern over the amount of
illicit diversion over drug abuse, and wanted to know
whether the Model Act covered this problem. 1 assured him
that it did and discussed why the regulatory controls over
the legitimate industry and the illicit trafficking provisions
were all incorporated in this one Act. He further asked about
research, rehabilitation, and education programs at the
Federal level. I explained to the Governor that this Act
was a law enforcement measure and it did not deal with
rehabilitation at all, and that it deplt with education

and research only in a peripheral sense. The Governor
assured me that he would review the Act with his staff and
wonld let us knovw whether or not the State of Michigan would
proceed with the Act at this time. He wanted to know if
Federal assistance would be available to the States in
preparing the bill after the decision is made to go ahead.

I assured him that we would be ready to assist in any way
possible.

cc: Mr. John W. Dean
Associate Deputy Attorney General
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I then met with the menbers of the Governor's staff and
discussed the relation between the Model bill and the
Federal Act. A great deal of the discussion was focused
on the penalty structure. I explained to them that the
actual setting up of penalties would be left up to the
States as it was ocutside the area of Federal concern.

The staff recognized the need for uniformity in this area
between the States and the Federal Government.

At the conclusion of the meeting it was agreed that

Mr, Thibodeau would contact me in the near future in regard
to any decision made by the siaff as to the introduction

of the Model legislation. 1 also pointed out the fact that
this was a lModel Act rather than a Uniform Act. I explained
the role of the National Conference of Commissioners ol
Uniform State Law. The feelings expressed by the staff members
were that they did not have to wait for a Uniform Act but
would, of course, conform to any Uniform Act once it was
approved by the National Conference of Commissioners on
Uniform State Law.
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ATTACHMENT 1

On page 6, line 20, delete subsection (h) defining the
terms '"deliver" or '"delivery."

Cn page 7, line 21, change the definition of "dispense"
in subsection (k) to read as follows:

&

"*Dispense' means to distribute a controlled
dangerous substance to an ultimate user or
human research subject by or pursuant to the
lawful order of a practitioner, including the
prescribing, administering, packaging, labeling,
or compounding necessary to prepare the substance
for such distribution. 'Dispenser' is a practitioner
who distributes a controlled dangerous substance
to an ultimate user or human research subject'.

On page 8, line 3, change the definition of "distribute"
in subsection (1) to read as follows:

~ "'Distribute' means the actual, constructive,
or attempted transfer of a controlled dangerous
substance, whether or not there exists an agency
relationship. 'Distributor' means a person who
actually or constructively transfers, or attempts
to transfer, a controlled dangerous substance,
whether or not there exists an agency relationship."

On page 12, line 3, insert the words "except as otherwise
provided herein." immediately after the word "States."

so as to make subsection (z) beginning on line 1 read

as follows:

"(z) 'United States' means all places and
waters, continental or insular, subject to
the jurisdiction of the United States, except
as otherwise provided herein."

On page 14, line 21, change subparagraph (3) by inserting
"in treatment'" immediately before the word '"under' so as
to read: "a lack of accepted safety for use in treatment
under medical supervision."

On page 17, lines 1 through 17, insert in the appropriate
alphabetical order the following schedule I opium
derivatives and renumber where appropriate: Acetorphine,
Cyprenorphine, Dihydro morphine, Dihydro codeine,
Etorphine, -and Pholcodine.
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“ATTACHMENT 1 (continued)

7. On page 18, line 11, change clause (12) to read
"Tetrahydrocannabinols."

8. On page 19, beginning with line 3, delete all through
line 13 and insert in lieu thereof the following:

" (1) Opium and opiate, and any salt, compound,
derivative, or preparation of opium or opiate;

(2) Any salt, compound, derivative, or
preparation thereof which is chemically equivalent
or identical with any of the substances referred
to in clause 1, except that these substances shall
not include the isoquinoline alkaloids of opium.

(3) Opium poppy and poppy straw.

(4 Coca leaves and any salt, compound, derivative,
or preparation of coca leaves, and any salt, compound,
derivative, or preparation thereof which is
chemically equivalent or identifical with any of
these substances, except that the substances shall
not include decocainized coca leaves or extraction
of coca leaves, which extractions do not contain
cocaine or ecogine."

9. On page 20, line 23, change clause (2) by deleting
"well documented and approved" and inserting in lieu

thereof "currently accepted,'" so as to read "(2)
currently accepted medical use in the United States;

and, ."

10. On page 41, line 14, delete the words "United States"
and insert in lieu thereof the words '"continental

United States, State of Hawaii, or Puerto Rico from

any insular possession or other place subject to the
Jurisdiction of the United States, or to import or land
into the United States, as defined in subsection 102(z),
from any place," so as to make section 401(a), beginning
on line 13, read as follows: ‘
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11.

12,

13,

14,

15.

ATTACHMENT 1 (continued)

"Sec. 401(a). It shall be unlawful to
import or bring into the continental United States,
State of Hawaii, or Puerto Rico from any insular
possession or other place subject to the jurisdiction
of the United States, or to import or land into
the United States, as defined in subsection 102(z),
from any place any controlled dangerous substance
listed in schedules I or II . . .,"

On page 56, line 6, insert the words "of this section or
for purposes'" immediately before the word "of,'" so as ‘
to make the sentence beginning on line 4 read as follows:
"Discharge and dismissal under this section shall be
without court adjudication of guilt and shall not be
deemed a conviction for purposes of this section or for
purposes of disqualifications or disabilities imposed by
law . . . . "

On page 57, lines 16 and 17, delete the words '"the
commission of the offense," and insert in lieu thereof
the words "his conviction for that offense," so as to
make subsection (b) beginning on line 15 read as

follows: "For purposes of this section, an offense shall
be considered a second or subsequent offense, if prior to
his conviction for that offense, the offender has at any
time . . . . "

On page 88, between lines 17 and 18, add a new subparagraph
(g) which reads as follows:

"(g) an evaluation of the efficacy of existing
marihuana laws."

On page 103, line 17, insert new section 908 which reads
as follows: '

"REPUBLISHING OF SCHEDULES
Sec. 908. The schedules set out in section 202
of this Act shall be up-dated and republished on
a semi-annual basis for two years from the effective
date of this Act and thereafter on an annual basis."”

On page 103, line 18, renumber '"Sec. 908" as '"Sec. 909."
Appropriate changes should be made in the table of
contents on page 3 by renumbering "Sec. 908. Effective
Date' as '"Sec. 909. Effective Date." New section 908
should be reflected as '"Sec. 908. Republishing of
Schedules."

Reproduced at the Richard Nixon Presidential Library



ATTACHMENT 2

1. On page 69, between lines 15 and 16, add a new
subsection (c), which reads as follows:

"(c) Except in emergency situations covered

in subsection 401 (a) (2) (A), prior to issuing

a registration under section 303(a) of this

Act to a bulk manufacturer of a controlled
dangerous substance included in schedule I or II
of Title II of this Act, and prior to issuing a
regulation under section 401(a) of this Act
authorizing the importation of such a substance,
the Attorney General shall give manufacturers
holding registrations for the bulk manufacture of
the substance an opportunity to be heard at a
hearing held under section 554 of title 5,
United States Code."
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ATTACHMENT 3

1. Alternate language to section 303 (f):
On page 32, beginning with 1line 1, delete all through
line 18 and insert in lieu thereof the following:

"(f) Practitioners shall be registered to

dispenge substances in schedules II through IV

if they are authorized to dispense under the

law of the State in which they practice. A
registration application by a practitioner who
wishes to conduct research with schedule I substances
shall be referred to the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare for advice. The Secretary
shall promptly advise the Attorney General
concerning the qualifications and competency of
every practitioner requesting registration, as

well as the merits of the research protocol.
Registration for the purpose of bona fide research
with schedule I substances by a practitioner

deemed qualified by the Secretary may be denied

by the Attorney General only on a ground specified
in Subsection 304 (a) or on the ground that

the proposed procedures are inadequate to safeguard
against diversion of such substances from legitimate
medical or scientific use."

2. Alternate language to section 602(a):
On page 64, beginning with line 12, delete all through
line 24 and insert in lieu thereof the following:

"Sec. 602(a) The Attorney General is authorized
and directed to carry out educational and research
programs directly related to enforcement of the
control provisions set forth in this Act. Such
programs may include --

"(1l) educational and training programs
on dangerous substance law enforcement for
local, State, and Federal personnel:

"(2) studies or special projects
designed to compare the deterrent effects
of various enforcement strategies on drug
use and abuse;

"(3) studies or special projects designed
to assess and detect accurately the presence
of controlled dangerous substances in the
human body, including the development of rapid
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ATTACHMENT 3 (continued)

field identification methods which would
enable agents to detect micro-quantities
of such substances;

"(4) studies or special projects
designed to evaluate the nature and sources
of the supply of illegal drugs throughout
the country;

"(5) studies or special projects to
develop more effective methods of manufacture
or distribution to prevent diversion of
controlled dangerous substances into illegal
channels.'".

"(6) studies to identify and
characterize controlled dangerous substances
with potential for abuse.

)

Reproduced at the Richard Nixon Presidential Library



	img001
	img002
	img003
	img004
	img005
	img006
	img007
	img008
	img009
	img010
	img011
	img012
	img013
	img014
	img015
	img016
	img017
	img018
	img019
	img020
	img021
	img022
	img023
	img024
	img025
	img026
	img027
	img028
	img029
	img030
	img031
	img032
	img033
	img034
	img035
	img036
	img037
	img038
	img039
	img040
	img041
	img042
	img043



