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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

The Official Records of the United Nations Conference to consider amend
ments to the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961, are published, in two .

. volumes.
Volume I (E/CONF.63/10) contains, in addition to the list of delegations

and ~ other nece~sary organizational and preparatory documents, the proposed
amendments, the' Conference documents and reports, the Final Act, the Protocol
amending the'Single Convention on Narconc Drugs, 1961, and the resolutions.

VolumeiI(E/~ONF.63/10/Add.l) contains the summary records of the
plenary meetings of the Conference and of the meetings of the main committees
-Committee I.. and Committee U--of the Conference. The summary records
include the corrections requeste1. by delegations and such editorial changes as were
considered necessary.

Symbols of United Nations documents are composed of capital letters and
with figures. Mention of such a symbol indicates a reference to a United Nations
document. .
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ABBREVIATIONS

ICPO/INTERPOL

WHO

International Crimio$il Police Organization

\Vorld Health Organization

1~12 Convention

1925 Convention

1931 Convention

1936 Conventton

1948 Protocol

1953 Protocol

1961 Convention
(Single
Convention)

1971 Convention

'"* lie

International Opium Convention, signed at The Hague on 23
January 191:

Intem~tionalOpium Convention, signed at Geneva on 19 February
1925, as amended by the Protocol signed at Lake Success,
New York, on 11 December 1946

Convention for limiting the manufacture and regulating. the
distribution of narcotic drugs, signed at GeD.eva on 13 July
1931, as amended by the )?rutocol signed at Lake Success,
New Ycrk~ on 11 De~ember 1946

Convention for the suppression of the illicit traffic in dangeroUis
drugs, signed at Geneva on 26 June 1936, as amended by the
Protocol si.gned at Lake Success, New York, on 11 December
1946

Protocol signed at Paris on 19 November 1948, bringing under
international control drugs outside the scope of the Convention
of 13 July 1931 for limiting the manufacture and regulating the
distribution of narcotic drugs, as amended by the Protocol
signed at Lake Success, New York, on 11 December 1946

Protocol for limiting and regulating the cultivation of the poppy
plant, the production of, international and :vholesale trade in,
and use of opium, signed at New York on 23 June 1953

Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, signed at New York on
30 March 1961

Convention on Psychotropic Substances, sign~ri at Vienna on 21
February 1971

NOTES

1. For ee!Se of references, an index to the amendmertt~ (proposed or adopted) ·t.n
the articles of the Single Convention, in numerical order of the articles,
6.howing document symbols and the pages of this volume where the texts are
reproduced, is provided in annex .... 1:0 this volume.

2. Annex n to this volume contains9 for purposes of comparison, a table giving
side by side, the text of articles of the Single Convention and the text of the
modifications effected by the 1972 Protocol. For the text of the Single Con
vention, see United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 520, p. 151.
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1769th plenary meeting,
·20 May 1971.

(i) Parties to the Single Convention;
(ii) Other States Members of the United Nations

or members of specialized agencies of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency or parties to
the Statute cf the Intematidnal Court of Justice;

(ill) The World Health Organization and other
interested specialized agencies, with the same
rights as they have at sessions of the Economic
and Social Council;

(iv) The International Narcotics Control Board, with
the same rights as it has at sessions of the
Economic and Social Council;

(v) The International Criminal Police Organization,
with the same rights as it has at sessions of tlle
Commission on Narcotic Drugs; .

(c) To prepare provisional rules of procedure for
the conference;

(d) To provide summary records for the conference
and its committees;

3. Requests the Commission on Narcotic Drugs to
study at its twenty-fourth session proposals for amend
ments to the Single Conventioo, taking into consider
ation the need to ensure the efiectiveness of control of
both natural and synthetic drugs, with a view to sub
mitting comments as appropriate to the Conference;
these comments would be fully taken into account by
the Conference.

• Incorporatlug document B/CONP.63/2/Corr.2.

[Original text: English]
[17 December 1971]

The Secretary-General has the honour 10 communicate herewith the following
documents relating to the amendments to the Single Convention on Narcotic

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/2*

Comments. of the Commission on Nareotle Dmgs at its twenty-fourth session
regarding proposals for amendmenfsto the Single Convention OB Narcotie

.Drugs, 1961: DOte by the Seeretar,y.General

B. WORK OF THE COMMISSION ON .NARCOTIC DRUGS AT ITS TWENTY-FOURm SESSION
REGARDING PROPOSALS FOR AMENDMENTS TO THE SINGLE CONVEN'110N ON NARCOTIC
DRlJGSj 1961

PART ONE

Preparatory and organizational documents

A. RESOLUTION 1577 (L) OF THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL. CONVENING A PLENI·
!~OTENTIARY CONFERENCE TO CONSIDER AMENDMENTS TO TIlE SINGLE CONVENTION
ON NARCOTIC DRUGS, 1961

1

lie Tbistext is reproduced as it appears in Official Records of
the Economic and Social Council, Fiftieth Session, Supplement
No. J CB/S073 and Corr.l).

88 United Nations publications, Sales No. 62.,q.l.
84 See E/4966. [For. the text of the Convention, se~ Official

Records of the United Nations Conference for the adoption of
a Protocol on Psychotropic Substances, vol. 1 (United Nations
publication, Sales No. B.73.XI.3), p. 117.]

1577 (L)~ Convening ola plenipotentiary conference
to amend the Single Convention on Nareotie
Drugs, 1961

The Economic and Social COUncil,
l{oting that amendments have been proposed to the

Single Con.vention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961,83
Bearing in mind article 47 of that Convention,
Taking into consideration the Convention on Psycho

tropic Substances adopted at Vienna on 21 February
197184 and seeking to assure the effectiveness of control
of both natural and synthetic drugs. .

1. Decides to call, in accordance with Article 62,
paragraph 4, df the Charter of the United Nations, it
conference of plenipotentiaries to consider all amend
ments proposed to the Single Convention on Narcotic
Drugs, 1961;

2. Requests the Secretary-General:
(a) To convene such a conference as early as feasible

in 1972;
(b) To invite to the conference:
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L Preparatory and organizational documents

... ' .

explanations from the Government of the country or territory
in question. '

, Paragraph '2-Insert as a new paragraph 2 (and
make consequential renumberings of subsequent para~

graphs) the following:
If the Board considers that a local. inquiry w~uld contribute

to the elucidation of the situation it may propose to tbe Govern
ment concerned that a 'person or a conunittee of inquiry design
ated 'by the Board be sent to the country or t\irritory· in quest~,on.

If the Government fails to reply within tour months to the
Board's 'proposal such failure shall be considered a refusal to
consent. If the Government expressly consents to the inquiry,
it shaD be m.ade in collaboration with oBlcials designated by
that ··Government.

Paragraph 3-Replace the present paragraph 2 with
the following: . " ., .

The Board, wben calling the attention of the Parties, the
Council and the Commission to a matter; in accordance with
paragrapb 1 (c) above, may, if it is satisfied that such a course
is necessary, require the Parties to stoPt in .whole or in part,
within ninety days, the import of certain or all drogs, tbe export
of certain or an drugs, or both from or to the country or
territory concerned, either for'a designated period or until the
Board sball be satisfied ,as to the situation in tbat country or
territory. The State concerned shall be entitled to be beard by
the Board before a decision is taken by, the Board under this
paragJ'8pb. At any time after a decisiCln .is taken by .the Board
UDder' this paragraph the State·concerned may.briJ1g the matter
before the Council, whicb may decide that tlte measures required
by the Board sball be approved, mOdified, or terminated.

A

TEXT OF' AMENDMENTS PROPOSED, AND
REASONS THEREFORE

<., . •

AMENJ>MENTS TO THE .SINGLS CONVENTION ON
NARCOTIC DRUGS, 1961, PROPOSED BY THBUNlTED
STATES OF AMERICA, S\WDEN, FRANCg AND PERU,
AND CONSIDERED: BY THE' COMMISSION

.
Drugs, 1961, considered by the Commission OD Narcotic Drugs at its twenty
fourth session, held at Geneva, frO!ll:_ 27 September to 21 October 1971:

The texts of the amendmentS sUbmitt~d by France, Peru, Sweden and the
United States of America brought to. the attention of th~ Commission and con
sidered by if,at. its· twenty...fourth session .(B/S082, ann~x VII); .

Summary records of the discussion on this matter <E/CN.7/SR.694, E/CN.7/
SR.69S, E/CN.7.JSR.708-713, E/CN.7/S~.719-72l);

The relevant chapter of the Commission's report OD. tht} session, including
the text of resolution 1 (XXIV) adopted by the CoDUllission ontbis. subject
(E/S082,chap. X);

Text of a statement made by the represen_tive of the International-Narcotics
CODtr~l Board on the role of the B9ard unfier the treaties (ibid., annex VllI).

1. Texts of the amendments to the Single Convention
00· N.-qUc .Drugs, 1961, submitted by France,
Peru, Sweden and the United Sta. of. America
and .brought to the attention of the Commission on
Narcotic Drogs and considered by it at its twenty
fourth session··

Amendments p~oposed by th.e United States of America

A.rticle ·2
Paragraph 6--Revise' to read CC •••opium is subject to

the provisions of articles 19, 21bis, 23 and 24, ..•".
'Paragraph 7-Revise to read with respect to the

opium' pappy,'c;•..subject to the control measures
prescribed in articles 19, 20, 21bis, 22 to 24; .••".'

'. '

Article 12 .
Paragraph ,S-Repiace this paragraph with the

foqoWlng: . ,
The Board sball approve or modify estimates submitted by

States as expeditiously as possible and consistent with the A.rticle 19
requirements of article 19. ,A State may at any time submit a
JUpplem,entatY '~ima~ ';which th~ BQai'd' may' approve or·' Paragraph 1~Replace 'the main. paragraph with the
modify. .In actin, 'tlD.der :.this article ~e· Boar4shall take into 'foUQw.mg:'· .
account the priorities of article 24. The Parties sball furnisb to the Board .'.each year fOf. each of
~ t" 14 their territories, in the manner and form prescribed by the

nr. lC,e '. _, _'. '. Board, aDd the: Board shaD approve or modify, estimates on
Paragraph 1 (a)-Replace the first sentence of this forms supplied by it.in respect of the foDowing matters:

paragraph witb 'the-followmg: ·t···· '.',;~ . : ' -.' .' .. ". '~',' ,',.~'" ',':". -~ '. " '... ' ': ", .'
If th b • I 'f· J...:D". u··f4 ·i·ts·. d·· , ... I' 'tb' B''::';' h· . . .Insert as, an addition to sub-paragraph (d) the follow-, on e 8818 ouuormauon·a I8posa il e oalU as, •. "h' le • hi h ' .. th B d shall

reason to believe that the aims of this Convention arei:being - !pS·p ~~s~; .•••: W. C,'. 'e~timate e oar not
seriously endangered by reasonof.the·f~Uure of' any country :modify,
or territory to cartY 'out ihe _provisioD~' ol this Convention, or Add the following new sub-paragraphs: CC(e) area (in
that there is a danger of any country' or territory becoming a hectares) to be cultivated for the opium poppy; and
centre of illicit traftie. the. Bpanf shall bav~ tb,e right to ·askfuf:' '(f) quantity' of opium to be produced."

. . 'Paragraph 2-Renumber- thiS paragraph as 2 (a) and
•• Reproduced in Official Records 01 the Economic and insert the phrase ecexcept opium" after the phrase ecfor

Sac"" Wncil, Filty-second Session, Supplement No. 2 (E/SO~2~,_. ·ea~b ..t~r.rit9~ ~~::~aeh.:clrug"~' :....:... .
ann-nxese ~endments were subsequently superseded by the pro- Insert a new sub-paragraph numbered 2 (b) as
posals in documents B/CONF.63/S and E/CONF.63/6. :: follows:
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Subject to the deductions refe~ to in-. PJlragraph. 3 ..of
article 21, the total of the estimates for each tenitory and
opium shall consist of the sum of the amounts specifi~ under
sub-para81'aphs (a), (b) and (d) ot paragtaph 1 of this article,
with the addition of any amount required to -bring the actual
stocks on hand at 31 December of the preceding year to the
level estimated as provided In sub-paragraph (c) of paragraph 1,
or of the amount specified under sub-paragraph (f) of para
Sf8ph 1 of this article, whichever is higher.

Paragraph 3-Add at ~nd of the sentence the follow
ing phrase: cc•••which the Board shall approve or

odify• "m .

Article 20
'Insert as new sub-paragraph 1 (a) (and make con

sequential renumberings of subsequent sub-paragraphs)
the following: "cultivation of the opium poppy;" Delete
paragraph 3 and renumber paragraph 4as paragraph 3.

Article 21 bis
Insert the following new article:

Article 21 his

Limitation of production of opium.
1. The quantity of opium produced by any country or

tenitory in anyone year shall not exceed the estimate of
opium produced established,und~r paragraph 1 (f) of article 19.

2. From the quantity specified in paragraph 1 there shall
be deducted any quantity that has been seized and released for
licit use, as well as any quantity taken from special stocks for
the requirements of the civilian population.

3. If the Board finds that the quantity of opium produced
in anyone year exceeds the quantity specified in paragraph 1,
less any deductions required under paragraph 2, any excess so
established and remaining at the end of the year shall, in the
following year, be deducted from the quantity to be produced
and from the total of the estimate as defined in paragraph 2 (b)
of article 19.

Article 24
Iitsert a new paragraph numbered 6, ras follows:
6. All production, export, and import of opium under the

provisions of this article shall be subject to the provisions of
articles 12, 14, 19, 21 and 21 his.

Article 36
Sub-paragraph 2 (b)-Replace this sub-paragraph with

the following: .
(b) (i) Each of the offences enumerated in paragraph 1

'shall be deemed to be included as an extraditable offence in any
extradition treaty existing between Parties. Parties undertake to
include such offences as extraditable o~~nces in every extra
dition .treaty to be concluded between them.

(6) If a party which makes extradition'eonditional' on the
existence of a treaty receives a rcqu~t for extradition from
another Party with which it has no extradition treaty, it may
at· its option 'consider this Convention as a.e legal- basis for
extradition in ll"espect of the oitences enumerated in .paragraph 1.
Extradition shall be subject to the other conditionS provided by
the law of the requested Party. '.

fill) Parties which do not make extradition conditional on
the existence of a treaty shall recognize the offen~ enumerated
~ paragraph 1 as c:ltraditable offences between . themselves
subject to the conditions proVided .by the law of the requested
PartY. . '. . ... .

Memorandum of the United States of America respecting
its proposed amendments to the Single Convention
on Narcotic Drugs, 1961 .

The international community has long recognized
that. the legitimate interests of no State are' served by
illegal narcotics activity. The first general multilateral
convention relating to the suppression of the abuse of
opium and other drugs was signed at The Hague in
1912. The Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961,
codified earlier. conventions, significantly advanced ~e

principle that the production, manufacture, export, iIn
port, distribution of, trade in, use and possession of
narcotic drugs should be strictly limited to medical and
scientific purposes, and' provided for continuo'as inter",
national co-operation. The United States believes it is
now time for the intemationa;1 community to build on
the foundation of the S!ngle Convention, since a decade
has given a better perspective of its strengths and weak
nesses and of the magnitude of the narcotics problem.

The Urdted States signified its intention to propose
formal amendments to the. Single Convention at the
special session of the Commission on Narcotic Drugs
in September 1970. In now submitting· those amend,:"
ments, the United States :believes that an international
conference, as envisaged in article 47, should consiqer
them and all other.amendments that may be proposed
to strengthen the Single Convention on Narconc Drugs,
1961, early in 1972. It hopes that the Economic and
Social Council will decide to convene thi.s conference
and will request the CoD1J1iission on Narcotic Drugs to
devote part of its session in September. 1971 to a pre
liminary consideration of the proposed amendments.
The United States will be gratified if States will con
sider its proposals as useful basis from. which to begin
their consideration of what is necessary to strengthen
the Single Convention, and it looks forward to a fruitful
dirrJogue when they have had an opportunity to develop
their 'own views.

The Single Convention provides essentially voluntary
restraints on parties With respect. to cultivation of.the
opium poppy, production of opium., manufacture .. of
opium-derived drugs, and import and export of these
substanc~s. The United States proposals are designed to
build wherever possibl~ on the existing .foundation and
to provide the international community with new author..
ity to control production and illegal traffic of nareotic
drugs. In particular, the United States proposest1l~t
the International Narcotics Control Board should'"be
strengthened. This Board,.composed of eleven. technical
experts serving in their individual· capacities, has demon
strated its ability to act impartially in seeking to restriCt
narcotics: activ~ty to medicaland·'scieittific requirements.

The United States believes that the- functions and
powers of the Board c~ be U&efuUy, stren~enea 'in
~ve key area~: ,:. '.

1. Access to inforinQtion. ·The 'Boud can.at·pre
sent require States to provide only information relating
to consumption of drugs, stocking of drugs, utilization
of drugs for the manufacture of other drugs, and import
and export of drugs. The United States', proposes ~at,

.-
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Explanatory note
The Swedish Gcvemmentshates the view held by

the Government of the United States, as expressed in a
letter of 18 March 1971, that the Single Convention
needs to be strengthened and that ways and means
should be found to increase the possibilities of action
.by. inten;tational .narcotics control organs. The Swedish
Government finds it. a.ppropriate to ..evise .th~ Single
Convention, especially as the Government has noticed

B

_.

Article 38: "Treatment of drug addicts" (cf. article 20
of the Convention on Psychotropic Substances)

1. Change the title of this article to read "Measures
against the abuse of narcotic drugs".

2. Delete the present text of the article entirely
and replace with the following:

1. The Parties shall take all practicable measures for the
prevention of abuse of narcotic drugs and for the early ident
ification, treatment, education, after-care, rehabilitation and
a~ial reintegration of the persons involved and shall co-ordinate
their efforts. to these ends.

2. The Parties shall as far as possible promote the tI:~inlng of
personnel in the treatment, after-care, rehabilitation and sbCial
re-iniegration of ab1l$ers of narcotic drop.

Amsndments proposed by Sweden

Article 36: "Penal provisions"
1. Re-number para. 1 as para. 1 (a)

2. Insert thereafter a new para. 1 (b), reading as
follows (cf. article 22, para. 1 (b) of the Convention
on Psychotropic Substances):

Notwithstanding the preceding sub-paragraph when abusers
of narcotic drugs have committed such offences, the Parties may
provide, either as an alternative to conviction or puni.,hment or
in addition to punishment, that such abusers undergo measures
of treatment, education, after-care, rehabilitation and social
reintegration in conformity with paragraph 1 of article 38.

~~.-.......~' .. '. ,"- .,-

by the amendment of articles 14, 19 and 20, it be given . traffic. As is the case at present, the country concerned
tbeimportant additional authority to inquire about the would continue to have the right to appeal to the
cultivation of the opium poppy and the production of Economic and Social Council as the political body
opium in the territory of a State party to the Single primarily responsible for supervision of the application
Convention. This will allow the collection of informatfron of the Single Convention.
a~ut . the raw material of narcotics from which illicit If these amendments are adopted, the international
diversion normally occurs. community will be able for the first time to require

2. Opportunity to make use of all available informa- as a matter of right full information on the cultivation
tion. The Board may now base its actions only on of the opium poppy and the production of opium, to
.information officially submitted by a. Government under order reductions in cultivation or production where
an article of the Single Convention or communicated there is a significant danger of illicit diversion or where
to it by United Nations organs. The United States' pro- w~rld needs are already being met, and to order world-
poses that, by the amendment of article 14, this authority WIde remedial measures to be taken. .
be added to, so t~at the Board could act on the basis Additionally, the United States believes it would be
of all information that might become available to it by desirable, by amending article 36, to strengthen the
any means, not only the information officially submitted extradition provisions contained in the Single Conven
but also other information which it might obtain through tion along the same lines as the new Convention for
public or private sour~s. This will be a particularly Suppression of Unlawful Seizure of Aircraft recently
useful addition to its powers, since the official informa- adopted at The Hague. Narcotics offences already
tion released by Governments often does not and cannot enumerated in the Single Convention would thus im-
proviCle data that are relevant to illicit diversion. mediately become extraditable offences.

3. Local. inquiry. The rapid spread of "har:d"
narcotics addiction has demonstrated the need to give
the Board authority, in certain instances, to designate,
with the agreement of the State concerned, an individual
or a team to make on-the-spot inquirj into drug-related
activities. The United States proposes that the Board
be given this authority by the amendment of article 14.

4. Power to' modify estimates. . The Single Con
ventionrequires parties to furnish the Board estimates
on consumption of drugs, stocking of drugs, and use
of drugs to manufacture other drugs. These estimates
are in· turn linked to the, manufacture and importation
of drugs. The Board now may only question these
estimates; it may not change them. The United States
proposes that, in addition to requiring estimates for
the first time on the cultivation of the opium poppy
and production of opium (the areas where the threat
of illicit diversion is greatest), the Board be given new
authority to modify estimates submitted by States. This
will permit the Board to control narcotics activity that
is, a real or potential source of illicit diversion and to
adjust that activity .to conform to world medical and
scientific .requirements as determined by experts. The
Unif~~ States proposes, therefore, the amendment of
articles 12, 19 and .24,. and the insertion of a new
article 21 bis entitled "Limitation of production of
~piwn". '

S•. Mandtltory embargo. The Board may now only
,recommend certain steps to States parties, including
that they cease the export and/or import of drugs to
or from a particular country when the Board believes
the aims of the Single Convention are being seriollsly
endanger.ed. by reasonot the faUureof the country
concerned to carry out the provi~ions of the Conven
tion. The United States proposes that by the amend':'
ment 'of article 14, ·the Board be given the power to
make such an embargo mandatory upon all parties in
the above circumstances 'or when it· determines that,
regardless of'intent or negligence, there is a danger'that
any. country or territory is becoming. a centre of illicit

·'~..
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with concern an incipient· abuse of -raw' opium in its
country. There are today some hundred opium abusers
in the Stockholm area. Luckily, Sweden has not yet
become plagued with heroin abuse" but, noting the
risk of such abuse, the Swedish Government is favour
~ble !O measures aimed at reducing the illicit traffic
m opIUm.

It is, however, the view of the Swedish Government
that one further aspect should be stressed in this con
text and that is that meaningful action 'against drug
abuse must be directed both 8.gainst supply and demand.
There must, in other words, be a proper balance
between control measures, law enforcement etc., on

. the one hand, and therapeutic and rehabilitative activity
on the other. The Swedish Government therefore affirms
that in the revision of the Single Convention both these
aspects have to be taken into consideration.

It is against this background that the Swedish
Govemment is proposing amendments to articles 36
and 38 of the Single Convention.

The Swedish amendments correspond almost ver
batim, mutatis mutandis, to articles 22 and 20 of the
Convention on Psychotropic Substances, in which,
according to the Swedish Government, the provisions
for treatment and rehabilitation of addicts are more
in line with modem views on drug abuse than those
of the Single Convention.

C

Amendments proposed by France

Article 10: "Terms of office arid remuneration of mem
bers of the Board"
Replace paragraph 1 by the foIIowing:
1. The members of the Board sb~;U serve for a period of

five years, and shall be eligible for re-election.

A.rticle 12: "Administration of the estimate system"
Replace paragraph 5 by the following:
S. Except as regards requirements for special purposes, the

~oard shall approve or amend the estimates submitted by StateS
~ •expeditiouslr as possible and in accordance with the pro
VISions ilf article 19. Any State may at any time submit
supplementary estimates which the Board may approve 'or
amend. .

A.rticle 14: "Measures by the Board to ensure the
execution of provisions of the Convention"
Add to paragraph 1 the following sub-paragraph:
(cl) If, on ilie basis of information at its disposal, the Board

has reason to believe that the purposes of this Convention are
seriously jeopardized [or] [and] that a country or territory would
seem to have become an important centre of illicit traffic, it
may, if it thinks such action necessary for the purpose of
clarifying the situation, request the Government concerned to
authorize the sending of [an investigator or committee of inquiry
appointed by the Board] [a representative of the Board or a
working party appointed by it] to the country or territory in
question. Before making such a proposai, the Board, in accord
ance with sub-paragraphs (b) and (c) above, must have asked
for explanations from the Government of the country' or
territory; concemed~ If the Government does not reply within
a period of four months to the request. to authorize [an invest-

igation by the Board] [a local survey by the Board), such failure
to reply shall be resarded as a refusal. If the Government gives
its express consent to the proposed [investigation] [survey], the
[investigation] [survey] shall be conducted in collaboration with
officials appointed by the Government and in confonnity with
procedures prescribed by the Government, due account being
taken of the constitutional, legal and administrative system of
the State concerned.

Explanatory note

Introduction

One is now in a position to say that the 1961
Convention has been a success, as witness the esta
blishment of the International Narcotics Control Board.
The work of the Board, which is displaying increasing
mastery of the difficult task entrusted to it by the
conventions, can only be a cause of gratification to all.

Seventy-nine States are parties to the 1961 Conven
tion., and it should be recalled that 17 States are
parties to the 1953 Protocol without yet having ratified
the 1961 Convention. This means that 96 States have
accepted, in respect of opium derivatives, either the
provisions of the 1961 Convention or the stricter pro.
visions of the 1953 Protocol.

It would therefore seem that a further step forward
can be taken, and that the time has come to give
practical effect to resolution 1577 (L) of the Economic
and S~ci~l Council ~y convening a conference of pleni
potentianes to consider all the amendments proposed
to the 1961 Single Convention. .

France's attitude to changes in the Single Convention
will be determined by tWo considerations:

1. France, as the responsible authorities of the
United Nations have clearly acknowledged, is still
as;;ociated with the 17 countries parties to the 1953
Protocol and not parties to the 1961 Convention, and
it cannot repudiate the attitude it took uo when the
Protocol was being discussed. and adoptec:t. At that
time, France was not directly concerned with the
problem of drug addiction and was guided only by
the wish for international unity·in the campaign against
this social problem.

2. While the amendments proposed might help to
reduce illicit trafficking, prior consideration should be
given to the question whether it would not be more
realistic to make use first of all the possibilities provided
by the treaties in force. Care must be taken to avoid
a situation in which some States refused to ratify certain
amendments because they infringed their constitutional
principles. The French aim will be to obtain as wide
a' measure of support as possible for new measures
needed to meet the considerable spread of drug
addiction.

Statement of reasons

1. Under' article 10 of the Convention, members
of the Board serve for a period of only three years.
The two tasks entrusted to the Board are of such a
delicate nature that members need time in which to
familiarize themselves with the situation. It would seem
rather unwise to bring about excessively frequent

. '"
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• These· texu are repl'C)duced as they .appear in documents
B/CN.71SR. or Min.696-703 and E/CN.7/SR. or Min.704-721.

1 United NatloftS pub1ication,SalesNo. 62.xI.l.

Sumr.lary reeords* of the diseussioD at the twenty
fO\uth session gfthe Commission OD Narcotic Drugs
rel~'ltiDg to the amendments to the Single Convention
on Narcotic Drop, 1961

[B/CN.7/SR.694]
SUMMARY RECORD OF THE SIX HUNDRED AND

NINETY-FOURTH MEETING

held on Friday, 1 October 1971, ~t 9.35 a.m.

Chairman: Dr. JOHNSON-ROMUALD (Togo)

(E/CN.7/SR.694, E/CN.7/SR.695,
it/eN.7/SR.708~713, ElCN.7/SR.719-721)

[Note: Only those parts of the summary records
relating to the consideration of proposed amendments
to the Single Convention are reproduced below.]

manufacture of alkaloids for export by countries not
producing coca. This would help to solve the grave
problems involved in the international control of the
production and manufacture of and trade in narcotic
drugs.

The effect would be that coca leaves would no longer
be regarded as an export product, and a step would be
taken towards effective international co-operation in
this matter.

The text of this amendment is submitted as a working
paper open to improvement in the light of discussion,
especially as regards the possibility of extending· the
proposal to other narcotic drugs.

AMENDMENT OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION ON NARCOTIC
DRUGS, 1961 (agenda item 10) (E/4971 and Add.!,
E/CN~7/540)

Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of America) said
that, pursuant to Economic and Social Council reso
lution 1577 (L), A plenipotentiary conference would
meet at Geneva in March 1972 to consider proposals
for amendment of the 1961 Single Convention on
Narcotic Drugs.! In preparation for that conference,
the. Council had requested the Commission at its current
session to examine and comment on proposed amend
ments.

Since the initial. lormat proposals for amending the
Convention (E/4971 and Add.l) stood in the "name of
his Government, it. seemed ~ppropriate that. he should
begin the debate by expltdmng them and telling the,
Comtnission Why the United States of America had
taken the lead in that effort to strengthel\ the Con
vention.

He would deal first \Vhy the United States had pro..
moted that initiative. The very existence· of the ever"

D

Amendmen,t prQPoset} by Peru

Article 27: "Additional provisions relatihg to coca
leaves"
Add thefollo\Ving text at the end of article 27,

paragraph 1: .
If a party imports cdCa leaves for the preparation of a

flavouring agent. it shall be authorized to. use them in the
extraction of·alkaloid$only to meet its doinestic requiteMents
and- in aecotdance with the estimates published by the Board.·

E'fplanatory note
This proposal is prompted by the responsibility of

Peru, as a coca-leaf producing country, to make every
effort in its power to prevent illicit traffic in narcotic
drugs. -

To this end, the manufacture' of alkaloids derived
fr~m coca leaves should .be limited· and controlled by
the couauies producing this narcotic drug..It is there->
fore essentiaItoi limit imports of coca leaves to the
quantities required by each importing C()U~try ,to meet
its domestic reqUitements,. and thus top:tevent the;

changes .in the .'membership, for that might have the
eft'ect ·of leaving t90 much to the Board's secretariat,
gratifying. though the quality of its services has so far
been. It is .on..aecount of· the same desire' that the
aOSfd should be independent. that France has always
oppos~d .the $uggest!Qn that its secretariat should be
merged with other United Nations services.

Lastly, the members of the Board should be assured
of an atmosphere of callil in which to go about their
duties. ,

For the above reasons, an amendxnent to ~cle 10
is proposed which would raise the period of service
of members to five year.s. "
. 2.. An am~ndment to article 12 is proposed which

would strengthen the powers of the Board with regard
to .the estimates of the consumption, manufacture and 2.
st9Cking of narcotic ~ ,drugs. It.ls no secret that m!my
Governments have taken~ .the. Board's unofficial advice
on .this point in the,·past. The moment therefore seems
ripe to make this practice officiat by empowering the
Board to modify certain estimates>, strictly ina~cordance

with the Convention, and ta~~g into account in
particular the provisions of article 19, paragraph. 1 (d),
and ~cle 21, paragraph 1 (e), relating to. "special
purposes". . . '

l

3", It wQuld seem essential to strengthen the powers
of· the Board as· laid down in micle 14 of the Con
vention. Experience has shown that an investigation'
or local survey of the problem raised either by the
impossibility of adequately controlling losses of narcotic
drUgs from the licit traffic, or by difficulties due to
illicit production or m~ufacture,. has been very en..
lightening, not only to.other countries but also to the
country concerned. Such a local inquiry must in no
ciretunstances, however, iDfringe .national sovereignty,
and the' amendment to article 14 has been drafted with
that imperative in mind. -
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annually. In the 'judgment of the United States, that
was an understatement; it believed there was a great
deal more. In fact, it had reason to believe that almost
that amount was produced in the South-East Asia area
alone. When the production in other parts of the world,
the Near and Middle East and Latin America, was
also considered, many hundreds of tons. were added
to the problem.

That defied the whole concept of the Single Con...
vention. The supposed objective was to limit the pro
duction and distribution of opium to medical and
scientific uses, but the treaty adopted in 1961 was not
achieving that objective. It had prevented diversion
from legitimate. channels and forced diversion back
to the point of original production. Now was the time.
to close that gap. Now was the time to adopt measures
that would provide better facilities to monitor and
regulate all aspects of the cultivation and distribution.
of opium and its products, both licit and illicit.

The Single Convention, at its adoption in 1961, had
represented the most significant consensus of States
up tl) that time on the control of narcotic drugs. In
1971, qowever, the drug abuse problem was so different
in degree from what it had been a decade before'
that it might be said to be different in kind•. Ten· y~ars·
previously, States were united in humanitarian concern
for the relative handful of unfortunates who had fallen·
victim to drug abuse, and had sought to protect by·
common action those not yet afiected. Today they faced
a rapidly spreading contagion to which no country
was immune and which threatened society itself. A
new cons~nsus was needed.

The United States proposals' in essence would in
crease the authority of the Board to enable it more
readily to ascertain the extent of compliance with the
Convention and to promote remedial actioB that would
adjust world opium production to medical and scientific
requirements, thereby preventing. diversion to illicit
uses. Admittedly, the task the United States proposed
should be given to the Board would not be easy for
it. But it had no doubt that the Board, motivated as
it was, would readily accept and responsibly discharge'
sucb new responsibilities.

Before commenting on each of the United States
proposals, he wished to refer to a 'point his Government
had made in transmitting its proposals to the Secretary..
General in March 1971'. In his letter to the Secretary..
General, the United States Ambassador to the United
Nations, Mr. Bush, bad said that the United States
believed its proposals would significantly strengthen the
international commumty'sabillty to restrict narcotics
uses exclusively to medical and scientific purposes. But
he had made it clear at the same time that the United
States did not presume to have ail the answers. It
recognized iliat there were other ways to approach
the problem and it urged other State5 to come' fprward
with their own ideas for improving the 1961· Con
vention. The United States Government would hope that
the Commission would also encourage countries to
come forward with proposals-and in sufficient time
so that they could be studied by Governments in ad-. :I United NationspubUcatioD, Sales-No. B.70.xr.2 (BJINCB/S).

growing narcotic addiction the world' faced at the
present time was in itself eloquent evidence that the
Single Convention's provisions for controlling the pro
duction of and traffic in narcotics required review.

Each time efforts had been made to formalize and
give permanent structure to the fight against drug abuse
in a multilateral treaty, going back to President Thee
dore Roosevelt's call in 1909 for a conference to ban
opium smoking, and each time the Commission had
entered into a session of the present kind, the United
States had sought more effective cOliitrol of the pro
duction of opium.

The United States representatives had come to the
1925 Conference desiring more rigid control and
limitation on opium production. They had not suc
ceeded. Again in 1931, the United States had come
to a conference intent on persuading Governmellts to
adopt' the concept that nothing could be. done to'
resolve the addiction problems of the world so long
as opium was so freely available. Although some
progress had been made with the coming into force
of the 1931 Convention, the matter of over-production
of opium and the lack of adequate intemational regu
latory machinery had remained.

In the post-war period, the results of those deficien
cies in international controls had begun to be apparent.
The United St2tes had, however, been panlcularly
pleased with the Conference which had produced the
1953 Protocol. That treaty was designed to limit and
better regulate the cultivation of the poppy and the'
production and distribution of opium.

In 1961, Governments had recognized that narcotic
drugs continued to be a serious evil, rmd they had
designed a new comprehensive Single Convention on
Narcotic Drugs-in the hope of doing what no other
treaty had done, i.e. limiting production and distri
bution of narc',otic drugs exclusively to medical and
scientific uses. Unfortunately, in the view of the United
States, the Single Convention had not provided sufficient
regulatory measures to carry ou~ its intent and purposes.

To determine what had been happening through the
years since the system of intemational controls had
been in action, it was only necessary to look' at the
1969 report of. the International Narcotics' Control
Board':~ A graphic illustration .in that report showed
that the licit production of opium had steadily declined
from a high of o'Ver 1,700 tons in 1930 to an a'\ierage
of about 800 tons annually between 1963 and 1968.
One might have assumed that something had been
accomplished, even taking note of the fact tJ;tat in 1969
declared production was about 1,200 tons.

What the diagram did not show, and what tile United
States beUeved to be indicative of inadequate regulatory
provisions in the Single Convention, was that there
was' today more opium available for illicit purposes
than ever before. As the production of opium for
legitimate use decreased, more opium was becoming
available for illicit use. The Board conservatively
estimated an illicit production of over 1,200 tons

1
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vance of their participation in the March 1972 Con
, ference.

As he' had already noted, the United States proposals
sought to strengthen the Convention by giving the
International Narcotics Control Boatd greater authority
to act and a better basis for action.

It seemed to the United States that the Board was
seriously handicapped, because it did not in the first
place have adequate access to information about the
cultivation of the opium poppy and opium production.
It considered it essential 'that the Board should have
full information about those stages in the narcotics
cycle, because they were now the critical points at
which the risk of illicit production or diversion of raw
materials was greatest.

A~ording1y, it had proposed that articles 19 and
20 should be amended to enable the Board, as a
matter of right, to obtain. from States-first, estimates
of their intended poppy cultivation and opium pro
duction, . and· then accurate statistics of what had
actually occurred. Under the present' Convention~ sta
tistical .returns on the past year's poppy cultivation
were available to the Board only as a matter of favour.
The United. States believed that the requirements it
proposed \ would in fact impose little if any added
administrative burden on producer States in View of
the existing requirements of article 23. Moreover, States
parties to the' 1953 Protocol W0re even now required
to furnish most' of the information which the United
States proposed the Single Convention should also
require, and there' would be practically no additional
burden on those States. But it was axiomatic that the
Board· could not act with wisdom and fairness if it
did not have full statistical information on all opium
bearing poppies, since there was the risk that opium
from. poppies intended for vegetable uses or for the
direct production of morphine might be diverted into
illicit. channels.Fnr that important reason, the proposed
United States amendment to article 20 would extend
the reporting requirements of the 1953 Protocol, which
were limited to poppies cultivated with the intention of
producing opium.

It was also axiomatic that the Board; could ootact
effectively and credibly if important factual questions
remained under dispute and were never resolved. So
the United States suggested that article 14 should be
amended to provide that the Board could, whenever
it beUeved there was a need' to clarify a matter of fact,
request ,that an on..the-spotinquiry be undertaken by
the Board in the State concerned, with' that State's
consent. and with the co-operation of its own officials.
Such & procedure would benefit States by providing
them .with the opportunity to clarify a situation not
only for the world community but also for their own
administrative purposes.

Those proposals' all sought to facilitate for the Board
the maximum access to all relevant and available in
formation. The United' States believed also that the
Board should have further-reaching and more' flexible
power, 'so that it might ensure· compliance with the
Convention. As the Convention nowstood,atticle 14

provided •gradually' e~,calating measures that the Board
could take when it had reason to believe there might
be inadequate compliance. But the Board could begin
that process only on tIte basis of information supplied
by the Government con'cerned or bya United Nations
organ. In'some instanc1es the. ;State concerned might
simply not have, and therefore be unable to provide,
data relevant to illicit activity.

What were the other sources that could provide
relevant information to the Board? Other Governments,
in the first place. University scholars, perhaps, in the
second place; also, in some cases, private individuals
and enterprises expert and knowledgeable in the dmg
field. All information provided from such sources would,
of course, not have equal value. The Board would have
to sift through it. But the Board's member~ were
discreet; they; were experienced experts of world reputll'J
and they could be expected to evaluate such informatio~

wisely in deciding whether or not to initiate the mea
sures set out in article 14.

So much for the need to provide the Board with
adequate data about world narcotics activity. It followed
that, oncl~ the Board had that information, it should
be able to act meaningfully to control that activity and
see to it that narcotics were being produced and distri
buted for medical and scientific purposes only.

The United States had proposed amendments to
articles 12, 19 and 24 and a new article 21 his, which
were designed to ensure that States had adeql:late sup
plies of narcotic drugs for medical and scientific pur
poses but that druIXS in eJr..cess thereof were not available
for illegai purposes. Those amendments would enable
the Board to confirm· or modify estimates submitted
by States of their poppy cultivation, opium production
or other narcotic drug activity, and would coLUnit
States to observe the Board's estimates.

Those changes would mean that for the first time all
narcotics activity by States, whether intended for inter
national or purely domestic markets, and particularly
opium cultivation and production where the riok of
illicit diversion was greatest, would be carried on sub
ject to central and expert supervision. The United
States recognized, of course,that any advance estimate
of cultivation and production could only be just that
an estimate--and 'the Board, in evaluating it, would
have to take the variables, such as climatic conditions,
fully into account. But, based on experience~ the Board
could be expected to take all relevant fa~tors into
consideration.

The Board would be provided with a· potentially
still more important tool-the power to impose a drug
embargo upon' a State for flagrant violation of the
Convention. 'FheBoard alrerady had the power under
the present text of article 14 to recommend a partial
or total drug embargo. What the United States pro
posed ,in .effect was to add to the Single Convention a
power enjoyed by the Board under the 1953 Protocol.
The Board had shown restraint in its possession of that
authority under that Protocol, and had'shown the 'same
restraint in applying its current recommendatory power"..
Itwas the United States conviction that the Board would
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impose an embargo, only in the gravesl eniergt-ilcy, and
only then when all other measures had been exhausted
and no other recourse was open to protect the inter-
national community. .

It seemed clear that the States which had joined
together in the Single Convention had done so not
only to assure themselves of an adequate supply of
drugs for medical and scientific purposes but also to
protect their societies against drug abuse. They should,
therefore, through the Board as their control instrument
be able to isolate as necessary a source of the contagio~
which could not be dealt with by less drastic means.

Lastly, the United States had proposed that article 36
of the Single Convention should be modified to permit
easier and speedier extradition for drug offences listed
in th~t article. Its proposal was modelled on the extra
dition provisions of the 1970 Convention to Suppress
Unlawful Seizure of Aircraft and should therefore prove
readily acceptable to most countries. The provision
would facilitate extradition, particularly between States
where a bilateral extradition treaty did not specifically
cover serious drug offences. Depending upon national
constitutional considerations, it might also facilitate
extradition between States which did not at present
have a bilateral extradition treaty.

The United States considered that that series of
amendments, taken as a whole, would greatly increase
the international community's ability to regulate pro
~uction and activity in narcotic drugs so as to protect
Its supply of legitimate drugs and to prevent illicit
diversion. The international community would be able
to require as a right full information on the cultivation
of the opium poppy and the production of opium.
Acting on the basis of that information, it would be
able. to order reductions in poppy cultivation or pro
ductIon or manufacture of drugs, as well as additional
world-wide remedial measures where it found a signifi
cant danger of illicit diversion or where it determined
that the world needs of opium were already being met.
On the other hand, if it found a shortage either of the
raw material or of the manufactured medical drugs
themselves, it could take meaningful steps, again on
a ,,:orld basi~, to increase the available supply by revising
natIonal estImates upward.

The United States also believed those proposals
would facilitate what must be a priority international
effort to cope with the illicit production of opium,
which was one of the root sources of the present world
drug emergency. The Board's new authority and parti
cularly its right to limit all phases of licit drug activity
to the minimum it found to be necessary for global
medical and scientific purposes, would provide it with
justification to embark upon more vigorous efforts to
identify sources and amounts of illegal activity. The
right to obtain total information on all phases of narcotic
drug activity, including the right to initiate a request
for local inquiry where necessary to clarify a situation,
and the ability to utilize all information in commencing
the procedures of article 14, would greatly increase the
Board's capacity to enconrage and assist States in a
more complete compliance with their obligations under

the Convention. F'inally, the United States believed
that Stctes wouid give greatly increased attention to
the Board's quiet counsel if the Board were entrusted
with taking in exceptional circumstances so serious a
step as the imposition of a drug embargo.

Above all, however, the United States believed that
the total effect of increasing the Board's access to
information, the freedom with which 'it might use the
information, its powers to supervise and regulate all
aspects of narcotic drug activity, and the remedial
measures it might order would indeed be greater than
the effect of each individual reform. The sum of the
whole would amount to a new reaffirmation by the
international community that it regarded drug abuse
as a deadly threat to individuals and to society. It
would also constitute a new mandate to the Board
to exercise all its supervisory powers-both the new
and the old-with increased vigour.

The United States Government had presented and
explained those proposals to well over 100 ('ther
Governments. In addition, special United States teams,
two of which had been headed by Ambassador David
Popper and Ambassador Joseph Jova, and one of which
he himself had had the honour to lead, had held con
s~ltations in more than 30 capitals, and in particular
WIth the Governments represented in the Commission.
In those consultations, views have been exchanged on
the proposals sulimitted by the United States and on
the prospects for the March 1972 plenipotentiary con
ference. He would like now t'O describe briefly some
of the results of those consultlations.

He would first of all like to exoress his Government's
• ._ .L

apprecIatIon of the courtesy and consideration with
which its teams had been received. They had found,
a~most everywhere they had visited, a great concem~

similar to their own, over the alarming world trend
of increased drug abuse, and they had found an
encouraging conviction in many capitals that March
1972 was none too soon to consider evolving a new
international consensus for stronger multilateral com
mitments to drug control.

The United States Government had said, when it
had submitted its proposals, that it would be gratified
if States would consider its proposals "a useful basis
from which to begin their consideration of what is
necessary to strengthen the Single Convention". It had
been encouraged by its consultations to believe that
the dialogue it had sought was under way and that the
pace had been advanced at which all members could
work in the Commission and during the coming months
to .make a success of the March conference.

The United States had received a number of indi
cations of support for specific proposals and in many
capitals it had received indications of general support
for its approach..Nowhere had it found any complace~cy

th~t ~he l~t~Ji.·nat1onal dru~ control system was workIng
satlsf actonly. It had receIved many helpful suggestions
for refinements that would sharpen the focus of its
proposals and make them more generally acceptable.

A number of countries had told the United States
quite frankly that certain of its proposals gave them
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some difficulty and required some further study, parti
cularly those p~oposals which were viewed as entrusting

. the Board with powers that had hitherto beer e:xclu
sively the province of States. Many countries nad told
it that the complex intra-governmental process of review
and ministerial co-ordination was still in progress and
discussions with them could be considered to be only
preliminary.

The United States was gratified to learn that, because
of the imminence of the plenipotentiary conference)
a number of States were studying with renewed attention
and positively, not negatively, the possibility of acceding
to the Single Convention. Instead of deterring ratifi
cation, the United States initiatives seemed to have
stimulated new interest in that possibility.

He proposed to indi~ate some of the specific areas
in which the United States had profited from its con
sultations in developing its own ideas further. Perhaps
~at part of the discussion would be helpful to the
other delegations and provide them with some food
for thought.

First, the Un~ted States had received a number of
technical suggestions on means by which the objectives
it sought could be better accomplished. Several States
had pointed out that; as the proposal fOf amendment
of article 36 was now drafted, it would exc!lude from
crimes subject to the improved extraditioD. procedure
conspiracy, attempt and accessory acts, all of which
were now listed in article 36, paragraph 2 (a) (ii), of
the Convention. ' .

As another example, it had been pointed out to the
United States that somewhat greater precision might
perhaps be given to two general themes· which ran
throughout its proposals, namely, ~hat the Board should
be charged with determining, in so far as feasible, the
facts of illicit as well as licit narcotic drug activity and
that States should have an obligation to transmit to the
Board such facts as they could assemble about illicit
activity. It might be that a specific provision should
be inserted into the Convention to the effect that
Staf.es .should endeavour to inform the Board. annually
of all information relevant to narcotic drug activity,
ip.cluding illegal. c~ltivati()n of opium poppies and
production of opium or manufacture of other narcotic
drugs within their own borders.

Several experts with whom the mattet had been
di~cussed had said that the wording of the proposed
neW article 21 his, which provided that the ~xcess

production over the previous year's estimate shall be
deducted from the next year's estimate, appeared to
be excessively rigid. The Board, they noted, might in
its wisdom, and considering all factors of the world
opium situation, prefer in -a given instance not to
deduct precisely the amount of the previous year's
excess, particularly since, that excess might have been
due entirely to natural causes and might have been
put to valid medical and scientific uses.

In a similar manner, the United States had been told
that practical considerations .related to the time of
year in which the Board considered statistics and. the

time af year in which ~o'dntries had to plan for and'
plant crops might make it impossible in some instances
for the next year's estimate to reilect the Board's
deci3ions under article 21 his. It had been suggested
that adjustment in the estimates might thus in some
instances have te be deferred, for example, to the
next planned production.

It might well be possible to find wording that could
be responsive to such technical concerns, reflect more
clearly the spirit of the original United States proposals
and provide the Board with the suggested additional
lIe:xibility. Sucb wording might make clearer the fact
iliat. the Board,in acting upon estimates of opium
produo~on, should take into account, in the manner
it .deemed appropriate to the situation, the record of
illicit as well as licit activity within u country.

As the Commission's debate continued, undoub(edly
other technical matters of that sort would be referred
to. The United States welcomed a common effort to
improve its proposals. However, he would like also to
refer to two significant and general trends which the
United States had observed during its consultations.

First, as he had said, a number of States had called
attention to the fact that the United States proposals
involved the delegation to the Board of significant
powers hitherto exercised unilaterally by Statf~s. The
United States had perceived that many States, while
fully respectful of the Board's competence and good
sense and aware of the importance of increasing the
Board's prestige and its ability to give central direction
to world narcotic activity, none the less considered that
safeguards should tie built into the United States pro
posals. It had received during its consultations a number
of specific suggestions on safeguards that might be
added to those relating to the Board's ability to make
use of all information at its disposal, to revise estimates
and to impose a mandatory drug embargo. It welcomed
those suggestions and was receptive to all proposals
which sought to protect the legitimate interests of
States. In particular, it thought it might be useful for
the March 1972 conference to consider delineating
procedures by which, at the earliest possible moment,
the Board might inform a State of information at its
disposal and on the basis of which the Board contem
plated taking action.

It also thought useful consideration could be given
to procedures by Which decisions of the Board might
be presented to an appeals body for prompt review
and to ~he· delineation of the modalities by Which a
local in~;uiry requested by the Bow:d and consented
to by a Btate might be carried out.

In all those matters, the United· States believed a
frank exchange of views and careful preparatory work
could leacl to a conSensus at the March conference
which would ensure protection for the legittmate inter
ests of State~, while at the same time increasing the
authority of the Board and its capacity to undertake
meanmgful action. .

Secondly, many States had pointed out to the United
States that its proposals, as at present formulated,-
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concentrated on improving ~he supervisory and regula- lution would also welcome the convening of the March
tory powers of the Board and upon increasing the conference and recommend that Governments should
penalties for States for non-complian.ce with obligations give urgent study and consideration not only to the
under the Single Convention. However, -all States had amendments already proposed but also to the desira
come to recognize that the problem of adequate control biIity of themselves proposing additional amendments.
of narcotic drugs was .a complex one, of which the His delegation was consulting with other members of
legal commitments undertaken by States comprised the Commission about the text of such a resolution.
only onc aspect. Often social and economic realities To sum up, his Government's position was as fol
made it difficult or impossible for States to control lows. First, the very existence of the present narcotics
narcotic drug activity as they would wish. plague, the very fact that in 1971 there was more

The international Gommunity had been devising opium available for illicit purposes than ever before,
increasingly sophisticated and imaginative tools with proclaimed, for all the world to se~\, that the inter
which to attack the totality of the drug problem. Most national control system now in force needed improve
recently, there had been the establishment of the United ment. Second, the world community should tighten
Nations Fund for Drug Abuse Control~ which was indeed, had an obligation to tighten-those controls
designed specifically to give assistance to States seeking to regulate all aspects of the cultivation and distribution
to work effectively on one or another aspect of drug of opium and its products, both licit and im:;it. Third,
control. the United States had put forward specific proposals

The consultations which the United States had held as to how that might be done and it thought they
bad convinced it, therefore, that it would be useful would be effective. Fourth, it did not, however, regard
for the March Conference to consider ways in: which its proposals as sacrosanct; it welcomed suggestions for
the Single Convention could be amended to take into new impr(' ...J.ents; it hoped also that other countries
account those newer aspects of the approach to the would come forward with their own proposals, whether
drug problem. Specifically, it believed it was important or not related to ones the United States had already
to consider ways in which the Board, in exercising its made. It was pleased tu see that the Swedish delegation
functions under the Single Convention

9
could co-operate had already begun that constructive process.' Fifth, it

most effectively with other United Nations efforts to would study all proposals with care and judge them
improve th~ drug situation, including the provision solely on the criterion of whether they would increase
of assistance under the United Nations Fund for Drug international co-operation and the internationa1 capacity
Abuse Control. It might be advantageous to consider to deal with the common menace. Sixth, it knew that
whether the Board should be empowered under article any reform of the Single Convention must command
14 of the Single Convention to recommend to the very wide support if it was to be meaningful and it
Economic and Social Council or other United Nations would do everything it could to promote the broadest
bodies and institutions, including the Fund for Drug possible consensus. It would work in the coming months
Abuse Control, ways in which those bodies and insti- and at the conference next March to that end.
tutions might assist States in executing the provisions The United States delegation would listen with great
of the Convention and in furthering its objectives. interest to the statements that other delegations would

He would now like to tUl. .'0 the question of how make during the discussion of the agenda item. If it
thi'\ Commission, as a matter of procedure, might res- appeared to be useful, it would try to respond and
pond to the request of the Economic and Social Council comment in some detail on particular points.
in its resolution 1577 (L) that it should study at its At the request of the CHAIRMAN, Iv.fr. ANSAR
current session proposals for the amendment of the KHAN (Secretary of the Commission) read out the
Single Convention and submit comments as appropriate text of Economic and Social Council resolution 1577 (L).
to the March conference. The Commission had now
embarked on the first step-a thorough debate-and Dr. MARTENS (Sweden) said that ever since it had
it was to be hoped that all members of the Commission become a member of the Commission Sweden had
and the observers would actively participate ana put assumed an active role in promoting effective;nter-
forward their views. national control over dependence-producing drugs.

In addition, the COInmission should, in his dele- Recent experience had taught Sweden the lesson that,
gation's opinion, adopt a resolution at the conclusion in the world today, no country alone could protect
of the debate which would fOlward the records of its itself against the evils of drug abuse-no matter how
discussions to the March conference. He would hope ambitious its own control system, no matter how
iliat the same resolution might also recognize that, thorough its national legislation. Without the active
dUring the decade since the Single Convention had collaboration of other, survounding countries its own
been adopted, the abuse of narcotic drugs had reached drug problems were destined to remain unsolved.
critical proportions and constituted a menace to which

j no country could feel immune, and that those devel- Experience had also brought awareness that if was
J opments warranted a review of the Conventioll, bearing often presumptuous to expect collaboration from cooo-
:1 in mind the urgent need strictly to limit the use of tries in which certain drug problems had not yet become
1 narcotic drugs exclusively to medical and scientific obvious. It was understandable that it might seem un- ".
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measures relative to drugs which seemed to .constitute
no particular threat to public health in its own country
at the present time-unless it was re'alized that next
year, perbapsevea next month the new abuse might be
spreading like a prairie fire.

For reasons which the Swedish delegation had elaborm

ated sufficiently in the past, Sweden's interest had
focussed on the central nervous system stimulant drugs.
It felt now that, as soon as the 1971 Convention on
Psychotropic Substances had been. ratified .by a sufficient
Dumber of States, the spread of that particular type of
abuse would finally be curbed. As a matter of fact,
signs of an abatement of the abuse of central nervous
system stimulante. had already been observedin Sweden.
That made it feel cautious!yoptimistic and very grateful
to other States which had responded positively to its
pleas for stricter control.

However, while those trends of abatement of the
spread of those stimulants had been observed, a new
pattern of drug abuse was now beginning to be discerned
in .SwedeIi, and thlt was the. abuse of opium. Raw
opium was appearing in the illicit market more and
more frequently, and it Wr;lS estimated that there were
now sever,)! hundred opium abusers in the Greater
Stockholm area. Evidently, mainly young people .. were
involved. Not infrequently the abusers prepared solu
tions from the raw opium and injected themselves with
it. He. him.self' had personal knowledge of young people
who had begun their history of drug abuse in that
manner. The fear was that, once an addict had .begun
with opiates, heroin' abuse might not be fat away.
Luckily, Sweden had not yet become plagued with
heroin, but feared that it was knocking on the door.

In comparison with other types of abuse, opiu~ abuse
in Sweden was as yet only a minor problem. and it
"reuId bE: an exaggeration to state that it constituted a
major public health threat at present, but Sweden had
learnt that what was only a few cases today might well
be an epidemic of abuse tomorrow, as it was in some
other countries.

Sweden therefore wished. to assure the Commission
that if its interest in the control of centn'4 nervous
system stimulants had been and still was very keen, it
was now going to be as keen with respect to opiates.

Therefore it had noted with great satisfaction, and
welcomed, the initiative of the United' States of America
in trying to strengthen the control' of opiates by ame~d
ing the 1961 Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs so
that ~ts aims ~ould be more effectively carried out in
practice, and it had studied the United States proposals
with much interest and care. .

In that context, he wished to remind the Commission
that; in addition to having ratified the Single Conven
tion, Sweden had also ratified the 1953 Protocol, the
provisions of which bore several similarities to the
amendments now proposed 'bythe United States. Thus,
the idea of strengthening the Single Convention was by
no means foreign to Swede:c, which saw clearly .the
need for such action and was willing to support·'· the
idea of a revision.. . .

It had been found in Sweden, however, that meanin~
.ful action against dr.ug abuse must be directed again~

both supply and demand, as had been pointed out 1"1
the representative of the Secretary-General during thl
Commission's second special session, speaking on thJ
subject of the United Nations Fund for Drug Abusl
Control. In other words, there must be a .balancl
between control measures, legislation, law enforcemen1
etc. on the one hand and therapeutic and rehabilitativ~

activity on the other. '

His delegation wished to submit· that in revising th~

Single Convention both those aspects had to be taket
into consideration. In that Convention, there wer~

weaknesses in both areas, and if one area should be
amended so should the other; so, while Sweden looke~

very positively at the efforts of the United States' an~
was .willing to support the general principles of th~

United States suggestions (on some points it might hav~

s?mewhat djverging vi~ws, as for example on the ques
tIon of wInch authOrIty should finally decide on all
embargo, but there was no need to go' into furthel
details at that early stage), it would like to see a
balanced approach to the problem. To that end, SwedeIl
had submitted some additional amendments to the
Sing)e Convention which had to do with provisions for
treatment and rehabilitation. Those amendments (El
CN.7/540tpertained to articles 36 and 38, and Sweden's
hope was that representatives would study them in the
general context of a revision of the Single Convention.
At a later point, his delegation intended to .introduce
them formally.

As would be seen, Sweden's amendment proposals
corresponded alll10stverbatim to the relevant articles of'
the 1.971 Convention on Psychotropic Substances, whose
prOVIsions for treatment and rehabilitation it felt were
more in .line with modern views on drug abuse than
those of the Single Convention.

Mr. BARONA LOBATO (Mexico) said that, in
view of the importance of the statements made by the
representatives of the United States and Sweden, which
gave the reasons in support of the amendments proposed
by tbose two delegations, it would be useful to all other
delegations if those statements could be recorded in
extenso.

Mr. VAILLE (France) pointed out that the discussion
of the agenda item under consideration would be
covered by summary records of the conventional kind
instead of by minutes. That p~ocedure would ensure
adequate coverage of the arguments put forward by all
speakers .in the general debate, including the repre
sentatives of the United States and Sweden.

Mr. KUSEVIC (Director, Division of Narcotic Drugs)
said that due note had been taken of the wishes ex
pressed and that an announcement on the subject would
be made at a later. meeting, if appropriate.

Mr~ CASTRO. y CASTRO' (Mexico) said that his
delegation had carefully considered the amendments to
the 1961 Single Convention submitted by the 'United
States Government in accordance with article 47af that
Convention (E/4971 and Add.!) but was unable to
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accept them because of legal diffiGillti~~s~coD.nected with
both constitutional law and criminal law.

For example, article 14, paragr~ph 3, of the Mexican
Cons'titution prohibited the imposition 'of penalties on
grounds of analogy. Article 7 of the Mexican Penal
Code further provided that all penalties had to be
specified by law and could be applied only in respect
of acts or omissions defined by law.

In criminal law,' there were certain basic principles
for the protection of individual rights, which had 'a very
long history. Those principles were incorporated in the
criminal law of almost every country and protected the
individual at both the judicial and the executive levels.
The principles were, first, that all offences had to be
specified by law (nullum crimen sine lege); secondly,
that no penalty other than the specified by law could
be imposed (nulla poena sine lege); thirdly, that no
penalty could be applied in the absence of an offence
(nulla poena sine crimen); fourthly, that no person could
be tried 'Otherwise than by a judge empowered by law
(nemo judex sine lege), and fifthly, that no~ penalty
could be imposed otherwise than by trial (nulla poena
sine judicio).

The United States amendments also involved diffi
culties at the international level. As was well known,
Mexico co-operated fully in the various multilateral
arrangements for controlling the abuse of drugs. It also
co-ordinated its enforcement measures on a bilateral
basis with those taken by the competent authorities in
the United States.

~ The proposed United States amendments, however,
raised such legal difficulties that they would jnevitably
fail to be either approved by the Mexican Senate or
ratified by the country's Executive. Mexico had always
upheld the' principles of the sovereign equality and
independence of States and of non-intervention and
mutual respect. It could therefore not support proposals
which, directly or indirectly, ran counter to any of those
principles. For the time being, his country regarded
the provisions of the 1961 Single Convention as satis
factory for the purposes of international narcotics con
trol and felt strongly that the better might be the enemy
of the good.

His delegation would give careful consideration to
the amendments proposed by Sweden which, at first
sight, appeared to represent improvements on the pre
settt texts of articles 36 and 38 of the Single Conven
tion. From the procedural point of view, however, those
proposals seemed to disregard the provisions of article
47 of the Convention, which required the text of every
amendment and the reasons for it to "be communicated
to the Secretary-General, who shall communicate them
to the Parties and to the Council". There were many
parties to the Single Convention which were not repre
sented in the Commission. At the same time, it should
be remembered that, under article 8 of the Single Con
vention, the Commission was "authorized to consider
all matters pertaining to the aims of this Convention".

Article 47 of the Single Convention made provision
for two alternative procedures, the first being set forth

in paragraphs 1 (b) and 2, and the second in paragraph
1 (a). The Economic and Social Council, by its resolu
tion 1577 (L), had decided to adopt the procedure laid
down in paragraph 1 (a). If Mexico had been repre
sented at the discussion in the Council, it.would have
proposed the adoption of the procedure set forth in
paragraphs 1 (b) and 2. Because of the financial and
other implications, his country was not in favour of
holding international conferences of the type proposed.

Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) said that the
Mexican delegation had done well to remind the Com
mission that the better might be: the· enemy of the
good and also to draw its attention to the provisions
of arti.cle 47 of the Single Convention.

Th~ 1961 Single· Convention had not had an easy
birth. Its adoption had been preceded by many weeks
of discussions that had revealed many controversies
and led to many compromises. The Convention had
taken several years to come into force and bad only
been in operation since 1964. Seven years of application
represented only a short period, measured against the
half century of experience gathered between the first
international narcotics control convention of 1912 and
1961.

Of course, the pace of life was now accelet:ating and
much had happened since 1964; the drug problem had
taken on new dimensions and new complexities. All
members of the Commission were aware of the problem
of central nervous system stimulants and hallucinogens
and the international arrangements to solve those new
problems. Those efforts had culminated in the 1971
Convention on Psychotropic Substances, which had been
signed by 25 States.

Seventy-nine States, however, had ratified the Single
Convention and the universality of its appeal and the
effectiveness of its provisions had been demonstrated at
the Vienna Conference of 1971, when those provisions
had been time and again invoked by delegations as the
basis for the formulation of the Convention on Psycho
tropic Substances.

The new anxieties with regard to drug problems had
led both States and the Commission to believe that the
time had come to review the Single Convention and its
place in the international fight against drug abuse. The
Commission was the obvious forum for such a discuss
ion of the role of the Single Convention, but that fact
did not necessarily mean that the Commission would
have to propose amendments. The occasion was one for
a review of the effects of the Single Convention and for
an examination vf the broad strategy of drug control,
rather than of possible milior improvements to the text
of that Convention.

The review should be expert, informed, topical and
above all pragmatic. Every effort should be made to
avoid the introduction of any element that might divide
the 79 States which were parties of the Single Conven
tion. In that connexion, he had been glad to hear the
statement by the United States representative that the
efforts to strengthen the Single Convention had stimul
ated accessions to that instrument.

'I



I. 'PreparatQry qdorgamzatlonal docu'lQenu

Seventy-nine States were now parties to the Conven,
tion. There remained however, 17 States that wer~

parties to the 1953 Protocol without being parties t<l
the Single Convention. Ninety-six States were therefore
bound, in respect of opium derivatives, either by the
.provisions of. the 1961 Single Convention or by the
stricter provisions of the 1953 Protocol. Seventeen oi
those States had acted courageously by accepting the
measures of the 1953 Protocol, when they could at
any time avoid those measures by acceding to the Single
Convention.

A new step forward had been made with the decision
taken by the Economic and Social Council in its resolu
tion, 1577 (L) to convene a conference of plenipoten
tiaries to study all proposals for amendments to the
Single Convention. In that connexion, he wished to
stress that it was not stated anywhere that the amend
ments in question had to be examined in accordance
with the procedure laid down in article 47 of the Single
Convention.

The amendments proposed by the United States were
:intended to strengthen narcotics control and some of
them were based on the provisions of the 1953 Protocol.
'The French delegation's attitude towards those amend
ments would be governed by the following two con
Idderations. In the first place, France remained bound
~by the 1953 Protocol in its relations with the 17 States
that were parties to that Protocol but not to the Single
Convention; it could not repudiate the attitude which
ilt had taken at the time of acceding to that Protocol,
an attitude which had been generous, because it had
fthen not been suffering from any drug addiction pro
lblem. In the second place, while some of the proposed
amendments could admittedly help to curb the illicit
traffic, it should be considered whether it would not
be more realisUc-at least in respect of some of those
amendments--first to exhaust all the possibilities offered
by the existing treaties.

The amendments proposed by Sweden took into
account the experience gained since 1961, as reflected
in the improved control system instituted by the 1971
Convention for the new category of psychotropic sub..
stances.

He agreed with the United Kingdom representative
that the Commission was ,not called upon to vote on
the actual amendments, but he believed t'1at it was
fully entitled to vote on the comments on those amend
ments which it would transmit. to the future conference.
Such votes would enlighten the conference on the trends
of the Commission's discussions.

Dr. MARTENS (Sweden), replying to the United
Kingdo~ representative, said that the amendments pro
posed by his Government had not been drawn up on
the spur of the moment but had been carefuHy con
sidered over a long period. In spite of the late date of
their submission, he hoped that the Commission would
be able to discuss them.

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) said that article 47 of
tbe1961 Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs provided
that any party could propose an amendment to that

.. 8 United Nations publications; 'Sales Nos. E.69.XI.4 (El
INCB/I), E.70.X1.2 (E/INCB/5)and E.71.XI.2 (E/INCB/9).

," His delegation was' grateful to" the' United -States for
sUbmitting jtssuggestionsin the form of amendments,
but clearly any decision with regard to such amend
ments must be a matter for the future, conference. The
Comm:fJion could not replace the conference in that
particular duty.

As ,far as the Swedish amendments were concerned,
he understood that it was the Swedish Government's
intention to submit them ill accordance with the pro
cedure laid down in article 47 of theS~gle Convention.
On that,understanding, those amendments could pro
perly bec;onsidered by the Commission. The Commis
sion shQuld not feel obliged to examine 'amendments
submitted without adequate notice or authority. Any
amendme,nt proposed to the Single Convention ought
to·,be formally submitted'under article 47 of that Con
\Tention or at least the Commission should have the
assurance of the delegation concerned that it would be
so submitted.

It would in any case be undesirable for the Commis
sion, to attempt to vote ,on the proposed amendments
or to adopt any alterations to their text. Under operative
paragraph 3 of its resolution 1577 (L), the Economic
and Social Council l'iad requested the Commission aCto
study ~t its twenty-fourth session proposals for amend
ments to the Single Convention... with ~ view to
submitting comments as appropriate to the Conference".
That seemed to preclude any vote on the proposed
amendments or any attempt to try to imptovetheir
wording. .

The most appropriate way in which the Commission
could express its comments on the proposed amend
ments to the future' conference would be to include a
suitable passage in the report on its current session.
Another possibility would he to adopt a draft resolution
embodying those comments. In any case, the minutes
of the discussion would be available.' '

In conclusion, he stressed the strong desire of the
United Kingdom Government to make a constructive
contribution to international co-operation in drug control
and its great sympathy for any nation faced with serious
drug problems.

Mr.VAILLE (France) recalled that the 1961 Single
Convention, which was intended to repl\~'.ce the nine
previous multilateral international treaties on narcotics
control, had been adopted, by a Conference of 73
States that had based its work on a draft representing
ten years· of 'efforts by the Commission on Narcotic
Drugs. Some of the ideas embodied in the Single Con-
ventiontherefore went back 20 years. .

The Single 'Convention could safely be asserted to
have been a success, as demonstrated by the establish
ment of the International Narcotics Control Board to
replace the two pre-existing bodie$e ..The three reports8

and the many. other documents containing estimates and
statistics which had been published by the Board showed
that the Board had fully mastered the important tasks
entrusted, to it -under the Single Convention.

''14
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Convention. After the amendment -had'- been com
municated to the Council, the latter could decide either:
"(a) That a conference shall be called in accordance
.with Article 62, paragraph 4, of the· Charter of the
'United Nations to consider the proposed amendment;
or (b) That the Parties shall be asked whether they
accept the proposed amendment and also asked to
submit to the Council any comments on the proposal".
He agreed fully with the Mexican representative that
it would be desirable to choose the gecond possibility,
.in the interests of economy; however, the Council, in
paragraph 2 (a) of its resolution 1577 (L), had re
quested the Secretary-General to convene a conference
as early as feasible in 1972. In view of that request,
the Commission would seem to have no alternative.

With respect to the statement made by the Urdted
States representative, he believed that there were two
aspects to the problem: first, that of the licit production

. of narcotic drugs and secondly, that of the licit traffic
in such drugs. The first aspect seemed t6 be adequately
covered by the existing conventions, since the Board
had stated in paragraph 25 of its report for 1970
(E/INCB/9) that it was again able to record that,
in practical terms, control over the manufacture and
distribution of the substances listed in the 1961 Con
vention is such that leakage from licit manufacture
and trade into illicit channels during the yea~ has been
minimal". With regard to the second aspect, however,
paragraph 24 of the same report stated .that "the
efficacy of the international control system rests, firstly,
on the application of internal controls within individual
countries and, secondly, on compliance by Governments
with all their treaty obligations in respect of inter
national trade in narcotic substances".

The 1961 Convention, therefore, would seem to be
functioning very satisfactorily as far as the licit aspect
of the problem was concerned, while the illicit aspect
would seem to depend on the effectiveness of national
controls. That was a matter which could never be
directly influenced by the Convention, regardless of
what amendments might be made to it.

He agreed with the United Kingdom representative
that it would be undesirable to put any proposed
amendments to a vote, since measures which were
imposed by a majority vote would never be universally
applied.

There seemed to have been some inconsistency in
the positions taken by delegations at different times.
For example, those which had pronounced themselves
in. favour of establishing committees of local' enquiry
at the time of the adoption of the 1953 Protocol had
voted against that proposal at the time of the adoption
of the 1961 Convention. The United States represent
ativehad stated that amendttlents were necessitated
by changes in the international situation since the
entry into force of the. 1961 Convention, but if so, it
was not clear why he had not proposed such amend
ments at the Vienna Conference of 1971. In his dele-

.gation's view, the establishment of committees of in
quiry, as proposed in the United States amendment
to article 14, paragraph 2,wot!ld tend to make the

Board a supranational authority. Moreover, he feared
that the imposition of a mandatory embargo by the
Board, as provided for in the proposed new paragraph
3 of the same artiGle, would merely have the effec~

of undermining its present moral authority. Even if
those amendments could be accepted, he doubted
whether they would be of any real assistance in sup~

pressing the illicit traffic.
Mr. CHAPMAN (Canada) said that, as he had al

ready indicated on previous occasions, his country was
confronted with a serious situation as the result of
the ilon-medical use of drugs. During the past few
years, there bad been a significant increase in the
volume and variety of drugs on the illicit market and
a considerable number of Canadians, particularly young
people, had not only become involved with the law
enforcement agencies, but in many cases had seriously
endangered their health.

Recognizing that that increase went hand in hand
with a general deterioration in the situation with regard
to drug abuse throughout the world, .his delegation
was prepared to support any reasonable action which
would prevent the diversion of narcotic drugs to the
illicit market. The drafting and adoption of the 1961
Convention had been a tremendon~ step forward in the
control of narcotic drugs and the authors of that instru
ment could take great pride in their achievement.
Nevertheless, it must be recognized that the Convention
essentially provided for a series of voluntary constraints
on the countries which had acceded to it and that its
value was dependent on the integrity and goodwilJ
of those countries. His delegation believed, therefore,
that it was time for the Commission to review the
Convention in the light of its experience during the
past decade in order to determine whether there were
ways in which it could be improved.
. Lastly, while recognizing that there were certain

hazards not only in the misuse of narcotic drugs but
also in amending the convention on them, his dele..
gation was prepared to give careful consideration to
the proposals put forward by the United States and
Sweden.

Mr. ABDEL RAZEK (Egypt) said that his coun~ry,

as a non-producer of opium or of any other drug,
although itself a target for the illicit traffic, had always
supported any endeavour to strengthen international
efforts to combat the abuse of drugs. At the same
time~ however, his delegation thought that the nobility
of that aim should not be allowed to conceal the
complexity of the constitutional, technical and practical
considerations involved. The Commission should pro
ceed carefully, lest in its enthusiasm it might overlook
the basic principle governing the work of international.
bodies and defining their authority in relation to that
of sovereign States. He agreed, therefore, that, unless
the proposed amendments were accepted by the largest
possible number of States, they would remain a dead
letter.

It was with that in mind, therefore, that his Govern
ment had carefully studied the amendments proposed
by the United States and transmitted its comments
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to the United States Government:. It was prepared to
submit those comments in detail at the appropriate
time.

Dr. EDMONDSON (Observer for Australia), speak
ing at the invitation of the Chairltnan,recalled that his
country had been among the eight which had expressed
the view that it would be better. to strengthen the 1961
Convention rather than to amend the 1936 Convention,
which it considered outmoded. In view of the changes
which had occurred during the past decade,. therefore,
it supported the principle of achieving a proper balance
between the law enforcement and therapeutic aspects
of narcotics control, as set forth in the Swedish amend
ments. Those amendments would require careful study,
and he agreed that that work could best be done by
a plenipotentiary conference. He realized that the
adoption of those amendments would place an additional
burden on the Board, and it was to be hoped, first,
that the latter could be provided with the necessary
meaningful information, and secondly, that it would
be given the necessary strength to succeed in its task.

Mr. GAVAZZONI SILVA (Brazil) said that his
delegation was prepared to adopt some of the amend
ments proposed by the United States delegation, subject
to the same reservations as those made by the Mexican
representative with respect to the sovereignty of States.
Certain articles and paragraphs of the 1961 Convention
should obviously be brought up to date, but while the
Commission coulq express its own views at the present
session. only the plenipotentiary conference itself would
be able to take any final decision on the actual amend
ments and sub-amendments.

Mr. WIELAND (peru) said that his delegation wished
to reaffirm its support for the proposal to convene a
plenipotentiary conference to amend the Single Con
vention. The proposed amendments were primarily
aimed at granting the Board the necessary authority
to act actively and effectively against the illicit traffic.
Since that puroose was inspired by the function of
the United Nations to protect the health. and weIl-being
of mankind, his delegation was prepared to co..ooerate
fuIly, provided that the amendments adopted did not
infringe the authority of States. After all, the main
responsibility lay with countries themselves, some of
which. like his own, had special difficulties in combating
the illicit u'affic because of their extended frontiers.

Dr. BROTT (Observer for Israel), speaking at the
invitation of the Chairman, said that, since ·the number
of drug addicts in his own country had begun to in
crease during the last few years, his delegation was
prepared to suoport every step to strengthen the fight
a~ainst the illicit traffic:.a_!!&.ht in which all countries
of the world would have to co-operate. He welcomed
the initiative taken by the United States and Swedish
delegations in submitting. their proposed amendments
and would give them careful consideration. Lastly, he
said that the 1971 Convention on Psychotropic Sub':'
stances was already being discussed by the relevant
commissions of the Knessetand he hoped that his
Government would 'soon be able to sign it.

Dr. LANNER (Federal Republic of Germany) said
that his Government's ratification of the 1961 Con
vention had been delayed because its legal advisers
had originally found that article 3, paragraph 7, con
stituted an excessive infringement of the principle of
the sovereignty of States. However, since nearly 80
other States had ratified the Convention, his Govern
ment had not persisted in that attitude and had drawn
up a ratification law. That law was now before the
various departments for their comments and he hoped
that it could be submitted to Parliament by the end
of the present year and adopted early in 1972.

His Government was in essential agreement with the
amendments proposed by the United States delegation,
although the question of a mandatory embargo caused
it some difficulty. As a member of the European Eco
nomic Community, the Federal Republic had to comply
with the provisions of the Treaty of Rome and must
not erect any barriers to the free market which might
prejudice other member States. His Government had
already initiated consultations to determine whether any
embargo in the sense of the United States amendment
would constitute such a barrier.

Dr. SHIMOMURA (Japan) said that, since ten years
had elapsed since the adoption of the' 1961 Convention,
the time had obviously come to review its effectiveness
in the light of the present needs of narcotics control.
However, while appreciating the intention behind the
United States proposals, he felt compelled. to draw
attention to the fact that his country was now expr..ti
encing considerable difficulty in obtaining the necessary
amount of opium for medical and scientific purposes.
He hoped that the Commission would not fail to give
full consideration to that aspect in its discussion.

The meeting rose at 12.15 p.m.

[E/CN.7/SR.695]

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE SIX HUNDRED AND
NINETY-FIFI'H MEETING..

held on Friday, 1 October 1971, at 2.35 p.m.

Chairman: Dr. JOHNSON-ROMUALD (Togo)

AMENDMENT OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION ON NARCOTIC
DRUGS, 1961 (agenda item 10) (continued) (E/4971
and Add.l, E/CN.7/540)

Mr. CHAWLA (India) said that the United States
representative's statement (694th meeting) had explained
the reasons which had prompted his country to propose
amendments (E/4971 and Add. 1); the debate had shown
that any amendment of the 1961 Single Convention on
Narcotic Drugs should be approached with great care
and should be fully thought Ollt. .

The Indian Government's policy with regard to
opium had always reflected its keen anxiety fully to
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apply the international decisions concerning narcotics
control. India bad ratified all the international treaties
on the subject and had always participated actively in
the campaign against drug abuse and the illicit traffic. The
sole purpose of the production and processing of opium
and its derivatives in India was to satisfy the medical
and scientific requirements of the international com
munity. The reports of the International Narcotics Con
trol Board1 showed· that Indian opium production had
varied from year to year with the legitimate needs of
manufacturers of alkaloids for the world market. Opium
cultivation had covered 40,000 hectares in 1960, but
only about 12,000 hectares in 1965, demand having
for various reasons declined. Subsequently, between
1966 and 1970 the area cultivated had risen again to
40,000 hectares as a result of an increase in demand;
as this increase was linked to the increase in the demand
for codeine, it was estimated that the area under culti
vation would be about 50,000 hectares in 1971. Those
fluctuations entailed a considerable financial burden,
which India had assumed in order to comply .scrupu
lously with the spirit of the Single Convention.

The Indian Government had long experience of licit
opium production; at the beginning of the century,
the opium poppy had been cultivated in large quantities,
but production was now limited to certain well-defined
areas well away from the frontiers. Licences for opium
poppy cultivation were granted only with the greatest
caution and harvesting was supervised.

All the opium produced became a government mono
poly, and the prices paid to growers were fixed in
accordance with a sliding scale, so that the price per
kilogramme was proportional to output per hectare.
Bonuses were paid to growers of the best yields to
encourage competitio.n.

Every possible step had been taken to prevent illicit
trafficking, and the national bodies responsible for
prevention worked in close co-operation. India co
operated with other countries parties to the 1961
Convention and with ICPO/ INTERPOL, and all the
information requested by the Board or the Division
of Narcotic Drugs was immediately supplied to them
without the sIigh~~st reservation.

Inadequate supervision was certainly the reason why
in some countries a proportion of opium was marketed
through illicit channels; moreover, in some regions the
production of opium was wholly uncontrolled. The
supervision exercised by the national services of those
countries was at fault, since opium if licitly produced
and strictly controlled, as it was in India, raised no
problem. The experts of the Board estimated that
illicit or unsupervised production was at present equal
to licit production. The Board might perhap2 explain
whether illicit activity was flourishing on this scale
as a result of some fault in tf Single Convention. If
such was not the case, the remedy could hardly be
looked for in an amendment to the Convention. The
Indian delegation would later state its position in detail

1 United Nations publications, Sales Nos. E.69JCI.4 (El
INCD/I), B.70.XI.2 (E/INCB/S) and E.71.XI.2 (E/INCB/9).

with regard to the various proposed amendments, but
it was ready to support any strengthening of control
measures which could be justified. It would mention,
however, that the 1971 Convention on Psychotropic
Substances had raised similar problems, and when it
had been adopted some of the delegations which now
wanted to make the 1961 Convention stricter had been
opposed to the idea of including too rigorous pro
visions. His delegation could not .understand how the
dangers entailed in, the use of narcotic drugs differed
from those resulting from the use of psychotropic sub
stances. It would be recalled that the 1953 Protocol
gave the Board power to conduct local inquiries and
to declare embargoes. Those provisions could be found,
but in a weaker form, in the draft of the 1961 Single
Convention, but at the plenipotentiary Conference to
consider the draft many countries had opposed those
provisions, regarding them as encroaching on national
sovereignty, and the provisions in question had not,
therefore, been included in the final text of the Single
Convention. Furthermore, there was no provision of
that kind in the 1971 Convention on Psychotropic
Substances.

The Indian delegation would also like to say that,
in its opinion, limiting the quantity of opium produced
to an estimated figure would raise insurmountable
technical difficulties; the amount harvested depended
on climatic conditions, the rainfall and the like. It
seemed impossible, therefore, to forecast the volume
of production in any given year. The text of the pre
amble to the 1961 Convention read " ... the medical
use of narcotic drugs continues to be indispensable for
the relief of pain and suffering and . . . adequate pro
vision must be made to ensure the availability of narcotic
drugs for such purposes". In its policy whh regard to
opium, the Indian Government looked· to no other
objective.

Dr. AZARAKHCH (Iran) said that his country had
always been convinced that the international community
should have the necessary powers to control problems
arising from illicit trafficking in dangerous drugs. It
was obvious that the national efforts made by individual
countries were not enough to restrain illicit trafficking
and drug addiction, The case of Iran was a good
illustration of that inadequacy. After thirteen years of
total prohibition of opium poppy cultivation, Iran had
had to adopt a different policy as a result of the ineffi
cacy of tbe measures prescribed in the international
treaties. There was no doubt that the Permanent Central
Opium Board and its successor the International
Narcotics Control Board had fulfilled their task in a
most satisfactory manner and with the greatest dis
cretion, but the system of control was itself inadequate.

Drug addiction (. ould now be regarded as a pandemic
and the number of persons involved increaseq every
day; no country could claim to be safe from the scourge.
Measures international in scope were needed to sup
plement national measures.

Iran had the greatest confidence in the operation
of the Board and hoped that the 1961 Single Convention
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WQuld be amended to increase its powers 'and responSi...
bilities. "

Mr. SAGOE (Ghana) said that the pl'oposed amend,:,
ments were ptimarily. concerned with opium. Neither
the production pf nor illicit trafficking in opium direc:tly
affected Ghana, but in view of the considerable increase
in the quantity of morphine and heroin manUfactured
in the world, his delegation wo.uldsupport any proposal
to amend the 1961 Convention. to promote a more
effective control of all dangerous drugs. The Ghanaian
delegation would expless. its opinion on important
matters such as State. sovereignty and individual free
dom when the amendments were consider.ed in detail.

Mr. l(EMENY (Switzerland) said that many inte~
resting points. had already been raised in the,course
of ,the debate; his delegation WQuld revert to the amend
ments when the Commission came· to conside!' them in
detail,. but for the moment he would like to. observe
they might entail ,certain constitutional difliculties for
his country. .

Dr. BOLCS (Hungary)" said that his country ",as
ready to participate in any international action to sub
ject narcotic drugs to more effective control. Hungary
had been one of the first countries to r~tify the 1961
Single Convention. The Hungarian Govflrnment would
support any proposal likely to make the prevention
of drug' abuse and the fight against illicit trafficking
more efficient. It was from that twofold point of view
that any amendment to the Single Convention should be
examined. .

.It should be emphasized that the application of
some provisions in the amendments under consideration
might occasion serious difficulties. The effective appli
cation of an embargo, for instance, or the use of
unofficial information by the Board would raise grave
practical problems. The Hungarian delegation', also
wondered how far the provisions in the amendments
proposed by the United States would affect· the control
of opium alkaloids, other opiates, cocaine and. synthetic
narcotic drugs such as methadone and pethidine.
Lastly, the Commission should alwaY8 bear in mi~d
that it was ab~olutely vital to ensure EL sufficient pro
duction of narcotic drug to meet the medical re
quirements of the entire world.

Mr. EL HAi:>EKA (Observer 'for the Pan-Arab Anti...
Narcotics Bureau), speaking at the invitation of 'the
Chairman, said that the 1961 Single Convention should
be flexible enough to meet all needs; the international
community was currently faced with a scourge which
menaced all levels of society, and no country could
claim to be safe from an epidemic which might be all
the more sweeping, since', transport facilities had recently
~dergone considerable .expansion. . . , .

World. scientific and, medical. requirements 'currently
amounted to 8.00' tons. of opium, a yeQ.I; illicit pro
duction was estimated at 1,200 tons., It. was not mel'ely
the duty, but the obligation, of. the intemRtional com
munity to review its control machinery, evaluate what
bad been doneand:fill in the gaps. The '1961 Con
vention, whatever its merits. and .~hateYer the. efforts

'-

deployed to implement it, was neither beyond allcriti
cism. nor immutable. Article 47, providing for its
amendment as necessary, gave the flexibility required.
He could not accept the contention that the 1961 Con
vendon should be supposed to be of too re;cent date
to be amended already, when the rate of, change in the
world was constantly accelerating. Any amendment
proposed by any country whatever therefore deserved
to be thoroughly considered and supported if its effect
would be to strengthen the powers of the International
Narcotics Control Board and ensure a more compre
hensive application of the 1961 Single Convention.

Mr. ORANJE (Observer for the Netherlands),
speaking at the invitation of the Chairman9 said that
all countries were agreed on one point at least: that
drug abuse was a scourge which must be fought and
that for several years the problem had been becoming
increasingly acute in all countries. Narcotics policies
must meet two requirements: they must fulfil public
health needs and reduce illicit traffic to a minimum.
The Netherlands did not believe that the problem could
be .r~duced to the limitation of opium cultivation and
the repression of the illicit traffic; it was equally a
problem of social development, and equal importanc:e
should be. attached at the plenipotentiary conference
to each of the aspects of the problem.

Sir, Harry GREENFIELD (President of the Inter
national Narcotics Control Board) said th,at Board
had endorsed the spirit in. which the proposed amend
ments had been drafted, but it would not make any
judgment on them, because the matter concerned only
Governments and it was fOi' them to decide what powers
titey wished to confer on a central control body. In
the same way, the Permanent Central Opium Board
had not joined in the discussions in 1961 when Govern
ments had been deciding the future terms of reference
of its suc:cessor. Whatever the role' allotted to it, the
International Narcotics Control Board would assume
Its responsibilities sc:rupulously, as it had always done.

The Board's principal aim was to achieve practical
results. It discussed with Governments frankly and
without reservations questions which arose at various
levels and in all sorts of ways,~Jn or~er to. ensure that
corrective steps were taken; when it obtained satis
faction,. such negotiations were not always mentioned
in its report.

The Board's annual reports showed that it always
made good use of the powers entrusted. to it, while
maintaining with Governments the relations needed
for the proper implementation of the treaties' and show
ing its full appreciation of each country's economic and
social situation. The Board waS aware of the limits
within which it. now worked, particularly with the
tegard to the illicit and uncontrolled production of
th'e raw materials used in the manufacture of narcotic
drugs. If Governments decide to expand those limits,
they coUld be sure that the Board would act With the
same discretion as it had in the past. '

,,The Board would consider the amendments' to the
.1961. Single Convention at its November 'se~sion,and
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would be prepared to take part in the plenipotevtiary tioned by the Ind~an representative, asked the repre,.
conference. sentative of the International Narcotics Control Board

Mr KIRCA (Turkey) said that his country had signed to confirm that the machinery laid down by the 1961
all the treaties relating to narcotic drugs and would Convention, the purpose of which was to limit opium
not go back on its c0trlmitments. Turkey would there- production to medical and scientific needs, consisted,
fore approve in principle all amendments which were firstly, in establishing stocks whose size varied in
in conformity with the provisions of the treaties con- relation to crops which the Board supervised in order
eluded before the 1.961 Convention. to prevent any illicit traffic, and, secondly, in sub-

Since those instruments had been adopted, a new mitting supplementary estimates.
fact of the greatest importance had emerged. The abuse The representative of Hungary had raised the
of psychotropic substances had spread very fast. That question whether the United States amendments were
was why the Turkish Government had, since the session also applicable to opium alkaloids, cocaine and syn
of the Economic and Social Council in the summer thetic substances. In his view, the basic point of interest
of 1970, maintained that all treaties relating to psycho- in those amendments was that they placed producers
tropic substances should in principle contain provisions and manufacturers on an equal footing. It would be
similar to those contained in the instruments relating regrettable if that measure gave rise to hesitation on the
to narcotic drugs. Turkey would hold by that principle, part of countries which had nevertheless ratified the
,particularly during the consideration of the proposed 1953 p!otocol and the 1961 Convention, because the
amendments by the plenipotentiary conference, in which measure would in no way violate the major principles
it intended to take an active part. of the European Economic Community on trade and

The CHAIRMAN, speaking as the representative of freedom of movement. Prevention of narcotic drug
Togo, said that no country could selfishly consider that addIction should not be slowed down in any circum
the drug problem did not concern it, since all countries stances, because the problem was today evident in all
were exposed to contamination through ports and the countries of the Community.
airports and the dissemination of information by the Mr. DITTERT (International Narcotics' Control
radio, the press, tourism and scholarship-holders study- Board) explained that the system envisaged in the
ing abroad. Every country, therefore, had a duty to proposed amendments to the 1961 Convention would
co-operate in international efforts to combat drug make it possible for producing countries to send sup
addiction, if only to take precautions against it. For its plementary estimates giving the reasons if production
part, Togo was in favour of strengthening the control exceeded the first estimates, mainly as the result of
measures. To those opponen.ts of the amendments a good crop. In addition, where there was surplus
submitted by the United States and Sweden who argued production, the Board should be allowed some latitude
that the existing instruments were adequate, that it was and should only have to request producers to reduce
for each country to do what was necessary and that their subsequent production if their stocks had become
the measures proposed, particularly the embargo, had excessive. In brief, the amendments proposed by the
no chance of ever being applied, he would reply that United States amounted to the application to opium
an instrument could always be improved and be better of the provisions governing the \Surplus production of
used and that what had seemed impossible yesterday narcotic drugs.
was often no longer impossible today. Everything
possible must be done to erect a barrier, even if it was Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) said that it was imo

merely a moral barrier, against the evils of drugs. possible to apply the same system to manufacturers,
Mr. THOMPSON (Jamaica) said that the 1951 who could alter the amount of their production at will,

. h I th and to producers, whose production was subject to
Convention s ou d certainly be improved, but e factors over which they had no control. Even if he
relevant amendments should be submitted in their
present form to the plenipotentiary conference which reduced the· area under cultivation, no grower could
was to meet for that purpose. It would be premature forecast his crop yield from one year to the next.
for the Commission to redrafi them and take a decision Mr. KU~EVIC (Director, Division of Narcotic Drugs)
on them. The Commission would be better able to judge said that, in taking a decision on the' amendments, the
the amendments submitted by the United States if it Commission should bear in mind that if manufacturers
knew to what extent the provision of the 1961 Con,· wer~ compelled to draw up supplementary estimates
vention relating to extradition (article 36, para. 2 (b» to meet licit needs, they must have the raw materials.
had been implemented, whether the Board had been If production, therefore, had been reduced, stocks must
led to recommend an embargo on certain countries and be sufficient to cover the situation.
how that recommendation had been followed up. Mr. VAILLE (France) observed that the main pur
. He was not sure that the Commission was the appro- pose of the 1961 Convention was to combat the 'illicit
priate body to discuss the amendments proposed by traffic without imposing unjustified restri~tions on the
Sweden (E/CN.7/540), but he wished to stress that licit market. The licit world production of opium had
with respect to rehabilitation a clear distinction should now become inadequate, because codeine was used as
be drawn between drug-pedlars and their victims. an antitussive. That aspect of the problem should not

Mr. VAILLE (France) referring to the difficulty of be neglected. It was quite clear that references to
,I limiting opium production to estimated awounts, men- surplus stocks related .only to .badly supervised and
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Mr. RATON (Legal Adviser) said that the Legal
Division had reviewed the question of the submission
of amendments in the light of Economic and Social
Council resolution 1577 (L). On the one hand, the
Council had already decided to convene a plenipoten
tiary conference to consider all amendments submitted
to it. It had therefore imposed no limitations nor had it
fixed any time-limit for their submission. On the other
hand, it had requested the Commission to study the
proposals for amendments to the Single Convention,
and the Commission. should therefore review those sub
mitted to it by two countries, namely Sweden and the
United States of America.

With regard to the possible incompatibility between
Council resolution 1577 (L) and article 47 of the
Single Convention, under the terms of that article "the
text of any such amendment and the reasons therefor
shall be communicated to the Secretary-General, who
shall communicate them to the Parties and to the Coun
cil". The Legal Division did not think that amendments
had necessarily to be submitted to the Council, since
it had itself referred them to the plenipotentiary con
ference for examination; in so far as parties were
concerned, the report of the Commission on Narcotic
Drugs would be communicated to them in accordance
with the usual practice. That might therefore be suffi
cient, with a covering letter drawing their attention
particularly to the amendments.

Mr. VAILLE (France) said that the Economic and
Social Council had requested the Commission to make
all necessary preparations for the work of the pleni
potentiary conference; moreover, the Commission was
master of its own agenda and methods of work. He
therefore proposed that amendments should be sub
mitted up to the evening of 6 October 1971. That
time-limit would enable the texts to be duly distributed
in all the working languages, and would give delegations
time to consult their Governments.

Mr. KffiCA (Turkey) said he disagreed with the
Legal Adviser's interpretation. Article 47 was cate
gorical; an amendment could not be considered unless
it had first been communicated to the Secretary-General.
ConsequeIltly, the Commission could not review amend
ments that had not fulfilled that requirement.

The Council had two possibilities open to it under
that same article; it could either convene a conference
to consider the proposed amendments or it could ask
the parties whether they accepted them. The Council
had not yet had before it any amendments other than
those proposed by the United States, and had decided
to convene a conference to consider them, but it was
impossible to know what attitude it would take with
regard to other possible amendments. The Council could
not be denied the right to consider such amendments
and to choose, if it saw fit, the alternative of asking
the parties for their views. Article 47 did not specify
exactly when the draft amendments should be circulated
to the parties but, in practice, the Secretary-General
was, required to transmit them to the parties as soon
as possible after he received them. He himself thought

'-

badly utilized stocks and that, by definition, an estimate
could only be approJdmate. The 1961 Convention had
therefore provided for control of the areas under culti..
vation-which was easier to apply than control of
production proper-rather than the transfer of surplus
production to stock, the Board being able to request
the reduction of areas under cultivation if stocks reached
disquieting proportions, and for the preparation of
supplementary estimates, whose main value was com
mercial because they related to the volume of imports
and exports; that was very effective machinery, because
the operation of the statistics made it posslble to super
vise both the importer and the exporter, even if only
one of them submitted reports.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Economic and Social
Council,in its resolution 1577 (L), had expressly re
quested the Commission to comment on any proposals
for amendments to the 1961 Single Convention sub
mitted to it. The Commission now had before it amend
ments submitted by the United States and Sweden.
He invited the members of the Commission to prepare
for the debate, which would be resumed on 11 October
1971, by requesting instructions from their Govern
ments if they considered it necessary.

!\tIt. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) said that his delegation
was prepared to state its views on the amendments
submitted by the United States, which had been trans
mitted to members of the Commission before the session,
but feared that it would be unable to do so with respect
to the Swedish a~endments, or any others which might
still be submitted, iti the absence of instructions from its
Government, which would be difficult to obtain quickly,
since a nwnber of ministerial departments' were con
cerned.

Mr. McCARTHY (Canada) asked the Legal Adviser
if the machinery provided in the Convention would
enable the plenipotentiary conference to review the
amendments which might be submitted by the parties
between now and March 1972.

He assumed that the comments which the Commission
was called upon to make would not concern the text
of the proposed amendments.

Mr. KUSEVlC (Director, Division of Narcotic Drugs)
said that under Economic and Social Council resolution
1577 (L)every delegation was entitled to submit
amendments.

The Secretariat had, as an exceptional case, agreed
to publish ill extenso the statements made at the 694th
meeting by the representatives of the United States and
Sweden, because those countries had submitted amend
ments, but it would be unable to do so in the case of
other statements, in view of the General Assembly's
instructions in its resolutions 2292 (XXII) and 2478
(XXIII).

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) said he had no objection
to the submission of other amendments, but would be
unable to express any views on them.

It did not seem to' ·him to be fair to make a' distinc
tion between delegations withtegard to the publication
of statements in extenso.
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Mr. VAIILLE (France) said he agreed with the
Turkish representative. All amendments should be com
municated to the Secretary-General and to the parties,
without the Commission's report being awaited. More
over, they should be transmitted to the Council at its
next session. With respect to the time-limit for the
submission of amendments, he would press for the date
of 6 October, as that would er.::-ble the Secretariat to
circulate the proposals fo~ amendment it had received.

Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of America) said
that the explanations given by the Legal Adviser had
clarified the position. It was clearly apparent from
paragraphs 1 and 3 of Council resolution 1577 (L)
that the Commission was entitled to consider the amend
ments referred to in article 47 of the 1961 Convention.
The resolution even permitted parties that were not
participating in the present session to submit amend
ments to the conference. Delegations were not compelled
to comment on the amendments if they did not wish
to do so, and all that was asked of the Commission
was to express any views which might be useful to the
conference in taking its decisions. In his opinion, the
Council did not preclude parties from communicating
amendments in the period between the end of the
Commission's session and the opening of the conference.
It would be illogical to convene another conference
afterwards to consider any amendments which might
be submitted at a later stage.

He agreed to the date proposed by the French repre
sentative for the submission of amendments to the
Commission, since it would enable delegations to con
sider the proposed amendments and to exchange views
before the resumption of the discussion on agenda item
10, scheduled for 11 October.

Mr. KIRCA (Turkey) said that the legal rules applic
able to international instruments ought to be strictly
enforced if unwelcome precedents were not to be
created. Paragraph 1 of Council resolution 1577 (L)
referred only to amendments proposed, that was to say,
those which had already been submitted, not those
which wcmld be submitted in the future. Moreover, the
text was compatible with sub-paragraphs 1 (a) and (b)
of article 47.

As he f~~lt that it was necessary to give satisfaction
to the larg~~st possible number of delegations, he was
prepared to consider any amendment that had been
duly communicated to the Secretary-General within the
specified time·,limit. Unlike the Legal Adviser, he doubt
ed whether the Director of the Division of Narcotic
Drugs was entitled to receive on behalf of the Secretary
General the communication of amendments submitted
by delegations.

He supported the French representative's proposal
setting 6 October as the time-limit for the submission
of amendments to the Commtsslon, but he must ubserve
that the Secretary-Gtmeral was r{equired to communicate
amendments to all the parties to the Convention, not
merely to members Qf the Commission and the ob
servers.
. The CHAIRMAN appealed to the members of the
Commission not to prolong a purely procedural debate.

21B. Work of the Commission on Narcotic Dmgs regarding proposals for amendments

that it was not necessary to wait for tlfeCommission's
report before circulating them.

In conclusion, he supported the French represent
ative's suggestion that all delegations sheuld be invited
to communicate their amendments to the Secretary
General, but proposed, that the time-limit for their
submission should be set at 10 October.

Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) said he did not
see how the Commission could be expected to review
proposed amendments at any time during its session.
All amendments should have been submitted in due
form under,article 47, with a statement of reasons. He
did not wish to insist on any rigidity of attitude, how
ever, and was quite agreeable to the Commission
discussing any amendment which was submitted within
an agreed time-limit, provided the sponsor gave an oral
undertaking that his Government was taking the requisite
action under article 47, as had occurred in the case of
Sweden. If the Commission disagreed with that point
of view, he would press the point that a party must,
in accordance with article 47, supply not only the text
of its amendment but the l'easons therefor, of which the
Commission should necessarily be informed.

Mr. KUSEVIC (Director, Division of Narcotic Drugs)
said, in reply to the Yugoslav representative, that the
Secretariat had had no intention of drawing a distinction
between members of the Commission in according the
privilege of records in extenso to the representatives of
the United States and Sweden alone. The Division was
compelled to follow the General Assembly's instructions
on the limitation of documentation; delegations could
always ask to have corrections incorporated in the usual
summary records.

Dr. MARTENS (Sweden) said that he was sorry to
have thrown the Commission's deliberations into some
confusion by submitting an amendment and would be
glad to be informed of the procedure to follow.

Mr. RATON (Legal Adviser) thanked the represent
atives of Turkey and the United Kingdom for their
observations. The Secretary-General was represented at
the session by Mr. Kusevic, the Director of tht~ Division
of Narcotic Drugs, and the amendments by the Swedish
representative had therefore been communicated in good
and due form. Proposals which might be submitted
between the end of the Commission's session and the
conference in March 1972 would not cause any diffi
culty, since they could be communicated to the Division
of Narcotic Drugs and published as documents of the
conference. .

Replying to the objections by the Turkish and United
Kingdom representatives, he agreed that there was some
incompatibility between article 47 of the 1961 Conven··
tion and Economic and Social Council resolution 1577
(L). However, it was not for the Commission to mter
pret the conflict between the provisions of the two
texts. As a functional commission of the Council, the
Commission was given its terms of reference by the
Council; it was evident from resolution 1577 (L) that
it was called upon to consider all proposals to amend
the Single Convention and not only those which hat.:

~tted to the .Economic and Social Council.
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[E/CN.7/SR.708]

Chairman.· Dr. JOHNSON-ROMUALD (Togo)

SUMMARY RECORD OF Tfffi SEVEN HUNDRED AND
EIGHTH MEETING

held on Wednesday, 13 October 1971, at 9.40 a.m.

Mr. BRATTSTROM (Sweden) said that he under
stood the vote in favour to mean that the Director of
the Division on Narcotic Drugs was fully entitled to
represent the Secretary-General in matters relating to
the communication of amendments. It followed that
countries could communicate amendments tOI the Divi
sicm and they would thereafter be examined by the
Commission. In the circumstances, he considered that
the Swedish amendment had been submitted within. the
specified time-limit.

Mr. KIRCA (Turkey) observed that all the amend
ments must be communicated to all the parties to the
Convention, even if they were not represented on the
Commission.

Mr. SADEK (Egypt) said he had abstaine4 because
the requirements laid down in article 47 of the Con
vention had not been complied with; moreover, the
time-limit of 6 October seemed to him to be too close
for both the submission of the text of amendments and
for preparing the statement of reasons therefore

Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) said be had voted
in favour of the French representative's proposal on the
understanding that amendments and supporting reason,s
would be submitted in writing.

REsUMPTION OF OPIUM PRODUCTION BY IRAN; REPORT
OF THE SECRETARy-GENERAL (agenda item 5) (con
tinued) (E/CN.7/R.18)

[not reproduced]

The meeting rose at 6.5 p.m.

, Mr. KIRCA (Turkey) supported that proposal, 'pro
vided that it was agreed that the Director of the
Division of Narcotic Drugs was entitled to receive, on
behalf of the Secretary-General, amendments communi
cated by Governments.

The French representative's proposal was adopted by
15 votes to none, with 7 abstentions.

Mr. NlKOLIC (Yugoslavia) explained tha,t he had
abstained from voting, because he considered that
delegations could not submit amendments without being
informed of the legal procedures applicable in such
cases.

Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) said that the
Turkish representative's apprehensions were justified.
In his opinion, the sponsors of amendments should
undertake to pr~sent in writing, on behalf of their
Governments, a statement of the reasons therefore

He too was in favour of the' date of 6 October.
Mr. SADEK (Egypt) said that it was advisable, to

keep strictly to the 'procedure laid down in article 47
of the Convention, because the Economic and Social
Council was not empowered to change its provisions.

Ol"~ MARTENS (Sweden) observed that, the legal
aspect apart, the Commission was free to take any,
decisions it considered to be useful on the substance of
the amendments submitted by Sweden. If any doubts
remained about that, his delegation was willing to follow
any procedure decided upon by the Commission.

In paragraph 3 of CounCil, resolution 1577, (L), the
reference was not to "amendmentsproposed" but to
"proposals", which was a clear indication that they
were not merely amendments that had been submitted
earlier. The distinction was even clearer in the French
te}~1.

Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of America) said
that he agreed with the Swedish representative's com
ments on the text of the Ecol1lomic and Social' Council
resolution. He hoped that tbe Legal Adviser would
clear up the point.

Mr. RATON (Legai Adviser), replying to the objoo
tions by the Turki~h representative, said that as the
Secretary-General could not bt~ everywhere at once, he
was obliged to delegate his ftlnctions to a member of
his Secretariat; that se!ti~r o1fi:,cial in the present case
was the Director of the Division\ of Narcotic Drugs, who
was competent to deal, with all matters of general con
cern to his Division.

Moreover, it should not be forgotten that it was for
the conference in iv.larch 19'72 to take a decision on the
proposed amendments. The sovereignty of States was
not therefore threatened in allY way.

Vfith respect to the difficulties pointed out by the
representatives of Sweden and the United. States, he
thought that paragraphs 1 and 3 of Council resolution
1577 (L) concerned two different time levels; the pro
posals submitted now would thm~ already belong to the
past when they were submAtted to 'the conference. Hence,
it was reasonable enough to ,peak of "amendments
proposed" in paragraph 1. The slightly different shades
of meaning in the English and French. texts were
inevitable. . .

Mr. VAILLE (France), speaking \?n a point of order,
requested the adjournment of the debate under rule 48
of th~ rules of procedure:

Mr. BARONA LOBATO (Mexilco) said that the
question was impo~tant and its legal, aspects should be
thorougly examined.

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) said he agreed with that. PLAN PROPOSED BY THE SECRETARY-GENF,RAL FOP.. CON-
Mr. VAILLE (France), supported by Mr. INGER- CBI\T/1D SaOI\T-TBI\M AND LONG-TB1lM ACTION, AGAINST ? I

SOLL (United States of America), proposed that the DRUG ABUSE (agenda item 9) (continued) (E/CN.7/ I
time-limit for thesublllission of' amendments should be 538);
6 October 1971. . [not reproduei!d] .."1

. ' '\
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AMENDMENT OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION ON NARCOTIC several delegations, including those of Canada, France,
DRUGS, 1961 (agenda item 10) (continued*) (E/4971 the United Kingdom and the United States, that the
and Add.I; E/CN.7/540 and Add.1; E/CN.7/542 process of amending the Single Convention involved a
and 543; E/CN.7/L.344 and Add.l) . complex procedure and that such an amendment would

create difficulties for States which intended to' accede to
. ' Dr.' BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) the Single Convention.
said that he had read with interest the records of the
694th and 695th meetings, which he had unfortunately Subsequently, both the Commission itself and the
not been able to attend, and had thus acquainted him- Economic and Social Council had adopted resolutions
self with the views expressed by a number of delegations urging States which had not acceded to the Single Con
on agenda item 10. He did not propose to go into any vention to do' so at an early date. It would now be
detailed examination of the proposed amendments to inconsistent for the Commission to agree to proposals
the 1961 Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs but which would radically transform the text of the Con
would deal only with questions of principle. vention. He kn.ew·of several States which were seriously

The Convention had been formulated with two main considering acceding to it and those States would un
aims in mind, the first being to meet the changt'ng needs doubtedly hesitate to do so if the Commission proceeded

with plans for its amendment.of the struggle against drug abuse, and the second to
unify the different regulations laid down by the various He noted that some of the countries which were
instruments conclu.ded before 1961; those disparate now urging the revision of the Single Convention had
regulations had complicated the work of the two pre- not actually ratified it while others had done so 0111y
decessor bodies of the International Narcotics Control very recently. Their proposal was not therefore based
Board. The provisions of the Single Convention did not on any meaningful experience of the operation of the
slavishly repeat those of earlier conventions. Require- Convention.
ments that were no longer justified had been dropped, The actual amendments proposed placed the emphasis
redundancies had been eliminated, and unreasonably on control of the licit traffic, whereas the major problem
complicated procedures had been simplified. A remark- th t I . t th '11" am I th t 1
aHe task of consolidation had been achieved and the was e s rugg e agams elicit tr c. n at s rugg e,

the best .weapons were national mea~'Ul'es and no
provisions of the Single Convention included all the modification of the Single Convention could be of much
measures to combat drug abuse and the illicit traffic assistance in that respect. Moreover, the amendments
that were necessitated by the present situation. dealt exclusively with the opium problem and the Con-

At the 1971 Vienna Conference which had adopted vention covered a very wide range of ~ubstances.

the Convention on Psychotropic Substances, the Indian In conclusion, he reiterated that any amendment of
delegation had rightly described the Single Convention the Single Convention would create obstacles to ac..
as the Bible of the Conference. Whenever a difficulty cession to the Convention by States which were not yet
arose, it had been generally solved by reaching agree- parties; it would also fllrther complicate the work of
ment on the basis of the relevant provision of the the Board by adding one more international instrument
Single Convention. to the dozen already.in force. For those reasons, his

The' suggestion was now being made that the Single delegation was opposed in principle to amending the
Convention should be completely overhauled. His delega- Convention.
tion was naturally not opposed to progress, but the Mr. KANDEMIR (Turkey) asked whether the
Single Convention had been in force for only a few Secretariat would be able to assist the Commission by
years and there was insufficient experience on which to indicating the provisions of the 1948, 1953 and 1961
base a review of its provisions. In any event, the main treaties that were relev",nt to each amendment.
proposals for amendment now being made merely in-
volved the reintroduction of ideas that had been rejected Mr. KUSEVIC (Director, Division of Narcotic Drugs)
by the Conference which had adopted the Single Con- said· that the Secretariat would endeavour to do so but
ven,tion. could not guarantee that the Bst would be exhaustive.

When the Commission had begun its discussion of That was not work that could be done in haste; .the
the problem of psychotropic substances, the suggestion text of the amendments submitted by the United States
for a new international instrument had been opposed had been distributed to Governments several months
on the grounds that a separate instrument would further before.
complicate the already complex situation created by the Mr. CASTRO Y CASTRO (Mexico) said that tbe
existence of a large number of narcotics treaties. The amendments submitted by the Government of the United
suggestion had then been made that psychotropic sub- States (E/4971 and Add.1) affected principles of inter
stances should be brought within the provisions of the national law, although he recognized that they were
existing Single Convention. The Commission had arrived motivated by humanitarian aims.

\ at the conclusion that the problem should not be dealt He wished to pay a tribute to the able experts serving
;) ! with by attempting to amend the Single Convention. on the International Narcotics Control Board for their
! It had taken into account the argument, suppor.ted by congtructive work. He was, however, opposed for rea..

.i sons of principle to vesting that body with more extensive
.. 1 III Resumed from the 69Sth meeting. powers. His delegation could not agree to the replace-
:' I
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ment of good faith and mutual trust between States 
by a rigid system of international control which would 
place Member States in a position of dependence on 
the Board and make them subject to supervision, 
investigation, requests for explanations or other measures 
representing encroachments on their sovereignty. 

It would be incompatible with the position Mexico 
adopted in all international bodies to admit intervention 
by the Board in matters which were within the domestic 
jurisdiction of States. Any breach of that principle, 
based on the gravity of the problem of drug abuse and 
on the need to safeguard human welfare, would establish 
a dangerous legal precedent that could have adverse 
future repercussions on the principles of self-determina
tion and State sovereignty which his country had always 
upheld. 

During the discussions on the draft texts of the 1961 
Single Convention, the Mexican representative had 
stressed that every country should be responsible for 
control within its borders, that international control 
procedures should be simplified and that international 
co-operation should be rendered more effective. In view 
of the world-wide character of the drug problem, the 
convention which was to deal with it should be uni
versally accepted. It was highly inappropriate to give 
the Board excessive executive powers, and political 
powers which were outside its field of competence. If 
the Board sent an individual or a mission to carry out 
an inquiry in a country, the constitutional principle of 
the inviolability of the national territory would be in
fringed; on the other hand, the refusal to admit such a 
mission would harm the country concerned in the eyes 
of public opinion. 

During the present discussion, the United States 
representative had frankly stated that the information 
available to his Government might relate to only 10 
per cent of the illicit traffic. It would follow that, in 
order to gather sufficient information, the Board would 
be obliged to establish an elaborate administrative 
machinery to the detriment of national authorities. 

He agreed with the representatives of the United 
Kingdom and Yugoslavia that the developing countries 
would be the ones most affected by the proposed amend
ments, because, in view of their limited resources, they 
would be constantly exposed to intervention for pur
poses of inquiries. 

The proposed amendments to article 2, paragraphs 6 
and 7, would have the effect of inhibiting the adoption 
of purely national measures and would not make it 
possible to rely on the good faith of each Member 
State to limit opium production in its territory. 

The proposed amendment to article 12, paragraph 5, 
combined with the proposed amendment to article 19, 
paragraph 3, was unacceptable, in that it would have 
the effect of empowering the Board to approve or modify 
estimates submitted by States. 

His delegation also opposed the changes which it was 
proposed to make in article 14, paragraphs 1 (a) and 
2. It would be most improper to allow the Board to 
rely on information which was at its disposal but which 

had not been received from Government sources. The 
same was true of the proposal to empower the Board 
to initiate a local inquiry on the basis of such inform
ation. 

The new paragraph 3 which it was proposed to insert 
in article 14 would turn the Board into a judicial body 
and place the State concerned in the position of an 
accused. Similarly, his delegation objected to the pro
posed changes in article 19, because they, too, would 
confer upon the Board powers that encroached upon 
the sovereign rights of States. 

As he had pointed out in his previous statement 
(694th meeting), the proposed amendments to article 36, 
paragraph 2, were totally unacceptable to his country, 
because they would infringe provisions for the protec
tion of individual freedom contained in the Mexican 
Constitution and the Mexican Penal Code. The sugges
tion that the States parties should undertake to include 
certain offences as extraditable offences in every future 
extradition treaty was also unacceptable, among other 
reasons, because it would tie the hands of his Govern
ments for the future. 

He agreed with the Yugoslav representative that the 
control of the licit traffic was already assured by the 
Single Convention as it stood and that no international 
instrument could curb that traffic. The efforts which 
were being made to introduce more rigid controls would 
simply create new problems for States by imposing on 
them additional administrative burdens. 

The suggestion by the United States representative 
that the Board might use the services of specialized 
university centres to obtain better information seemed 
to suggest that the lawful authorities of a country were 
considered incapable of supplying the information in 
question. An analogy had been drawn during the 
discussion with the 1970 Convention to Suppress Un
lawful Seizure of Aircraft, but such an analogy was 
false, because that convention was aimed at curbing the 
activities of a small number of extremists. The illicit 
traffic in narcotics involved thousands of persons and 
required carefully organized national campaigns, neces
sitating considerable resources and close co-operation 
between Governments. 

His delegation could not accept the argument that 
supranational powers should be conferred upon the 
Board, because recommendations against the illicit 
traffic were not likely to be heeded any more than 
recommendations against environmental pollution. That 
type of reasoning could lead to proposals for the esta
blishment of numerous supranational authorities for the 
control of all forms of anti-social activity. It was in 
direct conflict not only with the constitutional order of 
the individual countries but also with the principle of 
sovereign equality of States embodied in the United 
Nations Charter. 

His delegation believed that close understanding 
between the national authorities concerned, combined 
with international technical and economic assistance to 
national administrations, was the best way of obtaining 
constructive results. His delegation greatly appreciated 
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[E/CN.7/SR.709]

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE SEVEN HUNDRED AND
NINTH MEETING

held on Wednesday, 13 October 1971 at.3 p.m.

Chairman: Dr. JOHNSON-ROMUALD (Togo)

Mr. McCARTHY (Canada) said that, without
commenting on the substance of the Mexican dele
gation's statement, he was in favour of its reprodu~tion
in extenso. In view of the terms in which the Com
mission's terms of reference were defined in the
COilllcil resolution, it seemed to him that the Com
mission, should study not the text of amendments but
the general principles they involved.

AMENDMENT OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION ,ON NARCOTIC
DRUGS, 1961 (agenda item 10) (continued) (E/4971
and Add.l; E/CN.7/540 and Add.l, E/CN.71542,
E/CN.7/543, E/CN.7/L.344 and Add.l)

Mr. McCARTHY (Canada) said that his delegation
had never considered the text of the 1961 Single Con
vention as unalterable. It had, moreover, said as much
when the 1971 Convention on Psychotropic Substances
was being drawn up.

At the request of Mr. VAILLE (France) and
Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia), the CHAIRl\.1AN invited
the representative of the International Narcotics Control
Board to explain the legal position of the Board in
relation to the Commission on the one hand, and to
the States parties to the amended Single Convention
on the other.

Mr. DITTERT (International Narcotics Control
Board) asked leave to reply later.

Mr. BARONA LOBATO (Mexico), referring to the
statement made by his delegation at the 708th meet·ng
and to the interest it had aroused amongst other dele...
gations, requested that it should be reproduced in
extenso in the summary records. He insisted that the
Commission should respect the terms of reference given
to it by the Economic and Social Council and confine

. itself to considering the inadequacies of, or the gaps in,
the Single Convention, without taking upon .itself the.
tasks of revision, which would be the prerogative of the
plenipotentiary conference.

Mr. VAILLE (France) supported the Mexican rep
resentative's request. He thought, moreover, that the
legal position of the Commission was made dear in
the relevant resolution of the Economic and Social
Council and in the interpretation given to it by the
Legal Adviser.

At the request of the CHAIRYAAN, Mr. ANS~
KHAN (Secretary of the Commission) read out opera
tive paragraph 3 of Council resolution 1577 (L), in
which the Commission was requested "to study •.•
proposals for amendments to the Single Convention ...
with a view to submitting comments as appropriate
to the conference".

-~ ~-

the efforts and sacrifices made by the various States
and peoples in the interests of the struggle against drug
abuse. Governments which had thus shown their good
faith should be given moral and economic' assistance.

In the rare event of a Government failing to partici
pate in the struggl~ against d!Ug abuse! the 19~~ Single
Convention contamed suffiCiently strIct prOVIsIons to
meet the situation. \Vhenever a danger had arisen of
an increase in the illicit traffic, both the Board and the
Commission had taken a strong stand.

He fully agreed with the French representative that,
if Governments supplied adequate estimates promptly
and in good faith, those. Governments which were
unwilling to co-operate could be easily identified and
the appropriate provisions of the Single Convention
could be applied to them.

The Board's action would be rendered more effective
if its contacts with Governments were strengthened
and if world-wide researf;h were promoted to curb the
abuse of narcotics and medicines.

It was for those reasons that this delegation had
welcomed the statement by the Personal Representative
of the Secretary-General relating to a completely new
world-wide campaign.

Ills delegation had not submitted any amendments,
because it had certain doubts about the procedure
which should. be followed under article 47 of the
Convention. That article clearly indicat~d, in chrono
logical order, the steps which had to be taken by the
parties, the Secretary-General and the Economic and
Social Council in such a procedure. There was no
doubt that the United States had followed that pro
cedure, in the strict legal sense, in submitting its
proposal, but the question arose whether the Council,
in adopting its resolution 1577 (L), and particularly
operative paragraph 3 thereof, had not gone somewhat
farther than it should have by authorizing the Com
mission to consider proposals for amendments which
had not existed when that resolution was adopted.
Moreover, the procedu.ral requirements of article 47
of the international instrument which it was proposed
to amend had not yet been fulfilled; in other words,
the amendments which had so far been submitted by
delegations had not yet gone through' the specific stages
provided for in the Single Convention. They could,
of course, bf~ considered, not as amendments in the
full sense, but rather as preliminary drafts or future
proposals for amendments', which would be submitted
prior to or at the plenipotentiary conference itself.

Moreover, it should be pointed out that the Com
mksion, in accordance with the provisions of article 8
of the 1961 Convention, not only could, but must
consider an matters pertaining to the aims of that
Convention. From thaJ. point of view, the Commission
must consider thepossxbility that some or even all
of the provisions of the Convention might be amended,
or in o~1." ,; ,YO,-'J, that it might carry out a complete

• • C" •reVIS!On, \ ..~ onvention.
"11~ meeting rose at 12.55 p.m.
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Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
considered that the representatives attending the Com
mission's current session were competent to study not
only technical but also legal questions, \,,~°ehout having
to seek the opinion of jurists. In any CULG~ however,
it was quite clear the Commission shQuld not go so
far as to study the amendments in debut

He asked on the basis of what text the Commission
was going to decide whether a total or a partial revision
of the Single Convention would be undertaken.

He supported the Mexican representative's request.
Dr. EL HAKIM (Egypt) and Mr. OSMAN (Lebanon)

said that they too would like to have the complete
text of the Mexican delegation's statement made
available.

Mr. PHILIPPART DE FOY (Observer for Belgium),
speaking at the invitation of the Chairman, said that
even if the terms of reference of the Commission were
restricted, since the Commission was te confine itself
to studying amendments and to submitting comments
on them withoutadcpting or rejecting them~ those
torms were nevertheless wide, since the. Commission
was empowered to study the amendments in all their
legal, social, economic and other aspects.

In the interest of the efficacy of future work, it.was
important that the present discussions of the Com
mission should be reported in great detail, but the
reproduction of statements in extenso should be avoided
in· view of its budgetfU'Y implications.

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) supported the request of
the Mexican delegation. He appealed to the Commission
not to llitger over procedural matters, but to deal
immediately with the study of the amendments pro
posed by the United States of America (E/4971 and
Add.1), which represented the· only PJ;opoSA.l to have
been submitted sufficiently early for the Yugoslav
delegation to study it in detail and to obtain its Govern
ment's mstructions thereon.

Mr. ANSAR KHAN (Secretary ·of the Commission)
reminded the Commission that it had been on com
pletelyexceptional grounds that the competent services
had agreed to publish in extenso the statements made
at the 694thmeeting by the United States and Swedish
representatives, who had submitted amendments. At
the present time, the only organs for which statements
could be reproduced in extenso were the General
Assembly in plenary meeting, the Security Council, the
Committee· on Disarmament and the Trusteeship Coun
cil. As to the functional cOmnllssions .of the ·Economic
and Social Council, the General Assembly had asked
thattbey should dispense with summary records and
replace them by minutes (see Assembly resolution
2292 (XXII». The CoUncil itself had done likewise
in its resolution 1379 (XLV). The Commission on
Narcotic Drugs had been the first of the Commissions
to conform with that request, reserving the right to
request;'sununary records exceptionally~ as it had done
at its fil'st special session1 .and at the. current session

1 See Official Rec()rds of the Economic and Social Council,
Forty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 8, para.n7•.

for the consideration of items 5 and 10 of its agenda.
Before acr.;eding to any other request to the same effect,
the Secretariat 'Would have to refer the matter to Head
quarters, and this might give the impression that the
Commission was going back on its intention to reduce
summary records to a strict minimum, or even that it
was deciding to go much further. Without committing
himself, he thought the Secretariat would be unable
to comply immediately with any decision the .Com
mission might take in th~t direction, in view Cif the
decisions of the General Assembly and of the Council,
and in the light of the general budgetary situation.

Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom), supported by
Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of America), thought
that if the plenipotentiarY' conference could be content
with summary records, the Commission should abstain
from publishing statements in extenso, for such a pro
cedure might be repeated at the 1972 conference.

Like the representatives of France, Canada and the
USSR, he thought that the Commission should confine
itself to commenting on the amendments without
attempting to play the role of a drafting committee.

Mr. VAILLE (France) observed that in accordance
with rule 28 of its rules of procedure, the Commission
could not approve a proposition entailing expenditure
for the United Nations before the Secretary-General
had presented an estimate of the costs.

Mr. KUSBVIC (Director, Division of Narcotic Dmgs)
added that the plenipotentiary Conference which had
met in 1971 had had the summary records of the first
special session and the report on that session at its
disposal.

After a short exchange of views in which Mr. INGER
SOLL (United States of America), Dr. BABAIAN
(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) and Mr. KUSE
VIe (Director, Division of Narcotic Drugs) took part,
Mr. KIRCA (Turkey) suggested that the Mexican and
United States delegations should themselves be respon
sible for the reproduction in extenso of the statements
they had made at the previous meetings.

Mr. CASTRO Y CASTRO (Mexico) said that his
delegation was prepared to do so, and apologized for
having taken up the Commission's time.

The CHAIRMAN asked if the Commission wished
to study the proposed amendments in the manner
suggested by the French representative, namely using
the text of the Single Convention as a basis and studying
in turn each article which was the subject ora proposed
amendment.

Mr. VAILLE (France), supported by Dr. MARTENS
(Sweden) and Dr. AZARAKJlCH (Iran), thougbtthat
that method had the merit of being realistic and would
save the Commission time. For that reason, he renewed
his proposal and would, if necessary, request a roll-call
vote on the subject.

Mt.PHILIPPART DE F'OY (Observer for: Belgium),
speaking at the invitation of the Chairman, said that
he could accept the French representative's proposal;
only three artiCles (articles 12~ 14 and 36) were
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the subject of several amendments. A study of the
amendments on the lines of that proposal should there
fore be fairly rapid.

Mr. ALVAREZ CALDER6N (Peru) said that he
too could accept the French representative's proposal.
Peru had recently proposed an amendment to article 27
of the Single Convention (E/CN.7/543), which aimed
at making the fight against illicit traffic more effective
through a stricter control of exports, which would
thus discourage the over-production of alkaloids derived
from coca leaf.

Mr. NIKOLIC (yugoslavia) proposed that the Com
mission should study the amendments in the order in
which they were shown in the agenda starting with
document El49711Add.I. The Commission had set
itself the task of studying the broad lines of the amend
ments, and the relevant documents presented the reasons
for which countries had proposed them in a clear and
concise manner; that would facilitate the Commission's
work. .

Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of America) said
that he would willingly agree to the French proposal
if the Commission decided to accept it, but he wished
to propose another solution: since the discussions would
bear on the broad principles underlying the proposals
for amendment and not on details, the different pro
posals could be grouped by subject, which would enable
the major problems to be dealt with one by one. The
Commission might adopt the following order:

Terms of office of members of the Board
Article 10, paragraph 1: amendment proposed by

France (E/CN.7/542).

Access to information
Articles 14, 19 and 20: amendments proposed by

the United States (E/4971IAdd'.1).

Utilization of information
Article 14: amendment proposed by the United

States (E/4971/Add.1).

Local inquiries
Article 14: amendment proposed by France (El

CN.7/542) and amendments proposed by the United
States (E/49711Add.1).

Estimates system
Articles 12, 19 and 24 and new article 21 bis:

amendment proposed by France (E/CN.7/542) and
amendments proposed' by the United States (E/4971/
Add.I),

Embargo
Article 14: amendment proposed by the United

States (E/4971/Add.l).

Treatment of addicts
Articles 36 and 38: amendments proposed by Sweden

(ElCN.7/540).

Extradition
Article 36: amendment proposed by the United

States (E/49711Add.1).

Coca leaf
Article 27: amendment proposed by Peru (E/CN.71

543).
Mr. VAILLE (France) accepted that proposal.
The CHAIRMAN said that, in the absence of any

objection, he would consider that the Commission had
adopted the order of discussion proposed by the United
States representative.

It was so decided.

Terms of office of members of the Board-article 10,
paragraph 1: amendment proposed by France (El
CN.71542)
Mr. KIRCA (Tw:key) supported the principle under

lying the proposed amendment.
}.IIr. VAILLE (France) said it would have been

useful to have the views of the Board on that matter.
Moreover, he wondered whether the Secretariat could
inform the Commission regarding the terms of office
of members of the Board and of similar bodies which
had preceded it and which owed their existence to
narcotics treaties precedent to the 1961 Single Con
vention. .

Mr. KUSEVIC (Director, Division of Narcotic Drugs)
said that under the provisions of the 1925 Convention
members of the Permanent Central Opium Board
served for a period of five years and were eligible for
re-election.

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
said that his delegation had received the proposed
amendment too late to study its legal implications. It
appeared to be a simple modification, but it might have
important repercussions; there was no doubt that, if
members of the Board had a longer term of office,
they would be in a better position to carry out thei~

task, but on the other hand a smaller number of
countries would be representei. The Soviet delegation
could not, therefore, reach a decision immediately.

Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) said he thought it
would be premature for delegations to give decisive
and final opinions on those amendments. Subject to
that reservation, his delegation was inclined to favour
an extension of the terms of office of members of the
Board.

Mr. ALVAREZ CALDERON (Peru) said that, while
it would be appropriate to extend the term of office
of members of the Board to five years, it should be
sripul~ted that they would not be eligible for re
election indefinitely.

Mr. THOMPSON (Jamaica) said he was not in
favour of the amendment proposed by France. It was
not sound to encourage the establishment of irreplace
able appointments within the framework of the United
Nations.

Mr. VAILLE (France) said he did not understand
why the Peruviaa representative was opposed to the
re-election of members of the Board, since e~perience
in the League of Nations and the United Nations had
shown that system to be satisfactory. A certain time,

".
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perhaps one or two years, was necessary for .new
members to become conversant with their work. More
over, a longer term of office would enable them to
display greater equanimity, particularly as their respon
sibilities were often judicial in nature; it was well
known that in many judicial systems, magistrates were
appointed for life, which enabled them to become more
completely impartial.

Regarding the desire that a greater number of
countries should ·be represented, and in view of the
fact that the role of the Board was becoming increasingly
heaVY,consideratiofi could be given to increasing the
membership of the Board, say up to 15.

Mr. ABDEL RAZEK (Egypt) said that the members
of other United Nations bodies had a term of office
of four years; that example could perhaps be followed.
In addition, his. delegation proposed that members of
the Board should be eHgible for re-election only once,
so as to guarantee a wider representation of countries.

Mr. McCARTHY (Canada) said that in principle
his delegation supported the French proposal. In view
of the greater responsibilities of members of the Board
and of the increasingly extensive technical knowledge
they needed to have, they should be re-elected by
rotation, so as to ensure a certain continuity in the
work.

Mr. VAILLE (France) said that, once they had
been appointed, the members of the Board should
show complete impartiality and neutrality; they did not
represent any given country, since they acted in their
personal .capacity and it was their individual qualities
which mattered. Moreover, too frequent a change. in
the membership would' place too heavy a responsibility
on the Board's secretariat, which would be the only
body fully conversant with the work. A period of
three 'years corresponded to omy six sessions of the
Board and that was not sufficient to pursue any
effective long-term action.

Mr. CHAWLA (India) said that at the present time
he could make only general comments, since, like the
representative of the Soviet Union, he had not received
the relevant documents in sufficient time.

Contrary to what the French representative had said,
a period of three years would not appear to be in
sufficient for members to become conversant with their
tasks. They were specialists who already had detailed
knOWledge of the questions, that would be entrusted to
them. He recalled that the United States representative
at a previous meeting had stated that the world was
developing with increasingrapic1ity, which made it'more
and more essential that there should be a steady contri
bution of new knowledge and experience. Such. a
contribution would be promoted by a Dlore frequent
change in the membership of the Board.,

Dr. MARTENS (Sweden)" said that, subject to all
reservations,.his delegation was in favour of the pro
posed .amendment. The Board should have full ad...·
ministrative and political independence, which would

be facilitated by an extension of the term of office.
Moreover, the members e1ected were highly qualified
and competent persons; they should therefore be eligible
for re.-electionas often as necessary.

Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of Altlerica) thought
that the amendment proposed by France contained
many constructive ideas and deserved to be'given the
most careful consideration. It had repeatedly been
stated that the Board t.;;arried out its functions in the
Dlost satisfactory manner and that it should be given
new responsibilities, particularly in view of the entry
into force of the Convention on Psychotropic Substances.
The French proposal appeared to be designed to
strengthen the stability and efiectiveness of the Board,
and that was in accordance with the spirit of the
amendments proposed by the United States. The need
for a constant renewal of thinking and knowle~ge, to
which the Indian representative had just referred, did
not seem in any way incompatible with the longer
presence in the Board of experienced specialists who
never stopped learning and applying their new know
ledge. To sum up, his delegation, without being able
to take a final stand, found the French proposal
interesting and worthy of attention. He noted further
that the observer for Australia had pointed out earlier
the importance of the plenipotentiary conference conM

sidering the larger question, to which the French
proposal was related, of how the Board could best be
organized to deal with the increased responsibilities
it was proposed to assign to it. .

Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) said that the
question was how to arrive at the best possible balance
between the different requirements, so as to serve the
objectives of the international community effectively in
face of a problem which was 'becoming daily more
threatening. The Economic and Social Council must
be able to elect men of the, highest competence and
integrity and make it possible for them to exercise
their function in the best possible conditions. Carefully
weighing all the elements, it would seem that a longer
term of office would be more advantageous than one
that was too short.

Mr. KIRCA (Turkey) said that, in itself, the term
of office of five years proposed by France would in no
way modify the power of action of the members of
the Board; however, the other amendments designed
to give the Board gre~ter powers of decision, which
would transform it into a judicial rather than an
advisory body, justified the proposed prolongation.
Moreover, at present, members were eligible for re
election, and since the Economic and Social Council
had already chosen, in fact if not in law, to maintain
competent persons in their functions for a relatively
long period of time, it would be better to confirm
present usage. In that respect, it would be interesting
to know how many of the present members of the
Board! had remained in their posts for more than three
years through successive re-elections.

Dr. BERTSCHINGER (Switzerland) said that, like
other representatives, he was not in a position to take
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the raw materials which were the source of the illicit
traffic.

Mr. NIKOLIC (yugoslavia) said that those amend
ments in no way changed the existing situation, since
the parties were already supplying the Board' with all
necessary information under the instruments in force,
as the representative of the Board could confirm.

Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) said that he
agreed with the representative of Yugoslavia that the
parties were already furnishing the Board with all the
information required on the cultivation of the opium
poppy and on the production, consumption and move
ments of opium, to the extent that those operations
were licit. Consequently, the amendments wereprob
ably aimed at illicit and uncontrolled operations, since
it was stated at the end of ·paragraph 1 of the explana
tory memorandum that they would allow "the collection
of information about the raw material of narcotics from
which illicit diversion normally occurs", while the
amendment to article 14 gave the Board the power
to act "if, on the basis of information at its disposal,
the Board has reason to believe ... that there is a danger
of any country or territory becoming a centre of illicit
traffic". He asked the representative of the United
Stat~s how the series of proposed amendments would
make it possible to obtain information on the' illicit
traffic, what exactly was meant by a "centre of illicit
traffic" and on the basis of what information the Board
would come to the conclusion that there was a danger
of a country or territory becoming such a centre.

Mr. THOMPSON (Jamaica) wondered what was
meant by the words "on the basis of information at its
disposal" which, in the amendment to article 14, were
to replace the words "on the basis of its examination
of information submitted by Governments to the Board
under the provisions of this Convention, or of inform
ation communicated by United Nations organs" in para
graph 1 (a). The proposed wording would give the
impression that the information so obtained had come
from a clandestine source and constituted the "facts"
on the basis' of which the Board would conie to the
conclusion that "there is a danger of any country or
territory becoming a centre of illicit traffic". He could
not help being alarmed and asked himself how and
where the Board would obtain such information-which
would presumably be additional to the information
officially supplied by Governments-and what criteria
would be used to define a "centre of illicit traffic".

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
said that he, too, failed to see what data officially
supplieCi to the Board could inform the latter of the
quantities of narcotic drugs diverted into the illicit
traffic, or how the Board thought it would be able to
obtain such information by other means than from an
unofficial source. It would be useful if the representative
of the Board would give his views on the subject; as
currently worded, the formula proposed for paragraph
1 (a) of article 14 was unclear.

The meeting rose at 5.40 p.m.

Access to information--o.rticles 14, 19 and 20: amend
ments proposed by the United States (E/4971 / Add.1)

Mr. SOTIROFF (Secretariat) said that, in the order
in which it had decided to consider the amendments,
the Commission was now considering amendments to
articles 14, 19 and 20, in so far as those articles related
to the information which the International Narcotics
Control Board could request from countries and its
methods of obtaining them.

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) said he could not see
the point of the proposed amendments, since the States
parties to the Convention were already furnishing the'
Board with all necessary information on opium pro
duction, from the area sown to the quantities harvested
and the quantities used for various purposes, even to
the extent of their water and morphine content. More
over, the last sentence of paragraph 1 of the explanatory
memorandum (E/4971/Add.1) required clarification.

Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of America), having
summarized the proposed amendments, said that they
would considerably increase the power of the Board
to request information from the parties on the cultivation
of the opium poppy and the production of opium, i.e.

any decision on the French amendment, wllich had
been submitted too late. He reminded the Commission,
however, that the question of the membership of the
Board and the length of the term of office had given
rise to long discussions at the 1961 Conference; it
would therefore be u(;eful to ascertain from the records
of the Conference what reasons had led to the adoption
of article 10, paragraph 1, and to consider whether
circumstances had changed sufficiently to justify a
modification of that text. In addition, it would perhaps
be better not to take any decision on the length of
the term of office until the amendments designed to
increase the powers of the Board had been considered.

Dr. EDMONDSON (Observer for Australia),
speaking at the invitation of the Chairman, said that,
although he had no instructions from his Government,
he thought he could say that the principles on which
the French amendment was based and the opinion
expressed by the Canadian representative Were, in
keeping with his country's views. The amendments to
the 1961 Convention should be considered as a whole
and, were of particular significance only in so far as
they modified the capacity of the Board to carry out
its duties, particularly with regard to the 1971 Con
vention on Psychotropic Substances.

Mr. SAGOE (Gbana) said that, although he was not
in a position to express an opinion on the pr.oposed
amendment by France, he thought it would be better
not to modify the existing provisions of article 10
whereby the terms of office of members of the Board
were renewable indefinitely.

Mr. VAILLE (France) agreed with the representative
of Canada that there should be a partial renewal of the
members of the Board, since that was a satisfactory
way of ensuring a continuity ef views in that body.
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[E/CN.7/SR.710]

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE SEVEN HUNDRED AND
TENTH MEE'I'ING

held on Thursday, 14 October 1971 at 9.35 a.m.

Chairman: Dr. JOHNSON-ROMUALD (Togo)

AMENDMENT OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION ON NARCOTIC
DRUGS, 1961 (agenda item 10) (continued) (E/4971
and Add.l; E/CN.7/540 and Add.1, E/CN.7/542
and 543; E/CN.7/L.344 and Add.l)

Access to information-articles 14, 19 and 20: amend
ments proposed by the United States (E/4971/
A'dd.1) (continued)

Mr. REUTER (International Narcotics Control
Board)* said that, apart from certain technical questions
to which the Secretary of the Board would reply, two
questions had been asked during the discussion. The
first was whether th~ Board was an advisory body to
the Commission. The second was' whether the amend
ments tindf\r discussion would have the effect of radically
transformitlg the Board's role and functions as defined
in the treaties in force. The Board's answer to both
questions was firmly and clearly in the negative.

The members of the Commission were representatives
of sovereign. Sta:tes, and sovereign. States were bound
by the treaties they had accepted and by no others.
The members of the Board, on the other hand, were
not representatives in any sense; they were inter
national agents whose activities were entirely dependent
on treaty provisions. The Board had to. take the action
provided for in those provisions and could do nothing
that was not covered by them. It was not called upon
to advise Governments, and accordingly did not consti
tute an advisory body to the Commission. Its role was
to supply information. Governments had! their own
national bodies, and also international bodies, to advise
them. The Commission could well be mentioned as one
of the latter. The Board's function of infomiation was
none the less.very important and had led to the estab
lishment of a fruitful co-operation which was beneficial
to both the Board and the Commission.

Seen in that light, the Board was something less
than an advisory body but, seen from another viewpoint,
it was something more. Under the narcotics treaties, it
had to supervise the implementation of those treaties'
by States, and in the event of non-observance, initiate
the procedures provided for in the treaties. The treaties
·thus placed a very heavy responsibility upon the Board,
and it was precisely in order to discharge that res
ponsibility better and to enjoy the continued confidence
of States that the Board had been careful not to express
any views on the amendments; had it done so, it would
have assumed! legislative functions' which it did not
possess. The position of. the Board was one of total

III The full text of this statement is reproduced on page 70
below.

dependence on the collective will of States as expressed
in the treaties. At the same time, in the discharge of
its treaty functions, the Board was completely inde
pendent of States acting individually.

As for the second question, none of the amendments
at present under consideration envisaged any radical
innovations in the existing treaty provisions. They
carried those provisions a stage further, their purpose
being to strengthen the authority of the Board in the
exercise of its judicial functions.

As he had said, the Board was not called upon to
express any opinion on the proposed amendments. Since,
however, it had been suggested that the discussion
should be concentrated on the more important points,
he wished to supplement the information. on one such
point which had already been given to the COmmission
by the President and the Secretary of the Board.

It had been asked whether either the Intemational
Narcotics Control Board or its predecessor bodies had
ever applied the procedure laid down in the treaties
in the event of non-compliance with its provisions.
The answer to that question was in the affirmative.
The reason why there had been no public statements
on ,the subject was because the treaties themselves
specified that the procedures in question should begin
with a confidential phase.

The question then arose of why the Bpard or its
pred~cessors had not recommended an embargo on any
occasion since 1945. Between 1945 and the present
date, however, although situations had arisen that caRed
for concern, the Board or its predecessors had not
recommended an embargo because they had never found
themselves faced with a State that was acting in bad
bith. A State could! be said ItO ,be acting in bad faith
If, in a serious matter on which it was fully informed,
it refused to take measures which it was in a position
to take. It was, of course, extremely difficult to assess
what action a State was in a position to take. A State
which, because of its stage of economic development,
was unable to establish a complete modern admini~

stration, could not be asked to tih.e overnight certain
measures which presented no difficulty for other States.
Nor could a State be said to be acting in bad faith if
the situation which gave rise to concern was the result
of its inability to ensure complete internal security
throughout its territory. Where a State showed willing
ness to make progress and. took such action as was
within its power, it would be pointless for the Board
to institute a sanctions procedure.

He would not enter ~nto ,the question of whether
there had been any cases of bad faith before 1945 and
still less engage in speculation regarding the possibility
of such a .case occurring in the future. The Board could
only eXipress views that were based on documentary
evidence. It was for Governments to decide whether
the situation had changed since 1961 and, if so, whether
they wished to adopt a new attitude. The question was
one which could only be answered by Governments·;
the Board was' not empowered by the treaties to give
an answer, nor was it qualified to do so.

•
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Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of America) said
that some representatives had asked what additional
information would be provided to the Board under
his delegation's proposed amendments. Such information
would include information obtained as a result of local
inquiries carried out with the consent and co-operation
of the States concerned. It would also inl~lude advance
estimates of the areas of opium poppy cultivation and
of opium production. Unlike parties to the 1953 Pro
tocol, parties to the 1961 Single Convention were not
required to furnish such estimates. Nevertheless, a
number of countries which were not parties to the
1953 Protocol were supplying them voluntarily as a
matter of courtesy. The purpose of the United States
amendments was to bring within the scope of article 19,
paragraph 1, the supply of information on the area
that would be under opium poppy cultivation and on
the expected quantity of opium production, the terms
"cultivation" and "production" having the meanings
assigned to t~em in article 1, paragraph 1 (z) and 1 (t),
of the Single Convention.
." ..,..,."".,.. ~..... '~'¥'~ -~~"""'~'!""""I""''''''''''''~.~~

The ·additional information supplied to the Board
would also include that given in the statistical returns
for the amount ofopium actually harvested. The sub
mission of such information was a requirement for
parties to the 1953 Protocol, but not for parties to the
Single Convention, and the purpose of one of the
United States amendments was to include that re
quirement in the latter instrument.

Mr. DITIERT (International Narcotics Control
Board), replying to a question by the Turkish repre··
sentative, said that, at the last elections of members
of the Board, the Economic and Social Council had
re-elected seven members out of eleven.

In reply to questions put by the Yugoslav representa
tive, he explained tha,t parties to the 1961 Single Con
vention were not :.;equired to supply the Board .,.Ni.th
advance estimates of. the areas under opium poppy
cultivation or of opium production. Parties to the 1953
Protocol were, however, required to do so. Moreover,
under the, 1961 Convention, Governments were not
obliged to furnish the Board with statistics on the areas
under opium poppy cultivation, whereas that was a
requirement for parties to the 1953 Protocol. The Board
therefore included questions on those points in its
questionnaires, ·but States which were not parties to
the 1953 Protocol were not obliged to answer them.

A number of delegations had asked how the Board
could determine whether there was a danger of a
country becoming a centre of the illicit traffic. The
1925 Convention provided that, in the event of such
a risk arising, the Board could take certain measures.
The information on which the Board could base its
action included the discussions in the Commission,
the reports and statistics on seizures, the annual reports
of Governments, the statistical returns, and information
which might be obtained in consultations with Govenn
ments.

\
\

Jj
I,,

alread.y appeared in article 24, paragraph 1, of the 1925
Convelntion. His delegation con\sidel'ed that it referred
to any country wIrlch formed part of the channel of the
illicit traffic and was thus a link In tb,\~ chain connecting
the country of orl.gin of the dnlg with the' country of
consumption. The idea underlyltng the United States
amendment to artide 14, pariagraph 1 (a), was that any
such country would; benefit fro'm the advice of the Board.

He had been surprised by assertions during ·the discus
sion that the 1961 Single Convention was intended only
to rel~late the licit traffic and not to protect the inter
natio'nal community against the illi.:it traffic. Those who
had drafted the Single Convention bad, of. course,
assumed! that if all its provisions were observed, there
would be no illicit traffic but they had al'.tw' realized that
that objective would not be attained. overnight. For that
reason, the Single Convention envisaged continuing
action against the illicit traffic. Articles 14 and 18
empowered the Board to seek and! to re(:eive informa
tion on the illicit traffic. Article 22 provided for action
by the parties to prevent the diversion of drugs into the
illicit 'traffic. Articles 35 land 36 envisaged action against
the illicit traffic, including the enactment by the parties
of legislation making violations of the provisions of the
Single Convention punishable by law.

Clearly, therefore, the Single Convention comn:rltted
the parties and the Board to undertaking effective
measures against the illicit traffic. The only valid ques
tion which arose was whether the machinery provided
for in the Convention was adequate. In that connexion,
he did not claim that the United States proposals con
stituted the only or even the best .possible means of
improving international action against the illicit traffic.
Many of the projects included in the Secretary-General's
Plan for Concerted Short-term and Long--term Action
against Drug Abuse would also have an impact on
that action. The United States amendments were de
signed to improve one of the several available tools for
combating the illicit traffic.

It had been suggested during the discussion that it
was not essential .to tighten the control over the licit
traffic because there was little or no diversion from
licit production. Although no diversion occurred after
the Governments concerned had taken possession of the
licit opium crop, considerable diversion unfortunately
took place before ·that stage; much of the heroin which
reached the United States was derived from opium
diverted: into the illicit traffic in that way. It was,there
fore, clear that ·the tightening of international control
over licit opium production would serve to deal with
a major diversion. He reminded the Commission that
in the annoilllcement made by the Prime Minister of
Turkey on 30 June 1971· regarding the termination of
legal opium cultivation in that country, reference had
been made to the need to prevent diversion into the
illicit traffic and the provisions of article 22 9f the
Single Convention had been mentioned. That welcome
'action by Turkey did not ·therefore remove the need
for international action against illicit diversion. There

t With regard to the concept of the danger ,"\If a country were ether countries where licit production of opiumU "beco~~. a centre of the illicit traffic", that c~ncept. e~sted. In fact, with~ certain limits, the Single Con-
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vention gave all States the right to undertake the licit
production of' opium.

The United States amendments had been formulated
with due regard to the fact that, it they were adopted,
the amended' Convention would remain in force for
many years. It was necessary to provide for any fore
seeable situation and to enable the Board to co-operate
with States in halting the illicit traffic. The Board should
be able to obtain all the necessary information to enable
it to help States in carrying out their treaty obligations.

Mr.. AGUILLON (Observer for the Philippines),
speaking at the invitation of the Chairman, endorsed
the Jamaican representative's views (709th meeting) on
the woi'ds teat its disposal" itl the proposed amendment
to article 14, paragraph 1 (a). In bis delegation's opinion,
the Board shoUld act only on official information pro
videdby a Government.

Mr. PHILIPPART DE FOY (Observer for Belgium),
speaking at the invitation of the Chairman, said that
that amendment must be seen in ,the broader context
of the objective sought by the Commission, on which
all delegations.were agreed. Its purpose was to streng
then. the powers of the Board, which woUld be prac
tically paralyzed in cases where it suspected that a
Government might not be fulfilling its obligations under
the Convention, unless it had access to all sources of
information, both official and non-official.

Mr.GAVAZZONI SILVA (Brazil) said that his
delegation's douDts related not to the source of non
official, ,information but to the use to, which it might
be putby the Board. A possible solution might be to
insert a sentence in the proposed amendment stating
that such information would be transmitted, in con
fidence to the Government of the country concerned.

Mr. ABDEL RAZEK (Egypt) said that difficulties
would arise if ,the Board accepted information from
non-gtwernmental sources. If those sources· were in
dividuals who were nationals of the countries concerned,
controversy might arise over their right to incriminate
their own country; furtherm.ore, the Board would in all
cases, have to assess ,the credibility of the information
supplied. In addition, the words "or that there is a
danger of any country or territory becoming a centre
of illicit traffic" woUld give rise to serious problems of
interpretation.

Mr. SAMSON (Observer for the Netherlands, speak
ing at the invitation of the Chairman; said 'that the
technical matters which should be the Commission's
primary concern were sometimes obscured by considera
tions of a political nature. In his view; those political
questions should be left to the forthcoming plenipoten-
tiary ,conf~rence. .

In his statement at the 694th meeting, the repre
sentative of the UniJted States had said that there was
today more opium available for illicit purposes than
ever before, and that that was indicative ,of the
inadequate regulatory provisions in the Single 'Conven
tion. However, the very faot that 79 States ;or territories
had acceded to that Convention· constituted ,a major
achievement which demonstrated the balance and world-.

wide efficiency of the control system established under
it. What the increased availability of opium for illicit
purposes really demonstrated was the need for social
development measures which would enable the Govern
ment concerned to control illicit opium production. It
was not a question of tightening international controls,
as could be seen' from an analysis of the position of the
countries principally concerned in relation to the Single
Convention: Afghanistan, Burma, Thailand and Pakistan
were parties to the Convention but had inadequate
resources to implement its provisions, while Laos and
Nepal were not parties ei,ther to the Convention or to
the 1953 Protocol. The Commission should realize that
the' proposed amendments aimed at strengthening the
powers of the Board could do no more than correct
minor problems of drug abuse, and it should sltate
clearly ill its report to the Economic and Social Council
that other and far more extensive economic and social
measures were necessary.

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) said his delegation main
tained its view that the Single .Convention was intended
to regulate only the licit production of narcotic drugs
and that it was an inadequate instrument for Ithe pre
vendon of illicit production and traffic. His delegation
'could not accept the proposals that ,the Board should
be authorized to initiate local inquiries and to modify
estimates ~ubmitted to it. Those proposals would inve8't
the Board with supranational powers and t~us violate
national sovereignty. The incorporation of those, pro
visions in the 1953 Protocol had prevented many States
from becoming parties to that instrument, and their
incorporation in the Single Convention could only have
an equally detrimental effect.

The Yugoslav delegation was opposed to the in
clusion of the words "on the basis of information at its
disposal" in article 14, paragraph 1 (a), for the reasons
stated by previous speakers. The provisions for extra
dition contained in the proposed amendment to ar.ncle
36 were acceptable in principle, although ,the circum
stances in which extraditioll could take place would, of
course, have to be defined.

Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) said that his
request for clarification of the amendments proposed by
the United States had in no way implied any criticism
of their validity. He stressed the importance of con
sidering amendments to the Single Convention in the
light of historical,precedents, .as well as in the light of
the current situation.

Mr. CHAWLA (India), noting that articles 14, 18,
19 and 20' of the Single Convention provided for the
submission of very extensive information, asked whether
the Board felt that the present system was adequate
and, if not, how itcouldJ be made more comprehensive.
As a party to the 1953 Protocol and the 1961 Con
vention, India suppli~d the informati9n required,but he
did not know whether the Board was really able to
make use of it. In particular, it was not clear to him
how esti&1ates provided in advance under the 1953
Protocol helped the Board to exercice its functions. If
non-official information was to be submitted· to the
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Board, the sources and reliability of such information
would have ,to be clarified.

Mr. McCARTHY (Canada) said that" he fully sup
ported the proposed United States amendment to article
14, paragraph 1 (a), smce strict control at the source
was obviously necessary in order to arrest the worlct
wide epidemic of drug abuse.

Mr. THOMPSON (Jamaica) said that he would like
to ask, first, whether, if the United States' amendment
was adopted, the present system of access to informa
tion from ICPO/INTERPOL would be retained and,
secondly, whether the Board would be able to set up
its own system for collection of information.

Dr. MARTENS (Sweden) said that his delegation
was completely in favour of any measures which would
provide the Board with fuller information about drug
abuse. He would like to ask the Board how it evaluated
the information which it received.

Mr. REUTER (International Narcotics Control
Board) said that the Board considered that the informa
tion received under the 1953 Protocol was of real value
in its work. One question that might arise was whether
the Board should consider information other than that
furnished directly by Governments. In cases of doubt,
of course, the Board could always refer to the United
Nations Legal Council for advice.

In reply to the Swedish representative, he said that
the Board always asked the Government· concerned
about its attitude to the information in question and
that the position taken by the Government would
naturally be considered as the official one.

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
said that his delegation fully agreed with the Swedish
representative that it was the legal responsibility of the
Governments in ques-tion to supply the necessary in
formation to the Board.

• Mr. VAILLE (France) said that he agreed with the
VIews expressed oy Mr. Reuter on behalf of the Board.
He would like to add~ however, that while the reports
of the Economic and Social Council and those of
ICPO/INTERPOL were very important, they unfortun
ately often arrived very late, so that they were mainly
of historical interest.

Mr. INGERSOLL (United St,ates of America) said
that, as he had already pointed out, the 1961 Conven
tion contained a series of gradually escalating measures
which the Board could take to ensure the application
of its provisions. As it now stood, article 14 provided
for action solely on the basis of information which was
submitted to the Board by ,the Governments concerned
or by some United Nations organ. In his Government's
opinion, that procedure was undUly restrictive, since the
State in question might have no data available, while
the Board might possess additional information which
would seem to be of prima facie importance. Obviously,
it would be desirable for .the Board to begin its enquiries
with a confidential request to the Government con
cerned.

«

The Brazilian representative had v(~ry properly raised
the question of how the whole process could be kept
confidential; that was a point which should be con
sidered at the plenipotentiary conference. .

Latsly, with respect to the sources of information
which might be available to the Board, he said that
in addition to official sources such as Governments,
recourse might be had to unofficial sources such as
university scholars.

Mr. THOMPSON (Jamaica) -asked whether, under
the United States amendment, the Board would be
authorized to set up its own information collecting
network.

Mt. REUTER (International ~'1'nfr7cotics Control
Board) said that while the Board !d institute in
quiries, it could not set up any bocl~Jr the purpose
of co!iecting information,

Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of America) said
that under article 14 in its present form, or as amended,
the Board would not be authorized to hire personnel
or to spend money for the purpose of collecting informa
tion except with the agreement of States.

The meeting rose at 12.30 p.m.

[E/CN.7/SR.711]

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE SEVEN HUNDRED AND
ELEVENTH MEETING

held on Thursday, 14 October 1971 at 2.35 p.m.

Chairman: Dr. JOHNSON-ROMUALD (Togo)

In the absence of the Chairman, Mr. Ingersoll (United
States of America), Vice-Chairman, took the Chair.

AMENDMENT OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION ON NARCOTIC
DRUGS, 1961 (agenda item 10) (continued) (E/4971
and Add.l; E/CN.7/540 and Add.l J E/CN.7/542
and 543; E/CN.7/L.344 and Add.l)

Access to information-articles 14, 19 and 20,· amend
ments proposed by the United States (E/4971/Add.l)
(concluded)

Mr. KIRCA (Turkey) said that the amendments
concerning access to information which the United
Staes of America was proposing to make to articles 14,
19 and 20 of the Single Convention were acceptable
to his Government, since the provisions they laid down
were already contained in article 11, paragraph 1, sub
paragraph (b) and in article 8 of the 1953 Protocol,
which Turkey had ratified.

Mr. SAGOE (Ghana) said that his delegation, which
was always anxious to contribute to the utmost to the
suppression of the illicit traffic in drugs in general and
in narcotic drugs in particular, was not in principle
opposed to proposals or ame:cdments designed to streng
then the instruments which governed the control of
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Governments for explanations, namely that the purposes ~

of the Convention were seriously jeopardized and that
a country or territory seemed to have become an im
portant centre. of illicit traffic. In other words, the
word "or" in the fourth liJJ~ of the United States text
would be replaced by the word "and" appearing in the
text of the French amendment. The ultimate aim of the
1961 Convention was, after all, to thwart the illicit
traffic.

Mr. MILLER (United States of America) thought
that it would be better to leave it to the plenipotentiary I

conference to decide if the two conditions should be
linked or not, 'since~ the Commission could not, through
lack of time, study the matter in sufficient depth. As
his delegation saw it, it was possible for a country to
apply the Convention but for the Board to feel never
theless that a serious problem was involved. That was
why the word "or" had been preferred to the word
"and".

Mr. THOMPSON (Jamaica) asked, on the hypothesis
that the amendment authol'izing the Board to act "on
the basis of information at its disposal" was adopted,
whether ,the Board would be able, when it asked a
Government in confidence for ~xplanations, to rev~al

the unofficial sources from which it had obtained that
information.

Mr. VAILLE (France), after affirming that there \
could be no doubt about ,the earnestness with which the
Board worked and would continue to work, said· that
the graduated stages designed to take account of
national susceptibilities, as provided for in article 11 of
the 1953 Protocol, which consisted of a heading and
several sub-headings', was taken up, although without
sub-headings, in the different sub-paragraphs of article
14, paragraph 1, of the Single Convention. In sub
paragraph (a), in particular, it was said that a request
for information would be treated as confidential, subject
to the right of the Board to call the attention of the
parties, the Economic and Social Council and the Com
mission to the. matter. That procedure was frequently
employed and its merits were proved by precedents.

Mr. CHAWLA (India) pointed out that the United
States amendment did not exactly follow the wording
of article 11 of the 1953 Protocol; according to that
article, the requests for information and explanations
the Board could address to Governments were qualified
as "confidential". He would prefer the authority givon
to the Board under the United- States amendment to be
subject to the same restriction, which would make it
acceptable to a large majority of countries.

Mr. MILLER (United States of America) observed
that under the provisions of the second sentence of
article 14, paragraph 1, sub-paragraph (a), requests for
information or eXiplanations were considered as con
fidential, subject to the right of the Board to call the
attention of the parties, Jthe Council and the Com- f~'!'
nllssion to the matter. Although not worded in the same i "l
way, the same rule was to be found in soostance in ! i

the 1961 Convention. and the 1953 Protocol, at least \ I
in the ~ew of the United States. In any event, it WOuld.1

__._........-.__ ..- I

Utilization of information-article 14: amendment pro
posed by the United States (E/4971/Add.1)

Mr. KIRCA (Turkey) said that in substance the
amendments proposed by the United States of America
to article 14, paragraph 1, sub-paragraph (a) were
acceptable, but he would prefer the wording to be
brought into line with the te:8':1 of the French amend
ment to that passage in article 14 which dealt with
ItJCal enquiries (E/CN.7/542) and which linked the
two conditions governing the Board's right to ask

.
drugs, subject to the effects they might have on the
economy of the producing countries, the sovereignty of
States and freedom of the individual. Wondering how
the International Narcotics Control Board would obtain
,the information to which the United States' proposed
amendments to article 14, paragraph 1, sub-paragraph
(a) referred, the Ghanaian delegation might, as the USSR
.representatirve had put it at ilie preceding meeting, have
!eared ,that the Board would set up a network of
information, but the explanations given by. the United
States representative and. by representatives of the Board
at that meeting had resolved the doubts it had in thst
respect. He shared the views expressed by the repre
sentatives of Brazil, Egypt and Sweden; he too hoped
that the Board would not -make use of any information
:which might place it in an embarrassing situation and
affect the confidence States reposed in it. He hoped,
furthermore, that it would be possible at the pleni
potentiary conference in March 1972 to find wording
to express the intentions of the United States amend
ment which would be acceptable to all States and would
strengthen the position of the Board.

Mr. ASRAR HUSSAIN (Pakistan) saw no objection
to .the modification of article 14 paragraph 1, sub
paragraph (a) as proposed by the United States of
America, since the 1953 Protocol already provided that
the information foreseen in the amendment should be
supplied to the Board, on the understanding, however,
that the Board would never act on the basis of informa
tion obtained from sources other than governmental
sources without first referring it to the Government
concerned. That precaution would guarantee Ithat the
information obtained' would always be authentic and
reliable.

Mr. ALVAREZ CALDER6N (Peru) feared that the
difficulties of applying the amendments proposed by the
United States of America would outweigh the expected
advantages. Experience in other areas, in particular in
that of human rights, showed the extent to which that
type of intervention could be dangerous. The maximum
that could be done was to ensure the collaboration of
States. The power to ask for supplementary information
and to make recommendations to the countries con
cerned, provided for in the 1961 Convention, sufficed;
as an addition, recourse could be had, if necessary, to
institutions within the United Nations framework, by
drawing up a list of those which might provide informa
tion to the Board, in the·same way as was done in other
areas.

M: it u:a6:aa J . ii-'iwa:utJLJ Ill. k USS
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:1 United Nations publication, Sales No. E.71.XI.2 (E/INCB/9).

Mr. ABDEL RAZEK (Egypt) said that his Govern
ment had signed the 1953 Protocol and was thus in a
similar situation to that of the Turkish Govemment.

Two cases could be visualized in which the Board
might undertake local inquiries: first, when the country
producing opium was suspected of violating .the pro
visions of article 19, paragraph 1 (e) and (f) of the
United States amendment relating respectively to the
area to be cultivated and to the quantity of opium to
be produced, and, secondly, when a country had become
or was in danger of becoming a centre of illicit traffic.
It was difficult to see how an investigator or acommitt~e
of inquiry would set a1:;out the taf;ik of determining
whether a cultivated area, usually covering many thou
sands of hectares, fell within the limits permitted by
the Board. Inquiries into illicit trafficking would be even
more diflic.ult, involving the m.obilization of a large
number of investigators at strategic points on the
frontier.

It was even doubtful whether the amendments would
be useful, since inquiries formed part of the powers
conferred on the Board by the 1961 Convention, as
indicated in· paragraph 9 of the Board's report for
1970,1 in which the Board stated thnt, in fulfilling its
dual function of continuously watching the course of
trade in narcotic drugs and of supervising the' applica
tion of the treaty provisions by national administrations,
it had various means at its disposal, including personal
visits or formal missions to the countries concerned by
members of the Board and its secretariat.

It was not sufficient for the amendments to provide
for th~ express consent of ·the countries concerned. Some
committees of inquiry that had been established in
accordance with General Assembly resolutions had
failed to carry ou.t their mandates because the authorities
cot.\(~~rned: had l.Jl.ot allowed them to enter the territories
that v.-era the sl.1hject of the inquiries. The .proposed
amendments would therefote be very difficult to apply.

Dr. DANNER (Federal Republic of Germany) said
that his delegation supported both amendments. The
French amendment seemed to be preferable with regard
to the two points raised by preceding speakers.

Mr. MILLER (United States of America) was pleased
to note the similarities between the French amendment
and that of his own country. He was entirely in agree
ment with the reasons given by France in support of
its amendment, and hoped that they would form· the
permanent basis for the work of the Commission and
the conference. At the 694th meeting of the Commis
sion,. the United States representative Ilad already,
exhorted the other States to submit their own suggestions
for the improvement of the Single Convention, and was
glad to note that his appeal bad been heard. It would
be for the plenipotentiary conference to prepare a
text that would receive the largest possible number of
positive votes.

In reply to the representative of Jamaica, he said
that it was for the Board to decide, in accordance with

B. Work of the Commission on Narcotic Dmgs regarding proposals for amendments

The CHAIRMAN suggested ,that the. matter should
be left as it stood ·and that :the various comments made
should be duly included in the Commission's report and
transmitted to the plenipotentiary conference.

It was so decided.

Local inquiries-article 141• amendment proposed by
France (E/CN.7/542) and amendments proposed by
the United States (E/4971/Add.1)

Mt. KIRCA (Turkey) said he had no reason to
oppose~ the amendments' proposed by France and the
Uniteil States of America, since Turkey had ratified
the 1953 Protocol, in which the principle of local
investigation was laid down. With regard to the form,
the French text was better in several respects, and
should be more easily acceptable to the parties to the
1961 Convention. Firstly, it provided for a prior-request
for anthorization, which did not confer upon the Board
a supranational character it did not possess. Secondly,
the French text did not speak of investigators, of a
committee of inquiry or of an inquiry, but of repre
sentatives of the Board·, a working party and a survey,
which were more satisfactory expressions without, how
ever, altering the substance in ,any way. Thirdly, the
French amendment provided-very wisely, since that
might make the investigation unnecessary-that the
Board would not proceed with a local investigation
wh: ''''Iut having first requested explanations from the
Government concerned. Lastly, by providing that the
survey could only take place "due account being taken
of the constitutional, ~egal and administrative system of
the State concerned", it had the advantage of subc,;r,,
dinating the procedure to an essential condition, which,
once again, denied to the Board the supranationaJ.
character which the United States text perhaps tenoed
to give it.

Dr. MARTENS (Sweden) and Mr. GAVAZZONI
SILVA (Brazil) associated themselves with the Turkish
representative's remarks.

Mr. THOMPSON (Jamaica) said that, subject to the
approval of other amendments, he could see that local
investigations might prove necess'ary. It was possible
that a country might itself ask the Board to carry out
an investigation which might lead to proposals relating
not only to the fight against the illicit traffic, but also
to the solution of economic, agricultural, &ocial protec
tion and other problems'. Since one of the amendments
submitted concerned social protection, it would be advis
able to draw the attention of the plenipotentiary con
ference to that aspect of local investigations.

He asked if the committee of inquiry which would
be appointed by the Board would be· composed sol~ly

of members of the Board' or if it could include experts
from outside the Board, and if the country concerned
would have the right to object to anyone of its
members.

be for the plenipotentiary conference :to decide on the
matter.
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the powers already conferred upon it by the 1953 
Protocol, whether it should call upon investigators from 
outside its own membership. It was evident that the 
country concerned could always oppose that step by 
refraining from giving its consent within four months. 

Mr. OSMAN (Lebanon) explained that his delega
tion's standpoint on the draft amendments was not 
inspired by the fact that cannabis was illicitly produced 
in his country. Lebanon had invariably fulfilled its 
contractual obligations and would continue to do so. 
It had been one of the first countries to replace the 
cultivation of a noxious plant by useful crops. 

His delegation regarded the proposed amendments 
as a means of strengthening the powers of the Board to 
such a marked degree as to be prejudicial to national 
sovereignty. 

Mr. VAILLE (France) regretted the position taken 
up by the Lebanese delegation all the more as he had 
sought to draw up an amendment which, although 
realistic, could not be accused of prejudicing the 
sovereignty of States in any way. Eighteen years after the 
signing of the 1953 Protocol, he had realized that 
certain compromise solutions adopted at the time had 
now become inadequate. 

His reply to the comments made by the Jamaican 
representative was on the same lines as that of the 
United States representative. 

He pointed out to the representative of Egypt that 
the example he had given was valid for opium alone, 
whereas the Convention applied to all narcotic drugs. 

There could be no doubt as to the practical value 
of local inquiries or surveys. It might happen that a 
Government took up a position that was apparently 
unjustifiable, but which could be explained in the 
context of that particular country. Measures of that 
kind would thus be in the interests of the country 
concerned. 

While it was true, as the observer for the Nether
lands had pointed out, that the economic and social 
aspects of the problem took precedence, the French 
amendment would at least have the merit of settling one 
aspect, even if it was one of a minor nature. 

He hoped that the Lebanese Government would 
reconsider its position, and pointed out that the amend
ments could be further amended at the 1972 conference. 

Mr. SAGOE (Ghana) said that his delegation had 
originally been attracted by the United States amend
ment, but it had then felt that the French amendment 
was more liberal and closer to the principles by which 
his country had always been guided. 

Mr. NIKOLI6 (Yugoslavia) said that the reason for 
which so many delegations approved the amendments 
was no doubt that they had acceded to the 1953 
Protocol. Far from constituting a compromise, as the 
French representative imagined, that instrument had 
been imposed on the opium-producing countries, which 
had numbered 5 at the Conference, as against 15 non-
producing States. When the 1961 Convention had been 
drawn up, the delegations which in 1953 had insisted 

on the establishment of machinery for investigation, 
had been opposed to it. In the meantime, the number 
of opium-producing countries had risen considerably. 

The safeguard which seemed implicit in the last 
sentence of the French amendment, namely the phrase 
"due account being taken of the constitutional, legal 
and administrative system of the State concerned", 
was illusory. It was self-evident that the country con
cerned would not agree to an inquiry that would 
disregard its own institutions. 

In practice, when the Board might wish to appoint 
a committee of inquiry, the Government concerned 
would remain silent for the statutory four-month 
period, or would allow an inquiry to be conducted on 
its territory, provided that it was carried out in collab
oration with some of its officials, who would be liable 
to handicap the inquiry through a strict observance 
of the country's constitutional, legal and administrative 
system. 

To amend the Single Convention as proposed would 
be to take a step backward. No more than 52 States 
had acceded to the 1953 Protocol, whereas 79 had 
acceded to the 1961 Single Convention, which had 
been signed only ten years previously. It was to be 
feared that only the countries parties to the Protocol 
would agree to sign the revised Convention. 

As far as local inquiries were concerned, he saw 
no substantive difference between the 1953 Protocol 
and the two amendments proposed. 

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) 
considered that the Yugoslav representative had correct
ly traced the history of the adoption of the 1953 
Protocol and the 1961 Convention. He said that the 
Soviet Union had always enforced stringent measures 
of control and that illicit trafficking was virtually un
known there; it would not, however, tolerate any 
infringement of national sovereignty. The amendment 
proposed by the United States would make the Board 
not merely a supranational body but give it police 
functions, and the French amendment did not seem 
to him to be very different. 

He had the impression that the authors of the 
amendments were seeking to obtain approval for a 
proposal which had received few favourable votes in 
1961, since 27 countries had voted against and 10 in 
favour, while 14 had abstained. In adopting it now, 
they would be taking not one but ten steps backwards. 

The financial aspect of the problem had not been 
mentioned, and it might be asked who would contribute 
to the cost of local inquiries at a time when the Econo
mic and Social Council was advocating economy. 

His delegation was therefore unable to accept the 
amendments. 

Mr. ALVAREZ CALDER6N (Peru) said that, for 
the reasons indicated by the Yugoslav representative, 
local inquiries could yield only very questionable results. 
There had been convincing reasons for their non-
retention in the 1961 Convention. The problems which 
it was hoped to elucidate through inquiries could easily 
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Estimates system-articles 12, 19 and 24 arid· ~w
article 21 bis: amendment proposed by France
(E/CN.7/542) and amendments proposed by the
United States (E/4971/Add.l)

Mr. KIRCA (Turkey) said that the criticisms relating
to the supranational character that it was proposed
to confer on the Board were particularly per~e,PJ
with regard to those amendments. It would, be recalled
that under the terms of the 1953 Protocol, the estimates
furnished by Governments could be amended by the
Board only with the consent of the Govermnentscon
cerned (article 8, para. 7). On the contrary the French
and United States amendments proposed that estimates
could -be amended even without the consent of the
Governments concerned. Among the institutions con
nected with the United Nations, it would-be unusual
for a body composed of persons acting in their personal
capacity to have the power to modify the decisions
of sovereign States. Moreovc!', even if that right were
conferred on the Board~ the question remained whether
the Board would in practice be able to apply its

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) wished tf) point out to
the French representative th~~.t the exact number of
States that had participated in the drawing up of the
1953 Protocol was of)ttle importance; in any case,
the producing countries represented only a. very sm.all
minority. As Chairman of the Drafting Committee in
1953, he recollected that article 11 of the Protocol,
which dealt mainly with· local inquiries, had been
euphemistically entitled "Administrative measures".

He was surprised that neither the French nor the
United States delegation, at the time of the preparation
of the 1971 Convention on Psychotropic Substances,
had proposed that it should contain a provision on
local inquiries.

Mr. VAILLE (France) said that chapter IV' of· the
1953 Protocol was entitled "International supervision
and enforcement measures" and that it c'Jntained three
articles, namely, "Administrative measm:es", "Enforce
ment measures" and "Universal application". As for
the 1971 Convention, his delegation saw no reason
why, once it had been ratified -by a sufficient number
of States, it should not be amended in line with the
Single Convention.

~tfr. KIRCA (Turkey) said that the supporters and
opponents of the amendments had had ample time to
develop their arguments. It should not be forgotten
that the Economic and Social Council had requested
the Commission. to comment on the substance of the
amendments, not to dwell on political considerations
which came within the.competence of the plenipotentiary
conference. For that reason, his delegation requested
the closure of the debate.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the debate on the
subject should be closed.

It was so declded.

The meeting was adjourned at 5 p.m. and resumed
at 5.15 p.m.

k £n..4tu 4 •. .03 I

be solved through co-operation between. 'States. The
proposed amendments, therefore, did not correspond
to any need.

Mr. CHAWLA (India) said that his recollections
of the circumstances in which the 1953 Protocol and
tlie Single·' Convention.had .been drawn up coincided
with those of the representatives of Yugoslavia and the
Soviet Union. As they had pointed out, the success
of the Convention depended on the goodwill and co
operation of the parties. As States would be in a
position to oppose inquiries -by the Board,such inquiries
were superfluous. Provision should be made for inquiries
to be held only where a Government took the initiative
of .requesting the Board to conduct an inquiry in its
territory; his delegation was therefore formally opposed
to the doctrine that inquiries might be initiated by the
Board.

Mr. McCARTHY (Canada) said that international
action should be strengthened and the n.ecessary ad
justments made without dwelling unduly on political
considerations. The concept of national sovereignty
raised delicate problems in many fields, but it was
conceivable that the question of drug abuse would
make it· possible to approach it from a new angle.

Mr. VAILLE (France) wished to point out to the
Yugoslav representative that the 1953 Protocol had
in no way been imposed on the opium-producing
countries and that the figures he had quoted were
doubtful, since 41 countries had participated in drawing
up that instrument. .

The change of ,attitude on the part of certain dele
gations pointed to a welcome development of their
thinking. The 1961 Conferenc~ ..h.a.4..:b.@ characterized
by arduous discussions which had not taken sufficient
account of the collective interest. In 1971, one of the
main manufactuting countries, the United States of
America, .was making a proposal which was truly
based on the collective interest. The proposed amend
mentswould, therefore, represent a step forward for
the international community. So far as the expenses
entailed by local inquiries were concerned, the wide
spread. narore of the scourge to be combated should
suffice to demonstrate that it would be better to invest
funds now than to incur much heavier expenses in the
future.

It was surprising that India, which had signed the
1953 Protocol, should reject the proposed amendments.
Yet the French draft did not mention the word
"inquiry". As for the Indian suggestion that provision
should be m.ade for an inquiry if the State concerned
so requested, ~e··would readily support it at the pleni
potentiary conference if the French Government was
in agreement.

Mr. CHAWLA (India) wished to make it clear that
the French amendment was an improvement on the
United States amendment, but that it was still much
t~,o vague. It was difficult to see, for example, how
the members of a working party appointed by the
Board would be chosen.
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States which had ratified that instrument. In any event,
the proposed amendments deserved every consideration
by the Commission 8..'1d, subsequently, by the pleni
potentiary conference.

• '*'.. , ., -.. , " - '-'1"" . ~,,,,,,,,,;,,~~ ~"".' ...

Mr. CHAPMAN (Canada) said his delegation agreed
with the principles on which the proposed amendments
were based. The texts should be exam~ned with the
greatest attention, so as to ensure that their true
implications were clearly understood. When the Com
mission drafted its comments for submission to the
plenipotentiary conference it should take particular care
to eliminate any clumsy drafting in the proposed
amendments.

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
said that the purpose of the amendments was none other
than to make the Board a supranational body, and that
there was a clear danger of an unacceptable violation
of the sovereignty of States.

He wished to draw the attention of the Commission
to the ambiguity of the word "requirements" used in
the amendments, which could be interpreted in various
ways. The specialized services in each country deter
mined annual "requirements" in terms of different factors
(such as development prospects, the number of hospital
beds, forecasts concerning sickness, the number of
doctors, etc.). That involved very detailed research by
several institutes, the results of which were centralized
by the .Government. The present proposals were de
signed to give a very small number of persons the
power to decide on the "requirements" of countries,
when they would not have the necessary information
and when., in any event, they could not know the
situation of a given country as well as its national
services did. Moreover, States could not be suspected
of including in their forecasts quantities destined for
th~ illicit market, nor of supply;ng traffickers.

Lastly, several delegations had affirmed that the
Board would not make use of the powers that would
be given to it; in that case, why give it such powers?
If it did not use such powers', it was because they
were not necessary.

Dr. EL HAKIM (Egypt) said that Governments
had specialized services whose competence was beyond
question and whose experience in the field, in their
own countries, could :aot be equalled. On the other
hand, it was clear that the proposed amendments were
design~d to impede the illicit traffic; it was unthinkable
that Governments should include in their estimates
amounts which they were intending to supply for the
illicit market. Traffickers had their own sources and
did not rely on Governments to supply them.

Th~re was another subject which was of concern
to his· delegation: in the event of the Board decid~ng

to revise the estimates submitted by a Government, to
what authority could that Government appeal if it did
not accept that ,revision? Revisions might be more
acceptable if provision was made for a third party
to act as arbitrator.

In tbe statement of reasons introducing the proposed
amendments by France, it was said wiili regard to
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decisions willioutthe consent of the State concerned,
even if the provisions concerning the embargo came
into force. If the international community had not
succeeded in making asitnilar right respected in the
case of the security Council~ the chances of success
were even smaller· in the case of the Board. His d~le"~

gation considered therefore th~t it would be b~tter

to rely on the moral pressure that the Board' could
bring to bear, and proposed that the system established
under article, 8 of the 1953 Protocol should be retained.

,
Moreover, the word "approve" contained in the

amendments to article 12 was not very satisfactory, for
only an entity placed hierarchically above Governments
could "approve" their decisions. The word "confirm"
used in the Single Convention seemed much more
apprJpriate. The same observations applied to article
19, paragrapb 1,

Tlw new arti(JIf.'" ~:X his and the amendment to article
24, on the otht~!t ~!and, appeared to be satisfactory.

Mr. AGUILLON (Observer for the Philippines),
speaking at the invitation of the Chairman, said that
he too was concerned at the fact that, in the amendment
to article 12 proposed by the United States, the consent
of the Government concerned was not required when
estimates were modified. He considered, moreover, that
with regard to article 19, paragraph 3, when the Board
modified estimates, it should give the reasons for the
modifications.

Mr. STEWART ,(United Kingdom) recalled that the
first estimates system dated back to 1925, when a
scheme had been designed and proposed by the United
Kingdom and {J'nited States delegations and had been
rejected by a majority of Stcti",s. The system which
had entered into force under the 1925 Convention
was thus a modified and truncated on.e. An expanded
estimates system, fairly similar to that which had been
proposed by the United Kingdom and United States
delegations, had however been adopted at the time
of the 1931 Convention. It gave the control board
authority to revise estimates where they were .illanifestly
higher than real needs. The international community
had thus ·already recognized that ·such powers were
necessary to wage an effective fight against the illicit
traffic. But the proposed amendments in no way obligea
the International Nareotics Control Board to abandon
its present poli~y, based on persuasion, which had
given good results in the past. His delegation was con
vinced that, if its powers were extended, the Board
would not use them in an arNtrary or biased manner.

Certain countries did not favour those amendments
because they feRred that the Board would establish
a system of quotas. If his delegation had the slightest'
fears in that regard it too ,would oppose the amend
ments, but it was convinced· that the Board had no
such ambition. Another· cliticism concerned the ex
tension of the Board's powers to include opium. His
delegation had nothing to say on that subject, since the
United Kingdom had not ratified the 1953 Protocol
and had no experience in that regard. It would there..
fore prefer to hear tbe comments of representatives of
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States in its amendments. He did not share the fears
expressed by the Yugoslav representative, since he felt
that any State which envisaged the licit production of
opium should respect the spirit of the 1961 Single Con
vention on Narcotic Drugs.,

Concerning the proposed amendment to article 12,
he could accept the Turkish suggestion that the word
"approve" should be replaced by the word "confirm",
since the latter was a more flexible term. He also
agreed with the Turkish representative that the Board
should be empowered, or even required, to. publish a
Government's own estimates in cases where that
Government found itself in disagreement with the
Board.

Lastly, with respect to the observation made by the
USSR representative concerning codeine estimates, he
said that the Convention realistically provided for the
submission of supplementary estimates when required.

Mr. CHAWLA (India) said that his Government
had co-operated whole-heartedly in the international
fight against drug abuse since before the First World
War. It had ratified all international treaties and con
ventions on the subject and was prepared to accept
any effective system of international control aimed at
containing and reducing the illicit traffic. Some dele
gations had expressed the fear that the adoption of
the proposed amendments would represent an inter
ference with their national sovereignty. He personally,
however, did not think that the Commission was a
forum for the discussion of political matters, which
were best left to the next plenipotentiary conference.

His delegation's objection to the proposed amend
ments was that they did not strike at the root of t~e

problem, namely, the illicit production of opium and
heroin. In particular, it did not understand how the
establishment of a quantitative limitation on opium
production for legitim~i\~e medical and scientific purposes
could help to eliminate the illicit traffic. On the contrary,
its first and most immediate result would be to create
a shortage of the codeine which his country needed
for medical purposes.

India was a country with long experience of the
production of opium as an agri~ultural commodity.
RefeJ;ring to some of the conclusions leached by the
Coasultative Group on Opium Problems at its meeting
in New Delhi in 1968, he said that the exper.ts present
had described in great detail the effects of climatic
conditions, plant diseases and insect pests on th.e opium
poppy. The hazards of opium poppy cultivation were.
so many and so unpredictable that it would be un
realistic to require Governments to submit estimates
of their annual production. in advance. During the past
year, fer example, his Government had planned to
cultivate 50,000 hectares~ but the farmers had, in fact,
been able to cultivate only 40,000 hectares, with the
result that the harvest had been insufficient to meet
normal codeine requirements. In other years, on, the
other hand~ smaller areas had been cultivated and had
yielded bumper crops.

Lastly, he agr.eed with the Yugoslav representative
that any amendment which would authorize the Board

B. Work of the Commission on Narcotic Drogs regarding proposals fo:! amendments

AMENDMENT OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION ON NARCOTIC
DRUGS, 1961 (agenda item 10) (continued) (E/4971
and Add.l and Add.l/Corr.l; E/CN.7/540 and
Add.l; E/CN.7/542; E/CN.7/543; E/CN.7/L.344
and Add.1)

Estimates system-articles 12, 19 and 24 and new
article 21 bis: amendment proposed by France
(E/CN.7/542) and amendments proposed by the
United States (E/4971/Add.1) (conclusion)

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) said that his delegation
fully supported the position taken by the USSR dele
gation (711 th meeting) with respect to the proposed
new article 21 bis. He found it quite unacceptable that
the International Narcotics Control Board should be
allowed to dictate to a country how many hectares of
land it should devote to opium cultivation every year.

Mr. GAVAZZONI SILVA (Brazil) said that. tne
position taken by the Egyptian representative (ibid.)
was the closest to that of his own delegation. He could
not accept the proposed amendments to articles 12
and 19, although he could agree to the proposed
amendment to article 24 and to the proposed new
article 21 his.

Mr. VAILLE (France) said that h'is delegation was
in agreement with the system proposed by the United

[E/CN.7/SR.712]

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE SEVEN HUNDRED AND
TWELFTH MEETING

held on Friday, 15 October 1971, at 9.10 a.m.

Chairman: Dr. JOHNSON-ROMUALD (Togo)

The meeting rose at 6.5 p.m.

article 12 that "the moment ... seems ripe" to em
power the Board to modify estimates. His delegation,
like the French delegation, considered that the moment
was certainly ripe to take more e1Iective .action. against
the illicit traffic, but it felt that there were ot'her means
of persuading Governments to fulfil their obligations
and to respect the recommendations of the Board.

Mrs. NOWICKA (Observer for Poland), speaking at
the invitation of the Chairman, said that the estimates
submitted by her country were established by highly
competent authorities which had carefully analysed all
the relevant elements. Those estimates related solely
to the medical needs of the population, for in Poland
the State was responsible for public health and there
was no reason for estimates to be higher than real
needs. If the Board had any doubts about the accuracy
of the figures submitted, further explanations would
be given immediately and any suggestions coming from
the Board would be studied carefully. For those reasons,
her delegation could not support the proposed amend
ments.
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to set estimates for a country without consulting it 
would be quite unacceptable. 

Mr. ALVAREZ CALDER6N (Peru) said he agreed 
that the Board should not set any estimates for a 
country without consulting it in advance. If it proposed 
to take any action with regard to a country's opium 
production, it should first engage in confidential nego
tiations with its Government. Like the United Kingdom 
representative (711th meeting), he thought that the 
best weapon the Board could employ was persuasion 
and, where that failed to achieve the desired results, 
an appeal to international public opinion, as was indi
cated in the Single Convention, thus fully discharging 
its responsibility. 

Lastly, he said that he was prepared to support the 
amendment proposed by the United States to article 19 
concerning the information to be supplied by parties. 

Dr. SHIMOMURA (Japan) said that his delegation, 
while recognizing the need for stricter action to dis
courage the illicit traffic, feared that stricter control 
might make it more difficult to obtain narcotic drugs 
for legitimate medical and scientific purposes. His 
Government had to import approximately 70 tons 
of opium a year for such purposes, but for the last 
three years had been able to purchase only half of 
that quantity. The plenipotentiary conference, therefore, 
should carefully consider whether the adoption of the 
United States amendments might not unduly restrict 
the licit production and exportation of opium. 

Dr. AZARAKHCH (Iran) said that in principle 
his delegation was in favour of increasing the authority 
of the Board to enable it to take more effective action 
to eliminate the illicit traffic at the source. He could 
not agree that such an increase in its authority would 
tend to impair the sovereignty of States, since the latter 
had voluntarily accepted certain obligations on becoming 
parties to the Convention. 

The Board should, of course, always take into 
account the legitimate needs of countries for medical 
and scientific purposes. In his own country, for example, 
the total quantity of codeine produced in 1955 had 
been only about 20 kg, but with the expansion of the 
national health services, its annual codeine requirements 
would now be several hundred kilogrammes. He pro
posed that the texts of the United States and French 
amendments should be considered at the plenipotentiary 
conference. 

Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of America) said 
that he was glad to note that the amendments to the 
Single Convention proposed by France (E/CN.7/542) 
also contained the principle suggested by his delegation 
that the Board should control the estimate system. 
The Single Convention at present authorized the Board 
to question estimates submitted by States under that 
Convention, just as the 1953 Protocol authorized it to 
question estimates submitted by States under that 
Protocol. By its discretion and common sense in using 
its present authority with respect to estimates, the 
Board had shown that it could be trusted to use 
additional authority wisely. 

The proposed new article 21 bis was designed to 
ensure that States would have adequate supplies of 
narcotic drugs for medical and scientific purposes, while 
at the same time ensuring that any possible surpluses 
would not be made available for illicit purposes. That 
article would enable the Board to revise its estimates 
upwards as well as downwards; in that way, its pro
visions were expansive as well as restrictive. It was 
true that the proportion of opium produced for licit 
purposes in the world was declining, but at the same 
time the proportion produced for illicit purposes was 
increasing; his delegation, therefore, wished to enable 
the Board to monitor those trends and to adjust pro
duction accordingly. 

His delegation considered that central supervision by 
the Board would be practical for the following reasons. 
First, only the Board had full information on world 
needs and production and on national and international 
patterns of illicit activity. Secondly, for many years, 
States had operated successfully and in good faith on 
the basis of the requirement that they should seek 
to adapt opium production to the estimate established 
for that production. Thirdly, article 19 of the Single 
Convention, like article 8 of the 1953 Protocol, provided 
the necessary flexibility to take unforeseen events into 
account by means of the submission of supplementary 
estimates. Fourthly, the Board had demonstrated over 
the years that it had the experience, discretion and 
common sense to exercise its powers wisely. It was 
composed of dedicated and expert men who were fully 
aware of the difficulties and uncertainties of opium pro
duction, and he was confident that it would not impose 
impossible tasks upon States seeking to carry out their 
obligations in good faith. Fifthly, he believed that any 
ambiguities that might exist in the text of the United 
States proposals could be resolved. It could be specified 
that the Board, in acting under article 21 bis, should 
take due account of the record of illicit activity within 
a country. It could also be specified that, in establishing 
a future estimate, the Board should take into account 
all the factors relating to an unintentional production 
of opium in excess of a current estimate. The Board 
would not penalize a State for unintended excess pro
duction that was put to legitimate medical and scientific 
uses. 

He was grateful to the United Kingdom representative 
for having reminded the Commission (711th meeting) 
of the historical background to its present efforts. Since 
1925, the United States Government had been trying 
to convince the world of the need to control the full 
cycle of narcotics activity from cultivation to con
sumption. He believed that States were now prepared 
to accept the idea that the Board should have the 
necessary authority to exercise that control. Some dele
gations feared that that might involve a relinquishment 
of national sovereignty, but under article 12, paragraph 
3, of the 1961 Convention, the Board already had the 
power to establish estimates for States which did not 
do so themselves. 

With respect to his delegation's amendment to article 
12, he agreed with the Turkish representative that the 
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, Experience of the application of the 1925 and 1931
Conventions had demonstrated that the international
control of estimates was not only useful but essential.
To mention only his own country, the relevant statistics
shuwed that opium production and exports had greatly
exceeded the quantities needed for licit purposes without
the Government even being aware of that fact. The
introduction of an international control system had
led to a reduction in licit production and hence in
diversion into illicit channels. He would be grateful to
the representative of the Board if he could supply
the Commission with the appropriate world figures.

He agreed with those speakers who had drawn
attention to the difficulty of making long-term forecasts
with regard to agricultural production. The example of
opium production provided a good illustration. At the
Ankara Conference in 1949, the export quota~ agreed
for the various opium-producing countries had been as
follows: Turkey 52.5 per cent, Iran 23 per cent, Yugo
slavia 14 per cent, India 7 per cent and other producing
countries 3.5 per cent. The figures given in the Board's
recent estimates and statistics showed the change that
had since taken place in the opium production situation.

Lastly, his delegation supported the Egyptian dele
gation's suggestion that provision should·be made for
an appeals procedure.

Mr. ASRAR HUSSAIN (Pakistan) said that his dele
gation would have difficulty in accepting amendments
that would increase the Board's powers in dealing with
government estimates, especially those relating to opium
cultivation and opium production. In the statement
of reasons in support of the French amendment to al'ticle
12, it was indicated that many Governments had in the
past accepted the Board's unofficial advice with regard
to estimates. In other words, there had been consul
tations between the Board and the Governments in
establishing estimates under· the existing provisions.
The French statement of reasons went on to say that
that practice should now be made offiCial. The suggested
amendments would not, however, simply make, that
practice official; they would give absolute power to the
Board to modify estimates. His delegation therefore
suggested that it 1;lmuld be better to incorporate in the
relevant article of the Single Convention the procedure
now followed for consultations on estimates between
the Board and Governments. The matter, however, was
extremely complicated with regard to opium estimates
and needed further examination so that some formwa
acceptable to all countries could be evolved. The' forth-

,coming plenipotentiary conference would probably be
in a better positioIll to undertake that task.

Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of America) said
he fully agreed tha~t tbe Board should take actionwitb
regard to estimates only after full and careful con
sultation with the States concerned. Clearly, th,~ Bo~rd

would engage in such ~onsultations in any case, but it
might 'be useful to l1ilake that requirement explicit.
Governments would thus haY~ the important assurance
that· any modification of the estimates would not affect
the legitimate interest~i of States. He hoped that the

B. Work of the Commission on Narcotic Dmgs regarding proposll~ for amendments
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word "approve" should be replaced by the word "con
firm".
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He agreed in substance with the Egyptian representa
tive's suggestion (ibid.) about the establishment of an
appeals procedure..

Lastly, the Canadian representative had questioned
the meaning of the words "consistent with the require
ments of article 19" in his delegation's proposed amend
ment to article 12. Those words were intended to mean
that the Board could not amend estimates for special
stocks, as pro'vided by article 19, paragraph 1 (d); that
was, however, a technical matter which should be left
to the plenipotentiary conference.

Mr. PRlLIPPART DE FOY (Observer for Belgium),
speaking at the invitation of the Chairman, said that
he' had been instructed by his Government to express
support for the proposed new article 21 bis (E/4971/
Add.1). With regard to the other proposed amendments,
his country's position was similar to that of the USSR,
for the excellent reasons given by that deleg:ation.

Mr. OSMAN (Lebanon) said that his delegation
opposed the United States amendment to article 12,
which would enable the Board to modify an estimate
without the consent of the State concerned. Saccess
in the strugglt~ against drp~ abuse and the illicit traffic
would be achieved only through mutual confidence
between State:s. Such an amendment would have the
totally inadmissible implication that such powers might
be needed to prevent a Government from submitting
exaggerated lestimates for the purpose of promoting
the illicit traffic.

Mr. SAGOE (Ghana) said that for the reasons already
given by the delegations of Egypt and the USSR, his

I1 delegation could support the idea of empowering the
:I Board to modify a country's estimates only on condition
i ( that the Board obtained the consent of the State con-
i! cerned before doing so.

:I His delegation had m) objection to the proposed new
: 1I article 21 bis. His country had no experience of opium
; cultivation, but shared the anxieties expressed by the
j representatives of Yugoslavia and India.
I

,I Mr. VAILLE (France) said that the experts in opium
. 1 production from 22 countries who had participated in
'~ 1938 and 1939 in the preparatory work of the League ofI Nations' Advisory Committee on Traffic in Opium and
I other Dangerous Drugs had endeavoured to deal with

,I the problem now being discussed. They had arrived

,

11· at the conclusion that a system of estimates was neces-
ill sary in respect of raw opium r~quirements and that an
i ! international control authority should be entrusted with
'11 I the ta:sk of laying down production and export quotas

for the various countries. They had also concluded
I) t4at it was necessary for producing countries to under-
I! take not to exceed a certain area of cultivation, and
I for importing countries to undertake to purchase the
f current year's output within that year and not to import
j raw opium in ~xcess of their est!m.ates..Lastly, buffer

article "1' stocks were needed to offset variations ID supply and
~at the 1 demand. '
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plenipotentiary conference would give careful con
siderationto that suggestion.

MJ;. STEWART (United Kingdom) said the suggestion
that the l30ard should be given absolute power to modify
estimates had a long history behind it; the purpose had
always been to impede the illicit traffic. It was on
that understanding that his delegation had commented
on that suggestion. He was therefore surprised by the
United States representative's suggestion that the Board
might use its powers "to modify estimates upwards on
the basis of its own forecast of licit requirements. His
delegation had neVer envisaged that the Board might
be empowered to impose a quota system; the Board,
despite the admitted expertise of its members, could
not have the omniscience that would be necessary to
make such a forecast, bearing in mind that the estimates
supplied to it were themselv~s mere forecasts.

Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of America) said
that, in stating that the Board might in certain cir
cumstances request a Government to produce more
opium, he had never intended to suggest that the
Board might be placed in the position of establishing
a quota system. His delegation's amendments would
enable the Board to obtain an over-all pictun~ of world
requirements, in the light of which it could:, in the
event of a shortage, request a State to, grow more.
There would, of ccurse, be no obligation for the State
to do so. Indeed1 the proposed new article 21 his made
it clear that the obligation assumed by a State would
be that of making an effort in good faith to see that
production did not exceed the estimate established.
It would be for the Government of the country con
cerned to take the decision on increasing production,
on the basis of the Board's advice or recommendation.

Mr. DITTERT (International Narcotics Control
Board), replying to the French representative, said that
the effects of the implementation of the 1925 Con
vention on the licit manufacture of narcotics could be
illustrated by the following figures. World licit manu
facture of morphine had fallen from 55 tons in 1929
to 30 tons in 1931 without any shortage being recorded
in the licit market.. During the same period, the licit
manufacture of heroin had fallen from 3,620 kg in 1929
to 1,200 kg'in 1931.

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
asked whether the representative of the Board was in
a position to make a statement on the trends revealed
by the Boardl's figures.

Mr. VAILLE (France) said that, since the Secretary
of the Board had given certain figures in response to
his delegation's request, he would give some explana
tions on that point. rhe abrupt fall in morphine pro
duction from, 55 tons in 1929 to 30 tons in 1931 had
been brought about by the introduction of the interna
tiona.l control system. There could be no doubt that, in
1929, 25 tons of morphine were being licitly produced
in excess of licit requirements, and that those 25 tons
were being diverted into the 'illicit trrofic, without
Governments bein.g aware of the fact. The introduction
of the estimates system. had thus had an extraordinary

..

~

effect in reducing the illicit traffic. His own country's
experience fully corroborated those conclusions.

With regard to the figures for heroin given by the
Secretary of the Board, the explanation was the same.
The international control which had been introduced
over the licit traffic with the entry into force of the
1925 Convention had had the effect of drastically
curbing the illicit traffic in that dangerous drug. The
position had improved still further when the 1931 Con
vention bad entered into force.

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
said that he would still welcome some explanations
from the representative of the Board, since that body
had great experience in evaluating trends and in draw
ing conclusions from the data which it received.

Mr. STBINIG (International Narcotics Control Board)
said that the figures for morphine manufacture men
tioned by the French representative related to a time
when the international control of morphine manufacture
was in its initial stages. The period of unlimited legal
manufacture of and trade in narcotic drugs was drawing
to its close. The results of the full implementation of
the 1925 and 1931 Conventions-which had come into
force in 1928 and 1933 respectively-had prnved highly
satisfactory. A few figures concerning the main drug,
morphine, well illustrated that fact and the trend that
started in those years. ,

The minimum annual average of authorized morphine .
manufacture during the six-year period 1925-1930,
calculated on the basis of rather incomplete data,
amounted to 44.3 tons. The data were incomplete {
because at that time not all manufacturing countrit~s

had furnished complete statistics of morphine manu
facture for the p~riod in question.

The m~mum legitimate world requirements of mor
phine for the same period of· six years had been
estimated by the Secretariat of the League of Nations
at 29 tons per year. Thus, on the average, a minimum
of 15.3 tons. of morphine escaped each year from
licensed factories into the illicit traffic, i.e. a minimum
total for the six years of 92 tons.

During the five-year period 1931-1935, after the
entry into force of the 1925 and 1931 Conventions,
the average annual world manufacture of morphine was
stabilized at the level of the legitimate world require
ments, i.e. 29 tons. No shortage of morphine for medical
and scientific needs was ever reported to the Permanent
Centr,al Opium Board, which began "functioning in
January 1929.

The figures for the authorized exports of morphine
were also of interest. They amounted to 12.3 tons in
1920, and, decreasing progressively, they stood at 1.17
tons in 1937, equivalent to 9.5 per cent of the 1926
exports.

Embargo-article 14: amendment proposed by
the Un;ited States (E/4971/Add.l~

The CHAIRMAN invited the Conunission to consider
the question of an embargo. The relevant proposal was
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.
it could therefore not be supranational in character.
In any case, it was clear that a decision by the Board
to impose an embargo could never be carried out
without the consent of the States concerned. It would
therefore be better to take' account of' international
realities and to maintain the present provisions, under
which the Board was able to recommend rather than
require certain action.

Dr. MARTENS (Sweden) said that his delegation
believed that the imposition of a mandatory embargo
was so serious a matter that it should be decided on by
Governments and not by a body composed of members
acting in an individual capacity. Moreover, it was doubt
ful whether such an embargo, if ever applied, could
work very well in practice, and there were in any case
no grounds for assuming that an embargo would become
necessary because of bad faith on the part of any
State. If, nevertheless it was thought desirable to provide
for the posgibility of such an embargo, the authority to
impose it should be vested in the Commission rather
than in the Boar1.

Mr. SAMSON (Observer for the Netherlands), speak
ing at the invitation of the Chairman, said that three
problems arose in connexion with the amendment under
discussion. Firstly, it seemed unlikely that. tlie embargo
could ever be effective unless every State Member of
the United Nations became a party to the 1961 Con
vention. Secondly, all the narcotic drugs covered by
that Convention, except cannabis, were of strategic
value and an embargo on them might therefore endanger
national safety in times of emergency. Thirdly, no State
was likely to acce?t the responsibility of with...ltolding
drugs intended to maintain or restore health from the
population of another State. A suggestion which he
wished to advance in a personal capacity and which
did not reflect any official position on the part of the
Netherlands Government was that the Board might be
given the right to bring to the attention of the Inter
na.tional Court of Justice cases in which it had found,
on the basis of solid and proven evidence, that a party
to the Convention. was not fulfiPing its obligations.

Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) said that his
delegation shared the considerable concern and rtnxiety
which had clearly bt'en aroused by the very far-reaching
proposal under discussion. The idea of an embargo had,
it was true. been included in the J 931 ConventiQnand
the 1953 Protocol, but only with .'. the addition -"of a
number of precautions .and qualifications, and the pro
posal now under consideration' was far more radical
tlian any provision previously agreed to. His delegation
therefore looked forward to bearing a further statemeat
by the United States representative on the reasons under
lying the submission of that proposal, the situations in
which the imposition of a mandatory embargo was
envisaged and the extent to which, even if only on a
balance of advantage, the proposed embargo' would
fu.rther the interests of the international community and
help to protect the health of world populations.

Mr. BOUZAR (Observer for Algeria), speaking at
the invitation of the Chairman, asked how emergency

B. Work of the Commission on Narcotic Drugs regarding proposals for amendments

the United States amendment to article 14, paragraph 2
(the new paragraph 3).

Mr. VAILLE (France) said that his delegation had
some reservations concerning the proposed appeal
system, which would, doubtless be discussed at the
plenipotentiary conference in March 1972.

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
said that the views of Governments on the question of
a mandatory embargo had been· clearly expressed at the
1961 Conference for the Adoption of a Single Con
vention on Narcotic Drugs. At that time, a text pro
viding for such an embargo had been rejected by 41
votes to 3, with 3 abstentions.

Mr. THOMPSON (Jamaica) expressed astonishment
that the proposal under consideration had been put
forward. His delegation could envisage no circumstances
under which the proposal could secure its support. Pre
sumably, the embargo was to cover "certain or all
drugs" in order to leave a loop-hole under which
countries would be free to break the embargo for
strategic reasons. He requested that a document indicat
ing the cases in which Governments had failed to act
on a recommendation by the Board should be submitted
to the plenipotentiary conference.

Mr. NIKOLIC (yugo ';avia) said there was unlikely
to be a swift and radica.; change of heart on the part
of Governments concerning the proposal that the Board
should be empowered to impose a mandatory embargo,
which had been overwhelmingly rejected in 1961. Such
a measure would be quite wrong, not only 'because it
would place the Board in a very difficult situation but
also because it would affect licit rather than illicit pro
duction and traffic.

Mr. ABDEL RAZEK (Egypt) said that the measure
propo~~Q.. violated the principle of the sovereignty of
States and therefore 1acked any basis in international
law. The only supranational body authorized to impose
sanctions on a country was the Security Council, and
that organ had in fact shown itself' reluctant to use that
power. Even if the propos,al, which raised innumerable
legal, practical and political difficulties, was adopted,
the question immediately arose as to what would happen
if States refused to comply with an embargo which had
been imposed.

Mr. GAVAZZONI SILVA (Brazil) said that his
delegation agreed in principle that there was no need
to change the present wording of article 14, paragraph
2, of the 1961 Convention. He noted that the word
"require" in the proposed amendment had not been
accurately rendered in the Spanish text.

Mr. SOTIROFF (Secretariat) said that a similar point
had been made with regard to the French text. Since
the translations had been done in New York, no
corrigendum could be issued to the French and Spanish
texts, hut it had been suggested that the Commission
should note the discrepancies in its report and that the
matter should be settled at the 1972 plenipotentiary
cc'nference.

Mr. KANDEMIR (Turkey) pointed out that the
Board's tnembersacted in an individual capacity and
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needs for narcotic drugs would be met in the event of
an embargo.

Mr. ALVAREZ CALDER6N (Peru) said that his
delegation shared the concern expressed by previous
speakers concerning the proposed amendment.

Dr. BOLCS (Hungary) said that the amendment
under discussion must be considered together with other
amendments proposed by the United States. An inter
ministerial committee set up by the Hungarian Govern
ment to consider the amendment of the 1961 Convention
had come to the unanimous conclusion that the adoption
of the proposed amendments relating to an embargo,
access to information and the power to modify estimates
would amount to a complete revision of the international
control system set up under the Convention. That
instrument had proved acceptable to far more States
than had the 1953 Protocol, because it was the result
of compromise; the proposal under consideration was no
more acceptable now than it had been in 1961.

The adoption of the proposed amendment would run
counter to the principles of international co-operation
established by the Charter of the United Nations. Under
that instmment, the right to impose sanctions against
a Government was reserved to a single body-the
Security Council---for use in exceptional circumstan~es
iIivolving the interests of mankind as a whole. WhIle
the illicit production of, and the traffic in, narcotic drugs
was certainly a very serious problem, it could not be
compared to th~ ques!ions consi~ered by the Secu~ity
COUllcil. The HungarIan delegation shared the view
that the Commission's principal aim should be the
harmonization and co-ordination of national measures
for the prevention of drug abuse. The imposition of
a mandatory embargo would not only violate the
sovereignty of States but could also prove very dangerous
from a medical point of view. .

In answer to a point raised by the CHAIRMAN,
Mr. DITTERT (International Narcotics Control Board)
suggested that the statement made by Mr. Reuter on
behalf of the Board at the 710th meeting should be
circulated as a Commission document.

Mr. NIKOLIC (yugoslavia) and Mr. VAILLE
(France) supported that suggestion.

The suggestion was adopted.

Mr. SAGOE (Ghana) said his delegation was not
convinced that the proposal to empower the Board w~th
authority to impose a mandatory embargQ was practIc
able. It would reserve its position on the matter.

Mr. CHAWLA (India) said that his delegation shared
the views of those delegations which did not see the
need to give the Board exceptional powers. It seemed
inappropriate to include in the Singl~ C~>nventi?n a
provision that had the· effect of replacmg International
co-operation by compulsory measures.

Like the United Kingdom representative, he would
like to receive either from the Board or the United
States delegation more information ott. the manner in
which the proposed new provisionmigbt be used. The

~
Single Convention already contained a provision e~~

powering the Board to recommend an embargo, but It
had never been used. It was therefore not clear to him
why it had now become necessary to introduc~ a pro
vision that gave the Board greater powers.

Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of America) said
that his Government, when submitting its amendment
to article 14 of the Single Convention to provide for a
mandatory drug embargo, was well aware that. an
embargo raised a very difficult question for m~ny I

Governments and that even those Governments which
supported it did so with some reluctance. It was also
aware of the fate suffered by a similar proposal when
the text of the Single Convention itself had been dis
cussed, haVing at that time been in the D1inority of
Governments which had then voted for a provision that
would give the Board power to impose a mandatory
embargo. Indeed, it had not submitted its proposal for
such an embargo without very careful consideration.
It believed that the nature of the drug trafficking had
radically changed during the past 10 years and t~at

the position was now so serious that a powerful sanctmn
had become vitally important.

The States which had become parties to the Single
Convention had done so not only to assure themselves
of an adequate supply of drugs for medical and scientific
purposes but also to protect their societies against drug 'I

abuse. They should, therefore, through the Board as
their control instrument~ be able, when necessary, to
isolate a source of the contagion which could not be
dealt with by less drastic means. Under article 21,
paragraph 4, of the Single Convention, the Board was
already empowered to require parties to stop exports
to countries which had exceeded their estimates. That
was a form of mandatory embargo. His delegation's
present proposal was that the Board should be em
powered to impose a more extensive mandatory embargo
in cases of flagrant violation of the Convention. It was
true, of course, as the French representative had often
pointed out, that Governments themselves were not
always fully aware of the dimensions of illicit trade
taking place in their territory, but an embargo would be
effective in cases where illicit trade was passing as
legitimate trade. A St~t~ :which was in danger of b~com
ing a centre of the illICIt traffic could help the mter
national community to prevent the spread of drug abuse.
Extreme instances of irresponsibility towards interna
tional conventions did have a bearing on international
matters of great importance. In th~t connexion, he
reD1inded the Commission of the provisions of the
Preamble and of Articles 1, 55 and 56 of the Charter
which dealt with United Nations responsibility for
international health and welfare and social progress.

His delegation had been critic~l of the Board for
having failed to use ita existing power when situationp,
had arisen that called for :lb:.m action. The reason for
the Board's reluctance was probably that its powers
were limited; no administrative body, in pra~ti\C0, used
the strongest powers at its disposal. His delegation (
believed that, if the Board had the power to impose an : I

emb~go: Vlh:~ it wowd no doubt U::::~~:J
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restraint as it had displayec ~='. the "'ase' of its current
recommendatory power, it ~..Juld gain substantially in
prestige and probably find that greater attention was
paid to its recommendations.

His delegation had specifically used the expression
"certain or all drugs" so as to give the Board adequate
flexibility and to enable it to shape the tool according
to the problem ~o be dealt with, thus preventing
unnecessary difficulties being caused for any given
country. It was inappropriate to imply that so-called
"strategic" questions were involved in the humanitarian
question of drug control.

He doubted whether anyone would challenge the
statement that the United States had an exemplary
record with regard to the international consequences of
its drug manufacture or export. Acting alone, however,
it could not be successful, and like all other countries,
it needed the assistance of the international community.
He wished to make it quite plain that the United States
was fully prepared -to accept an embargo on ~lnY sub
stances which it itself produced or exported if they
caused trouble elsewhere.

In his view, an embargo imposed by the Board would
be invaluable if it had the effect of improving the pre
vention of drug diversion in any given country.

He wished to reassure the Commission that there
WRS no question of intruding into the sphere of com
petence of the Security Council. There seemed to be
some confusion between political action taken by the
Security Council under the Charter in situations relating
to international peace and security, and the decisions
that might be taken under the Single Convention in
cases where the parties determined that the provisions
of the Convention were being violated. In the latter
cases, the Convention would operate only with respect
to substances which the parties had agreed to regulate
and there would be no encroachment whatsoever. upon
the functions of the Security Council. It was appropriate
for the parties to agree to vest strong regulatory powers
in a respected international body, with regard to a treaty
like the Single Convention, which sought to protect
-as its preamble stated-the "health and welfare of
mankindp

,.

The observers for Algeria and the Netherlands had
referred to the need to ensure that sufficient supplies of
drugs were available for emergency and humanitarian
needs. He assured the Commission that the United
States had no intention of denying drugs to those who
needed them to maintain or restore their health. But
there were so many cases of the use of drugs leading
to the degradation of health that it had become neces
sary to recommend a powerful sanction. His delegation.
would welcome any suggestion for ensuring that med
icines would reach those who needed them, rege.rdless
of the imposition of an embargo on account of illicit
activity. Perhaps, the solution to that problem might be
found in article 21, paragraph 4 (b) (ii) of the Single
Convention. In conclusion, he emphasized that his
delegation's proposal would merely provide in the Single
Convention for a power which the Board already had

45

unCler the 1953·Protocol and that that power would
be used only in the most serious emergency, when all
other avenues had been explored. He regretted that it
had become necessary to recommend such a drastic
solution, but it was vit&1 to prevent the further spread
of drug abuse.

The meeting rose at 12.20 p.m.

[E/CN.7/SR.713] .

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE SEVEN HUNDRED AND
THIRTEENTH MEETING

held on Friday, 15 October 1971 at 2.30 p.m.

Chairman: Dr. JOHNSON-ROMUALD (Togo)

AMENDMENT OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION ON NARCOTIC
DRUGS, 1961 (agenda item 10' (continued) (E/4971
and Add.l and Add.l/Corr.l; B/CN.7/S40 and
Add.l; E/{''N.7/542 and 543; E/CN.7/L.344 and
Add.1)

Treatment of addicts-articles 36 and· 38:
amendments proposed by Sweden (EICN.7/540)

Dr. MARTENS (Sweden) recalled that during the
Commission's first special session, his delegation had
proposed the inclusion in the draft Convention on
Psychotropic Substances of provisions on the treatment
of addicts, which the previous instruments, in particular
the 1961 Convention, did not cover, basing its argument
on the, fact that such provisions would be more con
sistent with the up-to-date image of that type of offender.
Whatever the circumstances which had made addicts of
them, it was in fact preferable to treat, rehabilitate and
re-integrate them in society. The 1961 Convention had
frequently been quoted as a model at the 1971 Vienna
Conference, but many delegations had also criticized
its weaknesses, and in particular the penal provisions it
contained. It was important, therefore, to bring the two
Conventions of 1961 and 1971 into line, to avoid, in
particular, the injustices which would arise from their
simultaneous application in one country, depending
upon whether an addict had infringed the one or the
other. Moreover, nothing would prevent a country from
applying in addition the penalties pro'Vided by its ,own
legislation, as laid down in both the 1961 and the 1971
Conventions.

'The text of the proposed amendments reproduced,
almost word for word, mutatis mutandis, articles 22 and
20 of the 1971 Convention on Psychotropic Substances.

Dr. AZARAKHCH (Iran), Dr. ALAN (Turkey), Mr.
McCARTHY (Canada), Mr. THOMPSON (Jamaica),
Mr. SAGOE (Ghana) and Mr. CHAWLA (Indip.) sup"
ported the amendments proposed by Sweden.

Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of .America) said
that he too was in favour of the Swedish amendments,
which provided an excellent example of how the 1961
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been analysed by the WHO Expert Committee on Drug
Dependence

Mr. OSMAN (Lebanon) said he was not claiming
that cannabis was harmless, but maintained that some
narcotic drugs, including cannabis and some others, did
not induce dependence, that their users were not sick
people and that the use of cannabis· should not be en
couraged by practically offering free hospital treatment
to ofienders.

Dr. EL HAKIM (Egypt) said he would be prepar~d

to agree to a certain extent with the Lebanese repre
sentative, since the distinction between addiction and
dependence was not clear. However, any country was
free ·to apply, according to the circumstances, stricter
measures than those required by the Convention.

Mr. GAVAZZONI SILVA (Brazil), while reserving
the final decision of his Government until the meeting
of the plenipotentiary conference, thought that he could
support the Swedish amendments. He could not share
the opinion of the' Lebanese representative.

Mr. VAILLE (France) recognized, like the Lebanese
representative, that cannabis did not produce physical
dependence. However, the whole range of disturbances
and psychiatric states associated with its use were either
linked with it-acute and sub-acute disturbances, resi
dual psychoses, deterioration of the personality-or were
brought on or aggravated by it. The truly mentally sick
who took to cannabis must thus not be excluded from
the possibility of treatment which the Swedish draft
amendments offered. Moreover, it would not be advis
able, through the introduction of a distinction in a
clause of a penal character, to hamper the judge's action
by obliging him to obtain expert opinion.

Extradition-article 36: amendment proposed by
the Unitdd States (E/4971/Add.l)

Mr. VAILLE (France) supported the United States
amendment, which would replace article 36, paragraph
2, sub-paragraph (b), of the 1961 Convention by pro
visions identical with those in article 8 of the Convention
to Suppress Unlawful Seizure of Aircraft. The latter was
similar, in principle, to article 9 of the 1936 Convention,
which, excluding its other provisions, France had wanted
to keep in force when the 1961 Single Convention had
become applicable.

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia), Mr. GAVAZZONI
SILVA (Brazil), Mrs. ABOU-STEIT (Egypt), Mr.
PAffiWONSKY (Dominican Republic), Dr. DANI\TER
(Federal Republic of Germany), Mr. OSMAN (Lebanon)
and Dr. SHIMOMURA (Japan) said they had L.O
difficulty In accepting the principle underlying the United
States amendment. \

Mr. McCARTHY (Canada) said he was strongly
opposed to the proposed amendment. The amendment
was, in fact, related to paragraph 1 of article 36, which
was very wide in scope, covering not only many specific
offences but also "any other action which in th~ opinion
of [the Parties] may be contrary t.o the provisions of
this Convention" and whioh invited the parties to adopt
legislative measures "subject to [their] constitutional
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Convention· could be improved, and which flowed
10gftcaUy from the preamble to that Convention, in which
the parties declare themselves '~concerlled with the
health and welfare of mankind". The amendments
brought the 1961 Convention into line with the present
trend, which was to consider the drug problem asa
whole.

Mr. VAILLE (France) also supported the amend
ments proposed by Sweden. They matched the thinking
of the French Ministry of Public Health, which had
secured the passage through Parliament of the law of
31 December 1970, under the first article of which any
person illicitly using substances or plants classified as
narcotics was placed under the supervision of the health
authorities. However, since the provisions of the Single
Convention were all measures against the abuse of
narcotic· drugs, it would be advisable to replace the
title proposed by the Swedish delegation for article 38,
"Measures against the abuse of narcotic drugs", by the
title "Prevention and treatment of addiction".

Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) was prepared to
approve the amencb1ents proposed by Sweden, since
the United Kingdom had signed the 1971 Convention,
but asked whether there would not be some incom
patibility between the re-worded articles 36 and 38 and
article 33 of the Convention, which categorically con
demned the possession of drugs.

Mr. ALVAREZ CALDERON (Peru) said that he
too might be able. to support the Swedish amendments,
but subject to a reservation. The text of penal law :must
be of.a deterrent nature; the Swedish amendments might,
however, make it possible for addict offenders to escape
punishment. It would thus be advisable to seek a formula
providing for -both special treatment and for unavoidable
penalties..

Dr. MARTENS (Sweden) said in reply that article 39
of the 1961 Convention authorL'7..ed any country to apply
strlct~r measures than those required by tile Convention
and that under article 22 of the 1971 Convention,
medical treatment could be associated with punishment,
the domestic legislation of a party always remaining
applicable.

Mr. OSMAN (Lebanon) said that, while he supported
the amendments proposed by Sweden, he thought a
distinction should be m.ade between narcotic drugs
which induced physical or psychological dependence and
others. Since cannabis induced no dependence, it was
unnecessary to sUbject those who used it. to medical
treatment. Consequently, he proposed that the words
"which induce physical or psychic dependence" should
be added after the words '·'abusers of narcotic drugs"
in the amendment proposed to article 36.

The CHAIRMAN expressed astonishment at the
statement made by the Lebanese representative, since
theCommissioD. had very clearly reaffirmed the danger
inherent in cannabis and the need to keep it under
control.

Dr. MARTENS (Sweden) reminded the Commission
that the type of dependence which cannabis induced had
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dom Government had agreed that provision, making it
clear that such an agreement represented a wholly
exceptional departure from normal extradition practice.
However alatming the problem of drug abuse might be,
it could hardly be compared with the dangerIJ to which
the unlawful seizure of aircraft subjected innocent vic
tims. It was necessary to make it clear that the United
Kingdom would be most unlikely to take up the option
under the revised paragraph 2 (b) (il) of article 36 if it
were adopted by the plenipotentiary conference.

Finally, the amendment seemed to have the effect of
removing from article 36 the provisions at present con
tained in paragraph 2 (a) (ii) concerning conspiracy or
attempts to commit offences. That was a matter to
which the plenipotentiary conferenc~ would need to give
attention. In preparation for that conference, his Govern
ment undertook to review its position in the light of the
comments offered by the Commission, and he hoped
that the United States delegation would show its usual
flexibility of response to the observations now being
recorded.

Dr. MARTENS (Sweden) thought that the provisions
of article 36 should be strengthened, drawing upon the
Convention for the S'Jppression of Unlawful Seizure' of
Aircraft, to which his Government had adhered, as a
basis. He pointed out that the proposed amendment
would not make all offences extraditable. In fact article
36, paragraph 2 (b)~ in the proposed draft, remained
subject to the opening clause of the paragraph, namely
"Subject to the constitutional limitations of a Party, its
legal system and domestic law". Consequently, he sup
ported the amendment.

Mr. KANDEMIR (Turkey), Mr. SAGOE (Ghana)
and Mr.'ALVAREZ CALDER6N (peru) said that their
Governments were continuing to study ·the proposed
amendment and that they reserved their position.

Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of America) thought
it clear that members of the Commission seemed to
understand both the grounds and the motives for his
proposal. If adopted, the United States amendment
would enable States parties to the Convention to speed
up extradition procedures considerably. It would be of
particular assistance to States which could extradite
individuals for drug offences only if they had extra
dition agreements with the countries concerned that
included drug offences. Those countries would become
able to extr~dite on the basis of the revised article 36
and existing bilateral extradition treaties, without having
first specifically to amend each treaty. Depending upon
national constitutional practices and the general reserva
tion appearing at the beginning of article 36, paragraph
2, that amendment would also facilitate extradition
between States which did not at present have a bilateral
extradition treaty. That general reservation would make
it possible for a State to refuse erradition for an offence
which it considered insufficiently serious. It should fur
ther be noted that the amendment did not affect safe
guards that already existed in bilateral. extradition
treaties, which might stipulate, for example, that a State
would not extradite its own nationals or that it would
have the right to decide whether it could grant asylum
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limitations". Article 36 was thus not a penal provision
at all, but rather a general reference- for the measures,
of suppression that should be taken. The proposed
amendment tended to give it the character of a firm
obligation which would have dire~t effects on the free
dom of the individual, by declaring not that it would
be desirable for the offences mentioned in paragraph 1
to be considered'as extraditable offences under extradi
tion treaties, but that such offences "shall be deemed
to be included as an extraditable offence" in such
treaties. Such a provision could not be applied to un
defined offences, and article 36 did not therefore lend
itself to the modification proposed, which was designed
to make extradition .mandatory. Extradition was a
measure in respect of which the conditions must be
clearly defined.

On the other hand, Canada had always wanted the
text of the Single Convention to retain some :O.exibiIity
in regard to the penalties applicable to the possession
of narcotic drugs, since it was firmly convinced that
legal penalties were not always the best remedy in
regard to the complex problems of drugs. Canada had
recently concluded an extradition treaty with the United
States of America under which possession of narcotic
drugs had been explicitly excluded from the offences;
the proposed amendment would therefore be in direct
contradiction with that treaty. For all those reasons,
Canada could not subscribe to the amendment.

Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) said that the pro
posed amendment modified the provisions of article 36
very appreciably and gave rise to some difficulties for
his Government- In the first place, the amendment made
no provision fL ' the exclusion of trivial offences, in
which connexion he invited the attention of the United
States delegation to paragraph 4 of article 9 of the 1936
Convention. As the United Kingdom Government had
not ratified that Convention, he comd not properly cite
any. particular provision as an ideal precedent, and in
any case the recently adopted Misuse of Drugs Act,
1971, made any offence against it extraditable. Secondly,
the illicit import and export of narcotic dnlgs were
considered in the United Kingdom as violations of fiscal
law. The same was true in several other Europe~m

countries whose Governments might experience the same
difficulty as his own in that respect. However, the United
Kingdom Government did not claim that those were
insurmountable obstacles, and it would be prepared to
reconsider its position if a majority in favour of the
amendment should emerge at the plenipotentiary con
ference.

Further, the amendment contained a provision, taken
from the 1970 Convention for the Suppression of Un
lawful Seizure of Aircraft, which made it possible for
a party which made extradition conditional oa the
existence of a treaty to consider the Single Convention
as the legal basis for extradition, if it received a request
for extradition from another party with which it had
no extradition treaty. That provision had been included
in the 1970 Convention to ensure that the hijacker of
an aircraft would not escape being brought to justice
by taking refuge in another country. The United King-

·.
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to an ofiender. The wording of the proposed amend
ment had been accepted in another context and had
been the result of long consultations. The United States
delegation was,however, open to any suggestions for
improving it, and such suggestions could be considered
at the plenipotentiary conference.

Mr. McCARTHY (Canada) pointed out that the
only option open to a party hinged on the existence of
an ofience; once the latter was recognized, extradition
follo~ed automatically.

Coca leaf-article 27: amendment proposed by Peru
(E/CN.7/543)

Mt. V~LE (France) said that he had some
d.iffi.culties with the Peruvian amendment, for there
seemed to be some confusion between the fight against
illicit traffic and the control of licit trade. The explicit
purpose of the International Narcotics Control Board
was to prevent the creation of unduly large stocks, even
licit stocks, so that the provisions of the Single Conven
tion should be adequate to meet the concern of the
amendment's sponsors.

To prepare coca extracts for use as a flavouring agent,
it was necessary first to extract. the ~kaloids from coca
leaves, as required by article 27, paragraph 1. The
amendment would oblige Governments which imported
coca leaves for the preparation of flavouring agents to
extract the.alkaloids only for the needs of their domestic
consumption. That meant that imports might be in
excess of requirements, which would be incompatible
with the provisions of article 27, paragraph 1. The new
prQvision might therefore favour the illicit traffic, to
the extent that the manufacturers of the flavouring agents
would create stocks of alkaloids. For that reason, the
French delegation could not accept the proposed amend
ment.

Mr. INGERSOLL (U~ted States of Am~rica) wel
comed the initiative taken by Peru to improve the
Single Convention. His Government was aware of the
problem of illicit traffic in cocrone which. ~uggested that
some form of improved international control over coca
leaves might be desirable. The United States delegation
would not take a position now on the substance of the
Peruvian proposal, but believed that the· question of
adequate controls respecting the coca leaf should be
carefully studied.

Mr. ALVAREZ CALDERON (peru), referring to
the French representative's comments, said that the
technical problem mentioned by that represec.tative
could be overcome by revising the text of the 'Perovian
amend:tn.ent in such a way as to prohibit the production
of alkaloids for export.

Dr. MARTENS (Sweden) welcomed the initiative
taken. by Peru with a view to restricting the opportunities
of alkaloid extrac'~on. The Commission should welcome
the amendment, even though coca leaf alkaloids were
being ,used less and less, even in medicine.

Mr. VAILLE (France) stressed the fact that, as at
present drafted, the amendment would re~ult in limiting

the manufacture of flavoW'ing agents to actual require
ments. As the Swedish representative had remarked, the
appearance of synthetic substances' had reduced the
requirements of cocaine, but cocaine was still used
throughout the world. It would be interesting to know
whether the Board had observed surpluses of licit stocks
and if it considered that they might encourage illicit
traffic and the abuse of cocaine.

To meet the concemof the sponsors of the amend
ment, a provision might be added to article 27, para
graph 1, stipulating that surpluses of alkaloids, such
as cocaine, should be destroyed. .

Mr. SAGOE (Ghana) said that his delegation had not
fully understood the motives for the amendment; it
wished to study it more thoroughly before taking a
decision.

Mr. DITTERT (International Narcotics Control
Board} reminded the Commission that diversion from
the licit trade into the illicit traffic in narcotic drugs was
very small. In reply to the French representative, he
said that there were no surpluses in the licit manufacture
of cocaine. If there should be, the relevant provisions
of the Single Convention would apply; the efiect would
be the dedu\.idon of the amount of such surpluses from
the quantities to be manufactured in the following years.

Mr. ALVAREZ CALDER6N (Peru.) repeated for
the benefit of the representative of Ghana what he had
said on introducing the Peruvian amendment and ex
plained "that its object was to prevent the production of
alkaloids beyond tb..e extent required to meet the
domestic needs of each country importing coca leaf, and
thus to avoid the creation of a potential source of illicit
traffic in drugs.

The CHAIRMAN was pleased to note that the Com
mission had lost no time in its consideration of agenda
item 10. The arguments advanced during the discussion
~ouId be divided into three categories. First, the legal
arguments, which had borne essentially on national
sovereignty and its corollaries, domestic law and con
stitutional practice. Secondly, the arguments relating to
the expediency of revising th.e Single Convention, only
a few years after its entry into force; some repre
sentatives had even gone so far as to consider it as an
unalterable text which should serve as an instrument of
reference. Thirdly, the argunlents which brought out the
practical difficulties of applying this or that measure
envisaged in the proposed amendments; some had
questioned whether it was worth while to introduce
amendments which had little chance of being put into
application.

Faithful to the terms of reference the Economic and
Social Council had conferred upon it, the Commission
had confined itself to studying the amendments and to
commenting upon them. As the United States repre
sentative had explained at length, the aim was to obtain
the greatest possible benefit from the Convention by
introducing the necessary improvements into it. Without
doubt, the measures taken at the national level were
important, but it would be better, in so far as possible,
to strengthen the existing conventional provisi!ons. It

.~
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was in that spirit that the sponsors of the amendments
had submitted their proposals, and it should be re- ,
membered that an inter:1ational legal instrument could
never be perfect, particularly in an area subject to such
rapid development as that of drugs. ,NowadayG, all States
without exception should feel themselves involved. For
the first time~ a very contagious epidemic, which was not
being spread by niicrobes, but by the mass information
media, was threatening the world. No State, no matter
wha~ its political system or economic situation, had the
right to remain aloof.

Mr. CASTRO Y CASTRO (Mexico) reminded the
Commission that his delegation had already expressed
its views during the general debate" It had then abstained
from participating in certain controversial discussions
because of the Commission's limited terms of ref~rence.

It hoped that the plenipotentiary conference would dis
play the same constructive spirit which had guided the
Commission's discussions.

The meeting was suspended at 4.35 p.m. and resumed
at 4.50 p.m.

Mr. VAILLE (Fra,nce) proposed that the words "of
States invited to the conference" should be inserted in
paragraph 2 a,fter the words "that Governments""

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) had som.e reservations
with regard to the substance of the draft resolution,
although it had been submitted by 14 delegations, which
would indicate that it had the approval of the majority
of Commision members.

With regard to the second preatnbular paragraph, it
was not at all clear to him that "the experience with the
operation of the Convention of 1961 provides a basis
for review of its provisions for the purpose of •..
strengthening the Conv~ntion". Members of the Com
mission might refer in that connexion to palagraph 25
of the Board's report on its work in 1970,1 which did
not confirm that statement at aD

With respect to the fourth preambular paragraph, he
pointed out that the need "strictly to limit the use of
narcotic drugs exclunively for medical and scientific
purposes" was nothing new; that affirmation was one of
the basic principles of the Single Convention (the 'eighth
preambular paragraph of the Convention), and could
nut 'be invoked to justify its amendment.

The term "H'elcomes" in operative paragraph 1 did
not appear appropriate; it was not for the Commission
to "welcome" the deoisions of the Economic and Social
Council in any way whatfso.ever. FurthernioJ:e~ operativf\
paragraph 2 seemed superftuoul1.

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
had serious reservations with regard to the draft resolu
tion, whose purpose and raft/on. d'etre were not cle&lt
to him, and which was open to several criticisms.

First of all, the term "Noting", which appeared in
the first preaInbular paragraph, was inapproprblte for a
subsidiary organ to use in speaking of an Economic;' and
Social Council resolution, and should be rep~aced,for

instance, by the words "Having regard to".
Mention was made in the second preambular para..

graph of "experience~' with the operation of the Single
Convention. However,as the Int<:rnationalNarcotics
Control Board and the Economic and Social Council
had not yet had recourse to all the means which the
Single Convention put at their disposal, the experience
obtained was very incomplete and could not be regarded
as at all conclusive. The paragraph should be reworded
i.n a more moderate fashion at least, and ill partiCUlar,
the term "the review of some of its provisions" should
be used in preference to "the review of its proVisions".

The wording of the third preambularparagraph. was
ambiguous, and might be construed as meaning that the

. Single Convention was responsible for the deterioration
of the situation dudng the past decade, which was
certainly not the sponsors' intention. It was generally
agreed that the Convention had been very well-conceived
and could not be held responsible for the unfavourable
development of the narcotic drugs situation.

Like the representative of Yugoslavia, he ponsidered
that the phrase "bearing in mind . . . for medical and

DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITrED BY 14 DELEGATIONS

(E/CN.7/L.344 arid Add.I)

Mr. ThTGERSOLL (United States of America) thought
tbat there was little to say on the draft resolution, as it
was clearly worded and the number of its sponsors
showed that it could command wide support. It would
indicate to the plempotentiary conference the general
attitude or the Commission with regard to amendments
to the Single Convention. No reference was made to the
substance of the amendments.

Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) said that his
delegation had had the greatest satisfaction in associating
itself .with the sponsors of the draft resolution, and
hoped that it would meet with the approval of the
Commission.

Mr. McCARTHY (Canada) said that the posit~Dn

taken by the United States delegation on the amend
ments to be made to the Single Convention had originally
seemed a little too categorical to his delegation; how
ever, as the discussions progressed, his delegation had
realized that it was necessary to ame.nd the Convention
on the lines advocated by the United States. It was true
that ten years was not, as a rule, a long enough period
in which to judge a treaty, but the years 1961 to 1971
had been a period of exceptional economic and social
development and radical changes had taken place, par
ticularly in the way of life and values of young people
in the Western countries. The emergence of a climate
of uncertainty had led to a considerable increase in drug
abuse. While the Single Convention had of course not
been wholly successful in curbing that trend, it could
liot be held responsible for developments which had been
difficult to foresee. A serious reconsideration" of the
Convention would be in keeping with the concern felt
in every country, and his delegation therefore hoped
that the Commission would adopt the draft resolution,
which took all those facts into account. 1 United Nations publication, Sales No. E.71.XI.2 <B/INCB/9).
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scientific purposes" in the fourthpreambular paragraph
was superfluous, since the limitation of .the use· of
narcotic drugs to medical and scientific purposes waa
the basis of the 1961 Convention. He also felt that
the word "Welcomes" in operative paragraph 1 was not
a happy choice.

He recalled that the United States representative
had stated that the draft resolution. would not mention
the substance of the· amendments but merely the fact
that amendments were envisaged. However, in operative
paragraph 2,mention was made of ('ways and means
to increase the possibilities of action by the international
•.• organs"; that was tantamount to taking- up a sub
stantive position on the amendments, and was unaccept
able to his delegation.

Mr. THOMPSON (Jamaica) said that his delegation
would support tbe draft resolution as a whole, in prin
ciple, although it bad reservations on certain points.
He would like to know, however, if paragraph 2,
which recommended that Governments should study
the amendments, &Iso related to the Commission's
comments on those amendments.

. Mr. CHAWLA (India) thought that the draft reso
lution .sboJ.J1ci secure the general assent of the Com
tnission,because it reflected the general trend of the
debate.

As a fundamental distinction could no longer be
maintained between abuse of narcotic dmgs and abuse
of psychotropic substances, particularly in view of the
development of multiple drug addiction, bis delegation
wished to suggest some modifications to ,~he draft reso
lution.To begin with, in the second prtr;ambularpara
gre,pb, the words "and the negotiations relating to
the 1971 Convention" should be added aft0r 1te words
'~with the operation of the Convention of 1961".

He further suggested that the phrase "inasmuch
as that abuse is closely associated with the growing
danger represen.ted by the incteasil1gly rapid spread of
the abuse of psychotropic substances" should be added
at the end of the third preambular paragraph.

With regard to the operative part of the draft
resolution, paragraphs 2 and 3 might usefully be
inverted in the i,nterests of logic.

Finally, in order to eliminate any possibility of
confusion and in the light of what he had just said,
paragraph 2 (which would become paragraph 3) could
be attJ.ended ,by deleting the rest of the sentence after
the words "give urgent consid~ration to" and replacing
it by the words "all proposals made on the s\lbject".

Mr. KU§EVIC (Director, Division of Narcotic Dmgs)
thought tbatthe report of the Commission would be
useful to the plenipotentiary conference and suggested
that it should be referred, to in operative paragraph 4,
together with the text of the resolution and the records
of the Commission's proceedings.

Mr. VAILLE (France) also considered that the Sec
retary-Gen.eral should be requested to transmit the
report of the Commission to the plenipotentiary con
ference. He endorsed~he suggestion made by the

representative of the Soviet Union' that the term
"Noting" in the first preambular paragraph should be
replaced by the term "Having regard to". He was
also of the opinion that the words "review of its
provisions" in the second preambular paragraph should
be replaced by the words "review of some of its
provisions".

In operative paragraph 1, the word "Welcomes"
was hardly satisfactory, but it was possibly the least
objectionable solution for the time being. Another
delegation might be able to find a better formula.

Despite the weI1afound~~d objections made by the
representative of the Soviet Union to operative para
graph 2, it should be remembered that the paragraph
reflected the viewpoint of the majority of Cottmlission
members,and that most of the delegations were in
favour of strengthening the powers of the international
organs.

Lastly, the Indian representative had made some
interesting suggestions. For the sake of clarity, it would
be preferable to consider each proposed amendment
paragraph by paragraph.

Mr. ABDEL RAZEK (Egypt) smd that has delegation
was not in favour of the idea of submitting a draft
resolution which would not be unanimously approved,
although the delegations who were not in favour of
the amendments had taken part freely in the discussion.
It wes clearly in the Interests of all those present to
submit a text representing a consensus to the pleni
potentiary conference, and his delegation therefore
proposed that the draft resolution should be amended.
In order to satisfy d~lcgatioos which felt that there
was no reason to amend the 1961 Convention, the end
of the second preambular paragraph from the words
~'and that the experien~e ... " could be deleted.

As for the sound objection raised by the Yugoslav
representative Jo the word " Welcomes" in operative
paragraph 1, the difficulty could. be by-passed by de
leting operative paragraph 1 and adding the words
"which is to be held" after the words "in advance
of the plenipotentiary conference" in ope.tative para
graph 3.

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) pointed out, with res
pect to the second preambular paragraph, that some
countries and even ~ome of the sponsors of the draft
had not acceded to the 1961 Convention, which was
tbe only treaty on narcotic drugs mentioned. It might
be advisable to refer to the 1953 Protocol as well.

Mr. PHILIPPART DB FOY(Observer for Belgi,um),
speaking at the invitation of the Chairman, said that
the .first preambular paragraph duplicated operative
paragraph 1. He therefore suggested that the former
should be deleted and that operative paragraph 1
should be reworded as follows: "Note$ that, pursuant
to Economic and Social Council resolution 1577(L), a
plenipotentiary conference will be held in March 1972
to consider proposals for the amendment of the Single
Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961".

He endorsed the suggestion that the term 4'the re
view of some of its provisions't should be used in the
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second preambular paragraph, and the proposal that
the report of the Commission be mentioned in operative.
paragraph 4.

Lastly, with regard to the proposal made by the
representative of India, it might be preferable to leave
the operative paragraphs in their pressent order, anel.
to reword. operatlve paragraph 2 as follows: "Recom
mends that the Governments of States invited to the
Conference give urgent consideration, in the light of
the observations and comments made in the course
of the discussions, to the study of the amendments
proposed".

lvIr. SAMSON (Observer for the Netherlands),
speaking at the invitation of the Chairman, said that
he did not want to intervene with regard to the text
of the draft resolution, but regretted that the Com
mission's desire to see the largest possible number of
countries accede to the Single Convention was not
mentioned in it. THe. Commission should not overlook
that important aspect of the problem.

Mr. VAILLE (France) said that the suggestions
made by the observer for Belgium were interesting, and
formally requested the Commission to consider the
draft resolution paragraph by paragraph.

Mr. KIRCA (Turkey) was also of the opinion that
the first preambular paragraph duplicated operative
paragraph 1, but would prefer to eliminate the latter,
because it was important to mention the plenipotentiary
conference at the beginning of the draft resolution.

In the second preambular paragraph, it was useful
to refer to experience with the operation of the Single
Convention, but any such reference should be drafted
in an impartial spirit, so as to obtain broad support,
whatever the delegations' vie~ws on the amendments.
Why should the internatior.tal community seek to
strengthen the machinery for the control of narcotic
drugs when the idea of stringent international control
of that nature had not been proposed for psychotropic
suh~tan.ces at Vienna in 1971? The OTJly valid explan
ation was th9.t a degree of experience had been
obtained through the Single Convention, whereas
experience of the functiOJ"jng of the 1971 Convention
was still awaited. Hence, it seemed useful to speak of
such ((experience". The end of the second preambu~ar

paragraph migh~ be worded as follows: "and that experi
ence with the operation of the Single Convention
should be taken into consideration in examining amend
ments proposed". The new text should be approved
by all delegations.

With respect to the third preambular paragraph, the
possibility of misconstruction mentioned by the rep-.
resentative of the Soviet Union could be avoided
by deleting the words "during the decade since the
Single Convention was adopted".

With regard to the fourth preambular paragraph,
where the Single Convention was mentioned textually,
it should be remembered that to limit the use of narcotic
dru~ to medical and scientific purposes was not one of
the aims of the Convention and that an equally lli"1~

portant objective was to control the illicit tramc.

Accordingly, his delegation suggested that the. beginning
of the paragraph should be amended as follows:

"Believing that a review of some of the provisions
of the Single Convention is warranted bearing in
mind the purposes of that Convention, and to this
end to provide for ... ".
Reverting to a suggestion made by the French

representative, he thought that it would be useful to
add the term "of States invited to the conference"
after the word "GovernJ;nents" in operative paragraphs
2 and 3. The propoJal that the Secretary-General should
be requested to transmit the report of the ~ommission

as well, was fully justified, at least as far as the passages
relating to the amendments were concerned.

Mr. VAILLE (France), speaking on a point of oraer,
recalled that he had formally propos~d that the draft
should be studied paragraph by paragraph, and re
quested that his proposal should be put to the vote.

The CHAIRMAN asked the Commission if it pre
ferred to continue its consideration of the draft res
olution paragraph by paragraph, or to request the
sponsors to revise it and then continue the debate at
the next meeting.

Mr. NIKOLIC. (Yugoslavia) thought that. the pro
posals made by the Turkish representative were very
interesting, and suggested that a sma.ll group sbouid
meet to prepare a new text for consideration by the
Commission.

Mr. CHAWLA (India) and Mr. KIRCA (Turkey)
supported the suggestion made by the Yugoslav rep
resentative.

Mr. n~GERSOLL (United States of America) agre~d

with the French representative that in vie\\.v of 'the
number of proposals put forward, it would be simpler
to examine the draft paragraph by paragraph after
a revised text had been. drculated in writing to the
members of the Commission, in other words, at the
n.ext meeting.

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Saviet Socialist Republics)
~;~greed with the suggestion which had just been made,
and thanked the Turkish representative for the useful
modifications that he had .proposed.

Mr. VAILLE (France), speaking on a point of
order, said that he would not press for his proposal
to be put to the vote, and suggested that an informal
working party composed of the representatives of India,
Turkey, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and
the United States of America should be set up to deal
with the question in consultation with the Secretariat.

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
did not think that it was essential for him to form
part of the working party.

The CHAIRMAN thanked the French representative
for not insisting that his proposal should be put to the
vote, and suggested that the informal working party
entrusted with the revision of the draft· resolution
should consist of the delegations of India, Turkey and
the United States of America, and, as the representative
of the United States of America had suggested, the
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portions of tbereport1 to the plenipotentiary con..,
ference. '"
It was so decided.
Paragtaphs 6 and 7, as amended, were adopted.

Paragraph 8
Mr. MILLER (United States of Americs) suggested

that in the amendment to article 19, the wOlds con
tained in the parenthesis should read "(paragraphs 1,
2 and 3r".

It was so decided.
Paragraph 8, as amenr1ed, was adopted.

Paragraphs 9 and 10
PQTt4graphs 9 and 10 were adopted.

Paragraph 11
Dr. BOLCS (Hungary), Rapporteur, said that in the

first sentence t.he words "poppy cultivation" should read
uopium poppy cultivation".

Dr. B,t\..BAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
asked that it sh\,uld be clearly indicated that paragraph
11 reft.~cted the opinion of the United States of America
and sbonli1 not give the hnpres8ion that the passage
represented the view of the Commission.

It was so decided.
Paragraph 11 was adopted.

Paragraph 12
Mr. MILLER (United States of America), referring

to the fifth line, proposed that the words "to'compel
the parties" should be replaced by the words "to
invite the parties" and, referring to the tenth line,
that the words "an ~ver-all estimate made by ..• "
should be replaced by the words "the world's legitimate
requirements, as d~termined by . . . ".

It war so decIded.
Mr. DITTERT (International Narcotics Control

Board), referring to the fifth line, proposed that the
words "or other narcotics" should be replaced by the
WOi'ds "and to amend the estimates of drug require
ments".

It was so declded.
Paragraph 12, as amen'ded, was adopted.

Par4g 'aphs 13 and 14
IJaragraphs 13 and 14 were adopted.

Paragraph 15
Mr. MILLER (United States of America) proposed

that, in order to clarify the substance of the consul
tations with his Government, an addition should be
made to paragraph 15, to read as follows:

"He referred t.o two major themes which had
emerged from these extensive consultations, and to
which his Government was fully sympathetic, namelyv
the importance of including in the various proposals
additional safeguards for the legitimate interests of
sovereign 'States, and the impol'tance of linking the
Single Convention to sophisticated new tools devel
oped in the fight against drug abuse since 1961,

I. Preparatory and orgamlzational docomenm
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RBpOl\T" OF THE COMMISSION ON ITS TWENTY-FOURTH
SESSION (agenda item 12) (continued) (E/CN.7/L.34S

. and Corr.l, Add.1 and Add.lfCorr.l and 2, Add.2
and Add.2/Corr.1, Add.3 and Add.3fCorr.l, Add.4
and Add.4/Cott.l and 2 and Corr.2fR~v.l, Add.5
11, Add.12 and Add.12/Corr.l~ Add.13 (A), Add.14
19)

representative of Turkey might take the chair in the
working party. The Commission would then take up
the draft, resolution again at a later meeting.

It was so decided.

The meeting rose at 6.20 p.m.

Chapter VIII-United Nations Fund
for Drug Abu~re Control (E/CN.7/L.345/Add.17}

[not reproductrd]

Cht.Jpter X-Amendment oj the Single Convention
on Narcotic Drugs, 1961 (EICN.7/L.345/A'dd.18)

The CHAIRMAN invited the Commission to con-
sider Chapter X paragraph by paragraph.

Paragraphs 1-4
Paragraphs 1-4 were adopted.

Paragraph 5
Dr.' BOLCS (Ht~ngary), Rapporteur, noted the request

made by Mr. BARONA LOBATO (Mexico), that the
second sentence should be drafted in terms similar to
those he had used' when stating (708th meeting) not
that Economic and Social Council resolution 1577 (L)
YJas incompatible with article 47 of the Single Con
vention, but that the. procedure recommended in the
Council's resolution was irregular, if the Convention
was taken into account.

Paragraph 5 was adopted.

Paragraphs 6 and 7
Mr. MILLER, (United States of America) 'supported

by Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) proposed that the order
of paragraphs 6 and 7 should be reversed, that the
words "the proposed amendments", in the present
paragraph 7, should be te~laced by the words "the
antendments proposed", and that the present paragraph
6 should be redrafted as follows:

"The Commission considered that the procedure
which would best enable it toearry out· its task
would be to have a full debate ti':nd totransnut the
records of that debate together with the relevant

[E/CN.7/SR.719]

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE SEVEN HUNDRED AND
N1NETBB~ MEETING

held on Wednesday, 20 October 1971, at 3 p.tn.

Chairman: Dr. JOHNSON-ROMUALD (Togo)

5Z



i
1 ,
1

:[
ij
)

1

:1

I
,I
;1

~
d
·.i

i

particular~y the possibility of empowering the Board,
under article 14, to recommend,. to United Nations.
bodies andinstitutio.ns, including the United Nations
Fund for Drug Abuse Control, ways in which States
might be assist~d in executing the provisions of the
Convention and furthering its objectives."
It was so dedd,ed,
Paragraph 15, as amended, WQ& adopted.

Paragraphs 16...18
Paragraphs 16-18 were adopted.

Paragraph 19
Mt. VAILLE (France) proposed that the first sen

tence should be amended to read as follows:
"The representative of France, in introducing his

amendments, said that France could not depart froo
the attitude it had taken at the time the 1953
Protocol had been discussed and adopted, when
France had not been directly concerned with. the
problem of drug adiction and had b~en guided sole!)
by the wish to promote, international unity in the
campaign agaic(';t that soci&l scourge.'"
It was so decided.
Paragraph 19, as amemied.• was Qdopted.

Paragraph 20
Dr. BABAIAN (Unlon of Soviet Socialist Republics)

asked that it sbould be clearly indicated, in p9:ragraph
20, as in paragraphs 21 and 22, that the view r.xpressed
was that of France and not that of the Commission.

It was so decided.
Partlgraph 20 was adopted.

Paragraph 21
Paragraph 21 was adopted.

Paragraph 22
Mr. VAILLE (France) proposed that the word "in

vestigation", in the second sentence, sh01lld be rClplaced
by the words "local investigation or survey".

It was so decided.
PaJ'agrapl~ 22, as amended, wa.vadppted.

Paragraph 23
Paragraph 23 was adopted.

Paragraph 24
Mr. MILLER (United States of America) said that

it was extremely difficult to give an accurate summary
in a few paragraphs of the long discussions that the
Commission had held on the subject of the proposed
amendments. At the present. stage of the Commission's'
work, it would be impossible to reach. agreement on
the content of that part of the report which dealt with
themjl since it· did 110t accurately reflect either the
substance of the discusslQns or the conclusions and,
consequently, called for numerous amendments. To
save time, therefore, he proposed that the latter part
of the document-from paragraph 25 to paragraph 78
inclusive-should be deleted and replaced by the rele
vant summary records, which had the advantage of

setting out directly all the opinions expressed rather
than conclusions extracted with more or less accuracy
from the·discussions. Paragraph 24 would be replaced
by a new paragraph stating that the Commission .had
devoted so many meetings to the consideration of the
proposed amendmelits and that the summary records
of the debates were attached to and formed an integral
part of the report. Paragraph 79, containing the res
olution adopted by the Commission, would remain
unchanged. .

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
s~d that he could not agree to. the United States
proposal. The Rapporteur and the Secretariat had
produced an excellent summary, which. satinfa,ctodly
reflectea the main trends of the debates. It conformed
with f1:.:~ Cotnmi&sion's usual practice,which had not
cauBed any difficulties previously,since each delegation
had been most careful to ensure that its opinion was
accurately reflected iL the report. Moreover, .in the
resolution that it had adopted, the Commission stated
that it would transfer to the forthcoming plenipotentiary
conference that part of the report which dealt with
the discussions of the amendments. Consequently, the
Commission could not do without that part of the
report. Furthermore, not all the summary records·had
been issued and the fact that they existed in no way
lessened the importance of the report. .

Mr. NIKOLIC (YugoslaVia) could not understand
how the United States representative conldpropose
the .. deletion of the main ·part of the report, whi~h dealt
with the v~ry agenda. item for the sake of which the
Economic and Social CouncU had extended the length
of the Commission's session by a week. It would be
unfair to end the report immediately after the analysis
of the position of the sponsors of the amendments, and
it was contrary to normal practice to leave a report
incomplete.

Mr. THOl\1PSON (Jamaica) supported the United
States propos,al. The report did not appear toxeflect
all the views expressed. There wae; no mention, for
instance, of the views of his own delegation, which
had spoken on all the amendments. There was no
reason to believe that Governments would prefer to
read a short report tather than slightly longer summary
records.

Mr. McCARTHY (Can.ada) said that he was well
aware of the reasons for the United States propos~

but cOllld not support it, since his delegation could
not agree to accept a text without having seen it, and
that was the effect of the l)nited States proposal.

Mr. VAILLE (France) suggested,in a spirit of com..
promise, that the Rapporteur should be entrusted with
the task of drafting a new paragraph 24, referring,
with respect to ,the general considerations, to the
summary records; the latter would replace par,agraphs
2S to 38 only, since it was the synthesis they contained
which was giving rise to insurmountable· difficulties;
the rest of the document, on the discussion of various
proposals for amendments, would be retained, each
delegation being able to submit to the Rapporteur; in

,.- < .. -.
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which was particularly satisfactory, since representatives
could propose any modifications they wished.

Dr.. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics),
supported by Iv.fr. CHAWLA (Ind19.), thought that the
comments requested by the Economic and Socip.l
Council should not be confined to mere resumes of
each speech, a& was the case with summary records;
what was n~eded was' a synthesis capable of giving
an over-all view of the .standpoint of hoth the majority
and the minority. If necessary, the reader could always
consult the summary records to obtain additional
details; but the !atter did not reflect, as in a report,
the general trend of the discussions. Furthermore the
Soviet delegation was at a disadvantage, since summary
records wer.e not produced in Russian, and was there
fore not in a position to express an informed opinion
on the matter. Invoking rule 33 of the rules of pro
cedure, he asked the Secretariat to provide him with
summary records in Russian of the meetings concerning
agenda item 10.

~Ar. PHILIPPART DB FOY (Observer for Belgium),
speaking at the invitation of the Chairman~ wished to
alter the wording he had previously proposed: para
graphs 24 to 38 could be l'etaiu'ed and a paragraph
38 (a) inserted, reading as follows: .

ClAs it is extremely difficult to give an entirely
faithful resume of the particularly full discussions
on the. general co'ngiderations, the present report
refers back to the summary recordG~ which should
be taken to be reproduced here in full."

Mr. VAILLE (France) preferred the first suggestion
made by the Belgian observ~r, which incorporated his
own proposal; that partiCUlar compromise seemed to
him to be the solution which was fairest to all dele
gations.

Mr. NIKOI"IC (Yugoslavia), replying to a question
by Mr. CHAWLA (India), said that no precedent
existed and that it was the first time a delegation had
requested that a report be replaced by summary records;
the proposal was particularly inappropriate, since it was
in order for the report to be drafted that the Economic
and Social Council hl&d extended the Commission's
session by a week. Moreover, it should be pointed out
that the United States representative had submitted his
proposal not for the report as a whole, but after his
delegation's position had been stated at length, which
was altogether discriminatory.

Mr. MILLER (United States of America), in a
spirit of compromise, agreed to support the French
representative's proposal, as elaborated by the Belgian
obse.\rver ~n his first suggestion.

Mr. SAGOE (Ghanr,) thought that the Commission
would have difficulty in tating a decision on the pro
posal immediately, since it had olll1y jnst ,seen document
E/CN.7/L.345/Add.lS, and .since delegations had not
yet received all the summary records in question. It
might perhaps be -better to postpone a decision on
such an important matter.

Mr. LINARES (Observer for Panama), speaking at
the invitation of the Chairman, proposed that the

54.

writing, any antendments or additions it wished to be
included.

Dr. EL HAKIM(Egypt) and Mr. OLIVIERI (Ob..
setv~r for. Argentina) asked whether it was legally
possible for summary rec(t,lds to form an integral· part
of a report.

Mr. RATON (Legal Adviser) said that the report
reflected discussions more succinctly than summary
records, which had greater legal force, since they
directly reproduced the statements of delegations, but
that they certainly could no~: be separated from the
report.

Dr. SHIMOMURA (Japan) and Mr. ALVAREZ
CALDERON (Peru) supported the proposal of the
United States repret3entative.

Mr. PHILIPPART DE FOY (Observer for Belgium),
speaking at the in".itation of the Chairman, said that
the United States I'epresentative's proposal was far
from satisfactory. Nevertheless, it was true that there
were contraeiictions between the summary records and
paragraphs 2-~ to 38; he therefore supported the com
promise solution put forward by the French represen
tative and suggested that the paxagraphs in question
should be replaced 'by a text worded as follows:

"For the general considerations, which are ex
tremely difficult to summarize, tb.e present report
refers purely and simply to the summary records,
which should be taken to be reproduced here in full."

Mr. KU~EVIC (Director, Division of Narcotic Drugs)
observed that, in conformity with the rules or procedure
of the functional commissions of the Economic and
Social Council, the docum.ent submitted by the Com
mission to the G:>uncil should consist of a report and
fiot of summary record,;.

Mr. ANSAR KHAN (Secretary of the Commission)
read out paragraph 10 of Council resolution. 1623 (LI),
which stated that the reports of functional commissions
"should contain . r' a resume of the discussions".

Mr. VAILLE (France) .approved the wording pro
posed by the Belgian observer; he suggested that
mention should also be made of the statement made
by Mr. Reuter, representative of the International
Narcotics Control Board, at the 710th meeting of the
Commission, and that the complete text of that state
ment should be attached as an annex to the report,
since it was too important to appear solely in the
form of a summary record. In that way, the Com
mission would, as requested, have submitted to the
Council comments on the amendments; it was, more
over, clear that its current work was particularly directed
towards the plenipotentiary conference to be held before
the next session of the Economic and Social Council.

Mr. MILLER (United States of America) considered
that his proposal was in complete conformity with
the Commission's mandate, which was· to study the
proposals foram.endments and to submit comments;
the Commission had examined the proposals ID question
and the comments of each del~gation were reflected
as fully as possible in the 'summary recotds,a. system
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The meeting rose at 6.35 p.m.

REpORT OF THE COMMISSION ON ITS TWBNTY...FOURTH
SESSION (agenda item 12) (continued) (E/CN.7/L.345
and Corr.t, Add.l and Add.l/Corr.1 and 2, Add.2
and Add.2/Corr.l, Add.3 and Add.3/Corr.l, Add.4
and Add.4/Corr.l and 2 and Corr.2/Rev.l, Add.5
11, Add.12 and Add.12/Corr.l, Add.13 (A), Add.14
19)

Chapter X-Ameni:lment of the Single Convention
on Narcotic Drugs, 1961 (E/CN.7/L.345/Add.18)

(continued)

Mr. EARONA LOBATO (Mexico) said that his
delegation had voted, at the 71qh meeting, in favour

[ElCN.7/SR.720]

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE SEVEN HUNDRED AND
TWENTffiTH MEETING

held on Thursday, 21 October 1971, at 9.10 a.m.

Chairman: Dr. JOHNSON~ROMUALD (Togo)

Mr. VAILLE (France) found the Chairman's pro
posal interesting but impracticable owing to lack of
time. He therefore maintained his own suggestions,
namely to replace the existing paragraph 24 by a text
relating the difficulties encountered by the Commission
in summarizing the general considerations, and adding
that the summary records should be consulted for an
account of the Commission's work on that item; to
replace paragraph 25 by a text stating that the repre
sentative of the International Narcotics Control Board
had tr.ade a legal statement on the Board's role in
implementation of the treaties~ and that the text of
his speech was attached to the report; to do away with
paragraphs 26 to 38 and, for the following paragraphs,
to give delegations not satisfied with the current wording
of the report an opportunity to submit any modifications
they deemed necessary. .

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia), supported by Dr.
BABAIAN (Union of ~Soviet Socialist Republics), pro
posed tbat in order to save time and in the interests
of fairness paragraphs 9 to 38 should be simply
omitted; the other solutions put forward would in
fact result in certain delegations being given the right
to state their viewpoint in full, while the attitude of
other delegations would be scarcely mentioned.

meeting be suspended for a few minutes to enable the According to Dr. BERTSCHINGER (Switzerland),
delegations to discuss that difficult -problem among . it would be easier for the Commission to reach a de-
themselves. cision if the. French representative could submit the

Th CHAIRMAN . :l th C .. h d t li'ttl text of the proposed modification in writing.e sal" e ommIsslon a 00 e
time at its disposal to be able to suspend the meeting. Mr. VAILLE (France) said that paragraphs 9 to 38

. . . . . ought not to be omitted, slnce in a way they s~rved
Further, he ren,nnded the ComnusslOn that It had as an introduction and set out concrete facts wbjch

been formally requested to study the proposed amendn were the very basis of the report and of the summoning
~ents a~d to make comments f?r the benefit of the of the conference. Owing to lack of tbne, the Swi~s
forthcommg c~~erence. It was In no way supposed suggestion was hardly Eracticable, anc! he requested
to adopt a position ~n the contents o! the amendments; that his own proposal be immediately put to the vote.
the result was that In many cases tnere had been no The French proposal was adopted by 15 votes to 1
a~eem.ent among memb~rs and that the 1e~or of the with 7 abstentions. '
diSCUSSions was very difficult to summarIZe. As a .. .. .
subsidiary body of the Economic and Social Council, Dr: ~AB~AN (Unl?n of Soviet SOCialist Repubhcs),
however, the Commission was bound to draw up a explmmng hiS vot~, said that he h~d not .opposed the
report in due and propel' form. French proposal, because he comndered It preferable

. . . . . . to that of the representative of the United States. He
T~e co!~tentious par~grapn.s In. the report~those deeply regrc-+ted, however, that the more equitable

dealing With the general conslderatlOns-could be re- Yugosla.v proposal had not been upheld.
examined by the Rapporteur and the Secretariat in con- '., . .
sultation with the United States delegation; such a Mr. j,.~ONA LOBATO (MeXICO) saId h~ had
solution would not rule out the possibility. of ,referring voted ~ ravour ?f th~ French proposal ~ecause It was
also to the su~mary records .in. accordance with the a .p~actlcal1tsolutIOn ,.0", the I!roblem fa~mg ~he Com
Frenc!! proPosal. The COInmISSlOn would thus have mlssI~n, bu.. he. was noi. convInce,d that It wa" a ha~py
faithfuliy fuImled .its mandate. solutIOn to onut whol~ paragraphs of a report which

was the result of admirable work on the part of the
Dr. BAllAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) Rapporteur and the Secretariat.

reaffirmed that the pr?P?sal of t~e..Un!t~? Sta~es :W~S Dr. URANOVICZ (Hungary) said that the Com
un~ccep!able, because It mvolved ID".dmlssl~le dlscrmll- missionjs decision should in no way constitute a pre
nation In the treatment of the standpomts of the cedent
different delegi1tions. On the other hand, a new draft . .
of the contentious paragraphs prepared in consultation ~r. ~~A..1illS (Obser~er for Panama), speaking at
with the United States representative alone would also the ~vltal.1on.of the ChaIrman, was glad that a com
be extremely biased. Only the compromise proposed pronuse so~ut~on ha~ been reached, but regretted that
by Fr.ance and Belgium was worthy of suroe consider- the.CommIssIon had not thought fit to suspend the
ation. meeting in order to allow delegations to discuss the

matter.
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of the deletion of paragraphs ~4-38 as a practical and
time-saving compromise. That vote should in no way
be construed as a change in the position of the Mexican
delegation as set out in those paragraphs.

Mr. OLIVffiRI (Observer for Argentina), speaking
at the invitation of the Chairman, requested the inclusion
in the section entitled "Consideration of the different
amendments proposed'~ (paras. 39-78) of a reference to
the position taken by his delegation on the proposed
amendments to the Single Convention.

Paragraph 40
Mr. MIILLER (United States of America) said that

the name of his country should apPear in the third
sentence and not in the second sentence of the para
graph.

Mr. ALVAREZ CALDER6N (Peru) and Mr.
STEWART (United Kingdom) requested the deletion
of the names of th~ir countries in the second and third
sentences respectively.

Dr. BOLCS (HUngary), Rapporteur, suggested that
all reL~rences to specific delegations in the second and
third sentences should be deleted.

It was so ar:eed.

Paragraph 41
Mr. MILLER (United States of America) proposed

that the paragraph should be re-drafted to read as
follows:

"Extensive comments wert~ made on the proposed
amendments on estimates, which would extend the
estimate system to include the area under opium
poppies and the pron:uction of opium and would
emp~')wer the Board to revise estimate§ submitted by
States and also to take into accollilt a previous year's
excess production when acting on a subsequent
estimate. Several delegations described this 'package'
of amendments as generally acceptable, while a large
number reserV'ed judgement on the total 'package' or
raised general or technical objections to one or more
specific parts. Some of the representatives who ex
presse~ opinions appeare.d to support the extension
of the estimate system to the area under poppy culti
vation and' to the production of opium. A number of
thelU appeared to find the proposed new article 21bis,
which would permit the Board to take H previous
year's excess into account, generally helpful. Others
expressed general support for the concept of per
mittingthe Board in. some manner to play a greater
role wan expanded estimate system but desired at
the same time tbat safeguards for the legitimate
interests of sovereign States should be included."

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
said that the Commission could not consider the amend
ment' proposed ,.by the representative of the United
States without the written text. It was regrettable that
an amendment of substance referring to the general
discussion rather than to the position of a single dele
gation was now being submitted, when very little time
remained for the adoption of the report.

Mr. MILLER (United States of America) said that
his delegation's sole concern was to achieve balance in ~
the Commission's report. The lat,~ submission of the
amendment was due to the fact that his delegation had
received document E/CN.7IL.345I Add.18 01ily the
day before and had therefore had little time to study
the text.

Mr. ANSAR KHAN (Secretary of the Commission)
said that the section of the draft report relating to the
amendment of the Single Convention could not have
been distributed earlier. Because of the great length of
the draft report, special arrangements had been made ~

with .the language services, which were working within
the limits of the budgetary and personnel resources
allotted to them by the General Assembly, and docu
ment E/CN.7/L.345IAdd.18-which had been pre
pared over the week-end immediately following the
conclusi:Jn of the relevant discussion-had been given
the first priority. All the versions of the document in
the various languages had been issued at the same time.

Mr. VAILLE .(France), supported by Mr. NIKOLIC
(Yugoslavia) and Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics), suggested that the English text of
the United States amendment to paragraph 41 should
be circulated to members of the Commission and that
arrangements should be made for its consecutive inter
pretation into the other working languages.

The CHAIRMAN said that further dis(,;assion of
paragraph 41 would be postponed until the English text I

of the United States amendment had been· distributed.

Paragraph 42
The CHAIRMAN said that the list of delegations

which had raised the objection referred to in paragraph
42 was inaccurate and would be corrected by reference
to the relevant summary record.

Mr. VAILLE (France) said that the following sen
tence should be added at the end of the paragraph:
"The representative of France emphasized that supra
national power had already been vested in the Board
by the existing treaties".

Subject to those changes, paragraph 42 was adopted.

Paragraph 43
Mr. GAVAZZONI SILVA (Brazil) said that the list

of representatives in the second sentence should include
the representative of Brazil.

Paragraph 43 was adopted.

Paragraph 44
Mr. STEW'ART (United Kingdom) said that the

references in paragraph 44 and in the subsequent para
graphs of the document to views of his delegation were
not an accurate reflection of the United Kingdom's
position. He requested that those references should be
deleted.

Mr. MH...LER (United States of, America) proposed
the insertion, before the last sentence of the paragraph,
of the following sentence: .

"The United States delegation pointed out that
illicit diversion from licitly produced opium was at
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present a major .source of the heroin entering the
United States and other countries and that the Single
Gonvention, as articles 14, 18, 22, 35 ~d 36 made
clear, sought to protect the international community
against illicit traffic."
Mr. VAILLE (France) requested that, in' that new

penultimate sentence, the French delegation should be
mentioned as sharing the same views.

Paragraph 44 was adopt~d, subject to those changes.
Mr.' PHILIPPART DE FOY (Observer for Belgium),

speaking at the invitation of the Chairman, said that
Belgium expressed reservations with regard to the right
of the Board to modify estimates.

Paragraph 45
Dr. SHlMOMURA (Japan) said that the paragraph

was an inadequate summarization of his delegation's
• views. He proposed that it should be amended to

indicate that the Japanese representative had agreed on
the need to take stricter action against the illicit traffic,
but had said his country hoped that licit production
would not suffer from such measures, since Japan
already had difficulties in obtaining the necessary amount
of licit opium, and considered that the plenipotentiary
conference to be held in March should also consider
that problem.

Paragraph 45 was adopted, subject to that amend
ment.

Paragraph 46
Mr. VAILLE (France) said that he would submit to

the Rapporteur a proposal for the amendment of the
paragraph, which referred to a statement made by the
French delegation.

Paragraph 46 was ddopted on that understanding.

Paragraph 47
Mr. MILLER (United States of America) proposed

that that part of the paragraph which followed the
words "... it considered exaggerated", should be re
placed by the following: "but also to revise estimates
upwards if, on the basis of its review of the world drug
situation, it concluded that greater production was
necessary to meet a shortage of drugs for medical and
scientific needs".

The amendment was adopted.
Paragraph 47, as amended, was ddopted.

Paragraph 48
Mr. VAILLE (France) proposed that a sentence

should be added to the paragraph referring to the view
that, under the proposed amendment, the Board, before
1'010difying a country's estimates, could request explana
tions from the' Government concerned.

The proposal was adopted.
Paragraph 48, as amended, was adopted.

Paragraph 49
Mr. BARONA LOBATO (Mexico) proposed that

the report should refiect the Mexican delegation's posi-

tion that the Board could take into consideration only
. information supplied by the Governments of States
parties to the Convention and his delegation'$ consistent
opposition to the granting of powers of inquiry to the
Board. He would give the Rapporteur the text of a
proposed wording. .

Dr. BOLCS (Hungary), Rapporteur, proposed that
the text in question should form a new paragraph 49 bis
and that paragraph 49 should be adopted on the under
standing that it would b~ followed by that additional
paragraph.

It was so agreed.

Paragraph 50
Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) pointed out that the view

attributed to the Indian representative in the second
sentence had in fact been expressed by the Yugoslav
delegation, and had been supported by the Indian
delegation. He proposed that the sentence should be
amended to take, that fact into account. He also pro
posed the deletion of the last sentence of the paragraph,
since it did not accurately refiect the views of his delega
tion.

Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) supported the
proposal to delete the last sentence, because it did not
accurately reflect the views of the United Kingdom
delegation either.

Those proposals were adopted.
Paragraph 50, as amend~d, was adopted.

Paragraph 51
Paragraph 51 was adopted.

Paragraph 52
Mr. SAGOE (Ghana) proposed that the words "the

representative of Ghana andu should be inserted before
the words "the observer for Belgium" in the second
sentence.

Mr. KIRCA (Turkey) proposed that the words "the
representative of Turkey and" should be inserted before
the words "the French representative" in the third
sentence.

Paragraph 52 was adopted, subject to those changes.

Paragraph 53
Mr. CHAWLA (India) proposed that India should

be included in the list of countries in the fir~t sentence.
Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist R.epublics)

noted that the USSR was included in the same list as
one of the countries whose delegations felt "that the
Board could scarcely be authorized to use information

. from non-official sources". As far a.q, his delegation was
concerned, that statement was not strong enough; his
delegation believed that it was entirely out of the ques
tion for th~ Board to use that type of information. He
therefore proposed that the words "the USSR" in the
first sentence should be deleted and that a new sentence
should be added to refiect the USSR' delegation's
categorical opposition to the Board being authorized in
any way to use information other than that furnished
by Governments.

t
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Mr. ALVAREZ CALDER6N (Peru) proposed that
the name of his country, too, should be deleted in the
first sentence of paragraph 53, since that sentence did
not correctly reflect the Peruvian delegation's position.

Mr. DITTERT (International Narcotics Control
Board) suggested that the second sentence of the para
graph should be deleted and that the report should
contain a neW paragraph 53 bis worded on the following
lines: "The situations which arose could be quite com
plex and, in practice, the Board always approached the
Government concerned' and proceeded tn act on the
basis of the information it furnished". .

Paragraph 53 was ddopted, subject to those amend
ments.

Paragraph 54

Mr. MILLER (United States of America) proposed
an amendment to the paragraph, which referred to a
statement made by his delegation.

Paragraph 54, as amended, was adopted.

Paragraph 55

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) said that he would give
to the Rapporteur a proposed rewording of the second
sentence which would state that the local inquiry pro
visions of the 1953 Protocol, among others, explained
why, in the 18 years since its entry into force, that
Protocol had been ratified by only 52 countries, whereas
there were already 79 parties to the 1961 Single Con
vention.

Subject to that amendment, paragraph 55 was
ddopted.

Paragraphs 56, 60 and 63
Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)

read out a text which he would give to the Rapporteur
to replace the present text of paragraph 56 and to
make it clear, particularly in the Russian version, that
the delegations mentioned in parentheses had expressed
opposition to the principle of carrying out local inquiries,
foX' reasons of national sovereignty and territorial inviol
ability. The text would include an additional sentence
stating that the USSR delegation had drawn attention
to the possib~~ financial implications of the proposed
amendment. Paragraph 60 could then be deleted.

Dr. URANOVICZ (Hungary) and Mr. ALVAREZ
CALDER6N (peru) requested that the names of their
countries should be included in the list between brackets
in paragraph 56.

Mr. BARONA LOBATO (Mexico) and Mr. OSMAN
(Lebanon) approved the first sentence of the USSR
proposal for the amendment of paragraph 56.

Mr. VAILLE (France) proposed that paragraph 63,
which summarized the French delegation's reply to the
USSR delegation's remark regarding financial implica
tions, should be placed immediately after paragraph 56.

Dr. BOLCS(Hungary), Rapporteur, suggested that
paragaph 56 should be amended as proposed by the
USSR and the Hungarian delegations, that paragraph 60

should be deleted and that paragraph 63 should become 1
paragraph 56 his. .

Subject to those amendments, paragraphs 56 and 63
were adopted.

Paragraph 57
Mr. MILLER (United States of America) asked

whether the representatives of Ghana, the Federal
Republic of Germany and Canada wished to have their
views on the question of local inquiries included in
paragraph 57.

Mr. SAGOE (Ghana) said that the reference to be •
included should take the form of a statement that his
delegation had supported the amendment submitted by
France on that question.

Dr. DANNER (Federal Republic of Germany) said
that the name of his country should be added to the
list of countries in the first sentence of paragraph 57. ,

Mr. McCARTHY (Canada) said that he would give
to the Rapporteur a proposed w0rding to reflect his
delegation's position.

The CHAIRMAN said that, in the absence of objec
tion, he would take it that the Commission approved
paragraph 57, on the understanding that the Rapporteur
would include the appropriate references to the views
of the three delegations concerned.

It was so agreed.

Paragraph 58
Mr. SADEK (Egypt) proposed that,in the second

sentence, the word "determining" should be replaced by
the word "surveying".

Paragraph 58, as amenlded, was adopted.

Paragraph 59
Mr. THOMPSON (Jamaica) proposed that the para

graph should be amended to read as follows:
"Further comments were made, in particular, by

the representative of Jamaica, who said that once
the agreed formalities had been cleared such inquiries
might serve a useful purpose, especially if the terms
of reference could be broadened to allow discussions
of agricultural, social and other problems. He also
asked whether it would be possible for a State to
accept an inquiry in principle but to object to a
member of the proposed inquiry team."
It was so decided.
Paragraph 59, as amended, was adopted.

Paragraph 61
Mr. SAMSON (Observer for the Netherlands), speak

ing at the invitation of the Chairman, requested the
deletion of the words "and the observer for the Nether
lands".

Paragraph 61 was approved with that amendment.

Paragraph 62
Mr. MILLER (United States of Americ.a) said that

the wording of paragraph 62 was unsatisfactory. In
particular, his delegation had never used the term
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Paragraph 67
Mr. MILLER (United States of America) proposed,

in vie",' of the changes made in paragraph 66, that
paragraph 67 should be 'amended to read as follows:

"The United States representative said that the
changing nature of drug abuse required an intense
international cooooperative effort. The proposed amend
ment was designed to provide the Board with an
important tool, which it possessed undei the 1953
Protocol, to impose a drug embargo on account of
a State's flagrant violation of the Convention. The
embargo would not be imposed until all other
measures had failed, in which case humanitarian
considerations should be taken into account. Further
more, States often bound themselves under commodity
agreements to limit imports and exports to specified
quantities of goods. The Single Convention resembled
such agreements, in that nations agreed to accept
internationally determined limitations to restrict pro
duction, import and export to the amounts necessary
for scientific and medical use. States should be more
willing to accept restrictions under a treaty designed
to protect the health and welfare of mankind. In any
case, sanctions in that narrow field were for the
parties to determine pursuant to the Convention and
in no way involved the political issues with which
the Security Council dealt under the Charter of the
United Nations. The vesting in the highly respected
Board of authority to impose an embargo would
reaffirm that the parties regarded drug abuse as a
deadly threat and that they granted a new mandate
to the Board to exercise its supervisory powers with
increased vigour."
Dr. URANOVICZ (Hungary), speaking on a point

or order, urged the United States delegation to recon
sider its proposal to expand so considerably paragraph
67. The Egyptian, Hungarian and Jamaican delegations
had rot introduced into paragraph 66 lengthy accounts
of the statements made by them during the discussion.
It was necessary to maintain a balance and he hoped
that the United States representative would agree to
a more concise text for paragraph 67 than the one
which he had read out.

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) supported the Hungarian
representative's remarks and pointed out that the last
sentence of paragraph 13 already contained a summary
of the ideas which the United States delegation had
expressed at greater length in its proposed revision of
paragraph 67.

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
supported the statement made by the Hungarian repre
sentative.

Mr. VAILLE (France) suggested that the United
States representative should prepare a more concise text
in consultation with the Rapporteur.

the drugs covered by the Convention were important
. drugs needed for the treatment of the sick in time of

emergency". .
The proposal was adopted.
Paragraph 66, as amended, was adopted..

. ..- "- ~.
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"investigator". He read out a proposal for amendment
of the paragraph which he would give to the R.apporteur.

Paragraph 62, was adopted, subject to that amend
ment.

Paragraph 64
Mr. MILLER (United States of America) proposed

that the words "compulsory embargo" should be re
placed by the words "compulsory drug embargo". He
said that it was no part of the United States proposal
to institute a compulso!y embargo for anything other
than narcotic drugs.

The proposal was adopted.
Paragraph 64, as amended, was adopted.

Paragraph 65
Dr. BABAIAN (Unio,u of Soviet Socialist Republics)

proposed the inclusion of an additional senten.ce to the
effect that the USSR representative had recalled that
the proposal concerning an embargo had been rejected
by an overwhelming majority at the 1961 Conference.

The proposal was adopted.
Mt:. CHAWLA (India) and Mr. ALVAREZ CAL

DER6N (Peru) proposed that the words "The Yugoslav
representative" should be replaced by a reference to
the Yugoslav, Indian and Peruvian representatives.

Mr. THOMPSON (Jamaica) proposed that the sen
tence referring to the statement by the USSR repre
sentative should be followed by a sentence setting forth
the strong views expressed by the Jamaican delegation
on the embargo question, namely that his delegation
could not envisage any circumstances under which it
could support the proposal.

Mr. BARONA LOBATO (Mexico) proposed that the
words "an embargo" should be replaced by the more
specific expression "a compulsory embargo".

It was so deeMed.
Paragraph 65, as amended, was cu;ropted.

Paragraph 66
Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) proposed that the

second sentence should be deleted, since, in that
particular context, it gave a distorted picture of the
views of his delegation.

The proposal was adopted.

Dr. URANOVICZ (Hungary) proposed that a sen
tence should be added at the end of paragraph 66 to
reflect an important point raised by his delegation and
that of Egypt during the debate on the embargo pro
posal. The sentence might read as follows: "Some
representatives expressed the view that the mandatory
embargo was an exceptional measure in the United
Nations system, which should remain the exclusive
prerogative of the Security Council".

The proposal Was adopted.

Mr. THOMPSON (Jamaica) proposed, in order to
reflect the comments made by himself and by the
observer for the Netherlands, the insertion, after the
first sentence, of an additional sentence on the following
lines: "For example, it W8"S pointed out that most of
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extradition. treaty with the United States which had
been prepared and in which possession of narcotics was
not included as an extraditable offence".

That proposal was adopted.
Paragraph 75, as amended, was adopted.

Paragraph 76
Mr~ MILLER (United States of America) proposed

that the phrase "depending on national constitutional
practices" should be added at the end of the second
sentence.

It was so decided.
Paragraph 76, as amended, was adopted.

Paragraph 77
Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) said he thought it inap

propriate to state that the Commission had considered
the Swedish proposals for amendment. His delegation
had been ina position to discuss only the United States
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Swedish
amendment had also been formally submitted for the
Commission's consideration.

Mr. THOMPSON (Jamaica) proposed that the word
~IJamaica" in the fourth sentence should be deleted and
suggested that the following sentence should be inserted
after the fifth sentence: "The Jamaican representative
agreed in principle with the Swedish proposal and said
that it was clear that the new measures proposed would
be undertaken within the economic resource's and in
conformity with the domestic law of parties".

It was so decided.
Mr. OSMAN (Lebanon) suggested that the words

"cannabis users" in the sixth sentence should be re
placed by the phrase "users of drugs not producing
physical and psychological dependence, such as canna
bis".

It was so decided.
Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) proposed that the

reference in the last sentence to his delegation's position
should be replaced by the following: "the UIlited King
dom representative questioned whether the proposals
might not conffict with the provisions of article 33 of
the Single Convention prohibiting the possession of
drugs except under legal authority".

It was so decided.
Paragraph 77, as amended, was adopted.

Paragraph 78
Mr. ALVAREZ CALDER6N (Peru) proposed that

a sentence on the fonowing lines should be added to
the paragraph:

"The Peruvian representative' made it clear that
the purpose of the Peruvian amendment was not to
prevent imports of coca leaf for internal consumption,
but to limit the manufacture of alkaloids to national
requirements in order to avoid creating a potential
source of· illicit traffic." .
It was so decided.
Paragraph 78, as amendea, was adopted.

, ,~ .r
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Mr. MILLER (United States of Anlerica) said that
he was willing to do $0. He wished to point out, how..
ever, that the amendment which he had read out con
densed the ideas contained in a five or six-page statement
made by his delegation.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Rapporteur
should be asked to redraft paragraph 67 in consultation
with the United States delegation.

It was so agreed.
On that understanding" paragraph 67 was adopted.

Paragraph 68
Mr. DlTrBRT (International Narcotics Control

Board) proposed that the words "that could do nothing
to improve the situation" at the end of the sixth
sentence should be deleted, that the words "to other
legitimate interests" in the penultimate sentence should
be replaced by "to legitimate national interestsU and
that the last sentence should be reworded on the follow
ing lines: "In situations of that kind, the Board had to
proceed with some caution, in order to strengthen the
position of those who favoured action and to ~woid

making their intervention more difficult"..
Those amerldments were adopted.
Paragraph '68, as amended, Was adopted.

Paragraphs 69-72 .
Paragraphs 69-72 were iJt!,opte"d.

Paragraph 73
Mr. BARONA LOBATO (Mexico) proposed that the

words "and, his freedomu should be inserted after the
words "the individuaP' in the first sentence and that
the word "drug" in the last sentence should be replaced
by the words "illicit drug traffic". The observation that
drug offences could not be compared to the seizure of
aircraft,attributed to the United Kiagdom representative
in paragraph 74, had been made by the Mexican repre
sentative. He therefore proposed that that observation,
appropriately attributed, should be reflected in para
graph 73.

Paragraph 73, subject to those amendments was
adopted.

Paragraph 74
Mr. STEWART (United Kingdom) said that the

paragraph did not accurately reflect the statement he
had made. He would submit a proposed amendment to
the Secretadat.

Paragraph 74, subject to that amendment, was
adopted.

Paragraph 75
Mr. McCARTHY (Canada) said that the last sen

tence was not. an accurate statement of his delegation's
point of view. He suggested. that the sentence 'should
end with the words "including possession" and ,that
the rest of the sentence should be, replaced by
the following new sentence,. "Canada also desired to
avoid an obligation that would be inconsistent with an
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[E/CN.7/SR.721]

SUMMARY RECORD OF THE SEVEN HUNDRED AND
TWENTY-FIRST (CLOSING) MEETING

held on Thursday, 21 October 1971 at 2.40 p.m.

Chairman: Dr. JOHNSON-ROMUALD (Toga)

had reservations concerning the proposed amendment
in question, because of its implications. The paragraph
would otherwise 'be· misleading.

Mr. McCARTHY (Canada) agreed with the United
States representative that the present text of paragraph
41 and the succeeding paragraphs gave a one-sided
pic~re of the discussion.· The revised text proposed by
the United States delegation would restore the balance
and preserve the objectivity of the report.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the representatives
of the United States, India, Mexico and Yugoslavia
should endeavour to prepare a generally acceptable
text.

Mr. NIKOLIC (yugoslavia) p~~oposed that further
discussion should be postponed until the following
meeting.

It was so decided.
The meeting rose at 12.40 p.m.

REpORT OF nmCOMMISSION ON ITS TWENTY-FOURTH
SESSION (agenda item 12) (concludetl) (E/CN.7/L.345
and Corr.l, Add.l and Add.l/Corr.l and 2, Add.2
and Add.2/Corr.l, Add.3 and Add.3/Corr.l, Add.4
and Add.4/Corr.l and 2 and Corr.2/Rev.l, Add.5
11, Add.12 and Add.12/Corr.l, Add.13(A), Add.l4
20)

Chapter X-Amendment to the Single Convention
on Narcotic Drugs, 1961 (E/CN.7/L.345/Add.18)

(concluded)

Paragraph 41 (concluded)
Mr. DITTERT (International Narcotics Control

Board), r~plying to a question put by the French repre
sentative at the 720th meeting, said that the 1953
Protocol specified that estimates had to be furnished
for the areas under poppy cultivation for the pqrpose
of producing opium, and also for opium production
itself. The 1961 Convention did not contain any similar
provisions.

Mr. VAILLE (France), referring to the discussions
at the 720th meeting, proposed that the United States
representative's text for paragraph 41 should be adopted
with the amendments suggested by the observer for
Argentina, and with the addition of a paragraph 41 bis
to express the views of the delegations which did not
consider that their opinions were described sUfficiently
fully or clearly in the later paragraphs, on the under
standing that it would be left to the Rapporteur and
to the Secretariat to co~ordinate the whole text.

.
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Paragraph 79
Paragraph 79 was adopted.

Paragraph 41 (continued)
Mr. ANSAR KHAN (Secretary of the Commission)

read out the text of the United States amendment.
Mr. BARONA LOBATO (Mexico) observed that, if

the text proposed by the United States representative was
adopted, there would be no indication that some delega
tions had objected to the proposed amendment ,in ques
tion as a whole, on the ground that the Single Conven
tion already contained provisions dealing with illicit
production. That point of view should also be men
tioned.

Mr. CRAWLA (India) suggested that the substance
of the former paragraph 32, which had explained his
delegation's point. of view, $hould be inserted either
before or after the amended paragraph 41, which would
otherwise be unacceptable.

Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) supported that sug-
gestion. .

Dr. BABAIAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)
associated himself with the remarks of the represent
atives of India and Mexico and suggested that the first
part of the present text of paragraph 41 should be
retained, while the comments made should be reflected
in subsequent paragraphs.

Mr. MILLER (United States of America) said the
revised paragraph 41 proposed by his delegation was
intended to correct the imptession created by the sub
sequent paragraphs that there hau been no support for
the proposed amendment. The objections were already
adequately dealt with in the subsequent paragraphs.

Mr. BARONA LOBATO (Mexico) said that, if the
United States amendment to paragrf&ph 41 was adopted,
its second sentence should be followed by a sentence
reading: "Other delegations opposed the package on
the ground that such controls were already provided for
in one way or another in the 1961 Single Convention".

Mr. VAILLE (France) supported the United States
amendment to paragraph 41, since it correctly summed
up the discussion. The point of view of some of the
delegations which had raised objections could be reflect
ed by inserting all or part of the former paragraph 32 in
paragraph 44. The point of view mentioned by the
representative of Mexico could be reflected in the new
paragraph 49 his.

Mr. CHAWLA (India), supported by Dr. URANO
VICZ (Hungary), said that paragraphs which had
already been approved should not now be amended.

Mr. OLIVIERI (Observer for Argentina), speaking
at the invitation of the Chairman and referring to the
United States amendment to the paragraph, said that
his Government had reservations regarding the juridical
aspects of the whole question.

Mr. BARONALOBATO (Mexico) said that, if a
minority view was introduced into paragraph 41, which
had been intended as a general statement, there should
at least be a foot-notf} explaining that many delegations

- ..
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Mr. NIKOLIC (Yugoslavia) supported that proposal.

Mr. CHAWLA (India) accepted that proposal, pro
vided that the position of his country was duly reflected
in paragraph 41 bis.

Mr. BARONA LOBATO (MeXico) requested that the
position of his country should be stated in paragraph
41 his in the. following terms: "The representative of
Mexico said that the 1961 Single Convention contained
adequate provisions, some of which established a
measure of control over opium production, including
the possibility of the parties furnishing information on
the subject to the Board."

The proposal of the French representative was ddopt
ed without objection.

Mr. INGERSOLL (United States of America)
acknowledged the efforts made by the Commission to
improve chapter X of the draft report but regretl.~.r.t io
say that the chapter did not reflect either correctly or
adequately the discussions which had taken place in the
Commission. The United States delegation therefore
reserved its position on chapter X as a whole and would
use the summary records as basic reference texts at the
plenipotentiary conference.

Chapter .x of the report as a whole, as amended, was
adopted without objection.

Dr. BERTSCHINGER (Switzerland) expressed the
view that the three weeks for which provision had been
made as the duration of the plenipotentiary conference
in March 1972 would not be sufficient and that it would
be .preferable, in the interests· of efficiency, to make
provision forthwith for a possible extension of one or
two weeks.
. Mr. SOTmOFF (Secretariat) said that the Secretariat

could not alter a decision of the Economic and Social
Council; moreover, he feared that for financial and
material reasons, it would not be possible to consider
an extension of the conference.

Chapter Ylll-UnitM. Nations Fund for Drug Abuse
Control (E/CN.7/L.345/ Add.17) (concludetl)

[not reproduce'd]

Chapter Xl-Programme and priorities
(E/CN.7/L.345/Add.19)

[not reproduced]

Chapter lX-Plal~ proposed by the Secretary-General
for concerted sh()rt,·term and long-term action against
drug abuse {E/CN.1/L.345/Add.16)

[not r.eproduced]
The meeting was suspended at 4.15 p.m. and resumed

at 4.50 p.m.

The CHAIRMAN invoked rule 38 of the rules
of procedure of the functional commissions of the
Economic and Social Council and invited the Com
mission to adopt the draft report as a whole, with all
the amendments made thereto.

The draft 'Ffl-'Port of the Commission on its twenty
fourth session (EICN.7/L.945 and Add.l-l0 and cor
rigenda), as amende'd, was adopted.

OTHER BUSINESS

[not reproduce'd]

CLOSURE OFTHB SESSION

After the customary exchange of courtesies, the
CHAIRMAN declared the twenty-fourth session of the
Commission closed.

The meeting rose at 6 p.m.

3. Chapter X of the report of the Commission OD
Narcotic Dmgs on its twenty.fourth session,'"
including the tex-i of Commission resolution 1
(XXIV)

AMENDMBNT OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION ON NARCOTIC
DRUGS, 1961 103

560. The Commission discussed the question of the
amendment of the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs,
1961.

561. It had before it a letter dated 18 Ma.-ch 1971
addressed to the Secretary-General of the United Na
tions by the Permanent Representative of the United
States of America to the United Nations, a memorandum
from the Government of the United States of America
concerning the amendments proposed by it to the Single
Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961,104 and the amend
ments by Sweden, France and Peru, together with state
ments of the-reasons therefor,1.°6 which were proposed
during the session and were submitted in the first
instance to the Commission, before being circulated
formally.

562. On 18 March 1971, the Government of the
United States had transmitted to the Secretary-General,
in accordance with article 47 of the 1961 Convention,
the text of its proposed amendments and the reasons
therefore On 20 May 1971, the Economic and Social
Council, to which the question had been referred, adopt
ed resolution 1577 (L), in which it decid~d "to call, in
f.ccordance with Article 62, paragraph 4, of the Charter
of the United Nations, a conference of plenipotentiaries
to consider all amendments proposed to the'Single Con
vention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961". Tht"- resolution
further requested the Commission on Narcotic Drugs
"to study at its twenty-fourth session proposals for
amendments to the Single Convention, takil'1g into con-

* Official Records of the Economic and Social Council, Fifty
second Session, Supplement No. 2 (E15082), pp. 117-131.

108 Agenda item 10 (s:e E/CN.7/SR. 694, 695, 708, 709, 710,
711, 712, 713, 715, 719, 720 and 721). .

104 E/4911 and Add.l.
101S E/CN.7/540 and Add.l, B/CN.7/542, E/CN.7/543•
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Article 12: Administration of the estimate system
(paragraph 5): amendments proposed by the United
States and France;

Article 14: Measures by the Board to ensure the
execution of provisions of the Convention (paragraphs
1 and 2 and new paragraph): amendments proposed by
the United States and France;

Article 19: Estimates of drug requirements (para
graphs 1, 2 and 3): amendment proposed by the United
States; .

Article 20: Statistical returns to be furnished to
the Board (paragraphs 1 and 3): amendment proposed
by the United States;

Article 24: Limitation on production of opium for
international trade (new paragraph 6): amendment pro
posed by the United States;

Article 27: Additional provisions relating to coca
leaves (paragraph 1)~ amendment proposed by Peru;

Article 36: Penal provisions (paragraphs 1 and 2):
amendments proposed by the United States and Sweden;

Article 38: Treatment of drug addicts (title and
text): e~mendment submitted by Sweden.

In addition, the United States proposed the insertion
of a new aritcle numbered 21 bis and entitled "Limit
ation of production of npium". (The text of all the
proposed amendments and statements of the reasons
therefor will be found in annex VII to this report.)

Amendments proposed by the United States of America

568. Since the amendments proposed by the United
States of Americe constituted a whole, the representative
of the United States made a statement in which he
analysed the reasons for them, and their purpose. He
pointed out that the Single Convention had been adopted
in order to limit the production and distribution of
narcotic drugs to medical and scientific purposes, but in
his Government's opinion, that objective had not been
acldeved, as was demonstrated in particular by the sub
stantial quantities of opium produced for illicit purposes.
The Single Convention should, therefore, be amended
so as to achieve its basic objective; in his Government's
view, that was eMsential if positive results were to be
obtained in the battle against drug abuse, more especially
as the abuse of narcotic drugs ~n 1971 was an incom
parably more serious problem than it had been in, 1961.

569. To strengthen the Single Convention, the
United States proposed a series of amendments designed
to strengthen the authority of the International Narcotics
Control Board and hence of the international com
m~ty, and also an amendment intended to facilitate
co-operation among Parties with respect to the extra
dition of traffi~kers.

570. The representative of the United States con
sidered that, in order to increase the Board's authority,
it needed to be given wider access to information and
greater possibilities of action. The proposed amend
ments therefore sought, firstly, by modifying articles 19

I
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sideration the need to ensure the effectiveness of control
of both natural and synthetic drugs, With a view to
submitting comments as appropriate to the Conference;
these comments would be fully taken into account by
the Conference". .

563. The Commission first considered the mandate
given to it by the Economic and Social Council in the
above-mentioned resolution. Since the Council had
decided to call a conference of plenipotentiaries, the
Commission did not discuss that ,point. The Council had,
however, given the Commission the ta!sk of studying
proposals for amendments, with a view to submitting
comments as approprirte to the Conference.

564. The resolution stated that the Conference of
Plenipotentiaries was' to consider "all amendments pro
posed to the Single Convention", and the Commission
therefore had to consider all amendments brought to its
attention. Some representatives expressed the view that
the provisions of Council resolution 1577 (L) were not
in complete conformity with the procedure laid down
in article 47 of the Single Convention, which required
the text of amendments to be communicated to the
Secretary-General, who then communicated them to the
Parties and to the Council. Basing itself on an opinion
of the Office of Legal Affairs, which referred to the
terms cf the Council resolution, and considering its role
as a functional commission of the Council, the Com
mission concluded that it could study and submit com
ntents on all amendtttents submittad to it by Govern
ments through the Secretary-General in the person
of his representative at the twenty-fourth session. For
practical reasons, howeveX', the Commission decided
by 15 votes to none, with 7 abstentions, that it would
consider only those amendments communicated to the
Secretary-General by the evening of 6 October 1971.
By that date, the Governments of Sweden, France
and Peru had communicated proposals for amendments,
together with st(ltementsof the reasons therefor; these
proposals were, therefore, in addition to the amend
ments already communicated by the Government of the
United States of America.

565. Some representatives stated, however, that it
would be impossible for them to comment on amend
ments proposed during the session, if they were unable
to obtain instructions from their Governments on the
subject.

566. The Commission considered that the procedure
which would best enable it to carry out its task would
be to have a full debate and to transmit the records
of that debate, together with the relevant portions of
the report, to the Conference of Plenipotentiaries.

567. The Commission therefore presented com
ments and observations on the proposals for amend
ments to the following articles of the Single Convention:

Artitie 2: Substances under control (paragraphs 6
and 7): amendment proposed by the United States of
America;

Article 10: Terms of office and remuneration of
members of the Board (paragraph 1): amendment pro-I posed by France;

........,•.
• ;t;
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Amendments proposed by Swede1l
576. The representative of .Sweden explained the

reasons for, and purposes of, the proposed amendments
submitted, by his Government. Sweden would like
effective international control to be established over
all drugs. After concontrating its efforts on the 'psycho
tropic substances, it had found that the opiates were
beginning to present a problem ,in its territory, and
it therefore supported the efforts being made to 'st{eng-
then'the Single Conveiltion. .

577: Th~re must,however, be a balance between
control measures, and law enforcement, pn the one
hand, and therapeutic and rehabilitative activity" on
the other. For'that reason,. the Swedish Government had
proposed that, articles, 36 and gS of the Single Con
vention should be replaced, mutatis mutatfdis, by the
text of articles 22 and 20 of the Convention on Psycho
tropic Substances. The Government of Swede~ con
sidered that the provisions on treatment and· reha
bilitation in the latter instrument were more in-line
with modem views on drug abuse than was the Single
Convention. .

the provisions relating t.o extradition in. the Single
Convention: narcotics offences already' enumerated in
the Single Convention vvould immediately become
extraditable offences. ' "

, ,

574. The representative of the United States said
that the amendments proposed by his country bad .been
discussed with more than a hundred Governments; they
had received the support of many Goverool'ents, but
they had also given rise to problems and had prompted
suggestions' of a technical character which it would be
desirable to consider in detail. He refer:rfed to two
major themes which: had emerged from these extensive
consultations and to which his Governmeut was' fully
sympathetic, namely, the importance of including in
the various proposals additional safeguards for the
legitimate interests of sovereign States" and the. im
portance of linking the Single Convention to sophistic
atednew tools developed in the fight against drug abuse
since 1961, particularly the possibility of empowering
the Board qnder article 14 to rec01Jlmend to United
Nations bodies and' institutions, including the United
Nations Fund for Drug Abuse Control, ways in which
States might be assisted in executing the provisions
of the Convention and furthering its objectives.

575. In conclusion, the representative of the United
States said that the proposals, as a whole should be
viewed as an el~ment in the new approach adopted for
some time past to the control of drug abuse, and should
in fact be combined with such meaSl.ues as, the setting
up of the United Nations Fund for Drug Abuse Control.
It was clear, in his view, that the present international
control system needed improvement; his Government
had put forward proposals which it considered useful
to that end, but it did not regard them as sacrosanct
and hoped that they would by supplemented by oth~r

suggestions. In his opinion, it was important to reach
a genuine ,copsensus so .as to make the Single Con
vention, as amended, truly meaningful.

- '-.~-"- ..

and 20, to enable the: Board to obtain from the
Parties estimates"of their intended opium 'poppy culti
vation and opium production and then accurate statistics

,on such cultiv~tion. Secondly, the Board must have
at its disposal. ~ all the information it was possible to
obtain, and it .must therefore be abl~ to draw upon
information' from sources other than the Governments
of countries in which it had reason to believe that the
Single Convention was not being applied, as' firmly
as was desitable. Those other sources of information
might be individuals or institutions (university research
centres, etc.) which weire familiar With .the problem
or still other S011rces which the Board, might consider
reliable, it being understood that it ,would exercise
its habitual discretion in the search for suclt inforlllation.
LastlY7i the Board should be' able to,propose to the
Government concerned that a ,person or a committee
of inquiry; designated by the, Board should be sent to
the country in question on the understanding that that
Governinent could refuse its consent, but tha~ if it
agreeCi to the proposed' inquiry" the latter would be
carried out in collaboration with officials designated
by it.

571. With regatd to the possibilities of action open
to :the Board, the United States Government had pro
posed. amendments to the Single Convention which
were designed to strengthen them. The main purpose
was to enable the Board to confirm or modify the
estimates submitted by the Parties of their opium
poppy cultivation and opium production, to amend the
estimates of drug requirements and to requJre the
Parties 'to observe' the estimates so confirmed or modi
fied; in that way it would be possible at one and the
same time to m.ake adequate supplies' of narcotic
dtiigs for medical and scientific purposes available t6
the Parties (which was not always the case) and to
ensure that all narcotics production by the Parties,
and :mote particularly poppy cultivation and ·opium
production,' were incoltformity with the world's legi
timate requitements,as determined by a body expert
in the matter and responsible under the treaties, it
being' Clearly understood that, in examining those esti
mates, the Board would take into consideration all the
factorS' a:ffectin~ production.

572. The United States Govermnent had considered
it desirable to ,provide the Board with a still more
e:ffective tool-the power to impose an eI11bargo, i.e.
to stop, in whole or in part, within ninety days, the
import of certain or all drugs, the export of certain
or all drugs,or both, from or to the country' concerned,
either for a designated period or until the Board was
satisfied as to the situation in the country against which
the' em.bargo was applied. The right to impose aIJ
embargo where the situation in a country was found
to be dan.gerous to the international community should
be exercised only in extremely serious cases"and when
all other ~easures provided for in the treaty,had; failed
to t(;,mledy the situation. " .

573. -The Urdted,States Government 'hadproposed
an amendment to article 36 that was, designed, to
facilitate contr~l of. the illicit traffic bY~istrengthening
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106 Annex VIII.

Consideration of the different amendments proposed

-585. The representative of the United States said
that the proposed amendment to article 2 was designed
solely to enable the provisions relating to opium to be
located more easily in the treaty.

586. The Commission then examined t1).e proposed
amendinent to article 10, which would prolong the
term of office of )?1-embers of the Board from three to
five years. A number of representatives expressed them
selves in favour of that proposal~ while others did not
feel able to adopt a position for the time being. Still
others, while not taking a definite stand, commented
on the possible technical difficulties (legal or financial,
for example), which might be created by such a pro
longation of the term of office. References were also
made to the possibility of re-electing members, which
had often occurred in the past. The representative of
France, again stressing the difficulty of ensuring conti
nuity of work when menlbers could attend for only six
sessions, suggested that it might perhaps be possible
to raise the membership of the Board to fifteen in view
of the increase in the number of States Members of the
United Nations and the diversity of present problems
in the field of. drugs control. It was also suggested that
the renewal of the terms of office of members of the
Board might be staggered.

587. Extensive comments were made on the pro
posed amendments on estimates, which would extend
the estimate system to include the area under opium
poppies and the production of opium and would em
Rower the Board to revise estimates submitted by
States and als~ to takein!o account a .previous year's
excess production ,,~hen actmg on a subsequent estimate.
Several representatives described this Upackage" of
amendments as generally acceptable, while a large
number reserved judgement on the total "package"
or raisod general or technical objections to one or more
specific parts. Some of the representatives who expressed
opinions appeared to support the extension of the

General considerations

583. ~"he Commission decided bi' 15 votes to 1,
with 7 abstentions, not to set out general considerations
in this chapter of its report, but to refer instead to the
summary records of the discussions and, in addition,
to include as an annex to the report106 a statement
concerning the role of the Board under the treaties,
made by the Board's representative in the course of
these discussions. Accordingly, only views expressed
on specific proposals for amendments are presented in
the succeeding paragraphs.

584. The representative of Brazil said he wished
to make it clear that he had merely commented on
the principles, contained in the' proposed amendments
without in any way prejudging his Government's attitude
at the Conference of Plenipotentiaries or attempting to
examine the actual text of the amendments.

B. Work of the Commission on NBftotlc Drugs regarding proposals for amendments

Amendment proposed by Peru

Amendments proposed by-France

581. The proposed French amendment to article 14
was aimed at' strengthening the powers of the Board,
experience having indicated that a local investigation
or, survey of the problem raised either by the impossi
bility of adequately controlling the diversion of narcotic
drugs from the licit trade or by difficulties due to illicit
production or manufacture could be very enlightening,
not only to other countries, but also to the country
concerned. Such a local investigation or survey must
in no circumstances infringe national sovereignty.

578. The representative of France, in introducing
his amendments, said that France could not depart from
the attitude it had taken at the time the 1953 Protocol
had been discussed. and adopted, when France bad
not been directly concerned with the problems of drug
addiction and had been guided solely by the wish to
promote international unity in the campaign against
that social scourge. His Government considered that
the International Narcotics Control Board had mastered
the tasks entrusted to it by the treaties; thus a further
step forward could now be taken, and certain amend
ments to the Single Convention might help to strengthen
narcotics control. The widest possible measure of sup
port should, however, be obtained for those amend
ments.

579. The reason for the proposed French amend
ment to article 10, under which the term of office
of members ~f the Board would be raised to five years,
was that the present period of three years (Le. six
sessions of the Board with the same membership) was
too short for members to be able to familiarize them
selves with the work. A term of five years, with the
pDssibility of re-election, would ensure greater conti
nuity.

580. The purpose of the proposed French amend
ment to article 12 would be to strengthen the powers
of the Board with regard to the estimates of the con
sumption, manufacture and stocking of narcotic drugs.
In the past, many Gov(~rnments had taken the Board's
unofficial advice and the moment seemed ripe to make
that practice official by empowering the Board to modify
certain estimates, strictly in accordance with the Con
vention.

582. The representative of Peru stated that his
Government's proposed amendment to article 27 of
the Single Convention was prompted by Peru's con
cern, as a coca-leaf producing country, to make every
effort in its power to prevent illicit traffic in narcotic
-drugs, particularly cocaine. To that end, it was essential
to limit imports of coca leaves to.the quantities needed
by .each importing country to.meet its domestic re
quirements; and thus to prevent the manufacture of
alkaloids for export by countries not produc:ng coca.

I

!
!
I
I

I

\
I
i

I
I

I,I
I
\

I
~ --.Mrr '. '. ~P~~~7~~5~

I
i I
11
1I

I1

I
I
j
!

I
I

I,I

I
I
j

i
i!

J

j
I

I
i
1
I, I

{
i
1
I

(' {



I

I
,1

'I
I

,!
:I

1
I

..~
"~I

1
!

\I

I
1,\

\ f 1
,I

1'1

1

1

!
I
I

i
i

I
I
I,

blishing a system of produ~tionquotas. The observer
for Belgium also expressed reservations on this score.
Other representatives drew attention to the great diffi
culty, if not the impossibility, of establisbing estimates
for an agricultural crop which was inherently affected
by weather conditions, etc. Yet others, including the
representatives of India and Yugoslavia, stressed the
fact that in any event licit prodl~ction had 'very little
impact on the illicit traffic and therefore on the fight
against drug abuse. The representative of the United
States pomted out that illicit diversion from licitly
produced opium was at present a major source of the
heroin entering the United States and otber countries,
and that the Single Convention, as articles 14, 18, 22,
35 and 36 made clear, sought to protect the inter
national community against the illicit. traffic. The re
presentative of France associated himself with this
statement. It was also pointed out that it would be
necessary to provide for the possibility of appeal against
a modification prescribed by the Board and that the
body empowered to pass upor. such appeals should
therefore be designated.

595. The representative of Japan agreed that it
was necessary to take stricter action against the illicit
traffic, but said that his country hoped licit pJ;Qduction
would not suffer from such measures, si1l1ce it had
difficulties even at the present time in obtainiug the
necessary amount of licit opium; the Conference of
Plenipotentiaries should also consider this problem. The
observer for Spain associated himself with thi'sview.

596. Replying to the observations of certain dele
gations, the repres'c;ntative of France said that in view
of the provision for supplementary estimates, there was
no need to fear a shortage resulting fIom inadequate
estimates; the old idea of establishing buffer stocks
might also be,adopted; lastly, the Board already drew
up estimates for countries which failed to supply them.
Describing the effect of the estimates on the illicit
traffic, he recalled that, following the entry into force
of the 1925 and 1931 Conventions~ the licit pl~oduction.

of morphine and heroin had dropped by :italf~ which
indicated that a considerable p:l:oportion of that licit
production, undertaken without the knowledge. of
Governments, had in fact been channelled into the illicit
traffic.

597. The representative of the United States said
that the Board would be able not only to reduce
estimates which it considered exaggerated but also to
revise e~,timates upwards. if, on the basis of its re\'iew
of the world drug situation, it concluded that greater
production was necessary to meet a, shortage of drugs
for medical and scieuafic needs.

598. The representatives of the United States and
Franc~ further said that they agreed with the principle
of an appeals procedure, and also of e procedure
whereby tht~ Board 'Would give explanations to any
country whose estimates it had modified.. They also
agree;d with the principle proposed by several delegations
that the Board should publish both the estimates esta
blished by Goverments and the estimates as modified

I. Preparatory and organizational doeumenm(j(j

estimate system tathe area under poppy cultivation
and to the production of opium. A number of them
appeared to find the proposed new article 21 bis, which
would permit the Board to take. a previou~ year's
excess into account, generally helpful. Others expressed
general support for the concept of permitting the Board
in some manner to play a greater role in an expanded
estimate system but desired at the same time that
safeguards for the legitimate interests of sovereign
States should be included.

•
588. The observer for Argentina said that his

Government was in favour of strengthening the powers
of the Board. However, the legal aspects had not yet been
defined, and the comments made on that subject during
the session would be considered by his Government.

589. The representative of India pointed out that
opium, if licitly produced and strictly controlled in
accordance with the Single' Convention, raised no
problem. Amendments to the Single Convention would
be justified only if the increase in the illicit traffic was
due to defects in that instrument; otherwise, the
remedy should be sought elsewhere. The answer to the
problem of eliminating illicit activity and preventing
abuse lay in universal accession to, and strict observance
of, the existing instrument. Caution must be exercised
before changing the existing provisions, as that might
jeopardize their universal acceptance.

590. The representative of Mexico Raid that the
Single Convention contained adequate provisions, some
.of which established a measure of control over opium
production, including the possibility of the Parties
furnishing information on the subject to the Board.

591. The representatives of the USSR and Yugo
slavia supported the above observations by the repre
sentatives of India and I\1exico.

592. The general objections raised were to the
effect that the amendments would give the Board supra
national power: the Board could not change the will
of a State and could not, in fact, apply such a provision
without the consent of the Party concerned. This
objection was raised in particular by the rep~esentatives

of Brazil, India, Lebanon, Mexico, Peru, Turkey, the
USSR and Yugoslavia, and by the observer for the
Philippines. The representative of France emphasized
that supra-natior;:a1 power had already been vested in
the Board by the existing treaties, and drew attention
to the statement by the representative of the Board
(see annex VIII).

593. A number of technical objections were also
raised. The representatives of Brazil; Egypt and the
USSR and the observer for Poland pointed out that
establishment of the estimates involved a considerable
amopnt of research by the competent services in each
country, and that it was unthinkable that an external
expert body, no matter how competent, should be able
to modify them.

594. Other representatives observed that to vest
such power in the Board might lead to international
complications, and that the proposal amounted to esta-
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by the Board. Lastly, under the ternfsorthe amended
treaty, the Board might be required to request explan
ations from the Government concemed before modifying
estimates. . "

599. With regard to the proposed amendments con
cerning the Board's access to information, theopport
unity it should be given to make use of all available
informati\>n, and the matter of holding of local inquiries,
the Commission commented on three main points: the
value of the inf(Jrmntion for which Governments would
be requested, the 'a8§ by the Board of information '
not obtained from government sources, and, lastly,
local surveys.

600. On the question of the Board's access to
information, the representative of Me::cico said that
the only information that could validly be taken into
account by the Board was information furnished by
the Governments of States Parties to the Convention;
no other information would be acceptable. With respect
to inquiries, he confirmed the position that Mexico
had adopted since 1953, namely, that it' was not
acceptable for such a power to be granted to the
Board.

601. A number of representatives expressed doubts
concerning the value of the information requested,
particularly the estimates of poppy cultivation and
opium prodllction. In particular, the representative of
Yugoslavia, supported by the representative of India,
said that, in his view, it would be impossible to arrive
at an accurate estimate of a crop such as opium, since
the poppy was a fragile plant, affected by weather
conditions and by various insect pests.

602. The representative of the Board said that
the additional information required under the proposed
amendments concerning the estimates of the areas under
poppy cultivation and of opium production, as well as
the statistics on the areas ~- nder poppy cultivation,
was provided for in the 1953 Protocol and had proved
very useful.

603. The observer for Argentina supported the
United States' amendme!lt for the inclusion of new
sub-paragraphs (e) and (1) in article 19 of the Single
Convention, 1961. It considered that the addition of
those sub-paragraphs would be desirable and useful,
since they would lead to a fuller and more effective
control of poppy cultivation and opium production.

604. The question of non-governmentsl sources of
information gave rise to a considerable number of
comments. Some speakers, for example, the repre
sentative of Ghana and the observer for Belgium,
considered that the Board should be able to draw on
any source of information it considered valid. Others
considered that that was in fact the procedure already
being followed; the representative of France and the
representative of Turkey, in particular, said that the
Board already used information supplied by ICPO/
INTERPOL through the Secretary...Genera~ of the
United Nations; it would,however, be desirable for
such information to be more up to date and not ofa

6'1

"historical" nature, as was often the case at the present
time.

605. The representatives of Brazil, Egypt, India,
Pakistan and Yugoslavia,' and theobservet for the
Philippines, on the con.trary, thought that the Board
could scarcely be authorized to use information frolD
non-official or -private sources, and that such a pro
cedure would jeopardize the present good relati(jns
between the Board and Governments. The representative
of the USSR said he was opposed to authorizing the
Board to use any information other than that furnisbed
to it by Governments.

606. The representative of the Board remarked
that the situations which arose could· be quite complex
and, in practice, the Board always approached the
Government concerned and proceeded to act on the
basis of the information it furnished.

607. The 1 '"l.resentative of the United States ob
served that in any event information would be accepted
by the Board unly if it came from reputable sources.
He gave examples of the typ~s of a(J,ditional govern
mental and non-governmental sources that could be
valuable. He agreed with the representative of Brazil
that it was important to protect the confidential aspect
of the BOl-rd's relationship with States. The proposal
of his Government provided that the initial: inquiry to
a State should be strictly confidential; his Govemment
was prepared to consider ways to make the protection
of a State's legitimate interest more explicit. Further
fnore, nothing under article 14 in its present or pro·,
posed new form would authorize the Board to hire
personnel, spend money or send personnel into the
territory of a State for the purpose of collecting in
formation except with the agreement of the State con
cerned.

608. The Commission then discussed th~ amend
ments by France and the United States concerning
local inquiries. The representative of Yugoslavia said
that the two amendments were in fact very similar,
and reproduced a provision of the 1953 Protocol which
had been one of the stumbling-blocks that had pre
vented a lai.'ge number of Governments from acceding
to that instrument. Consequently> his delegation was
opposed to the principle of local inquiries, whinh had
indeed also been rejected by the 1961 Conference.
One result of the provisions concerning inq:uiries had
been that the Protocol had been ratified by only 52
countries in 18 years, whereas the Single Conver::tion
had already been ratified by 79 countries.

609. The representatives of Hungary, Lebanon,
Mexico, Peru and the USSR opposed the principle of
local inquiries for reasons of national sovereignty and
territorial inviolability. The representative of the USSR
also .pointed out that the proposed amendment, if
adopted., might have substantial financial implications.

610. Replying to the comment by the USSR re
presentative, the representative of France said that the
magnitude of the scourge to be combated should suffice
to demonstrate that it was preferable to invest money
immediately rather than to run the risk of incurring
much heavier expenditure at a later stage.
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611. The representatives of Brazil, .the Federal
Republic of Germany, Ghana, Sweden and Turkey
acknowledged the assurances given by the sponsors
of the proposed amendments that the inquities should
not be regarded as a violation of territory. They said
that they would prefer the principles embodied in the
amendment submitted by France, which would be m.ore
reac1ily acceptable; that amendment provided for prior
authorization, made no mention of an inquiry but only
of a working party or survey, and lastly, specified that
the Board would not request such a survey without
first having asked for explanations from the Govern
mentconcerned; fuJi}}.ermore, it clearly stated that due
account would be taken of the constitutional, legal and
administrative system of the State concerned.

612. The representative of Egypt raised technical
objections to the pnilciple of an inquiry. He found it
difficult to see how an investigator would set about
the tasks of surveying a vast area under cultivation
and detenninillg whether it came within the limits
permitted by the Board; furthermore,inquiries into
illicit trafficking would invol,.,e the mobilization of a
large number iOf investigators at strategic points on the
frontier. In his view, existing measures, such as personal
visits or official mis~ions by members of the Board or
its secretariat to countries where there might be pro
blems, were fully adequate.

613. Futher comruents were made, in particular,
by the representative of Jamaica, who said that once
the agreed formalities had been cleared, such inquiries
might serve a useful purpose, especially if the terms
of reference' could be broadened to allow discussions
of agricultural, social and other problems. He also
asked whether it would be possible for a State to
aCCf~pt an inquiry in principle but to object to a
member of the proposed inquiry team.

614. Replying to the question asked by the re
presentative of Jamaica, the United States representative
said that the Board could seek to utilize, when the
occasion arose, experts from outside its mer;':'~rship

but that nothing could be done against the wisbes. of
the Government.

615. Lastly, a number of representatives, including
the repI'esentative of Yugoslavia, considered that the
value of the inquiries would be minimal, as Govern
ments which agreed to them would: show the investi
gators only what they wished them to see.

616. The Commission went on to consider the
compulsory drug embargo envisaged in the amendment
proposed to article 14 by the United States.

617. The representatives of India, Peru and Yugo
slavia said they were surprised that the question of
a compulsory embargo had been raised again, since
the 1961 Conference had clearly shown that it was
a measure unacceptable t(l the great majority of States.
In their view, even !f the amendment was accepted,
it would be impossible to apply it in practice. The
representative. of the USSR recalled that the proposal
for a compulsory embargo had been rejected by an

overwhelming majority of votes at the 1961 Conference.
The representative of Jamaica said that he could not
envisage any circumstances under which he could
support the proposal.

618. Some representatives also expressed their
opposition to the principle (~f a compulsory embargo
and drew attention to· a number of difficulties. For
example, it was pointed out that most of the drugs
covered by the Convention were important drugs
needed for the treatment of the sick in times of
emergency. A nwnber of representatives pointed out
that the efficacy· of such a measure was illusory in
view of the failure of embargoes on trade imposed in
certain political situations. Some representatives ex
pressed the viel'f,~. that the mandatory embargo was an
exceptional measure in the United Nations system,
which should remain the exclusive prerogative of the
Security Council.

619. The United States representative said that the
changing nature of drug abuse required an intense
international co-operative effort. The proposed amend
ment was designed to provide the B,oard with an
important tool, which it possessed under the 1953
Opium Protocol, to impose a drug embargo on account
of a State's flagrant ,violation of the Convention. The
embargo would not be impo~ed until all other measures
had failed, in which case humanitarian considerations
should be taken into account. Furthermore, States often
bound themselves under commodity agreements to limit
imports and exports to specified quantities of goods.
The Single Convention resembled such agreements in
that nations agreed to accept internationally determined
limitations restricting production, import and export to
the amounts necessary for scientific and medical use.
States should be more willing to accept restrictions
under a treaty designed to protect the health and welfare
of mankind. In any case, sanctions in that narrow field
were for the Parties to determine pursuant to the
Convention, and in no way involved the political issues
with which the Security Council dealt under the Charter
of the United Nations. The vesting in the highly res
pected Board of authority to impose an embargo would
reaffirm that the Parties regarded drug abuse as a
deadly threat and that they granted a new mandate to
the Board to exercise its supervisory powers with in
creased vigour.

620. In reply to a question whether the embargo
on narcotic drugs-which was compulsory under the
1953 Protocol and recommended by other treaties-'
had ever been applied, the representative of the Board
expl~ined that the appropriate procedures had been
initiated in several cases since 1945, but that, as
required by the treaties, they had remained confidential.
During all this period, the Board had not deemed it
necessary to order an embargo. Although it had been
faced with difficult situations, it had never had to deal
with a State acting in bad faith. He explained, that, ill
the eyes of the Board, a Stat~ was acting in. "bad
faith" when, being in possession of all the facts, it was
in a position to take corrective measures but refused
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630. The United States representative expressed
gratification at the understanding attitude shown towards
the proposed amendment, which, in his Government's
view, would have the effect of expediting extradition
in cases where bilateral extradition treaties" did not
mention drng offences as extraditable. Depending on
national constitutional practices, the amendment would
also permit extradition between States which were not
linked by such bilateral treaties. In his Government's
view, the proposal in no way constituted a threat to

judicial and the executive levels. All offences had to
be specified by law; no penalty other than that specified
by law could be imposed; no penalty might be applied
in ,the absence of an offence; no one might be tried
otherwise than by a judge empowered by law; and
lastly, no penalty might be imposed otherwise than
by trial. Thus the proposed amendment constituted an
infringment of the right to personal £reedom. More
over, the undertaking to be required of Parties that
all future extradition treaties 'contracted by them should
contain a specific clause relating to illicit drug traffic
offences tended to alter the nature and purpose of
those treaties.

627. The ,representative of Mexico also pointed out
that drug offences could not be compared with the
unlawful seizure of'aircraf.t in commercial service.

628. The representative of the United Kingdom
observed that the proposed amendment could present
particular difficulties for some countries; for example,
there was no exception for trivial offences and in this
connexion he drew attention to the provisions of article
9 of the 1936 Convention. There was also the difficulty
that drug smuggling offences were revenue or fiscal
okfences in some countries. Those might not be in
superable obstacles, but it seemed very doubtful whether
his Government would be able to exercise the option
to e~tradite on the basis of the Convention to countries
with which an extradition treaty had not been con
cluded. Nevertheless, his Government would study the
amendment further in the light of the Commission's
discussion.

629. The representative of Canada made the most
express reservations regarding the proposed amend
ment. In his delegation's view, article 36 of the present·
text was not a provision of a penm character, but rather
an exhortation to apply enfor;ement measures. The
proposed amendment would have the effect of making
thRt pseudo-penal provision mandatory, with a definite
effect on personal freedom. In his delegation's view,
extradition implied arrest, which should take place
only in clearly defined circumstances, or an infringe
ment of personal freedom would be involved. Further
more, his delegation had already tried to demonstrate
that some flexibility must be shown, in establishing
penalties for drug offences, including possession.
Canada also desired to avoid an obligation that would
be inconsistent with an extradition treaty with~,the

United States which had been prepared and in which
possession of narcotics was not included as an extra
ditable offence.

B. Work of the Commisslonon Nsn:otic Drugs regarding proposaIB for amendments

625. The representatives of Ghana, Pern and
Turkey said it was impossible for them to take up
any position for the time being.

626. A number of representatives made observ
ations on this amendment. The Mexican representative
described certain basic principles of criminal law which
were designed to safeguard individual rights and which
protected the individual and his freedom at both the

to do so. It was in that context that the'highly important
question of the means available to Governments arose,
as in some cases a counry had not reached a level
of economic development that enabled it to establish
an eff~·Jtive administration for the control of narcotic
drugs, while in other. cases the Government was not
in a position to exercise control over the whole of its
territory. If in such circumstances, a State was doing
all it could, it was obviously not for the Board to
impose sanctions. Moreover, in certain countries, some
authorities might be prepared to take all .appropriate
steps to implement the treaties immediately, while
others might prefer to give priority tO'legitimate national
interests and to take gradual measures only. In situa
tions of that kind, the Board had to proceed with some
caution in order to strengthen the position of those
who favoured action and to avoid making the adoption
of measures more difficult.

621. He would not enter into the question of
whether there had been any cases of bad faith before
1945, still less engage in speculation regarding the
possibility of such a case occurring in the future. The
Board could only express :views based on its records.
It was for Governments ,to decide whether the situation
had changed since 1961 to such an extent as to justify
granting the Board greater powers. Those were questions
to which only Governments could give an ,answer; the
Board was not empowered bY' the treaties to take up
any position, nor was it qualified to do so.

622. The Commission then considered the question
of extradition, the subject of the amendment proposed
to article 36 by the United States. This amendment
sought to strengthen the extradition prov.isions of the
Single Convention by bringing them into line with
those of the Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful
Seizure of Aircraft adopted at The Hague on 16 De
cember 1970; the narcotics offences already enumerated
in the Single Convention would thus become im
mediately extraditable.

623. The representative of France pointed out that
his country maintained in force article 9 of the 1936
Convention, which contained virtually the same pro
vision as the proposed amendment, whereas the Single
Convention at present merely expressed a wish with
regard to extradition.

624. The representatives of Brazil, Dominican
Republic, Egypt, Federal Republic of Germany, France,
Japan, Lebanon, Sweden and Yugoslavia expressed
agreement with the principle of the United States
amendment.
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lot E/CN.7/L.344.
lOgE/CN.7/L.344/Rev.l.

The Commission on Narcotic Drugs,

Amendment of the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961

He did not believe there were any surplus s·tocks of
cocame in the world; the Board's representative con
firmed that that was correct.

633. After the Commission had concluded its dis
cussion of ,these several amendments, a draft resolution
was submitted by Brazil, Canada, the Dominican
Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, France,
Ghana, Iran, Peru, Sweden, Switzerland, Togo, Turkey,
the United Kingdom and the United States of
Atnerica.107 Following preliminary discussions, it was
re-introduced by the sponsors in a revised form108 and
this revised te~t, with oral amendments, was adopted
by the Commission by 20 votes to none, with 3 abs
tentions, as follows:

RESOLUTION 1 (XXIV)

Having regard to resolution 1577 (L) of the Economic and
Social Council,

Aware that during the last decade the abuse of drugs has
reached critical proportions in some countries and constitutes
a menace to which no country can feel immune,

Considering that the international drug abuse problem is
dealt with in the case of narcotic drugs in various international
treaties, notably in the Single Convention of 1961, and in the
case of psychotropic substances in the Convention on Psycho
tropic Substances, and that past experience ought to be taken
into consideration in examining proposed amendments to the
Single Convention,

Believing that .a review of some of the provisions of the
Single Convention is warranted, bearing in mind the purposes
of that Convention, and to this end to provide for increased
international co-operation and control to eliminate illegal nar
cotics production and traffic, and

Noting that a number of amendments have already been
proposed and that a plenipotentiary Conference has been con
vened by Council resolution 1577 (L) to consider all amendments
propos~d to the Single Convention.

1. Recommends that Governments of States invited to the
plenipotentiary Conference give urgent consideration to the
study of all proposals to amend the Single Convention;

2~ Expresses the hope that all proposals can be made available
to the Secretary-General for circulation sufficiently in advance
of the plenipotentiary Confe~ence to enable Governments of
State.s invited to study them carefully in preparation for their
participation in the Conference; and

3. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the pleni
potentiary Conference the text of the present resolution, together
with the relevant parts of the report and the records of ~he

Commission's proceedings at its twenty-fourth regular session
on agenda item 10.

70

personal freedoms. Nor did it infringe domestic .legis
lation, since -article 36 of the Single Convention re
quired that tlle constitutional limitations, legal system
and domestic ::aw of other countries should be observed.
Lastly, it was self-evident that if an offence was not
regarded ag sufficiently serious, a Party was not obliged
to extradite the offender.

631. The Commission then took up the amend
ments proposed by Sweden. Those amendments con
i:erned the treatment of drUg addicts and related to
articles 36 and 38 of the Single Convention. A number
of representatives expressed support for the principles
embodied in the proposed amendments, which, in their
opinion, .reflected a modem approach to the question
and had, moreover, already been incorporated in the
1971 Convention on Psychotropic Substances. Among
these representatives were those of Canada, Iran,
Turkey and the United States of America. Some re
presentatives, including those of Brazil and France,
informed the Commission that their countries had
alreadyadopred similar measures to those contemplated
in the Swedish proposals. The observer for Argentina
supported the amendments proposed by Sweden to
articles 36 and 38 of the 1961 Convention, since he
considered that they would contribute to a solutk'n of
the social aspects of the problem. Other representatives
expressed reservations; the representative of Lebanon,
while .agreeing with the principle, said he thought it
should not be interpreted ,as requiring States to treat
users of drugs not producing physical and psychological
dependence, such as cannabis. The representative of
Jamaica agreed in principle with the Swedish proposal
and said it was clear that the new measures proposed
would be undertaken within the economic resources
and in conformity with the domestic law of Parties.
The representative of PeIQ said it should be shown
more clearly that drug addicts might be liable to penal
sanctions. The representative of the United Kingdom
questioned whether the p.roposals might not conflict
with the provisions of article 33 of the Single COn
vention prohibiting the possessionof-dru,gs except under
legal authority.

632. The Commission went on to con~~der the
amendment proposed by Peru, which was designed
to limit and control the manufacture of alkaloids derived
from coca leaves and to prevent the accum....lation of
stocks of those alkaloids in various countries. The
representative of Peru made it clear that the purpose
of the Peruvian amendment was .not to prevent imports
of coca leaf for internal consumption but to limit the
manufacture of alkaloids to national requirements in
order ~o avoid creating a potential source of illicit
traffic. A number of representatives, including those of
the United States and Sweden, said that the proposed
amendment should be carefully studied. They were
unable to express any opinion on the actual principle
of ,the proposal. The representative of France, on the
other hand, found it difficult to accep~ the principle of
the Peruvian amendment, for, in his opinion, every
country was entitled to extract alkaloids from. the coca
leaves it imported for the purpose of treating the sick.
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collectively in the treaties, and a total independence,
in the implementation of 'the treaties, ·towardseach
State considered individually. In our opinion, it is
not possible, therefore, to say that we are the advisory
body of the Commission, but we willingly accept, we
even claim, the more modest role of its supplier of
information.

As regards the second question: do ,the amendments
under discussion radically' transform the role and
general functions of the Board as defined by the con
ventions in force? I shall repeat that the reply of the
Board is simple, and I shall not give illustrations,
because you ,too will agree that it is in the negative.
The amendments carry the line of the existing texts
a stage further, so as to strengthen the authority of
the Board in the exercise of its judicial functions.
Although, as I said before, the Board is not called
upon to support or oppose amendments, it is obliged
to provide the Commission with information; and since
preceding speakers have expressed the wish to concen
trate the discussion on important poinbl, we ask your
permission to provide you with infonnation concerning
a point already raised. The P~esident and the Secretary
of the Board have also replied to this, but I should
like to return to it. The questioa is whether the
Permanent Central Opium Board and the Board which
has succeeded it have applied the procedures provided
for in the event {)f non-implementation of the treaties.
To ,this question, our reply is "Yes". If you ask why
this was not made the subject of solemn public de
clarations, our answer is that we did not make our
aotion public because ,the treaties:.-and that is how
Governments wanted them to be-have laid down that
these procedures should start with phases that must
remain confidential, and that thus we have respected
the treaties. But 'then, why did we stop at the first
confidential phases, why did we not recommend an
embargo? The answer is that not that we were not
faced with any situations that called for concern, but,
very simply, that between 1945 and the present date,
we have not been faced with States acting in bad faith.
What is a State acting in bad faith? It is a State which,
in a serious matter, and being in possession of full
informiJltion, prefers its national interests to the funda
mental interests of the international community-that
entity which exists and really must be called by its
proper name-and refuses to take ,the meas.ures it is
in a position to take. It may, of course, be difficult
to judge what a State can do. In the case, however,
of a State whose stage of economic development does
n~t permit -the setting up of a complete modern
administration, with all its branches, we understand
that there can be no question of taking overnight
certain measures which would be within the reach of
'another State; and sometimes a further problem, the
problem of internal security, is added to the problem
of development. When a State cannot establish internal
security in part or all of its territory, it is not in a
situation in which it can be accused of bad faith.
For the Board, the essential question is the will to
.progress. When a State does what it can, our role is
not to take sanctions which would have no meaning;

B. Work of the Commission on Narcotic Drugs regarding ritoposals for amendments

4. Text oi a statement made by the-representative of
the Intemational NarmtifS Control Board on the
role of the Board uDder the treaties*

STATEMENT MADE BY THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE
INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL BOARD AT THE
710th MEETING OF- THE COMMISSION ON NARCOTIC
DRUGS (TWENTY-FOURm SESSION)

The two questions which have been 'put to the Board
can be formulated in the following w&.y: first, is the
Board an advisory body to the Commission? Second,
do ·the amendments under discussion radically transform
the role and general functions of the Board as defined
by the conventions in force?

To these two questions the Board's clear and un
equivocal reply is UNo". What I shall try to do ~s

to set forth the comments on these two replies as
briefly as possible.

The Board is not the advisory body of the Com
mission. Why? Because the members of the Commission
are representatives of sovereign States bound by treaties
they accept and only by treaties they ·accept. The
ll1jembers of the Board represent no one. They are
international agents whose activities are entirely de
termined by the treaties. The Board must do what
the ,treaties provide for; it can do nothing outside the
treaties. The treaties do not make the Board either
the adviser of Governments or the adviser of the
Commission. The Board has the more modest-though·
very important-funotion of supplying information.
Besides, Governments can call upon the advice, not
only of all the national bodies at the different levels
of the administrative hierarchy, but also of international
bodies, and we believe we are right in saying ,that the
treaties make you, Gentlemen, acting collectively, the
advisers of Governments.

This does not alter the fact that in providing you
with information during your discussions and in our
annual reports we are fulfilling a very important
function, and that constant co-operation between the
Commission and the Board cannot fail to be of benefit
to each. From this point of view we are then some
thing less than an advisory body but from another
point of view, ,though we are not the Commission's
advisory body, we are something much more than
that.

The treaties havfl made us responsible for super
vising their implementation, and hence for judging
States and, when the need arises, initiating with regard
to ,them the proce~dures neces5&Y for ensuring such
implementation. That is a very heavy responsibility;
and the reason why the Board, stands apart, and why
the treaties do not permit it to take up a position
on the amendments because it has no legislative
function, is that it should be careful to keep ·to the
treaties and remain worthy of ,the confidence of States.

The Board's functions have two basic characteristics:
a total dependence on the will of States, expressed

i

..

* Reproduced in Official Records of the Economic and Social
·I~,.. Council, Fifty-second Session, Supplement No. 2 (E/5082),
, annex VIn.
I
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and the exercise of control does not cOnsist of a con
frontation between an international Board and a State.

Another question is less simple: in all States where
~ere is a drug problem, there ·are persons in the
Government itself who want to advance the anti-drug
campaign at any cost; Others-on the grounds of
legitimate interests-want action to be undertaken only
gradually. Lastly, there are some who think, or thought,
that the drug question is not important; and when we
are faced' with a situation of this kind our role is to
uphold and SUppOl'lt the persons who are convinced
of the seriousness of the problem, and· to graduate
our action in such a way that the undecided join this
group. The problem facing your Governments at the
present time is perhaps a little more specific.

We -are nota body for the mechanical recording of
statistics; a computer .could .~(.iliil that role. We have
powers which States have given us and which come
into effect right from the preliminary phases, and it is
on account of these powers that we are listened to and
that we have some authority.

The question arises whether there were any States
that acted in bad faith before 1945, and whether there

could be any in future.; We cannot answer this question,
because we can only base ou~selves on the records-,
but Governments have more freedom, and the question
before them is whether they think the situation is not
the same as it was in 1961, and whether they wish to
take up positions which qemonstrate the seriousness of
the question and do not exclude s-tricter action where
necessary.

The question is, therefore, whether, on all these
points, .Governments think that 'the time has come to
strengthen the authority of the Board even beyond the
limits of certain technical formulas which still have
-to be discussed and precisely defined. The question is
whether, in their opinion, the time has now come to
show which direction action should take.

These are questions .fo which Governments must
reply today. They are problems on which we do not
pave ,the right, under the treaties, to take a position,
and moreover, we are not qualified to do so; but we
do have the right ,to welcome the promise that for all
~tates the drug problem will henceforth be viewed
from a global and not an individual point of view, and
i~e are convinced that Governments are resolved to
turn to action.

c. NOTE VERBALE BY THE SECRETARY-GENERAL DAtED (; DECEMBER 1971, INVITING
GOVERNMENTS TO PARTICIPATE IN, TBE PLENIPOTENTIARY CONFERENCE· TO CONSIDER
AMENDMENTS TO THE SINGLE CONVENTION

. '- - •. _--

The secretary-General of the United Nations presents
his compliments to
• • 11

and has the honour to inform him that the Conference
of plenipotentiaries to consider amendments to the
Single Convention. on Narcotic Drugs, 1961, convened
in accordance with resolution 1577 (L) of the Economic
and Social Council dated 24 June 1971, of which a
copy is attached, will. ,meet in Geneva at the Palais des
Nations from 6 to 24 March 1972. The opening meeting
of the Conference on 6 March 1972 will begin at
11 a.m.

In accordance with ,the resolution of the Council,
His . EEellency's Government. is hereby invited to
participate in the Conference. At the same time, at
tention is drawn to the fact that, should the Conference
decide to adopt amendments ,to the Convention, the
resulting instrument would -be opened for signature
at the end of the Conference, and that should His
Excellency's Government wish that instrument to be
signed on its behalf at that time, it would be necessary
for its plenipotentiary to be provided in advance with
full powers of signature. .

The Secretary-General would be grateful if His
Excellency's Government would confirm to him as soon
as possible its intention to participate in the Con
ference, and alsQ communicate to him. the names of
its representative, and other members, if any, of its
delegation.

The comments of the Commission on Narcotic Drugs
called for under paragraph 3 of Council resolution
1577 (L) are contained in chapter X .of the Commis
sion's report on its twenty-four,th session, at which it
considered proposals for amendments of the Single
Convention made by France, Peru, Sweden and the
United States of America. The Commission also adopted
a resolution on the subject. It decided ,that the relevant
chapter of its report, with related annexes, the summary
records of its discussions of the subject matter, and the
text of the re.solution it had adopted, be transmitted to
the Conference.

The Secretary-General will communicate the above
mentioned documents of the Commission on Narcotic
Drugs to His ExceIIency's Government separately by
registered airmail.

A draft of- provisional rules of procedure for the
Conference to be prepared in accordance with para
graph 2 (c) of -the Council resolution will also be
communicated to His Excellency at a later date, to
gether with a note setting out the organizational arrange
ments for the Conference.

The Secretary~General will. be pleased to give any
further information or elucidation about this matter
that may be required, and enquiries may be addressed
to him at the Division of Narcotic Drugs~ United
Nations, Geneva (Switzerland).

The Secretary-General takes this opportunity to
present. to His Excellency the assurances of ibls highest
consideration.
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M. D. BALlINNYAM, Attache permanent, Mission de

Mongolie, Geneve.

MOROCCO
Representative

M.:M:. AI-Al'bi KHATTABI, ConseiIler a la Mission
permanente du Maroc.

AWviser
M. El Ghali LAHBABI, Administrateur au Ministere

marocain de l'interieur.

NETHERLANDS
Representative

Mr. G. HOOGWATER, Director General, International
Affairs, Ministry of Public Health, The Hague.

Alternate, representative
Mo' R. J. SAMSON, Inspecteur general adjoint de sante

pUblique, Ministere de la sante publique et de
l'hygiene du milieu, Leidschendam.

Advisers
Mr. L. B. VAN OMMEN, Ministry of Cultural Affairs,

Recreation and Social Work;
Mr. J. A. KUYPER, Legal Counsel, Ministry of Jus
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Mr. A. MANSVELT, Permanent Delegation of the

Kingdom of the Netherlands, Geneva;
Mr.F. P. KiiTHE, Permanent Delegation of the King

dom of the Netherlands, Geneva.
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M. L. N. ROBERT, Direction de la sante ,publique,

Inspection des phannacies, Luxembourg.
Alternate representative

M. C. ELSEN, attache de gouvemement, Ministere de
la justice, Luxembourg.
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S.E. Sr. D. F. CASTRO, Embajador, Director en la

Secretaria de Relaciones Exteriores, Me:llco, D.P.
Alternate representative
, .Br. J. BARONALOBATO, Consultor JurIdico Adjunto,

Secretarfa de Relaciones Extedores, -Menco, D.F.
Advhen .

Sr. A. PuNARo, Jefe de la Oficina de Control de
Estupefacientes y Toxicomanias, Seeretaria de Sa
lubridad y Asistencia', .

Representative
. S.B. le cotnte M. LEDEBUR, ambassade de la princi

paute de Liechtenstein, Berne.

LUXEMBOURG

LmYAN ARAB REpUBLIC

Representatives
Mr. G. I. GBET ZLITNI, Superintendent of the Crint

. inal. Investigation' Department, .Ministry of' 'the
Interior, Tripoli;

M.. A. IBRAHlM, directeur adjoint du service des
affaires· juridiqueE au Ministere de l'unite et des
aftaires etrangeres, Tripoli.

A.dviser
Mr. M. OmMAN, First Secretary, Permanent Mission,

Geneva.

Representative
Mrs. C. W. PARKER, Vice-Chairman, Pharmacy

,Board.

Representative
M. M. P. ZAFERA,Premiet conseiIler a l'Ambassade
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Representative
S.E. M. M. BANNA, ambassadeur, representant'pet
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Alternate representative
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AClviser
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Representative
H.E. Mr. H. J. BRILLANTES, Ambassador Extraor

dinary and Plenipotentiary, Permanent Represen-
tative, Philippine Mission, Geneva. .

Alternate representatives
Mr. J. R. BUGARIN, Director, National Bureau of

Investigation, Man.ila; p

Mr. A. TOLENTINO, Deputy Director for Administra
tive Services, National Bureau of Investigation,
Manila;

Mrs. C. M. FERNANDEZ, Chief, Narcotic Drugs
Division, Bureau of Internal Revenue, ManUa;

,Mrs. S. D. CAMPOMANES, Asst. Chief on Revenue
Operations (Adm.), Bureau of Internal Revfinue,
Manila.

Adviser
Mr. M. S. AGUILLON, Third Secretary, Philippine

Mission, Geneva.

PHILIPPINES
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Representative
Mr. A...!-;;.. OLUWOLE, Federal Chief Pharmacist,

Federal Ministry of Health, Lagos.

NIGBRIA
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Adviser
M. S. I. SEKOU, chef adjoint de la police judiciaire,
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Representative
H.E. Mr. J. BOYESEN, Ambassador, Permanent Rep

resentative of Norway to the Office of the United
Nations and other organizations in Geneva.

Alternate representative
Mr. O. DORUM, Secretary of Embassy, Permanent

Mission of Norway, Geneva.
Adviser

Mr. B. JOLDAL, Chief of Pharmaceutical 'Divisi.on,
Directorate of Health, Oslo.
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Representative .

H.E. Mr. N. NAIK, Ambassador and Permanent
Representative of Pakistan to the United Nations,
Geneva.

Alternate representative
Mr. T. ABDtTLLAH, Counsellor, Pakistan Mission to

the United Nations, Geneva.

PANAMA
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Representative .

M. K. GOBIEC, directeur du Departement pharma
ceutique, Ministere de la sante et de l'assistance
sociale.

Alternate 'i'epresentatives
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sentant permanent du Panama aupres de l'Office
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Alternate representatives
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Universidad de Panama, Ministerlo de Educaci6n,
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alimentos, Ministerio de Salud;
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nama, Ministerio Gobierno y Justi.cia, Panama.
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Coronel R. MONTERO, .Asesor Tecnicb del Ministerio
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Dr. M. ALMBmA VARGAS, Hospital Hermilio vat

dizan, Lima;
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Professeur A. FERREIRA DE ALMEIDA.

Advisers
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REpUBLIC OF KOREA
Representative

H.E. Mr. Ton.g Jin PARK, Ambassador, Korean Mis
sion, 26, rue de l'Athenee, Geneva.

Alternate representative
Mr. Chang KEn LEE, Chief of Narcotics Section,

Ministry of Health and Social Affairs, Seoul.
Adviser

Mr. Woo Young CHUNG, Counsellor, Korean Mission,
Geneva.
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Advisers
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Mr. C.-E. STURKELL, Deputy Permanent Secretary,
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manente de la Suisse pres les organisations inter
nationales, Geneve;
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Advisers
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Representative
Mr. P. BEEDLE, Head of Drugs Branch, Home Office,

London.

Alternate representatives
Mr. A. J. HAWKES, Second Secretary, United King

dom Mission to the United Nations, Geneva;
Mr. F. STEWAR1', Secretary, Poisons Board, Home

Office, London.

Adviser
Mrs. C. S.PRrcE, Legal Assistant, Home Office,

London.

Alternate representatives
M. V. MAZOV, professeur de droit international, Insti

tut des relations internationales, Moscou;
Mr. E. SvmIDoV, Third Secretary, Ministry of Foreign

Affairs, Moscow.

, Adviser
Mrs. T. OVTCHlNNIKOVA, First Secretary, Ministry of
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UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND
NORTHERN IRELAND
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M·. N. CAMPANINI, pharmacien cantonal, Institut
d'hygiene, Geneve;

MIle S. IMBACH, expert scientifique, ZUrich.

Representative
M. H. BEN ACHoUR, attache d'ambassade, Mission

permanente de Tunisie a Geneve.

Alternate representative
M. A. CHTIOUI, conseiller, Mission permanente de
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Adviser
M. M. FOURATI, pharmacien, inspecteur divisionnaire,

Ministere de la sante publique.

Representative
Dr. F. JOHNSON-RoMUALD, directeur, 'Division de la

pharmacie, Ministere de la sante publique, Lome.
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Mr. C. POSAYANONDA, General Counsellor, Central
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Mr. W. WARINTRAKOM, Assistant Secretary, Central
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Representative
The Honorable N. G. GROSS, Ambassador and Senior

Adviser to the Secretary of State and Coordinaf 1r
for International Narcotics Matters, Department of
State, Washington, D.C.

Alternate representatives
Representative Mr. W. I. CARGO, Director of Planning and Coordina-

S.E. M. A. C. KmcA, ambassadeur, representant per- tion, Department of State, Washington D.C.;
manent de Turquie aupres de l'Office des Nations . L al Ad· f T

j I Mr. C. I. BEVANS, Assistant eg Vlser or·.. reaty
11 Unies a Geneve. Affairs, Department of State, Washington D.C.;
11 Alternate representatives Mr. D. E. MILLER, Chief Counsel, Bureau of Nar-
~.;..••.l.1 Dr. T. ALAN, directeur general des relations exterieu- cotics and Dangerous Drugs, Department of Justice,
I... res, Ministere de la sante, Ankara; Washington D.C.;
1.••. ' M. N. KANDEMIR, representant permanent adjoint de The Honorable D. H. POPPER, Ambassador, Americantl ~~~~ aupres de l'Office des Nations Unies a AdVi:bassy, Nicosia, Cyprus.

I ! M. T. ULUf;EVIK, premier secretaire, Mission perma- I f
11 d '"f • ~ G .. , The Honorab e A. NELSON, United States House 0
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r !I UKRAINIAN SOVIET SOCIALIST REpUBLIC The Honorable C. B. RANGEL, United States Hotl.se

of Representatives, Washington D.C.;
i Representative Mr. R. O. EGEBERG, Consultant to the President on

i1 Mr. V. M. KoZUtJK, Head of Department, Ministry of . Health Affairs, Department of Health, Education!] Health, Kiev. and Welfare, Washington D.C.; .
)1 Alternate representative Mr. J. H. JAFFE, Director, Special Action Office for
:,'.Ij Drug Abuse Prevention, Executive Office of theu 1\.fr. V. P. POVJIK, Second Secretary, Ministry of .
[J Foreign Affairs, Kiev. M·prescldeLnt, WcaShingtoAnttD.C.; Ad· B f

I...".'... I!... ISS • • OWAN, orney- Vlser, ureau o.
Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs, Department of

[>.t n~~o:1J O'F SOVIET SOCIALIST REpUBLICS .Justice, WashingtonD.C.;

J Represent~ \~ l\rfr. R. G. EFTELAND, Special Assi@tant for Interna-
,'I Prof. E.llATAN, Head of Department, Ministry of tional Affairs, Department of the Treasury, Wash-
I 11 Health "oscow. ington D.C.;
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" ROMANIA

Pers()~l Representative of the Secretary-General
Mr. C. W. A. SC~WRMANN.

United Nations Fund for Dmg Abuse Control

Representative
Mr. E. SALmA, Permanent Representative to the

United Nations, Mission of Malta, Geneva.

. MALTA

WORLD HEALTH. ORGANIZATION

Represe~t~tives. ..
Dr. V. FATTORUSSO, Division of Pharmacology and

Toxicology;
Dr. D. C. CAMBRON,Drug Dependence Unit; .
Dr. T. L. CHRuscmL, Drug Dependence Unit;
Mr. C.-H. VIGNES, Legal Office.

States Members of the United Nations represented
at the Conference by observers

DOMINICAN REpUBLIC

Specialized agencies

CAMBROON

MALAYSiA

Representative
M. C. MITRAN, premier secretaire, Mission de la
Roum~ie, Geneve. ,

Representative
Mr. P. S. LAI,' Permanent Representative, Malaysia

Mission, Geneva. '
Alternate represe.ntative

.Mr. ? S. PRANG, First Secretary, Malaysia Mission"
Geneva. .

Representative
S.E. M. F. HBRRBRA-RoA, ambassadeur representant

permanent aupres de l'Office des Nations Unies a
Geneve.

Alternate representative
M. E. PAmWONSKY, deuxieme secretaire, Mission

permanente aGeneve. '

Representative
M. J. MBNDOUGA9 deuxieme conseiller de l'Ambas

sade du Ca.meroun a' Bonn.

'-

Representative
M. D. NIKoLlc, directeur adjoint au Secretariat fede

ral du commerce extel'ieur, Belgrade.
Alternate representative~'

Mlle L. BUJAS~ Secretariat d'Etataux affaires etran-
. geres, BelgraCte; .
M. T. BOJADzmvsKI, Second Secretary,' ~ermanent

.. 'Mission to the United Nations Office'at Geneva.

Miss B. C. GOUGlI, Bureau of Iiltemational Organisa.
tion Affairs, Department of State, Washington D.C.;

Mr. J. GREENWALD, Office of the Legal Adviser,
Department of State, Washington D.C.;

Dr. B. D. BLOOD, International Health Attache,
United States Mission, Geneva;

Mr.E. G. MISEY, Legal Adviser, United States Mis
sion, Geneva;

Mr. P. L. PERITo, Acting Deputy Director, Special
Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, Executive
Office of the President, Washington D.C.;

Mr. G. G. WYNNB, First Secretary (Press Inform~

. tion), United States Mission, Geneva.

VENEZUELA

Representative
S.B..M. H. GROSS EspmLL, ambassadeur,' representant

permanent de l'Uruguay aupres des Nations Unies
aGeneve.

Alternate representatives
M. J. C.· VmYTE, 'ministre conseiller, Mission per

manente de l'Uruguay a Geneve;
Madame R. PESARESI, secretaire d'ambassade, Mis

sion permanente de l'Uruguay a. Geneve.

URUGUAY

YUGOSLAVIA

ZAIRE

Representative
M. Y. YOKBMBB, charge d'a:ffaires de la Mission per

manente .de la Republique du Zaire atipres de
l'Office des Nations Unies aGeneve et des institu
tions speeialisees en Suisse.

Representative
Dr. R. D. BERTI, Jefe de la Divisi6n de Farmacia,

Ministerio de Sanidad 'y Asistencia Social, Caracas.
Alt(#rnate representatives

Dr. S. HOLZ, Jefe del Departamento de Farmacologia,
Instituto Nacional de Higiene, Ciudad Univer-
sitaria, Caracas; .

Sr. G. CARVALLO, Supervisor de Farmacia, Ministerio
de Samdad y Asistencia Social, Caracas;

Sr. J. C. PINEDA PAv6N, Prinler Secretario, Delega
ci6n Permanente de Venezuela, Ginebra.
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International Narcotics Control Board

Representatives
Si: Harry GREENFmLD, President;
Mr. J. DITI'ERT~ Secretary;
Mr. S. STEPCZYNs!ci, Deputy Secretary;
Mr. L. MANUEcO-JENKINS;
Mr. L. STEINIG.

Organization having a special agreement with tire
Economic and Social Council
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INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL ON ALCOHOL AND ADDICTIONS

Representatives
Dr. E. J. TONGUE, Assistant Director;
Mr. N. L. CHA,YET; Counsel, Committee 'for Effective

Drug Abuse Legislation.

INTERNATIONAL FEDERATION OF WOMEN LAWYERS

Representative
Miss H. A. PFANDBR.

E. REPORT or THE CREDEN'llAJ-S COMMl'lTEE
DOCOMENT E/CONF.63/L.8 ~.. . ~

..t.:.'

~---

Mr. V. WINSPEARE GUlCCIARDI, Under-Secretary-Gen
eral, Director-General of the United Nati.ons Office at
Geneva, Representative of the Secretary-General;

Dr. V. KUSEVIC, Executive Secretary; .'
Mr. G. W. WATI'LES, Legal' Adviser to the Conference;
Mr. P. RATON, Deputy Executive Secretary and Deputy

Legal Adviser to the Conference;
Mr. A. LANDE, Consultant;
Mr. O. J. BRAENDEN, Secretary to Committee I;
Mr. R. NASS~~ Secretary to Committee D;"
Mr. S. P. SOTIROFF, S\~cretary to the Drafting Cam·

mittee;
Miss L. WALDHEIM, Secretary to the Credentials Com

mittee and Assistant Secretary to Committee I;
Mr. P. BAILEY, Assistant Secretary to the Plenary and

General Committee;
Mr. J. GOMEZ DEL PRADo, Assistant Secretary to the

Plenary and General Committee;
Mr. A. NOLL, Assistant Secretal1~ to Committee 11;
Miss M. K. SANDWELI." Administrative Assistant and

Conference Officer; ,
Mrs. I. BOUTHIAux, Officer responsible for registration

and lists of participants;
Miss C. CSUPOR, Documents Officer;'
Mrs. A. KY1\~COPOULOS, Personal Assistant to the
. Executive Secretary;

Miss P. McBURNEY, Recording Officer.

Seere~ of the Confel'leDce

[Original text: Engli,h]
. . . . [22 Mar.ch 1972]

Colombia, Cyprus, Dahomey,' Prance, "irelancl,"Mon
golia, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics ana the
United States of America. .

2. The Credentials Committee met .on 22 March
1972 and Mr. J. W. Lennon (Ireland) was unanimously
elected· Chairman. .. .' . ..' ".' .. ~ -

1. At its second plenary meeting, held on Tuesday,
7 March 1972, the United Nations Conference to
consider amendments to the Single Convention on
Narcotic Drugs, 1961, in accordance with rule 16 of
its. rules of procedure; .appointed a Credentials Com
mittee consisting of the following States: 'Australia,

Category 11

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCB OF CATHOLIC CHAR111ES
(CARITAS INTERNATIONALIS)

Representative
Mr. T. SZMlTKOWSKI.

OtheriDamational organizations .

BUREAU INTERNATIONAL ARABB DES STUPBFIANTS
A LA LIGUE DES ETATS ARABES

INTERNATIONAL ClUMINAL POLICE ORGANIZATION

Representative
M. L. AUBE, chef de division, Saint-Cloud.

Representative
General A. A. EL HADEKA, directeur general du

Bureau.

Non-Governmental organizations

Category 1

LEAGUE OF RED CRoss SocmTIES

Representatives
Dr. V. SEMUKHA, Under-Secretary General of the

League;
Dr. H. ZmLINSKI, Chief Health Adviser to the League.
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5. The Committee accordingly submits the present
report to the Conference.

. Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Thailand
Togo
Turkey
Ukrainian Soviet

Socialist Republic
Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics
United Kingdom
United States of America
Urugu851,
Venezuela
Yugoslavia
Zaire -

3. The secretariat reported to theCOmttlittee that
the following States had submitted tQ the Executive
Secretary credentials for their representatives, issued
by the Head of State or Government or by the Minister
for Foreign Affairs, as provided in rule 3 of the .rules
of procedure of the Conference:

Afghanistan France
Algeria Gabon
Argentina Ghana
Australia · Greece
Austria Guatemala
Belgium Holy See
Brazil Hungary
Bulgaria India
Bqrma . Indonesia
Burundi han
Byelorussian Soviet Ireland

Socialist Republic Israel
Canada Italy
Ceylon Ivory Coast
Colombia Japan
Costa Rica Khmer Republic
Cuba Kuwait
Cyprus Laos
Czechoslovakia Liberia
Dahomey Liechtenstein
Denmark Luxembourg
Egypt Madagascar
El Salvador Mexico
Federal Republic of Mo~!aco

Germany Mongolia
Finland Morocco

Netherlands
New Zealand
Nicaragua
Niger
Norway
Pakistan
Panama
Peru
Philippines
Poland
Portugal
Republic of Korea
Republic of Viet-Nam
Saudi Arabia
Sierra' Leone
Singapore
South Africa

4. The secretariat further reported that the following
States had furnished provisional credentials in respect
of their representatives which did not fully meet the
requirements of rule 3 of the rules of procedure:

Bolivia Kenya
Chile Lebanon
Ecuador Libyan Arab Republic
Gambia Malawi
Haiti Nigeria
Iraq Senegal
Jamaica Sudan
Jordan Tunisia

F. ORGANIZATION OF THE CONFERENCE AND PLAN OF WORK

~-

1. Agenda

(a) PROVISIONAL AGENDA

Document E/CONF.63/1*

[Original text: English)
[12 January 1972]

The Secretary-General of the United Nations has the
honour to communicate herewith the provisional agenda
for the United Nations Conference to Consider Amend
ments to the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs,
1961, which will open at the Assembly Hall of the
Palais des Nations, Geneva, at 10.30 a.m. on Monday
6 March, 1.972:

1. Opening 'of the Conference.
2. Election of the President.
3. Adoption of the agenda.
4. Adoption of the rules of procedure.
5. Election of Vice-Presidents.

• Incorporating document E/CONF.63/1/Corr.l.
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6. Appointment of the Credentials Committee.
7. Establishment of the main committees (Committee I and

Committee 11).
8. Appointment of the Drafting Committee.
9. Organization of work.

10. Consideration of all amendments proposed to the Single
Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961.

11. Adoption of the Final Act alid of an instrument or
instruments to give effect to the amendments approved by
the Conference.

12. Signature of the Final Act and of the .in.strument or
mstruments to give effect to the amendments.

(b) AGENDA OF THE CONFERENCE

The provisional agenda was amended at the first
plenary meeting of the Conference by the inclusion of
an additionat item to enable delegations to make
genetal statements with regard to matters of concern
to· them or to-the Conference as a whole. This item:
was inserted as' agenda item 10 (General statements),
the original items 10 to 12 .being·renumbered acco!'d~
ingly. The provisional agenda, .as thus amended, was
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adopted at the s~me meeting.1 The agenda as adopted
was as follows:

1. Opening of the Conference.
2. Election of the President.
3. Adoption of the agenda.
4. Adoption of the rules of procedure.
S. Elettion of Vice-Presidents.
6. Appointment of the Credentials Committee.
7. Establishment of the main committee (Committee I and

Committee H).
8. Appointment of the Drafting Committee.
9. Organization ·0£ work.

10. General statements.
11. Consideration of all amendments proposed to the Single

Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961.
12. Adoption of the Final Act and of an instrument or

instruments to give effect to the amendments approved
by the Conference.

13. Signature of the Final Act and of the instrument or
instruments to give effect to the amendments.

2. Organization of the work of the Conference
and time-table

Document E/CONF.63/4* and Add.]

Note by the Secretary-General

[Original text: English]
[10 January 1972

and 29 February 1972]

TERMS OF REFERENCE OF THE CONFERENCE

1. The Conference of plenipotentiaries has been
canea by the Economic and Social Council "to consider
all amendments proposed to the Single Convention on
Narcotic Drugs, 1961u, in accordance with paragraph 1
of Council resolution 1577 (L) of 20 May 1971.

2. The first preambular paragraph of that resolution
states "that amendments have been proposed to the
Single Convention ...". At the time the Council adopted
this resolution, the amendments that had been proposed
were those by the United States of America2 circulated
to the Council in documents E/4971 and Add.I.

3. In accordance with paragraph. 3 of the same
resolution, the Commission on Narcotic Drugs, at its
twenty-fourth session (27 September-21 October 1971),
studied "proposals for amendments to the Single Con
vention ..."; in addition to the amendments proposed
by the United States of America, proposals for amend
ments to the Single Convention were received by the
Commission from France, Peru and Sweden.8 In
accordance with its mandate, the Commission also

III Incorporating documents E/CONF.63/4/Corr.l and 2.
1 See the summary record of the first plenary meeting, repro

duced in Official Records of the United Nations Conference to
consider amendments to the Single Convention on Narcotic
Drugs, 19(H, vol. n (United Nations publication, Sales No.
E.73.XI.8), p. 2.

2 See section B.l, p. 2, above.
a See ~ection B.l, p. 2,above.
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studied these amendments, and its comments thereon
have been transmitted to the Conference.4

4. Proposals for amendments to the Single Con
vention, in addition to those by the Governments of
the four States mentioned above, could pe made by
the time the Conference begins and in accordance with
Council resolution 1577 (L) they would be considered
by the Conference. In practical terms, however, the
Conference might need to set a formal time-limit for
the receipt of new proposals for amendments, and it
would not consider proposals made after the day and
time determined by it.

5. It might be reasonable to fix such a deadline at
the close of business one day towards the end of the
first week of the Conference.

6. Governments intending to make new proposals
for amendments should communicate them to the
Secretary~General, at the Division of Narcotic Drugs,
United Nations Office at Geneva, as early as possible,
so that all States participating in the Conference may be
informed in advance.

7. On 28 February 1972, the Secretary-General re
ceived proposals for amendments, together with an
explanatory memorandum transmitted with a note
verbale signed by the Permanent Representatives to the
Office of the United Nations at Geneva, of -Denmark,
Finlan,d, France, Ghana, Italy, Norway, Sweden, the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
the United States of America and Uruguay and the
Permanent Observer of the Federal Republic of Ger
many. These joint proposals have been circulated to
the Conference in document E/CONF.63/5 dated 29
February 1972.6

8. In addition, the Secretariat received on 28
February and 29 February 1972 telegrams from the
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Cyprus and the Secretary
of State for Foreign Affairs of Haiti respectively, indi~

eating that their Governments wished to be associated
with the above proposals.

9. The Secretariat was informed by the Governments
of France, Sweden, and the United States of America
that the amendments submitted by them earlier and
discussed at the twenty-fourth session of the Commission
on Narcotic Drugs should be regarded has having been
superseded by those submitted by them, together with
other Governments, and circulated in document El
CONF.63/5. Accordingly in document E/CONF.63/26

the text of amendments in sections A, Band C should
be considered to be no longer before the Conference.

ORGANIZATION OF THE CONFERENCB

10. The work of the Conference to fulfil its terms of
reference is conducted on the formal basis of its pro
visional rules of procedure (E/CONF.63/3)'1 and these
rules are subject to adoption by the Conference. It
may be noted that the draft rules are based generally

4 See section B, p. 1, above.
6 See section A.l, p. 95, below.
6 See section B.l, p. 2, above.
1 See section F.3, p. 88, below.
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on those applied 'at previous plenipotentiary conferences
called by the United Nations for the adoption of treaties,
including 'the 'UnitedNations 'Conference for 'the
:Adoptiom, of a Single', Convention on Narcotic Drugs,
held 'm New ,York in·1961, and the United Nations
Conference for, the Adoptionc£ a Protocol on Psycho
tropi~ Substances, held at, Vienna in 1971..
,. ,11. It is expedient that, the, rules of procedure be
~dopted.· by the Conference at 'the outset, after the
election 'of 'the President. This is so' because the rules
determine' fundamental malters of organization such as
thecredentiais of delegations, the election· of 'officers,
the appointment ofConunittees, the manner by which
the 'Conference shall conduct its business, how its
records shall be kept, the functions of the Secretariat,
~tc,

12~ The present note is ,concerned with tbeorgan..
izational, structUre' of the' Conference and. the method
of work it will follow, within" the rules of procedure
it adopts; this note is also subject to approval by the
Conference.

13. The Conference is meeting for' three weeks, a
duration which was determined at' a time when only
the' amendment.s by the United States of America had
been proposed, These proposals are ~)till the most
eXtensive· that are before the Confererice, but those
submitted' by France, Peru and Sweden will also take
time for discussion. As 'postulated in paragraph 4 above,
it' cannot be excluded that other proposals for amend
mentsmay also be made, and may require to be dis
cussed by the Conference. It is clear, therefore, that
the three weeks' allotted to the Conference need to be
used with efiect and economy so that the Conference
carries out its mandate to consider and decide upon "all
ame~dments proposed".
',: 14. Out of'the IS working days that the Conference
has at its' disposal, the last 5 would need to be devoted
to finalizing any 'text' ,or texts foro, adoption, andpre
paring any resulting document for signature; it is during
this! time that the texts must be -checked for concord
anc.e in all languages. The Final Act must also be
prepared,' and. _any 'draft resolutions for adoption by
the Conference tabled and discussed.

15. The first' day of ,the Conference will probably
be .taken up by ac.tion on organizational matters such
as. the election, of' the President, the adoption of the
agenda, 't~e adop~ion of the rules of procedure, the
election of ,other officers and the ' establishment of
conUnittees~ , - . .

16. After the ~pening day, therefore, there will be
,nine working days, i.e. no more than 36 meetings-two
committ~es wo~d be meeting simultaneously, .so that
there '~ould. generally be 4 meetings'daily~with' such
extra meetings as may be possible, for the Conference
to_ complete (its substantive consideration of the pro
posed ' amendmeots 'befoie it. (New proposals for
amendments other than ,those already circulated in
document E/CONF.63/2, if any are made, should have
been received by the end of the first, week and their
discussion will also have to be 'completed in the second
week of the Conference.) .,' .. .. -,

PLENARY CONFERENCB

17. Final decisions on proposals for amendments to
the text of the Convention lie with the Conference
meeting in plenary. The subsidiary bodies established
by the Conference function under its authority, _and
their work takes the- form of reports and/or recom
mendations considered and decided upon in plenary.

•

CREDENTIALS COMMITTEE

i8. It is the practice at treaty conferem:es to establish
the Credentials Committee with the samemembetship
as the Credentials Committee at the General Assembly,
which consists of the representatives of 9 States. .This
Comtnittee examines the credentials of delegatio~s to
the Conference,_rules on connected matters, and its
,report or reports have to be approved in plenary•.

'19. Credentials to 'be submitted to the Committee
must be drawn up in accordance with rule 3" of the
'rules of procedure, to allow for participation in the
Conference. Governments intending to have their rep
resentative sign any instrument or instruments of
amendment adopted by the Conference should, in
addition, give them full powers signed by the Head
of State, Head of Government, or the Minister for
Foreign Afi~irs.

, GENERAL COMMITl'EE

20. It will be seen that the provisional ,rules of
procedure,'by rule 13, provide for the setting up of
a General Committee to assist in the general conduct
of the business of the Conference, and to ensure the
co-ordination of its work. The General Committee
will not be concerned with matters of substance related
to the proposals for amendments, but will seek to
promote the orderly progress of work, with a view to
ensudng the attainment of the objective of the Con-
ference. ' .

21. The General Committee is constituted by the
President of the Conference and the Vice-Presidents,
with three ex officio members mentioned below. It is
in the choice of the Vice-Presidents that fohe Conference
ensures balanced geographical distribution among its
office-holders, and also provides for the representation
of countries'which manufacture or produce narcotic
drugs, those'whicn are consuming countries, and those
where the abuse of and the illicit traffic in such drugs
are important problems. The Chairmen of the Drafting
Committee and the two main committees referred to
below, are co-opted to serve on the General-Committee,
with the right to vote.

DRAFTING COMMITrEE

22. The work of the Drafting Committee is to
prepare texts for final consideration by the Conference,
on the .basis of, substantive ,decisions taken either ip
tbemaincommittees. or in the plenary. As this .Com
nlittee does. not itself take decisions of substance. it
is not necessary that all members of' the- Conference
participate in its work and though none is excluded
per se, it should have a small membership for practical
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8 See section B.I, D, p. 6, above.

following' articles of the Single Convention: articles
2, 9, 10, 12, 14, 16, 19, 20, 21 bis (a new article
proposed in document E/CONF.63/5) and .24. .

.Committee 11: It is suggested that this Committee
consider the proposals for amendments relating to th~

following articles of the Single Convention: articles
14 bis (a new article proposed in dotument E/CONF.
63/5), ':!7 (document E/CONF.63/28), 35, 36 and 38.
This ClOInmittee might also. consider the text of the
preamble to the instrument or instruments adopted to
give effect to the amendments approved by the Con
ference~ and that of the final provisions of such an
instrument.

28. It is possible that certain amendments may not
arouse opposition, and if they are not discussed in
either'main committee, they will be suitable for direct
decision in plenary.

29. Under rule 19 of the provisional rules of pro:
cedure, the main committees could set up working
groups, which could study any particular matter more
closely if required.

FORMULATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE
SUBSIDIARY BODms

30. The work of the' committees may in the best
circumstances lead to unanimous recommendations' to
the plenary. If this should occur, the progress of the
Conference in· considering and deciding upon the pro
posed amendments will obviously be facilitated.. It may
happen, however, that the subsidiary body concerned
does not reach unanimous conclusions on some of the
tasks assigned to it. In such cases, it might make alter
native 'proposals Which would then be thrashed out in
plenary, after which guidance would be given to the
Drafting Committee regarding the formulation of· texts
on which the plenary would take a final decision.

31. It is to be hoped that the bulk of the work in
plenary will be achieved by consensus; but there may
well be cases which have to be resolved by vote in
acco,rdance with the rules of procedure.

SECRETARIAT

32. The secretariat will include a Legal Adviser
and an Alternate or Assistant Legal Adviser, and among
its other duties it will prepare drafts to assist the work
of the committees as required.

,SEQUENCE OF WORK

33. After the formal opening of the Conference its
initial acts would be the following: .

(a) Election of the President;
(b) Adoption of the agenda;
(c) Adoption of the rules of procedure;
(d) Election of Vice-Presidents;
(e) Appointment of the Credentials Committee;
(f) Establishment of the main committees and an

nouncement of their membership;
(g) Appointment of Drafting Committee.

MAIN COMMl'ITBES

25. Ithas been proposed in rule 18 of the provisional
rules of procedure that two main committees should
be established to do the detailed substantive work
of the Conference. These two committees, which might
be. known as Committee I and Committee I1~ may be
composed of representatives of all States participating
in the Conference. It will be necessary, however, that
the two committees meet Gimultaneously for the first
two weeks of the Conference, and it is likely that some
delegations may not be able to be represented in both
committees, even though they have the right to attend.
This could create some uncertainty about participation,
and in particular the quorum and also the voting that
might take place. A way of avoiding such uncertainty
would be to have the membership of the committees
declared on the opening day, a deadline being fixed
by the Conference for the admission of additional
members, for example from States whose representatives
arrived late. As already provided in rule 18 of the
provisional rules of procedure, this would be done
by having those States which wished to participate in
one or both committees signify that they intended to
do so to the President by the set date; so that the
composition of the committees was cJearly established
as early as possible. If other participating States wished
to attend a committee for which they had not pre
sented their n9tification within. the time-limit, they
would be abe to do so, but would not have the right
to vote.

fl • '. •

. :, 26. C(msidering the importance of the work of the
main, committees, and because they need to meet
simultaneously for the first two weeks of the Con
ference, it is important that as many participating
States as possible be represented on both Committees.
This requires that delegations be composed in such a
way as to allow simultaneous ,representation on these
two bodies during the first two.weeks of the Conference.

.... 27: The main committees 'would therefore cnnsider
in detail 'all the proposals for amendments before the
Conference, which would be apportioned between the
two .committees by· the Conference cn the recom"
mend~tion of the ,Generw.· Committee, possibly as
follows:'

.Committee .I:' It is suggested that this' .Com,wttee
consider the proposals for' ameneJin,ents relaL ~g tQth~

F. Organization of the Conference

reasons. It. might be composed of those.members of
delegations, in particular legal advisers, who wish to
assist in formulating draft amendments· for submission
to the Conference. It is' desirable that the languageu
spoken by the members of the Drafting Committee,
taken together, includ.e each of the official languages.

. ·23. The Drafting Committee, in the light of the
discussion that takes place in plenary, may propose
new texts of amendments for renewed consideration
by the Conference.

24. It is the responsibility of the secretariat to verify
that the versions in the different languages of any texts
to be adopted by the Conference are in concordance.

. ... .
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34. Once the officers of the Cpnference had been
elected,. and ,the committees established, the' ·ple:~ary
would adjourn. The two main committees and., the
Drafting .Committee would hold short meetings, the
first two holding simultaneous meetings, and the
Drafting Committee meeting quickly after them, in
order to elect their Chairmen. These Chairmen being
the ex, officio members of the General Committee, their
election would mean that the. General Committee was
constituted, in accordance with rule 13 of the rules
of procedure. This woulcl bring the business of the
morning meetings of the first day to an end.

35. The work of the afternoon of the first day would
begin with the General Committee going into session
at about 3 p.m; to consider the organization of work
as 'proposed in the present note, and, what is most
important, to suggest an allocation of the proposals
for amendments as between Committee I and Com
mittee 11; it would also need to suggest a final date
for the receipt of new proposals for amendments other
than those before the Conference when it opens, as
suggested in paragraph 4 above.

36. The General Committee would aim to complete
its business before the end of the first working day.
It it succeeded in doing so, the plenary might resume
for abollt an hour in the late afternoon, in order to
receive the recommendations of the General Committee,
which could be submitted to it orally by the,President
of the Conference. It may be expected that the rec
ommendations of the General Committee,especially
as regards the allocation of work between the two
committees, will give rise to some discussions, but
without detaining the Conference unduly. In any case,
the deliberations in the General Committee on the
organization of. work must be completed at the after
noon meeti.ng, prolonged if necessary, on the first day.
In this case, the second day of the Conference should
see the plenary holding a short meeting to adopt a
decision on the recommendations of the General Com
mittee, thus clearing the way for the main committees
to begin their work, which is basic to the Conference.

37. The Drafting Committee will not need to meet
until the end of the week, when it could start working
on any, proposals for amendments that have been
accepted in Committee I or Committee 11, which it
will put into finished drafts for presentation to the
plenary.

38. The Credentials Committee will not be expected
to meet until the middle of the second week, when it
may hold a brief m.eeting' to approve credentials and
make its report thereupon to the plenary. .

39. It has been arranged that for the first two weeks
of the Conference, two bodies m.ay ,meet simultaneOUSly,
morning and afternoon. After the opening day, it is
the main cotnmittees that will hold the stage, and it is
they who will meet simultaneously, for m()st of the
remaining nine working days to the end of the second
week of the Conference. During this period,' Ol'1e or
the other of them may need to give· way to a meeting
of the Drafting Committee, in order that proposals

that may have been agreed upon in Committee I or
Committee II may be finalized. Towards the end of
the second week,theplenary may also need to go into
session for two or three full meetings, in order to act
on proposals'.made by the main committees and sub
mitted through the Drafting Committee.

40. If the work of the main committees is successful,
and on time, the plenary should be able to take decisions
on most of the proposals for amendment which COme
to it through the Drafting Committee by the end of
the second week. H this work is not completed by
the end, of the first week, including a possible meeting
on Saturday 18 March, a slight delay 'could be absorbed
and the plenary could allow itself one or two final
meetings for the purpose on Monday 20 March.

41. While the main committees are in session in
the first two weeks, allowance being made for some
meetings of the Drafting Committee and of the plenary
towards the middle of the second week, the Credentials
Committee will also need to be accomodated in the
m.eeting schedule, but this should not prove too diffic-llt,
since its meeting may be expected to be short.

42. As and when decisions on proposals for amend
ments are taken by the plenary resulting in approved
texts ready fot adoption, the secretariat will proceed to
prepare the versions in the various languages, which
will all be brought together for final adoption as a
whole. ,

43. The plenary should take all its formal.decisions,
i.e. on the text of amendments, resolutions and the
Final Act, at the latest by Wednesday, 22 March;
there should be no meeting on Thursday 23 March,
so as to allow the secretariat time for the preparation
of the final texts. The last plenary meeting should be
scheduled for a suitable hour on ~Priday, 24 March,
when, any text, or texts, of amendments to the Single
Convention will be opened for signature. There will
be a ceremony of signature of the Final Act and the
text or'texts of amendments, following which the Con
ference will be formally closed.

3. Rules of proeedure9

Documents E/CONF.63/3 and Add.l
[Original text: Englulh]

[10 January 1972
and 6 March 1972]

Chapter 1
REPRESENTATION AND CREDENTIALS

Compositio1,1. of delegations

.Rule 1. The delegation qf each State participating
in the Conference shall consist of an accreditedrepre-

9 At its first plenary meeting, held on 6 March 1972, the
Conference decided to amend the text of rules S and 8 of the
provisional rules of procedure (E/CONF.6313);the, text of the
rules as amended,was issued in document E/CONF.63/3/Add.l.
At .the same meeting, the Conference adopted the provisional
ru!esofprocedure as thus amended•
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Rule 9. A Vice-President acting as Pre!3ident shall
have the same powers and duties as the President.

Replacement of the President

Rule 10. If the President is unable to ·perform his
functions, a new President shall be elected.

Application to committees'

Rule 12. The rules of this chapter shall be applic
able, mutatis mutandis, to the proc~~1ings of com
mittees, sub-committees and working '1JUps.

The President shall not vote

Rule 11. The President, Of Vice-President acting as
President, shall not vote but may appoint another
member of his delegation to vote in his place.

Chapter III
COMMITTEES OF THE CONFERENCE

General Committee--composition

Rule 13. There shall be a General Committee, which
shall comprise the President and Vice-Presidents of
the Conference, and the Chairmen of the' Drafting
Committee and of the main committees (see rules 17
and 18). The President of the Confere~ce, or, in his
absence, a Vice-President designated by him, shall
serve as Chairman of the General Committee.

General Committee-sub9titute members

Rule 14. 1. If the President or a Vice-President of
the Conference finds it. necessary to be absent during a
meeting of the General Committee, he may designate
a member of his delegation to sit and vote in the
Committee.

2. If the Chairman of the Drafting Committee or of
one of the main committees finds it necessary to be
absent during a meeting of the General Committee, he
shall designate a member of his Committee to take his
place in the General Committee. A member thus desig
nated shall not have the right to vote if he is of the
same delegation as another member of the General
Committee.

General Committee-functions

Rule 15. The General Committee shall assist the
President in the general conduct of the business of the
Conference and, subject to the decisions of the Con
ference, shall ensure the co-ordination of its work.

Credentials Committee

Rule 16. A Credentials Committee shall be ap
pointed at the beginning of the Conference. It. shall
consist of nine members, who shall be appointed by the
Conference on the proposal of the President. It shall
examine the credentials of representatives and report
to the Conference without delay.

F. Organkation of the Conference

10 In the provisional rules of procedure (E/CONF.63/3), the
text of rule 5 read a'~ follows:

"Rule 5. The Conference shall elect a President and
eleven Vice-Presidents. These officers shall be elected on the
basis of ensuring the representative character of the General
Committee provided for in chapter m. The Conference may
a3so elect such other officers as it deems necessary for the
peliformance of its functions."
11 In the provisional rules of procedure (E/CONF.63/3),

the text of rule 8 read as follows:
"Rule 8. If the President is absent from a meeting or any

part thereof, he shall appoint one of the Vice-Presidents to
take his place."

sentative and such aJlternate representatives-and advisers
as may be required.

Alternates or advisers

Rule 2. An alternate representative or an adviser
may act as representative upon designation by the
Chairman of the delegation.

Submission of credentials

Rule 3. The credentials of representatives and the
names of alternate representatives and advisers shall
be submitted to the Executive Secretary if possible
not later than twenty-four hours after the opening of
the Conference. Any .later change in the composition
of delegations shall also be submitted to the Executive
Secretary. The credentials shall be issued either by
the Head of the State or Government, or by the Minister
of Foreign Affairs.

Provisional participation in the Conference

Rule 4. Pending a decisi(lU of the Conference upon
their credentials, representatives shall be entitled pro
visionally to participate in the Conference.

Acting President

Rule 8.11 If the President is absent from a meeting
or any part thereof, the first Vice-President shall take
his place. If both the President and first Vice-President
are absent, the President or the first Vice-President shall
appoint one of the Vice-Presidents to take his place.

Chapter 11

OFFICERS

Elections

Rule 5.10 The Conference shall elect a President, a
first Vice-President and ten Vice-Presidents. These
officers shall be elected on the basis of ensuring the
representative character of the General Committee pro
vided for in chapter III. The Conference may also
elect such other officers as it deems necessary for the
perfor~ance of its functions.

Rule 6. The President shall preside at the plenary
meetings of the Conference.

Rule 7. The President, in the exercise of his func
tions, remains under the authority of the Conference.

I
I
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Drafting Committee

Rule 17. The Conference shall appoint, on the pro
posal of the President, a Drafting Committee consisting
of fifteen members. The Drafting Committee shall pre
pare drafts and give advice on drafting as requested by
the Conference. It shall co-ordinate and review the
drafting of all texts adopted.

Main committees

.Rule '18~ <There shall be two main committees, on
which all States, participating in the Conference shall
have the right to be represented, provided that they so
indicate to the President by a date fixed by the Con-
ference. . ,

Other committees

Rule 19. 1. In addition to the committees referred
to above, the Conference may establish such committees
and working groups as it deems necessary for the per
formance of its functions.

2. Each committee may set up sub-committe,~s and
working groups.

·Rule 20. 1. The members of the committees and
working gro~ps ot the Conference, referred to in rule 19,
paragraph !, shall be appointed by the President, subject
to the' approval of the Conferenc", unless the Conference
~ecides otherwise.

'2: Mem,bers of sub-commi~tees .and working groups
of committees shall be appointed by the Chairman of
the. committee in question, subject to the approval of
that committee, unless the committee decides otherwise.

Chapter 111
SBCRETARIAT

Duties of the secretariat

~Rule 21. 1. The Executive S~cretary, appointed by
the Secretary-General of the 'United Nations, shall act
in that capacity at. all meetings. He may appoint another
official to act in his place in his absence.
. 2. The Executive Secretary shall provide and direct
such staff as is required by the Conference, shall be
responsible for making necessary arrangements for meet
ings and generally shall perform other work which the
Conference may require. "

.!)tatements by the secretariat .

,RUle 22. The. Executive Secretary or an official
'!lesignated by him may make or written statements
concerning any question ~der consideration.

Chapter Y
CONDUCT OF BUSINESS

Quorum

Rf:~le 23. 1. The President may declare a meeting
open and permit the debate to proceed when repre-

--

sentatives of at least one third of the States participating
in the Conference are present. ,

2. The Chairman of a committee, sub-committee or
working group may declare a meeting open and permit
the debate to proceed when representatives of at least
one quarter of the States members of that organ are
present.

3. The presence of a majority of the members shall
be required for any decision to be taken.

General powers of the President
Rule 24. In addition ~o exercising the powers con

ferred upon him elsewher:e by these rules, the President
shall -declare the ol-~ning and closing of each plenary
meeting of the Conference, direct the discussions at
such meetings, accord the right to speak, put questions
to the vote and announce decisions. He shall rule on
points of order, and, subject to these rules of procedure,
have complete control of the proceedings and over the
maintenance of order thereat. The President may pro
pose to the Conference the limitation of time to be
allowed to speakers, the limitation of the number of
times each represent2\tive may speak on any question,
the closure of the list of speakers or the closure of the
debate. He may also propose the suspension or the
adjournment. of the debate on the question under
discussion.

Speeches
Rule 25. No person may address the Conference

without having previouGly obtained the permission of
the President. SUbject to rules 26 and 27, the President
shall call upon speakers lin the order in which they
signify their desire to speak, The secretariat shall be in
charge of drawing up a list of such speakers. The
President may call a speaker to order if his remarks
are not relevant to the subject under discussion.

Precedence
Rule 26. The Chairman or Rapporteur of a com

mittee, or the representative of a sub-committee or
working group, may be accorded precedence for the
purpose of explaining the conclusion arrived at by his
committee, sub-committee or working group.

Points of order
Rule 27. During the discussion of any matter, a

representative may raise a point of order, and the point
of order shall be immediately decided by the President
in accordance with the rules of procedure. A repre
sentative may appeal against the ruling of the President.
The appeal shall be immediately put to the vote and the
President's ruling shall stand unless overruled by a
majority of the representatives present and voting. The
representative raising a point of order may not speak
on the substance of the matter under discussion.

Time-limit on speeches
Rule 28. The Conference may limit the time to be

allowed to each speaker and the number of times each
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representative may speak on any' queStion. Before a
.decision is taken, two representatives may speak in
favour of, and two against, a proposal to set such limits.
When the debate is limited and a representative has
spoken for his allotted time, the President shall call him
to ordtr without delay.

Closing of Ust of speakers

Rule 29. During the course of a debate, the Presi
dent may announce the list of speakers and, with the
consent of the Conference, declare the list closed. He
may, however, accord the right of reply to any repre
sentative if a speech delivered after he has declared the
list clclsed makes this desirable.

Adjournment of debate

Rule 30. During the discussion of any matter, a
representative may move the adjournment of the debate
on the question under discussion. In addition to the
proposer of the motion, two representatives may speak
in favour of, and two against, the motion, after which
the motion shall be immediately put to the vote. The
President may limit the time to be allowed to speakers
under this rule.

Closure of debate

Rule 31. A representative may at any time move
the closure of the debate on the question under discus
sion, whether or not any other representative has
signified his wish to speak. Permi~sion to speak on the
cJQsure of the debate shall be accorded only to two
sp~d:ers opposing the closure, after which the motion
shall be immediately put to the vote. If the Conference
is in favour of the closure, the President shall declare
the closure of the debate. The President may limit the
time to be allowed to speakers under this rule.

Suspension or adjournment of the meeting

Rule 32. During the discussion of any matter, a
representative may move the suspension or the adjourn
ment of the meeting. Such motions shall not be debated,
but shall be immediately put to the vote. The President
may limit the time $;.0 be allowe;d to the speaker moving
the suspension or adjournment.

Order of procedural motions

Rule 33. Subject to rule 27, the following motions
shall have precedence in tb~ following order over all
other proposals or motions before the meeting:

(a) To suspend the meeting;
(b) To adjourn the meeting;
(c) To adjourn the debate on the question under

discussion;
(d) For the closure of the debate on the question

under discussion.

Proposals and amendments

Rule 34. Proposals and amendments thereto shall
normally be introduced in writing and handed to the

Executive Secretary ,of the Conference, who shall
circulate copies. to the delegations. As a g~nera1 rule,
DO proposal shall be discussed or put to the vote at
any meeting of the Conference unless copies of it have
been circulated to all delegations not later than the day
preceding the meeting. The President may, however,
permit the discussion and consideration of amendments,
or motions aB to procedure, even though these amend...
ments and motions have not been circulated, or have
only been circulated the same day.

Decisions on competence

Rule 35. Subject to rule 33, any motion calling for
a decision on the competence of the Conference to
discuss any matter or to adopt a proposal or an amend
ment submitted to it shall be put to the vote before
the matter is discussed or a vote is taken on the proposal
or amendment in question.

Withdrawal of motions

Rule 36. A motion may be withdrawn by its pro
poser at any time before voting on it has commenced,
provided that the motion has not been amended. A
motion which has thus been withd;rawn may be re
introduced by any representative.

Reconsideration of proposals

Rule 37. When a proposal has been adopted or
rejected, it may not be reconsidered unless the Con
ference, by a two-thirds majority of the representatives
present and voting, so decides. Permission to speak on
the m~)tion to reconsider sh.all be accorded only to two
speakers opposing the motion,after which it shall be
immediately put to the vote.

If(;~}Uations to technical advisers

R~:e 38. Tb's.'- Conference may invite to Qne or mere
of its meetings any pers(.'Q Whose technical advice it
may consider useful for its work.

Application to committees

Rule 39~ The rules of this chapter shall be applicable,
mutatis mutandis.} to the proceedings of committees,
sub-eommittees and working groups.

Chapter VI
VOTING

Voting rights

Rule 40. Each State represented, at the Conference
shall have one vote.

Required majority

Rule 41. 1. Decisions of the Conference on all
matters of substance shall be 'taken by a two-thixd~
majority of the representatives present and voting.

2. Decisions of the Conference on matters of pro
cedure shall be taken by a majority of the representatives
pr,7'1ent and voting.

r .t:;, '.
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Elections

from, and 8.0 on until all the. amendments. have been
put to the vote.. Where, how~ver, the adoption of one
amendment necessarily implies the rejection of another
amendment, the .latter .amendment shall not be put to
the vote. If one· ormoreamendmeuts are adopted, the
amended proposal shall then be voted upon. A motion
is considered an amendment to a proposal if it merely
adds to, deletes. from o~' revises part of that proposal.

Voting on proposals

Rule 47. If two or more proposals relate to the same
question, the Conference shaU, unless it decides other
wise, vote on the proposals in the order in which they
have been submitted. The Conference may, after each
vote on a proposal, decide whether to .vote on the next
proposal.

Rule 48. All elections shall be held by secret ballot
unless otherwise decided by the Conference.

Rule 49. 1. If, when one person or one delegation
is to be elected, no candidate obtains in the first ballot
the votes of a majority of the representatives present
and voting, a second ballot restricted to the two can..
didates obtaining the largest number of votes shall be
taken. If in the second ballot the votes are equally
divided, the President shall decide between the can..
didates by drawing lots.

2. In the case of a tie in the first ballot among three
or more candidates obtaining the largest number of votes,
a second ballot shall be held..If in the second ballot a
tie results among more than two candidates, the number
shall be reduced to two by lot and the balloting, re
tricted to them, shall continue in accordance with
paragraph 1 above.

Rule 50. When two or more elective places' are ~to
be fiiied at one time under the same conditions, those
candidates obtaining in the first ballot the votes of a
majority of the representatives present and voting shall
be elected. If the number of candidates obtaining such
majority is less than the number of persons or dele
gations to be elected, there shall be additional ballots to
fill the remaining places, the voting being restricted to
the candidates obtaining the greatest number of votes
in the previous ballot, to a number not more than twice
the places remaining to be filled;. provided that, after
the third inconclusive ballot,.votes may be cast for any
eligible person or delegation. H' three such unrestric:ted
ballots am inconclusive,' the next three ballots shall be
restricte1 to the candidates 'who obtained the greatest
number of votes in the third of the unrestricted baliots,
to a number not more than twice the places rem~ining

to be filled and the following' three ballots thereafter
shall bo unrestricted, and so on until all the places have
been filled.

3.. If the question arises whether a matter is one of
procedure' or of substance, the President of the Con..
ference shall rule on the· question. Any appeal against
this ruling shall immediately be .put·to the vote. and
the President's ruling s~aIl stand unless overruled by
a majority of the representatives present and voting.

4. All decisions of. a committee, sub..;committee or
working group shall be taken by a majority of the
members present and voting.

Meaning of the expression "representatives present
. a"..d voting"

Rule 42. For the purpose of these rules, the phrase
ccrepresentative present and voting" means represen..
tatives present and casting an affirttlative or negative
vote. Representatives who abstain from voting shall be
considered as not voting.

Method of voting

hule 43. The Conference shall normally vote by
show of hands or by standing, but any representative
may request a. roll-call. The roll-call shall be taken L~

ilieEnglish alphabetical order of' the names of the
States participating in' the Conference, beginning with
the delegation whose name is drawn by lot by the
President.

Conduct. during voting

Rule 44. 1. Ather the President has announced the
beginning of voting, no representative shall interrupt the
voting except on a point of order in connexion with the
actual conduct of the voting. The President may permit
representatives to explain their votes, either before or
after the voting, except when the· vote is taken by secret
banot. The President may limit the time to be allowed
for such explanations.

2. For the, purpose of this rule, "voting" refers to
the voting on each ind~vidual proposal or amendment.

Division of proposals and amendments

Rule 45. A representrp~ve may move that parts of a
proposal or. of an amendment shall be voted on
separately. If objection 1.13 made to the request for
division, the motion for division shall be voted upon.
Permission to speak on the mo.tion for division shall be
given only to two speakers ag~inst. If the motion for
division is carried, those parts of the proposal er of the
amendment which are subsequently approved shall be
put to the vote as a whole. If aU operative parts of the
proposal or of the amendment have been rejected, the
proposal or the amendment sha:! be considered to have
been. rejected as a whole. .

Voting on amendments

Rule 46. When an 9.mendment is moved to a pro-
posal, the amendment shall be voted on fi1'8t. .When Equally divided votes
two or.'more amendlfients are moved to a proposal, the
Conference shall first vote 'on the amendment furthest Rule 51. If a 'Vote is' equally divided on 'matters
removed in substacce from the original proposal and other than elections, the proposal shall b~ regarded asI then on the amendment next furthest removed there- rejecte.d. : .

~ "
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~1itJ'''@_{B;__~~.J! ~~~



F. Organization of the Conference

o
le
n
.y
I.

.e
'-
y
n
:t

1
t
t

,

Application to committees

Rule 52. The rules of this chapter shall be applicable,
mutatis mutandis, to the proceedings of committees,
sub-committees and working groups.'

Chapter VII

LANGUAGES AND RECORDS

Official and working languages

Rule 53. Chinese, English, French, Russian and
Spanish shall be the official languages of the Conference.
English, French and Spanish shall be the working
languages.

Interpretation from official languages

Rule 54. Speeches made in any of the official
languages shall be interpreted into the other official
languages.

-
Interpretation from other languages

Rule 55. Any representative may make a speech in
a language other than the official languages. In this case,
he shall himself provide for interpretation into one of
the official Iapguages. Interpretation into the other
official languages by interpreters of the secretariat may
be bat;ed on the interpretation given in the first official
language.

Summary records

Rule 56. Summary records of the plenary meetings
of the Conference and of its committees shall be kept
by the secretariat. They shall be sent as soon as possible
to all representatives, who shall inform the secretariat,
within three wcrking days after their circulation, of any
changes they wish to be made in the summa.ry records.

Language of documents and summary records

Rule 57. Documents and summary records shall be
made available in the working languages.

Chapter VIII

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE MEETINGS

Plenary meetings and meetings of committees

Rule 58. The plenary meetings of the Conference
and the meetings of the committees shall be held in
public unless the body cOlicerned decides otherwise.

Meetings of sub..committees or working groups

Rule 59. As a general rule, meetings of a sub
committee or working group shall be held in private.

Communique to the press

Rule 60. At the close of any private meeting, a
communique may be issued to the press through the
Executive Secretary.
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Chapte, I" IX

OBSERVERS FOR STATES NuT PARTICIPATING
IN TI,); CONFERENCE

Rights of observers for Sta~es

Rule 61. A State which has been invited to the
Conference but which is not participating in it through
an accredited representative may appoint an observer
to it. The name of the observer shall be communicated
without delay to the Executive Secretary, if possible
not later than twenty-four hours after the opening of the
Conference. Such observers shall have the right to
participate in the deliberations of the Conference and
of those committees, sub-committees and working groups
to which they are invited by the President, the Con
ference, the Chairman of the body in qv.2stion, or that
body itself. These observers shall not have the right to
vote but may submit proposals, which may be put to
the vote at the request of any delegation participating in
the Conference or other body as the case may be.

Cha.pter X
PARTICIPATION OF SPECIALIZED AGENCmS, OTHER INTER

GOVERNMENTAL BODIES, AND NON-GOVERNMENTAL
ORGANIZATIONS

Rights of representatives and observers

Rule 62. 1.. Representatives of the World Health
Organization, other specialized agencies interested in
the matter and the International Narcotics Control Board
may participate in the deliberations of the Conference
and its committees, sub-committees and working groups
with respect to items of concern to their respective
organizations, with the same rights as they have at
sessions of the Economic and Social Council.

2. Observers for the International Criminal Police·
Organization may participate in the deliberations of the
Conference and its committees, sub-committees and
working groups with the same rights as they have at
sessions of the Commission on Narcotic Drugs.

3. Observers for other international organizations
invited to the Conference, or non-governmental organiz
ations in consultative status with the Economic and
Social Council, may also be permitted by the Con
ference to sit at public meetings of the Conference, its
committees, sub-committees and working groups. At
the invitation of the President, the Conference, the
Chairman of any other body in question, or that body
itself, the observers for these organizations may orally
or in writing address the Conference or those bodies on
any subject indicated in the invitation.

Chapter XI

AMENDMENT

Amendment of Rules of Procedure'

Rule 63. These rules of procedure may be amended
by a decision of the Conference taken by a majority of
the representatives present and voting.



PART TWO

which is to be convened on 6 March 1972 is an
opportunity to advance significantly international co
operation against drug abuse. The sponsors recognize
that amendments to the Single Convention on Narcotic
Drugs, 1961, if they are to be meaningful, must com
mand wide acceptance. They have developed the follow
ing package of amendments through extensive consulta
tions among themselves and with other States in various
regions of the world and believe that the;se amendments
can become the· basis for such a consensus.

2. This package includes amendments t6 the follow
ing parts of the Single Convention:

(a) Articles 9, 10 and 16 relating to the organization
and functions of the International Narcotics Control
Board;

(b) Articles 12 and 19, and a new article 21bis
relating to annual estimates of cultivation of opium
poppies and production of opium;

(c) Article 14 and a new article 14bis relating t~

measures to be taken by the International Narcotics
Control Board to ensure the execution of the provisions
of the Single Convention;

(d) Article 20 relating to statistical information on
opium production to be made available to the Inter
national Narcotics Control Board;

(e) Articles 22 and 35 relating to further measures
to be taken by States against illegal drug activity and
~ the provision of significant information on such
activity to the International Narcotics Control Board
and the CommiSSion on Narcotic Drugs;

, (f) Article 24 relating to the production of· opium
and the sale of opium seized in the illicit traffic; ,

(g) Articles 36 and 38 relating to penal provisions
including extraditiol'l,. and measures of .treatment, ren
habilitation and education to be undertaken by States.

3. The sponsors believe that, the procedure ,and
means by. which amendments to the Single Convention
are to be brought into force should be carefully studied
by experts in the appropriate body of the, plenipotentiary
Conference. They suggest, as a preliminary observation,
that all amendments adopted by the Conference might
be included in a protocol, which, when ratified by &,
designated number of States, would enter into force
for those States. However, those provisions of the pro-
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1 On 28 February 1972, the Secretary-General received the
text of these proposals, together with an explanatory memo
randum and a note verbale signed by the Permanent Represen
tatives to the Office of the United Nations at Geneva of Den
mark. Finlr.nd, France, Ghana, Italy; Norway, Sweden, the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the
United States of America and Uruguay, and the Permanent
Observer of the Federal Republic of Germany to the Office of
the United Nations at Geneva.

In addition, the Secretariat received 03 28 February and
29 February 1972, telegrams from the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Cyprus and the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
of Haiti respectively, indicating that their Governments wished
to be associated with these proposals.

The Dames of the States which subsequently joined as sponsors
of the proposals were communicated to the Conference in the
documents listed below, issued OD the dates shown:

7 March 1972, E/CONF.63/S/Add.l: Argentina, 'Cypros,
Greece, Haiti, Iran,
Laos, Thailand;

7 March 1972, E/CONF.63/S/Add.2: Costa Rica, El Sal..
vador, Panama;

9 March 1972, E/CONF.63/SIAdd.3: Indonesia, Ireland;
13 March 1972, B/CONF.63/S/Add.4: Guatemala, Khmer

Republic, Nicaragua;
17 March 1912, E/CONF.63/S/AddS: Brazil;
22 March 1972, E/CONF.63/5/Add.6: Colombia, Pakistan,

Venezuela;
7 April 1972, B/CONF.63/S/Add.7: Togo.

[Original text: English]
[29 February 1972]

EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM

-
A. AMENDMENTS PROPOSED TO THE SINGLE CONVENTION ON NARCOTIC DRUGS, 1961

1. Joint proposals for amendments

DOCUMENTS E/CONF.63/S AND ADD.I-7

Proposals submitted by the foIIowing countries: Argen
tina, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Denmark,
El Salvador, Finland, France, Federal Republic of
Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Indone
sia, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Khmer Republic, Laos,
Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Sweden, Thai
land, Togo, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United States of America, Uruguay
and Venezuelal

Main Conference documents

,
1. The spcnsors consider that, as the twenty-fourth

session of the Commission on Narcotic Drugs concluded,
drug abuse has reached critical proportions in some
countries and constitutes a menace from which no
nation can feel immune. The plenipotentiary Conference



JI. Main Conference documents
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Article 14-Measures by the Board to ensure the execution of
provisions of the Convention

1. (a) If, on the basis of its examination of information sub
mitted by Governments to the Board or of information com
mUIlicated by United Nations organs or specialized agencies
or by other organizations approved by the Commission on the
recommendation of the Board, the Board has reason to beiieve
that the aims of this Convention are being seriously endangered
by reason of the failure of any country or territory to carry
out the provisions of this Convention, or that there is a danger
of any country or territory becoming an area important for
illicit cultivation, production, manufacture, traffic, or use, the
Board shall have the right to ask the Government in question
for an explanation or consultations. Subject to the right of the
Board to call the attention of the Parties, the C(,~nciI and the
Commission to the matter referred to in sub-paragraph (d)
below, it shall treat as confidential a request for information or
an explanation by a Government or consultations with a
Government under this sub-paragraph, and it shall convey to
the Government concerned, and only the Government con
cerned, the information communicated to it other than by a
Government or by United Nations organs or specialized agencies
on which such a request is based.

(c) The Board may. if It thinks such action necessary for
the purposes of clarifying the situation, request th2 Government
concerned to consent to the sending of a representative of the
Board or a working party appointed by it to the country or
territory in question. Before making such Ci request, the Board,
in accordance with sub-paragaph (a) above, must have asked
the Government of the country or territory concerne,d for an
explanation or consultations. If the Government does not reply
within a period of four months to the request for a visit, such
failure to reply shall be regarded as a 'refusal. Upon such a
refusal, the Board can only resort to the means of action
conferred upon it by this Convention. If the Government gives
its express cons~nt to the request, the visit shall be conducted
in co!.laboration with officials appointed by the Government and
in conformity with modalities and terms of reference jointly
acceptable to the -Government and the Board,. due account being
taken of the constitutional. legal and administrative system of
the State concerned.

(d) 11 the Board finds that the Government concerned has
failed to give satisfactory explanations or grant consultations
when called upon to do. so under sub-paragraph (a) above, or
has failed to adopt any remedial measures which it has been
called upon to take under sub-paragraph (b) above, of' "as
declined a. request made under sub-paragraph (c) above, it mr}
call the attention of the Parties. the Council and the Comml""
sion and the General Assembly of the United Nations to the
matter and submit appropriate recommendations. The Board
shall so act if it considers that the situation has no: been.
satisfactorily resolved within one year from. the initiation of cs
request under sub-paragraph (a) above or If it considers that
there' is prima faCie evidelice that the situation entails an
ext::eptionally grave threat to the' qims of this Convention.

2. The Board, when calling the attention of the Parties, the
Council, the Commission and the General Assembly to. a matter
in accordance with paragraph 1(d) above, may, if it is satisfied
that such a course is necessary, recommend to Parties that they
stop the import· of drugs;. the export of drugs,or both, ftom or
to the· country ortenitory concerned, either for a designated
period or until the\ B~ard shall be satisfied as to the si!uation
in that country or territory. The State concerned may brmg the
matter before the Council.

•••

....

•••

·..

Article to-Terms of office. and remuneration of members Qf
the Board

1. The members of the Board shall serve for a period of
five years, and shall be eligible for re-election. Elections for
members nominated in accordance with (Jrticle 9 (1) (a) shall be
held every fifth year. Elections for members nominated in
accordance with article 9 (1) (b) shall be held every year. In
the first election for members nominated in accordance with
article 9 (1) (b), two members shall be chosen for a term 01
one year, two for a term of ~wo years, two jor a term of three
yeatS, two for a term of four years" and 'two for a term of
five yttU's.

5. The Board, with a view to limiting the use and distribu
tion. of narcotic drugs to. an adequate amoun,t required for
ml/?dlcal and scientific purposes and, to ensuring their availability
for such purposes, shall as expeditioue!y as possible confirm
the estimates, including supplementary estimates,or, with the
consent oftbe Government coneerned, may amend such estim
ates. In ~ase of a disagreement. between. the Government ,and
th, Board,. the latter will have the light to. establish~com
mlmicat,. and publi~h its own estimates, including supplementary
estln'Jates,rlfquired by article. 19 (1) (e) and' (I), which will be
considered authoritative for a year In which the provlsi01l8qf
Qrti~/e 21bis (3) are invoked. .

·.":

(b) Ten members from a list of persons nominated by the
Members of the United Nations and by Farties which are not
Members of the United Nations.

·..

Article 12-Administration of the estimate system

·.. ,

Article 2-Substances under control

·..

...

4. The Board, in exercising it$ functions under this Conven
tion, .. shall endeavour to limit the cultivation, manufact~re and
use of drugs to an adequate amount. required for medIcal and
scIentific purposesp to ensure the,r availability for such purposes,
and to prevent illicit cultivation; prodllction~ manufacture or
tral/icking in narcotics.

Article 9-Composition and functions of the Board

1. 'The Board shall consis.t of thirteen members to be elected
by the Council as follows:

6. lCn addition to the measures of control applicable to all
drugs in Schedule I, opium is subject to the provisions of
articles 19, 21bis, 23 and 24, the coca leaf to those of articles 26
and 27 and cannabis to those of article 28.

7. The opium poppy, the coca bush, the cannabis plant, poppy
straw and cannabis leaves are subject to the control measures
prescribed in articles 19, 20, 21bis, 22 to 24; 22, 26 and 27;
22 and 28; 25; and 28, respectively. '

tocol which relate to articles 9, 10 and 16 might be
considered to assume general applicability with respect
to the organization of the International Narcotics Con
trol Board at the time the protocol enters into force.

4. The texts of the proposals are given hereunder.
The portions of these texts in italics represent modifica
tions proposed to the text of the Single Convention.
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Article 14bis-Technical and financial assistance to promote
more effective execution of provisions of the Convention

In appropriate cases' and either in addition 'to or as an' alter
native to measures set forth in article 14, the Board, in con
sultation with the Government concerned, may recommend to
the competent United Nations' authorities, including th£ World
Health Organization, that technical and financial assistance be
provided to countries in support of their efforts more effectively
to carry' out their obligations under this Convention, including
the measures set out in article' 38.

Article 16-Secretaliat

The secretariat ~ervices of the Commission and the Board
shall be furnished by the Secretary-General. In particular, the
Secretary of the Board shall be appointed by the Secretary
General in consultation' with the Board.

Article 19-Estimates of drug requirements

1". •••

(e) Area (in hectares) to be .cultivated for 'he opium poppy;
and

(f) .Quantity afopium to be pr:oduced.

2. (,a) Subject to the deductions referred to in paragraph 3
of article 21, the total of the estimates for each territory and
each drug except opium shall consist of the sum of the amounts
specified under sub-paragraphs (a), (b) and (d) of paragraph 1
of this article, with the addition of any amount required to
bring the actual stocks on hand at 31 December of the pre
ceding year to the level estimated as provided in sub-paragraph
~c) of paragraph 1.

(b) Subject to the deductions referred to in paragraph 3 of
article 21 bis, the total of the estimates for each territory and
opium shall consist of the sum of the amounts specified under
sub-paragraphs (a), (b) and (d) of paragraph 1 of this article,
with the addition of any amount required to bring the actual
stocks on hand at 31 December of the preceding year to the
level estimated as provided in sub-paragraph (c) of paragraph 1,
or of the amount specified under sub-paragraph (I) of paragraph
1 of this article, whichever is higher.

3. Any Government may during the year furnish supple
mentary estj."'.~ates with an explanation of the circumstances
necessitating such estimates.

Article 2O-Statistical returns to be furnished to the Board'

1...•
(f) Stocks of mugs as at 31 December of the year to which

the returns relate; and
(g) Cultivation of the opium poppy.

2....

3. The Parties are not required to fUl"Q.ish statistical returns
respecting Si1Ccial stocb, but shall furnic;h separately returns
respecting drugs imported into or procured within tbe country
or territory for special purposes, as w~fi as quantities of drugs
withdrawn from special stocks to meet the requirements of· the
civilian population.

Article 21 bis-Limitation of production Of opium.

1. The quantity of opium produced by any country or
territory in anyone year shall not exceed the estimate of opium
produced established lmdel' paragraph 1 (f) of article 19.

2. From the quantitiy specified in paragraph 1 there shall be
deducted any quantity that has been seized aiid released for

fJ7

'licit use, as well as any quantity taken from special stocks for
the requirements of the civilian population.

3. If the Board finds, on the basis of information at its
disposal in accordance with a provision of this Convention,that
the qu~ntity of opium produced in anyone year, whether licitly
or illicitly~ exceeds the quantity specified in paragraph 1, less
any deduction required under paragraph 2, and that the excess
went into illicit traffic, or that opium licitly produced in any
one year has been diverted into illicit traffic, it may, ninety days
after notifying the Governm'ent concerned as envisaged in
paragraph 4 below, deduct all or a portion of an excess or an
amount so established from the quantity to be produced and
from the total of the estimate as defined in paragraph 2 (b) of
article 19 for the next year in which such a deduction can be
technically accomplished, taking into account the season of the
year an4 contractual commitments to export opium.

4. If the Board prepares to act in accordance with para
graph 3 above, it shall notify the Government concerned and
shall endeavour to consult with the Gove1'1lment concerned in
orde: to resolve the situation satisfactorily.

S. (a) Within ninety days of its receipt of the notification
envisaged in paragraph 4 above, the Government concerned
may refer the situation for final decision to an Appeals Com
mittee which the Secretary-General, after consultation with the
Director-General of the World Health Oganization and the
President of the Intematiollal Court of lustice, shall appoint.
The Appeals Committee shall consist of three members and
two alternates who will command general respect. by their com
petence, impartiali~ and disinterestedness.

(b) The Appeals Committee shall within ninety days of receiv
ing a request from a Government decide whether tile Board
may act as it has proposed in accordance with paragraph 3
above. The Government and the Board shall be entitled to be
heard by the Appeals Committee be/ore a decision is taken.
The Appeals Committee shall base its decision on the informa
tion which the Government and the Board present to it.

(c) Subject to the requirements of paragraph 5 (b) abovl~,

the Appeals Committee shall adopt its OWIl rules of procedure.
The terms of office of the members of the Appeals Committee
shall be five years, and any member shall be eligible for re
appointment. Vacancies shall be filled in accordance with the
procedures set out in paragraph S (a) above. The members shall,
in accordance with arrangements made by the Secretary-General,
receive remuneration only for the duration of the sittings of
the Appeals Committee.

6. In exercising its dilycretion under paragraph 3 above, the
Board shall take into aCf/ount all relevant circumstances~ includ
ing in particular the extent to which an excess may have been
due to weather facto1 s, the aCfual use made of an excess, and
any relevant control measures which' may have been adopted
by the Government subsequent to the excess or the diversion.

Article 22-Special provision applicable to cultivation
Whenever the prevIDlingconditions in: thecounti'y ot' a

territory of a Party render the prohibition of th" cultivation of
the opium poppy, the coca bush or the cannabis 'plant the most
suitable measure, in its opmioD, for protecting the public health
and welfare and preventing the diversion of drugs into the
illicit traffic, the Party concerned shall prohibit cultivatiol1and
seize an4 destroy illicit cultivation. ...
Article 24-Liinitation on prodUl;tion of opium for intemati.onal

trade...
4....
(b) Notwithstanding sub-paragraph (Il) of this paragraph, a

Party may import opium produ~ by any country which pro-

".



98 U. MaIn Conference doc:ummes

duced and exported opium during tbo ten years prior to
1 January 1961 if such country has established and maintains a
national control organ or agency for the purposes.$et out in
article 23 and has in force an effective means of ensuring that.the
opium it produces is not diverted into the illicit traffic. Likewise,
a Party may, consistent with the requirements of this Conven
tion, import opium oeized In the illicit traffic from a State which
is not a Party which has· requested tzndreceived endorsement
10 engage in the transaction from the Board~ which shall make
its decision on the basis of all relevant factors, including the
eDect the proposed transaction may have on national. and Inter
national eDorts to prevent illicit production 01 and trat/ic in
narcotic drugs.

5....

and 2 (a) (11). Extradition shall be subJect to the other condi
tions provided by the law 0/ the requested Party.

(Iii) Parties which do not make extradition conditional on the
existence· 0/ a treaty shall recognize the oDences enumerated In
paragraPhs 1 and<2 (a) (11) as extraditable oDences between
themselves, subJect to Ihe conditio"" provided by Ihe law 01 the
requesled Party.

(iv) Extradition shall be ·granted In con/ormlty with the law
01 the Party to which application 18 made, and, notwithstanding
sub-paragraphs (b), (I), (11) and (Ill) 01 this paragraph, the
Party shall have the rlsht 10 refuse to grant the extradition In
cases where Ihe competent authorities consider that the oDence
is not sufficiently serlolls.'....

2. 'Other proposals for amendments submitted to the
plenary Conference

Article 38-Measures against the abU8e 01 narcotic drugs

1. The Parties shall give special allenticJn to and take all
practicable measures for the prevention of abuse of narcotic
drugs and lor the early Identification, treatme"t, education, alter
care, rehabilitation and social reintegration of the persons
invulved and shall c~rdinate their e60rts to those ends.

2. The Parties shall as lar as possible promote the training 01
personnel In the treatmtnt, alter-care, rehabilitation and social
reintegration 01 abusers 01 narcotic drugs.

3. The Parties shall assist persons whose work so requires
to gain an understanding 01 the problems of abuse of narcotic
drugs and 01 Its prevention, and shall abo promote such under
standing among the general public if there Is a risk that abuse
01 such dru~s will become widespread.

Article 3S-Action against the illicit traffic

6. A 11 production, export and import of opium under the
provisions of this article shall be subJect to the provisions 01
articles 12, 14, 19, 21 and 21 bis. .

1. The other amendments proposed to the text of
the Single Convention 0"; Narcotic Drugs, 1961, which
were submitted to the plenary Conference appear in the
folloWing documentS: .

B/CONF.()3/6 amendment to article 27 proposed
by Peru;

E/CONF.63/L.l amendment to the preamble pro
posed by Afghanistan;

E/CONF.63/L.2 amendment to article 2, paragraph
4, proposed by Austria, Belgium,
France, the Federal Republic of
Germany, Italy, the Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Spain,

2. ••• Sweden, Switzerland, Togo and
(b) (i) Each 01 the ofJtmces enumerated In paragraphs 1 and Turkey; .

2 (a) (11) shall be deemed t() be Included as an .~xtradlttJble
oDence in any extradition ,treaty, existing between Parties. Parties E/CONF.63/L.3 amendment to article 9 proposed
undertake to Include luch oDences flI extraditable oDences in by France,India, Togo and the
every extradition treaty to be concluded between them. . United States of America.

.{ill .1/ a. Party ..which mak~sextradltloll. conditional olt the 2. The text' of these prop()sals· is reproduced in
eXIstence of a treaty receives a request. Io.rextradltlon Irom t· DS C 1 and D 1 below ton-ether with the other
another Party with which It hfJS nu extradrtlontreaty, it may sec 10 :. . • • '. ~ •
at Its option, consider this Conve!Jtlon as the legal basis lor:··.texts c.onsldered by Comnnttee I and Comnuttee II
extradition In respect of the oDences enumeratedlnparilgraph, l~respectively.

(f) Furnish to the Board and the Commission, aa they deem
appropriate, in addition to the information required by articles
12, 13, 18, 19, 20 and 27, information relevant to illicit drug
actiliity . within their borders, inc2uding Information on illicit
cljltivadon, production, manufacture and traffic; .and

(g) Furnish the information referred to in the preceding
paragraph as far as possible in such manner and by such dates
as the Board may request, and the Board may oDer its services
to Parties to assist them In fUf'1Iishing this Information.

Article 36-Penal provisions
1. (a) Subject to its constitutional limitations, each Party shall

adopt such measures as will ensure that cultivation, production,
manufacture, extraction, preparation, possession, offering, offer
ing for sale, distribution, purchase, sale, delivery on any terms
whatsoever, brok~rage, dispatch, d~patch in tra.nsit, uansport,
importation and exportation of drugs contrary to the provisions
of. this Convention, and any other action which in the opinion
of such Party may be contrary to the provisions of this Con
vention, shall be punishable offences when committed inten
tionally, tuld that serious offences shall be liable to adequate
punishment, partiCUlarly by impriflonment or other penalties of
deprivation of liberty.

(b) Notwithstanding the preceding sub-paragraph, when
abusers 01 narcotic drugs have committed such oDences, the
Parties may provide, either as an t,llternative to conviction or
punishment or In ,addition to punishment, that such abusers
undergo measures of treatment, education, alter...:ar.(!, rehabllit4
tion and social reintegration In conformity with paragraph 1 01
article 38.
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B. DRAFr -RESOLUTIONS AND DRAFl' FINAL ACf

1. Draft resolution OD the secretariat of the
Intemational Nareoties Control Board

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/L.4

Text of the draft resollltion contained in document
EiCONF.63/C.2/L~9, as approved by Committee 11
at its 12th meeting

[Original text: French]
[16 March 1972]

SECRETARIAT OF THE INTERNATIONAL
NARCOTICS CONTROL BOARD

The Conference,
Considering that the measures adopted·by the EcoQOu

mic and Social Council in its resolution 1196 (XLII) of
16 May 1967 (1464th plenary meeting) met the wishes
of the States Parties to the Single Convention on Nar
cotic Drugs, 1961, and to the earlier conventions still
in force;

Recommends the continuation of the system which
was instituted by the Secretary-General of the United
Nations and whose main provisions are as follows:

1. The Intemational Narcotics Control Board (here
inafter referred to as the B ·j.rd) has a secretariat distinct
from the Division of Narcotic Drugs;

2. That secretariat is an integral part of the Secre
tariat of the United Nations; while under the full
administrative control. of the Secretary-General, it is
bound to carry out the decisions of the Board;

3. The members of the secretariat are appointed or
assigned by the Secretary-General; the head of that
secretariat is appointed or assigned in consultation with
the Board.

2. Draft resolution OD technical assistance in
eareotics eontrol

DOCUMENT E/CONF.G3/L.7

A.fghanistan and Ivory Coast: draft resolution2

[Original text: French]
[16 March 1972]

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCB IN NARCOTICS CONTROL

The Conference,
Recalling that assistance to developing countries is a

concrete manifestation of the will of the intemational
community to honour the commitment contained in the
United Nations Charter to promote the social and
economic progre~s of all. peoples;

Recalling the special arrangements made by the
United Nations General Assembly under its resolution

2 This draft was based on tho principle contained in the
amenGment proposed by Afghanistan to the preamble of the
Sin~~€: Convention on Narco~c ~mfJ (E/CONF.63/L~1) (see
section D.l, p. Ill, below); ~lS pnnclple was accepted unanlDl
ously by Committee Bat ita 13th meeting.

1395 (XIV) with a view to the provision of technical
assistance for drug abuse control;

Welcoming the establishment by the United Nations
General Assembly, in its resolution 2719 (XXV), of a
United Nations Fund for Drug Abuse Control;

Noting that the Conference has adopted a new article
14 bis concerning technical and financial assistance to
promote more effective execution of the provisions of
the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs;

1. Declares that, to be more effective, the measures
taken against drug abuse ·must be co-ordinated and
universal;

2. Decl().lres further that the fulfilment by the devel
oping comltries of· their obligations under the Con
vention calls for adequate technical and financial
assistance from the international community.

3. Draft resoIufiGB OD sodaI eonditlons and protedion
against dmg addiction I

DOCUMENTS E/CONF.63/L.6 AND REV.l

Holy See: draft resolution .
[OrlgllUll text: English/French]

[16 and 22 March 1972]

SOCIAL CONDITIONS AND PROTECTION AGAINST
DRUG ADDICTION

The Conference j

Recalling that tbe preamble to the Single Convention
on Narcotic Drugs~ 1961, states that the Parties to
the Convention are "concerned with the health and
welfare of mankind" and are "coIl.scious of their duty
to prevent and combat" the evil of drug addiction;

Considering that the discussions at the Conference
have given evidence of the desire to take effective
steps to prevent drug addiction;

Considering that, while drug addiction leads to
personal degradation and social disruption, it happens
very often that the deplorable social and economic
conditions in which certain individuals and certain
groups are living predispose them to drug addiction;

Recognizing that social conditioning has a .. certain
and sometimes preponderant influence on the behaviour
of individuals and groups;

Recommends that the Parties:
1. Should bear in mind that drug addiction is often

the result of an unwholesome social atmosphere in
which those who are most exposed to the danger of
drug abuse live;

2. Should do everything in their power to combat
the spread of illegal practices which ar~ conducive to
the illicit use of narcotic drugs;

3. Should develop leisure and other activities con
ducive to the physical and psychic health of young
people.
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Malta
Romania

Togo
Tunisia
Turkey
Ukrainian Soviet

Socialist Republic
Union of Soviet
_. Socialist Republics
United Kingdom.
United States ofAmerica
Uruguay
Venezuola
Yugoslavia
Zaire

Poland
Portugal
Republic'Qf Korea
Republic of Viet-Nam
Saudi Arabia 
Senegal
Sierra Leone
Singapore _
South Africa
Spain , ..
Sudan
Sweden ,. -,-
Switzerland
Thailand

4. The following States were represented by ob
servers at the eonference:
Cameroon
Dominican RepubHc
Malaysia

5. The Economic and Social Council, by its'resolution
1577 (L), requested the Secretary-General to invite to
the Conference the World Health Organization and
other interested specialized _agencies, the International
Narcotics Control Board and the International Criminal
Police Organization. The World Health Organization,
the International Narcatics Control Board and the
International Criminal Police Organization were repre
sented at the Conference.

6. The Conference elected Mr. -K. B. Asante (Ghana)
as President of the Conference, Mr. D. Nikolic (Yugo
slavia) as First Vice-President, and as the other Vice
Presidents the representatives of the following States:

Argentina Union of Soviet
Egypt Socialist Republics
France United Kingdom of
India Great Britain and
Lebanon Northern Ireland
Mexico United States of America
Turkey , .
, 7. Mr. V. Winspeare Guicciardi, Director-General of

"the United Nations Office at Geneva~was the representa
tive of the 'Secretary-General of the United Nations.
The Executive'Secretary of the Conference was Mr. V.
Ku§evic, the Legal Adviser to the ,Conference was
Mr. C. Wattles and the Deputy Executive Secretary
and Deputy Legal Adviser wa$ Mr. P. Raton.

8. The Confereace had before it the amendments to
the- Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961, which
were proposed,by States participating in the Conference.

9. The Conference set up the following committees:

General Committee
Chairman: the President of the Conference

I Committee I
Chairman: Mr. -R. A. Chapman' (Canada)

Committee 11
Chairman: Dr.B. Boles (Hungary)

Hungary
India
Indonesia
Iran
Iraq
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Ivory Coast
Jamaicu
Japall;
Jordan
Kenya
Khmer Republic
Kuwait
Laos
Lebanon
Liberia .
Libyan Arab Republic
Liechtenstein
Luxembourg
Madagascar
Malawi
Mexico
Monaco
Mongolia
Morocco
Netherlands
New Zealand
Nicaragua
Niger
Nigeria
Norway"
Pakistan
Panama
Peru:
Philippines

3. The following ... States were represented by
representatives at the 'Conference:

Afghanistan
Algeria - .
Argentina ,r
Australia
Austria
Belgium
Bolivia
Brazil
Bulgaria
Burma
Burundi
Byelorussion Soviet

Socialist Republic
Canada
Ceylon.
Chile
Colombia
Costa Rica
Cuba
Cyprus
Czechoslovakia
Dahomey
Denmark
Ecuador
Egypt
El Salvador
Federal Republi~ of

Germany
:Finland
France
Gabon
Gambi.a
Ghana
Greece
Guatemala
Haiti·
Holy See

4. Draft Final Ad of th..,'Conference

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/L.9

(Original text: English]
[23 March i972]

DRAFT FINAL ACT OF THE UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE
TO CONSIDER -AMENDMENrS TO THE SINGLE CONVEN
TION ON NARCOTIC DRUGS, 1961

1. The Economic and Social Council of the United
Nations,noting that amendments had been proposed to
the Single Convention on Narcotic Dr,ugs, 1961, and
bearing in mind article 47 of that Convention, decided
by its resolution 1577 (L) of 21 May 1971 to call, in
accordance with Article 62, paragraph 4 of the C'harter
of the United Nations, a conferenqe of plenipotentiaries
to consider all amendments proposed to the Single
Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961.

2. The United Nations Conference to consider
amendments to the Single Convention on Narcotic
Drugs, 1961, met at the United Nations Office at
Geneva from 6 to ... _March 1972.'

, '-....__ ,~~ ,_ •.;;.., ••..__ ,,' __, _ .__ ._.........~_ .._...w_
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Drafting Committee
,Chairman: Dr. l.-P. Be.......i:hinger (Switzerland)

Credentials Committee
Chairman: Mr. J. W. Lennon (Ireland)

10. Committee I' established a working group on
article 14, the Chairman of which was Mr. A. C. Kirca
(Turkey). .

11. As a result of its deliberations, as recorded in the
summary records of the plenary Conference and Com
mittees I and 11, the Conference adopted and opened

for signature the Protocol amending the Single Con
vention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961. In addition, the
Conference ~dopted ... resolutions, annexed to this
Final Act.

Done at,Geneva, this ... day of March., one thousand
nine hundred and seventy-two, in a single copy in the
English, French, Russian and Spanish languages, each
text being equally authentic. The original te'x:! shall be
deposited with the Secretary-General of the United
Nations. '

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the representatives have signed
this Final Act.

C. TEXTS RELATING TO THE CONSIDERATION BY COMMI'ITEE 1* OF ARTICLES 9,'12,14,19,
20, 24 AND 3S OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION ON NARCOTIC DRUGS, 1961 AND THE PROPO.
SED ARTICLE 21 BIS .

1. Texts co_dered by Committee I

ARTICLE 9

DOCUMENT ,E/CONF.63/C.1IL.24

India: amendments to the joint proposals
in document E/CONF.63/5

{Original text: English]
[13 'March 1972]

Article 9 (Composition and functions of the Board)

Paragraph 4
Insert the words "in agreement with the countries

concerned", between the word ushall" and the word
"endeavour~';

Delete the words "to an adequate amount required";
Delete the words "to ensure their availability for such

purposes";
Add the words "in co-operation with Governments"

after the word "narcotics" at the end of the paragraph.

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.lIL.2S

United States of America: amendments to the Indian
proposals in document E/CONF.63/C.1/L.24

Ar!icle 9 (Composition and functions of the Board)

Paragraph 4
Delete the phrase "in agreement with the countries

concerned";
Add the phrases "subject to the terms of this Con

vention", "to an adequate amount required" and "to
ensure their availability, for such purposes";

• Committee I, established by the Confe~~ence in accordance
with rule 18 of its rules of procedure, was asked by the Confer
ence at !ts second, fourth and fifth plenary meetings to consider
the amendments to article 9, paragraphs 4 and 5, articles 12,
14, 19, 20, 24 and 35 and the proposed article 21bis, and to
prepare texts for submission to the Drafting Committee.

In the present section, the proposed texts are given, in the
numerical' order of the arti~les of the Convention to which they
refer.

Replace the word "narcotics" with the word "drugs"
in the appropriate places, so that the amended text of
the paragraph reads as follows:

The Board, subject to the terms of this Convention, shall
endeavour to limit the cultivation, manufacture and use of drugs
to an adequate amount required for medical and scientific pur
poses, to ensure their availability for such purposes, and to
prevent illicit cultivation, production, manufacture or trafficking
in drugs, in co-operation with Governments.

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/L.3

France, India, Togo and United States of America:
amendment to the Single Convention on Narcotic
Drugs, 1961

[Original text: English]
[1.3 March 1972]

Article 9 (Composition and functions of the Board)

Add the following new paragraph:
s. All measures undertaken by the Board within the frame

work of this Convention shall be those most consistent with the
intent to further the co-operation of Governments with the
Board and to provide the mechanism fora continuing dialogue
between Governments and the Board which will lend assistance
to and' facilitate effective national action to attain the aims of
this Convention. .---

ARTICLE 12

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.1/L.8
. .

Togo: amendment to the joint proposals in document
E/CONF.63/5

[Original text: French]
[8 March 1972]

-,

Article 12 (Administration of the estimate system)
Paragraph 5
Redraft the second sentence to read as follows:.
In case of a disagreement between the Government and the

Board, the latter will have the right to establish, communicate
and publish its own estimates, including supplementary estimates,
which·will be consid~red authoritative for a year in Which the
Board invokes the provisions of article 21bls, paragraph 3.

..

. ' " -"'" ,
• :t'>I.,¥)~i' 'f; _ j _ .:..1-'" ~ ~~l1. ..... ""-_ ~ l!.~~oJ:" • ~.. •
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DOCUMENT E/CONF,63/c...1IL..14

Togo: revised text of the amendment by Togo submitted
in document E/CONF.63/C.1/L.8

[Original ttit: French]
[9 March 1912]

Article 12 (Administration. of the estimate system)
Paragraph 5
Amend the second sentence to read as follows:, . ,

In case of a disagreement between the Govenun~nt and the
Board, the latter shall have the right to establish, 60mmunicate
and publish its own estimates, including supplementary estimates,
which shall be considered authoritative for the year, in particular
in the event of the Bqard having invoked the provisions of
article 21bis, paragraph 3.

<"* ".". '.'-...

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.1/L.4

Egypt: amendm,nt to the Single Convention on Narcotic
Drugs, 1961

[Original text.' English]
[8 March 1972]

Article 14 (Measures by the Board to ensure the exe
cution of provisions of'the Convention)
Add the following two paragraphs to the existing

text of the article:
7. The Board may establish arrangements for consultation

with non·govemmentat organizations through the. Council in
accordance with Article 71 of the Charter of the United Nations.

8. The Board may establish working ~rnmgements or may
request information from regional organizations duly recognized
by United, Nations organs.

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.lIL.S

France.' amendments to the joint proposals in document
E/CONF.63/5

[Original text: French)
[8 March 1972]

Article 14 (Measures by the Board to ensure the exe
cution of provisions of the Convention)
Paragraph 1
Replace the end of the :first sentence of stub-paragraph

(d), beginning with the words "it may ~al1",. by the
following:
it may call the attention of the Parties, the Council and the
COJiUnission to the matter and submit apprcpriat~ recommen
dations to them; it may also recommend to the Council that it
draw the attention of the General Assembly to such a matter.

Paragraph 2
Delete the words CQandthe· General Assembly" in

the first sentence.

DOCUMENTE/CONF.63/C.1/L.6

Turkey: amendments to the joint proposals in document
E/CONF.63/5

[Original text: Prench]
[8 March 1972]

Article 14 (Measures by the Board to ensure the exe
cution of provisions of the Convention)
Paragraph 1

Sub-paragraph (a)
At the beginning of sub-paragraph (a), replace the

word "Governments" by the words "the Government,
in accordance with the provisions l)f this Convention";

In the first sentence, replace the words "or by other
organizations approved by the Commission on the
recommendation of the Boardu by the words "and other
inter-govenunental organizations or organizations cre
ated by. public,. administrations approved by the Com-
mission"; . ,

In the same sentence, insert the word "serious" before
the word C~danger";
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Delete the proposed new text at the end of the sub
paragraph, commencing with the words "or consul
tations with a Government".

Sub-paragraph (c)

At the end of the.first sentence of sub-paragraph (c),
add the words "and approved by the Government con
cerned";

Delete the third and fourth sentences.

Sub-paragraph (d)

In the first sentence, delete the words '''or has declined
a request made under sub-paragraph (c) above";

In the same sentence, delete the words "and the
General Assembly of the United Nations";

At the end of the same sentence, delete the words
"and submit appropriate recommendations".

Delete the last sentence of the sub-paragraph.

Paragraph 2

Delete the words "and the General Assembly".

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.1/L.'i

Federal Republic of Germany: amendment to the joint
proposals in document E/CONF.63/5

[Original text: English)
[8 March 1972]

Article 14 (Measll. ~s by the Board to ensure the exe
cution of provisions of the Convention)

Paragraph 1
Sub-paragraph (d)

Delete the second sentence of sub-pill'agraph (d) and
substitute the following:

The Board shall so act if it considers that the siv':3tion has
not be.en satisfactorily resolved within one year from the initia
tion of a request under sub-paragraph (a) above and if it oon
siders that there is pritn1l. facie evidence that the situation
entails an exceptionally grave threat to the aim3 of this Con
vention.

DOCUMENT ElCONF.63/C.1/L.10

Brazil: amendment to the joint proposals in document
E/CONF.63/S

[Origlll(l8 t~xt: English]
[9 March 1972]

Article 14 (Measures by the Board to ensure the exe
cution of provisions of the Convention)

Paragraph 1

Sub-paragraph (a)

In the first sentence, replace the words "by other
organizations approved by the Commission" by the
words "organizations in consultative status with the
Economic and Social Council under Article 71 of the
Charter of the United Nations".

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.1/L.ll

Switzerland: amendments to· the joint proposals in
document E/CONF.63/5

[Original text: French]
. [9 March 197.2]

Article 14 (Measures by the Board to ensure the exe
cution of provisions of the Convention)
Paragr/!flph 1

Sub-paragraph (c)
Replace the present text of the sub-paragraph by the

following:
The Board may, if it thinks such action necessary for the

purposes of clarifying the situation, request the Government
concerned to carry out, on behalf of the Board and under its
guidance, inspections in the country or territory concerned and
to submit, withi!1 a period of four months, a report containing
its findings and indicating llie measures it contemplates taking.

Sub-paragraph (d)
A consequential amendment should be made to this

sub-paragraph.

DOCUMENT ElCONF.63/C.1/L.23

Text of article 14, paragraph 1, proposed by
the Working Group· of Committee 1

[Original text: English]
[13 ;.llaroh 1912]

A.rticle 14 (Measures by the Board to ensure the exe
cution of provisions of the Convention)

1. (a) If, on the basis of its examination of infor
mation submitted by Governments to the Board under
the provisions of this Convention, or of information com,,:
municated by United Nations organs or by specialized
agencies Of, provided that they are approved by the
Commission on the Board's recommendation, by other
intergovernmental organizations and international non
governmental organizations which are in consultative
status with the Economic and Social Council under
Article 71 of the Charter of the United Nations or
which enjoy a similar status by special agreement with
the Council, the Board has reason to believe that the
aims of the present Convention are seriously endangered
by reason of the failure of any Party, country or territory
to carry out the provisions of the Convention, it shall
have the right to propose the opening of consultations
to the Government concerned or to request it to fumish
explanations. If, without any failure in implementing
the provisions of the Convention, a Party or a country
or territory has become, or if there exists evidence of
a serious risk that it will become an important centre
of illicit cultivation, production, manufacture, traffic or
consumption of narcotics, the Board has the right to
propo61e to the Government concerned the opening of
the consultations. Subject to the right of the Board
to call the attention of the Parties, the Council' and the

III Established, at the Sth meeting of Committee I, held on
9 Mareh 1972, to consider the amendments to artlcle 14 of the
Single Convention.
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Commission to the matter referred to in sub-paragraph
(d) below, tile Board shall treat as confidential a request
for information, or an. explanation 'furnished by the
Governments, or a proposal for consultations and the
consultations held with a Government uuder the present
sub-paragraph.

(b) After taking action under sub-paragraph (a)
above, the Board, .if satisfied that it is necessary to do
so, may call upon the Government cC:i]cerned to adopt
such remedial measures as' shall seem under the cir
cumstances to be necessary for the' execution of the
provisions of this Convention.' I

(c) The Board may, if it thinks such action neces
sary for the purpose of assessing the matter, propose
to the Goverl11llent concerned to have a .study of the
matter carried out in .its territory by snch means as the
Government deems appropriate. H the "Government
concerned decides to undertake this study, it may
request the Board to make available. the expertise and
services of one or more persons with the requisite
competence to assist the officials of the Govemment in
the proposed study. The person or persons made avail
able by the Board should have the approval of the
Government. The modalities of this study and the
time-limit· within. which the study has to be completed
shall be determined by mutual consultations between
the Government and the Board. The Government
cODqemed .sh~l1 communicate to the Board the findings
of the study and the remedial measures that it considers
it necessary to take.

(d) If the Board· finds that the Government con
cerned has failed to give satisfactory explanations when
called. upon to do so under sub-paragraph (a) above,
or. has failed to adopt any remedial measures which
it has been called upon to take undel." gub-paragraph (b)
above, or that there is .a serious situatiuil that needs
co-operative remedial action at the international level,
it may .at any time call the attention \)f the Parties,
the Council and the Commission to the matter. The
Board shall so act if the aims of' this Convention are
being seriously endangered and if it has not been
possible to resolve the. matter s~ltisfactori1y. It shall
also so act if "it considers that bringing a serious
situation to the notice of: the Parties, .the Council and
the .Commission is the most appropriate method of
solving the said situation by co-operativ~remedial action
at the' international level. After considering the reports
of the' Board, and of the Commission, if available,
on the matter, the Council may draw the attention of
the General Assembly to the matter.

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.lIL.26

Mexico: amendment to the text of article 14, paragraph'
1, proposed by the Working Group in document
E/CONF.63IC.1/L.23

[Original text: French/Spanish1
[14 March 1972)

Article 14 (Measures by the Board ,t9' ensure the. exe
cution of provisions of the Convention)

Paragraph 1
Sub-paragraph (a)

Amend the beginning of sub-paragraph (a) in the text
proposed by the Working Group to f~ad as follows:

If information submitted by Governments to the Board, or
information communicated' by other international intergovern
mental orgallizations which are' in consultative status with' the
Economic and Social Council under Article 71 of the Charter
of the United Nation$ or which enjoy a similar status by special
agreement with the Council, constitute proof, indications 01'

objective grounds for ptesuming that the aims of the present
Convention. • • • .

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.l/L.27

Indim' amendments to the text of article· 14, paragra.VJh
1, proposed by the JJlorking Group in document
E/CONF.63le.1/L.23

[Original text: English]
[14 March 1972]

Article 14 (Measures by the Board to ensure the exe,.
cution of provisions of the Convention)
Paragraph 1

Su.b-paragraph (a)
In the first sentence of the text proposed by the

Working Group:
Delete the words "and international non-govern

mental organizations which are in consultative status
with the Economic and Social Council under Article 71
of the Charter of the United Nations or which' enjoy a
similar status by special agreement with the Counciln ;

In the same sentence? replace the words "shall have
the right to propose the opening of consultations to"
by the words "may take up the matter with";

Delete the word "to" occurring between the word
"or" and the words "request it to furnish explanation~";

In the second sentence, replace the word "will"
before the words "become an important centre" by
the word "may";

Make a separate paragraph of the second sentence,
starting with the words "H, without .•.";

In the second sentence, replace the words "the Board
has the right to propose to the Government concerned
the opening of the consuitations" by the words "the
Board may draw the attention of the Government con
cerned to this danger".

DOCUMENT ElCONF.63/C.1/L.29

India: further amendment to the text ot article 14,
paragraph 1, proposed by the Working Group in
document E/CONF.63/C.1/L.23 (suTJplementing the
amendments in document E/CONF.63/C.1/L.27)

[Original text: English]
[14 March 1972]

Article 14 (Measures by the Board to ensure the exe
cution of provisions of the Convention)
Paragraph.I·

Sub-paragraph (a).
At tb~.end of the first sentence of the text proposed

by the Working Group, ,in addition to deleting the
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words "shall have the right to propose' the opening of
consultations to", also delete the words "the Govern
ment concerned or to request it to furnish explan:.~;ons",

andrepla~e this part of the sentence with the following
text:

••• it may take up1he matter with the Government con
cemed, with a view to resolving the matter satisfactorily. It
shall also have the right to request that Government to furnish
explanations.

ARTICLE 19

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.lIL.l

Venezuela: amendment to the joint proposals in .
document E/CONF.63/5

[Original text: Spanish]
[8 March 1972]

Article 19 (Estimates of drug requirements)

Paragraph 1
Add the following sub-paragraphs:
(c) The number of industrial establishments synthesizing nar

cotic drugs;
(h) The production figures which will be attained by each of

the establishments referred to in the preceding sub-paragraph.

DOCUMENi' E/CONF.63/C.UL.16

SUb-amendmeiilts to the joint proposals in document
E/CONF.63/S, submitted by the sponsors of those
proposals

[Original text: English]
[10 March 1972]

Am~19~s~~s~~grequir~~~

Paragraph 2
Sub-paragraph (b)

Add the following text at the end of the sub-para
graph:

The relevant estimates shall be appropriately modified to take
into account aJi)~ quantity seized and ther.eaft~r released for
licit use, as well as any quantity taken from special stocks for
the requirements of the civilian population.

Paragraph 2 of article 21 his should' in consequence
be deleted.

DOCUMENT ElCONF.63/C.1/L.17

Argentina: amendment to the joint proposals in
document E/CONF.63/5

[Original text: Spanish]
[10 March 1972]

Article 19 (Estimates of drug requirements)

Paragraph .1
Sub-paraiT.aph (e)

Before the semi-colon, insert the words "F.J1d its
geographical location".

DOCUMENT· E/CONF.63/C.lIL.18

Switzerland: amendment to the joint proposals in
document EICONF.63/5

[Original text: French]
[10 March 1972]

Article 19 (Estimates of drug requirements)

Paragraph 1
Sub-paragraph (e)

After the words "for the opium poppy" and before
the semi-c010n, insert the words "with a view to the
production of opium and morphine".

DOCUMENT ElCONF.6f /C.lIL.22

Venezuela: amendment to the· joint proposals in
document E/CONF.63/5

[Original text: Spanl8h]
[13 March 1912]

Article 19 (Estimates of drug requirements)

Paragraph 2
Add the follo'Win.g new sub-paragraph:
(c) Subject to the deductions referred to in paragraph 3 of

article 21bis, the total of the estimate~ for each· tetri'tol1~ for
synthetic drugs shall consist of the sum of tbeamounts specified
under sub-paragraphs (a), (b) and (d) of paragraph 1 of this
~ticle, with the addition of any amount required to bring the
actual stocks on hand at 31 December of the preceding year to
the level estimated as provided in sub-paragmph (c) of para
graph 1, or of the amount specifioo under Gub-paK8graph (ll) of
paragraph 1 of this article, whichev~r is higher. .

ARTICLE 21 his

DOCUMENT E/CO:NF.63/C.lIL9

Italy: amendment to the joint proposals in document
E/CONF.63/5

[Original tl!xt: lIrench]
, [9 ltlarch 1972)

Article 21 bis .(Limitation of production of opium)

Paragraph 5
Amend paragraph S to read as follows:
5. (a) Within ninety days of its receipt of the notification

envisaged in paragraph 4 above, the Government conc:mecl and
the Board may refer the situation for final declSion"lo·· the
President of the Intemational Court of Iustice, with a request
that he appoint an Arbitration Committee consisting of .three
m~mbers and two alternates who will command general respect
by their competence, impartiality and disinterestedness.

Cb) The Arbitration Committee shall within ninety days of
receiving a request from a Government decide whether the
Board may act as it has proposed in accordance with paragraph
3 above. The Govemmentand the Board shall be entitled to be
heard by the Arbitration Committee before a decision is taken.
The Arbitration Committee shall base its decision Ort the in
formation which the Government and the Board present to it.

(c) Sllbject to the requirements of paragraph 5 (b) above, the
Arbitration Committee shall adopt its own rules of procedure.
The terms of office of the members of the Arbitration Com
mittee shall be five yeam and any member shall be .eligible for

~ .,
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reappointmenfllVacancies'slialt:f)O filled iil'accOrdance with tn§
proceJ,lu{C set out !n paragraph S (a) above. The members ~haU,

in accoJ:dance With 'arrangemeids 'malte ,by the'Secretary-General,
receiveremuneration\'6nlY'foFt1ie:'dufatioii',ofthe sittings of the
~J'pjtE.a!i9R.·J::~~uee.
~'~,~~~~:\ ~'~~~;1;.~~~1\ ~"~

. DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.1/L.12
~.. .I',:'J( ~'''~.- ,~I:,"'~<··. ',." .... ;'··.. ,·1 ..( ,'~ ;\~,~~ .. \.

Turkey: amenaments ID 'the joint 'rjrQPosals in' .I ••

document E/CONF.63/5· h." .:" ....

: ..;) rQtlginQl'tt~: ·.French]
~" '.:: ~.: ''''', ~ ".. ' .'~ :) (:'. , ,£9 .~qrc.h :1972]

" •.,' ," :~"""'~ ,', ~"'" : I" r.,", , "

Ai1itle }'1'bis . ~~tPitation .'of p~~u~Qn ·'Qf.o~~~),: ,:
Paragraph 3 > .'. ...,. .' :. ' ,.' .,

Replace the, ·words· ·:C'witlf·:a' provision~··:b) the words
" 'tk th·· .. '"Wl"¥\ .e.prqy,lSlol)~,~•. l. ~'.'" ,'..,\ ".:.-t' :..,'::

.~...... 'Or' l.... . •.' I. J '. ,'\, >,1 , .•~ • '\ ' ., '.~ .... .. '.. ,: '. '., ,'to, '.' ," ,

Insert the' folt9wD.tg' p.~s$ag~ l]etw~,~~,# e word "Con-
• Jf· it~... d " h . "

~~H~?n;", '''~1!'' ~';'~~. <~lor t at :
~!~ft s'~4Y.it\g-; t,he'.explanations of the Government. concerned,
which shall be- iu'bmitttd to it within one month after notifica
tion of the ~dingin .. ·etqeadon, " ' ~!;';: ';, : '"'' " ,

Delete the words "ninety days a{1er? nOtifying ·'the
Government concerned as ,,~nvisaged .in r patagra,ph 4-
below ~~" ", . ", I'. I • :,' •

, , .. • " ~",' '" l • 4' , , ." , • ,. '. , _' '" t ; .1 .. ,: ... 't ~ .~.l

1 :-Add.t1te,fpllo~u sentene,e.at tbe end of ..para~apb:~:
This decision shall, take effect 90 days .after 'the: Government
CODcem~.d is noUfied thereof. " '

'~ " :,;~~ J '. ? .~, ".: , ~. ,.·t ~.~.' ; ,.'; ,~.: '; i ~

.p:ar""gr~ph~'" .. , .,.' : ;'" ' .. .-: ~ :.... -
• t,'\Amend paragraph 4 to read'ac:; .follows: '; .:',.. ". , .
:1' 4. After' notif}ruig:~e ,G()ve~ent .eojice~ev,i df ~e.deCisioD
it has taken under~paragrapb ':f'ab'ove 'With itgahl to a';deauc.
tion, the Bontdshull consult with that Go:vemment in order
to resolve the situation satisfactorily. ,~ t., ' .'I': :".oJ, •• l .. ,.t,,,,·, ••

Paragraph(} ~\; ,,' , . .(, _ <~ I ." •• ,'.

Sub-partigrtiji'''''(a) ,",' J •• ....,

i~end"tlic first 's~~ten~ 'm:I,'~ara8raph '5, '''sub-pal'a-
graph (a), to read as 'follows:' "
E','S{(a} WP.thouf~rejddice to th~ consultations provided f()r in
j{8'iagriph:O#'atiove, the Government concerned may, within 90
days .after .receiving. the notification, providf;d for in,. the ,said
parastdph'4~ refer the 'situation for'final d~islon'·to an Appeals'
Committee appointed by the President of the Inb~n)pUonal C~rt

of Justice after consultation with the Secretary-General of. the
United Nations arid the Directoi;Oeneral of the Wo'rid' Health
organiZation.,: ", ;, ',' .. : ;' f. ~... ?
.!·t1,l"l'" ~~- .~Jr~. ' ~ r,tj, .:;\ ;: • .j" ,d';I': r:: '~'r . t.,.

!,l'P"r,agrrJPI)'6 : ' :,: \ .,.~, I " •• '

:",:Re~la9~)h~ -~o~~s·,,~~ ;ex~~~i~i~S\ it~. di~9~e,~~on~; ,'b.r
t~e: !w~I:aS" "In.. takinS 1~, d~CIS~Pi;l, W)th: .regard ·to.a
a· d .. 'tie, . tJ· . \. - ., . . .' (, • ," I.'

e uc ~JJ.:~ '.,' I • '.1' .. : "r . ~l ; .. , I ~

l·t"Thequ.antity of.opiUll1 prPC!qced' by any cO'iinli'yorteriitQlY
in. 'sOy one year shall not· e1(Ceed,the esth,na~e, established :~mJe~
article'19,:paragraphl,sub-plirasrapl1 (f), of tbe lUlnual average
qg~titY of opium prod"c~~ ..."y the said country or terrltol1' in
the last fi.ce' Yem. .. . " ,.,' '" ' :

.' ''\'' ,,,I

,~ar(4grtlph. 3-, ," ":)". )1", ',',., :.,.

.: Delete the words ',"whether,-licitlyor ·illicitly/" ..i·, 'c' .
.;.~': .:': ::,,,, . ; ..... .:!-"'.:~ / ..... • I.:. t' .,. ..

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.1/L.lS .,', : H'.:. '.

Panama: amendments to the joint proposals in
document E/CONF.63/5 :,' , .' .' .. \

[9rl$i~1 text: French/Spanish]
, ., , [9 March 1972]

'. .. • • ~ &, ~ • , I

Artii:te "21 biS'"(tiri1itation~: Of:prod~~ti~n'ofopium)
""Pqragr4ph~ 2,-.:::.'1'" \ .
1. .....'~ I.... ...,.~.' \ ," •.• ' ••

:::.\'Amend~th~phrase "any quantity that has been seized
and released for licit use" to read as follows:

''',,' '•• .,,~ "', .' ." •• ~ ' ',' ••• ,".- ~_t '~ \

a part of the total quantity that has' been seized and must' 'be
released for licit use.

Paragraph 4 '" ..... '_. .. ~ . ,:. 1

,t~~pt~ce Jp,~ ~.!V0~'ds~ '~e~~~av9ur '.' ~Q • ~~n~~t.JJ· by jJte
words hold consuItatl\"n8 • , ,'..

1 ,~ • .'

.. ~ .,,"'. , ,

ilOCUMfNT E/CONF~63/C~·lIL•.l9 ' , '
" J" '. ,-, ,',. "', ,-.. '.f,.I

Amended tex.t RI. a.t:ticl~ 21.bjs, s.~bmitt~d by the spon
sors of the joint proposals in docufhe'ntE/CONF.63/

. S,· includiflg tl,e text I,of .paragraph ·1 adopted -by
:~.,,~~mf1)ittee I, at its 6th ."me.~t~ng·and· .:t~king i,;ito

account the amendments submitted by, Italy., (El
1.~,.•t;.9Nf..~31,9.~lL,9) and ,Turkey (E/CONF.63/C.1/
I' L"12)..... "'\ , ,
l ; "\ ,'f \,1 ~ ,I··i , ~.!\ ~,' \!

[Original text: English]
(:~ ' T:. ·rlO·Marchl l:972]

Article 21 bis (Limitation of production,.:of, QpilJm);~.
Paragraphs 1-3 .( f ;', " .. ,. ,. , •.'

.. 1.. The .production :of' opium: ,by" .any: country ',or
tel'1'itory shall be org:mi.zed and controlled in SUch;:Iilan7'
~~1'; ~~ l,to ensu~e ~a~,;as; fer as, possible ,th~ quaqt,ity
p~9duced in.JaQY one ye~r:shall not ~xceed: th~;~stim.~~e
of'opium to b~ produced as established under paragraph
1 (f) of article 19:,.",' ", ;',\1 • r;:

2. If ~~ Bgard ijn4s 'on ..tbe· basis 'Qf ipf9rmation: at
its disposal in accordance with the provisions'pi ,': thif,r
Convention that a Party which has submitted an estimate
under paragr~p'h l.(f)Qf a~cJ~ 19·..has,lnot limited
opiu~ produced in !,ts ~erritory to legitimat~ purposes
in accordance with relevant estiinates ~and· thiU a
significant amount'of opium:produced 'in the territory
of','sueh ;a ..Parfy~ whether licitly or illicitly, has been
introduced:·into the illicit traffic; it may, after studying
the explanation~.,of.~e Goyernment c9ncer.n~d, ,whi9ft
shall be submitted to It within one month· after notifiea~'

tion of the finding in question> decide to~, dypu~t ,allf'.or
a portion, of such an amount fro~ th~ qU,antity...to be
produced and from the total of the estimate a~ defined
iI1: paragraph 2;(b)'of- article 19, for the ::next 'Year in
which such a deduction can be teclinicaUyaccomplisbed•.
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taking into· account· the season of the "year and contraC
tual commitments to export opium. This decision shall
take effect ninety days after the Government concerned
is .notified thereof~

3. After notifyingtbe Go~rernment concemed ot. the
decision it has taken under paragraph 2 above with
r:egard to a qeduction, the Board s~aU c~nsult with that
Government in order to resolve the situation satis
factorily.

Paragraph 4 3

First alternative
4. (a) Within ninety days of its receipt ef theriotifica

tion envisaged in paragraph· 3;.above, .the Government
concerned may refer the situation for final decision to
an Appeals Committee which the Secretary-General, after
consult£:tion with the Director-General of the World
Health Organization and the President of the Inter
national Court of Justice, shall appoint. The Appeals
Committee shall consist of three' 'members and two
alternates who will conuiland general respect by their
competence, impartiality and· disinter~stedness.
. (b) .The Appeals Committee. shall within' ninety days

of receiving a' request from a .Government decide
whether the Board may act as it has proposed in
accordance 'with paragraph 2 above. The Government
and the Board shall be entitled to be heard by the
Appeals Committee before a decision is taken. The
Appeals' Committee shall base· its decision on the in
formation which the Government and the Board present
~~ .

(c) Subject to the requirements··of paragraph 4.(b)
above, the Appealc Committee sb;al1adopt its own rules
of procedure. The terms of office of the members of the
Appeals Committee shall be five years, and, any member
shall be eligible for reappointment. Vacancies shall be
filled in accordance with the procedures. set out. in
pnr.agr~ph 4 (a) above. The members sbaIl, in accor.
dance with arrangements made by the Secr,etaryaGeneral,
receive remuneration only for the duration of the
sittings of the Appeals. Com.mitte~.

Second alternative
i 4.. (a) Witli:n ninety days of its receipt of the notifica

tion .envisaged in paragrapb, 3 above,. the Government
concemed and the Board may refer the situation for
final decision to the President ,of the. Y.nternational Court
of Justice, with a request that he appoint an Arbitration
Committee consisting of three members and. two alter
nates who will command general respect by their com
petence,' impartiality and disinterestedness.

(b) The' Arbitration Committee' shall within, ninet)'
days of receiving a request from a Government decide

8 The three alternative texts for paragraph 4, all of which
were acceptable to the sponsors~, comprisep first the original text
of paragraph 5 of the article as submitted in document El
CONF.63/S, secondly the text of the Italian amendment in
document E/CONF.63/C.1/L.9 and thirdly the text of the
Turkisb 4lDlendment. in document E/CONF.63/C~1/L:12, 'with
!l.,propriate amendlllents to the paragraphilUmbers ~entioned
In the text. .' . .' .

.whether the Board may act as it has proposed in
at't.;·~"..:d,ance with.paragraph 2 above. The Government.
and' the B.oard .shall be entitled to. be heard by ,the
Arbitration Committee before a decision is taken. The
Arbitration Committee shall base. its deci$ion on the.
infor~ation which th~Govemment and the Board pr~
sent to it.

Third alternative .
4. (a) Without prejudice to the consultations pi'ovided

for in paragraph 3 above, the Government concerned
may, within 90 days after. receiving the .notification
provided for in the said paragraph 3,. refer the situation
for final decision to an Appeals Commi~ appo~ted.by

the President of the International' Court of Justice after
consultation with the Secretary-General of the United
Nations and the Director-General of the World Healdl
Orgamzation. '. . .

Paragraph 5
5. In taking its decision with regard to a deduction

under paragraph 2 above, tbe Board shall take into
account all relevant circumstances, including the eXtent
to which the illicit traffic problem referred to in para
graph 2 above, may h~ve been due to weatfler factors
and any relevant new control measures :which may nave
been ~doptecl by the Government.

. DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.1/L.28
• '1 . ~

Sub-amendment to the text of article :libis submitted
in document E/CONF.63/C.l/L.19 by the spollSors
01 the joint proposals in document E/CONF.6J,/5

[Originalrext: Engll,h]
.ll~ March 1972]

Article 21bis (Limitation of pl'oouction 'of 'opium)
.Paragraph 4-

Repl&ce. the 4three \~ariatiollS' of pm;agra.ph,.4 .. in docu
ml:;ut E/CONF.63/C.l/L.19 by the following new text:

4. If the situation ~ not~atisfactorUy. r~oJved, the .Board
may utilize, the provisions ,of article 14 whe~ appropriate. '..

DOCUMENT E!CONF.63/C.l!J;.30 .:

India.' sub-amendments to the amendments in
document E/CONF.63/C.l/I~.J9

[Orlglnal,.lext: Bngllsh]
[16 March 1912]

Article 21bis (Limitation o~ proQuction, 6£ opium)
.. Amend the title of the article to read as follows:

Limitation of production of opium and manufacture of 8yn~
thetic drugs.

l.

Add, after paragraph 3, a n~w paragraph 3bis, to
read as follows: ....
. 3 bl$ (af'i'he manUfacture of synthetic drugs. many country
or territory shall be organized and controlled in such manner
as to ensure that as far as possible the quantity manufactured
in anyone year shall not e1tceed the estimate ef synthetic drugs
to be manufactured as established under paragraph 1 (h) of
aiticle 19•.

!~"
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[E/CONF.63/C.1/L.311Add.3]

.,Artlcle 12

, ADMINIS'l'RATION QP TIIB ESTIMAtE, SYSTEM

1. The Board shall fix the date or dates, by whipband the
manner in which the estimates as provided in article 19 shall, be
furnished and shall prescribe the forins therefore

advertising wbicb explicitly, subtly or. by omission incites to
the con$umption of drugs; ,

(b) The ,establi$hment in. the territory of every Party of
national centres to deal with the stages of, rehabilitation and
prevention in relation '~o drug consumption;

(c) 'The conclusion between the Pa11ie:;} of regional con,"en
tions pl'oviding for the establishment of regional ~entres for
investiga~ion, education~ co-ordination and control in thematier
of'narcotic drugs.

1. At it.s 15th meeting, Committee" ~ ~pproyed the
text of article 19 (E/CONF.63/C.l/L.31); at Its 17th
meeting, it approved the text of article 14, paragraph 1,
(E/CONF.63/C.l/L.31/Add.l); at its 18th meeting, it
approved the \~ext of article 21bis (E/CONF.63/C.l/
L.31/Add.2); at its 19th meeting, it approved tile text
of artic!e ?, paragraphs 4 and 5, and article 12 (2/
CONF.63/C.l/L.31/Add.3) and article 20 (E/CONF.
63/C.l/L.31/Add.4); at its 21st meeting, it approved
the text of article 3S (E/CONF.63/C.l/L.31/Add.5);'
at its 22nd meeting, it approved the text of additional
provisions to amend the Single Convention and referred
to the Drafting Committee the question of determining
the appropriate 'place to insert them (the articles in
which insertion was considered being articles 35 and 38)
(E/CONF.63/C.l/L.31/Add.6).

2. The texts approved by Committee I and submitted
to the Drafting Committee for consideration in the
numerical order of the articles of the Convention, were
the following:

[E/CONF.63/C.l/L.31/Add.3]

Article 9

CoMPOSmON AND FUNCTIONS OPTHEBoARD

4. The Board, subject to the terms of this Convention, 'shall
endeavour to limit the cultivation, manufacture and use of drugs
to an adequate amount required for medical and scientific
pUlpr"'Ses, to ensure their availability for such purposes, and' to
prf:vent illicit cultivation, production; manufacture or trafficking
in drugs, in co-operation with Governments.

~. All measures undertaken by the Board within the frame
work of this Convention'shalt be t~6se most consistent with the
intent to further the co-operation of Governments With the
Board and, 'to providethell1echanism for a contiriiling dialogu~

between Governments and the Board which· will lend assistance,
to and facilitate effective national action to attain the aims of
this Convention.

2. Texts· approved by Committee I and submitted for
cOJ1lsideration by ,the Drafting Committee (E/CONF.
(j3/C.l/L.31 8'id Add.I-6)

Article 24 (Limitation
international tr;ade)'
P(lTQgfQph ,4

, Add the following sub-paragraphs:
(c) It' is ~c:immended that the money rt-eeived by the

exporting Party should be used exc~usively for. rehabilitation
work and' narcotics 'Clilltrol.The 'Board' shall, of COll.(SC, make
its decisi'on on the basis of all relevant factors, irlc!uding the
effect tll~" proposed transaction will have on ,uational and inter
nstiotl31' 'etfo~ to ,. prevent illicit production of and traffi~ in
narcotic drupe ' ,

(d) It is recommended that, to encourage cfficient c4>ntrol, the
international organizations should' consider the eCJtablishment of
a fund from which the Board may grant the selling country an
award proportional to;the amount of opium sold.

(b) If, .the. Board fin,ds on the basis of iqftmnation at (ts
~poSa1" in, aCCQl'~IUlCC=, witb the provisions f,lf cthis Convention
that a Party whlcbJlas subntitted an ,estimate'·under article .19"
l'a.-agraph "1(h'. has not limited s~tbetic druSS m~ufactured
in ,its territory to legitimate., ~urpose's, .in 'accorfJance with
re~evant' estimat~ arid that asigl1mcant' amount of synthetic
dfuSS ,manUfactured'" in the'territ6!'Y 'of such· aParly, whether
licitly or illicitly, has been introduced into the iIlicittraftic, it
may, after studying the explanations of the Government con
cerned, which sbali be submitted to it within one month after
notification of .the finding in question, dec;ide to deduct aU, or a
portion, of such an, ~ount frqm tl1e.Quantity tQ be produced
Md from the total of the esthnate ~asdefined in paragraph 2 (~)

of.artiCle ,19 for the next year in which ,such a d~duction can be
technically accomplished, taking into account contra:felal com
mitments tt;j export s.ynthetic'drugs. ThiS'decision shall take
effect niDet}' days aftertl1eGovemment concerned is notified
thereof. "

(c). After notifying the Government ·concerned Qftbe decision
it has taken under sub.paragraph(b) above with regard to a
deduction, the Board shall consult with that Government in
order to resolve the situation satisfactorily.

ARTICLE '24
DOCUMENT .E/CONF.63/C.lIL.21

Co.sta R2ca: tzmendment to the' joint proposals i.fa
aocument E/CONF.6.~/5'

[Original text: Spanish)
[13 March 1912]

on production of opium for

ARTICLE 35·'
:'.. ' ;DOCUMENT EICONF.63/C.l/L.20

Costa Rica: amendment to the joint proppsals in
,; dOcument E/CONF.63/5 "

[Original text: Spanish]
. [13 March 1972]

A.rticle 3S (Action against "he illicit traffi9)
'Add' the following text: . . ' ,

~. It is recommended that, likewise baving due regal\'d tp their
constitutional, legal and adD1inistrativ~ systems" the .Parties
shoUld, with the' technical assistao..ce of ~h~ Board·,if tbey,deSire
it, promote: . .." . '

(a) The aclop,tinn of $ill1ultllPeous measures for ;.educ~tion

against drug abuse and for the control, of any activity Of.
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otfrticle 19

EsTIMATES OF DRUG REQUIREMENTS

1. The Parties shall furnish to the Board each year for each
of their territories, in the manner and formprescrlbed· by the
Board, estimates on forms supplied by it in respect Qf the
following matters: ., .

(a) Quantities of drugs to be consumed for medical Md
scientific purposes;

(b) Quantities of drugs to be utilized tor the manufacture
of other drop, of preparations in schedule m, and of substances
not covered by this ConventiOn;

e The attention of the Drafting Committee was 'drawn "to the
Spanbh text. It was pointed "out that the Spanish translation
of the words CIa serious international situation that needs .CO'o
operative remedial action at the international level" did not
fully l'eflect the meaning ()f the English text. Committee l agreed
at its 17th meeting that 'the versions in aD languages 'should 'be
aIigntd with the English text. . . .." .;

'I The 'attention of the Drafting Committee was drawn' to a
request made in Committee I that a separate paragraph be made
of the part of the text beginning with the words cell shall· also
so act •••". Committee I agre'~ at its 17th meeting to refer "this
question to the Drafting Committee.

, narcotics, the Boatdhas the right to propose to the Government
concerned the opening of consultations. Subject to the right of
the ,Board tocaU the attention of the Parties, the Council and
the Commission to the matter referred to in sub-paragraph· (d)
below, the .Board shall treat as cO:1fideiltial a request for in
fom:latiou, or an explanation furnished by a Government, or a
proposa' for consultations and the consultations held with z
Government under the present sub-paragraph.

(b) After taking action under sub-paragraph (a) ahoveD the
Board, if satisfied that it is necessary to do so, may cq1! upon
the Government CQncerned to adopt such remedial measures
as silall seem under the circumstances to be necessary for the
ex~ution of the provisions of thiD Convention. .

(c) The Board may, if it thiuks such action necessary for the
purpose (';~ assessing the· matter,propose to the Govemment
concemel,~ that a study of the: 'matter "be cani~d out. in its
territory by such means as the Govermnent deems appropriate.
If the Government concerned decides ~e undertake this study,
it may request the Board to make available the expertise and
services of one Clr more persons with the requ!site competence
to assist the officials of the Govemmentin the proposed atudy.
The person or· persons made available by the Board should
have the approval of the Government.

(d) If the Board finds' that the Government concerned has
failed to give satisfactory explanations when called upon. to do
so under sub-paragraph (a) above, or has failed to adopt any
remedial measures which it has been called upon to take Wlder
sub-paragraph (b) above, ~r that there is a serious situation that
needs co-operative remedial action at the international level,S
it may at any time call the attention of the Parties, the Council
and the CommiSsion to the matter. The Board shall so act if the
aims of this Convention are bewg seriously endangered and it
has not been possible to resolve the matter satisfactorily.' tit
shall also so' act if it considers that bringing a serious situation
to the notice of the Parties, the Council and the Commission
is the moSt appropriate method of ~lving the said situation by
co-operative remedial action at the international level. After
considerin$J the repcrts of the Board, and of the CommiSsion,
if available on the matter, the Council may draw the attention
of the General Assembly to the matter.

!£i !iId ;: u £

2. The Boarr(f shall, in respect of countt:ies and territories to
which t~isConvention does not apply, request the Government~

concerned to furnish estimates in accordance with the pro
vision$ of this Convention.

3. If any State fails to furnish estimates in respect of any
of its territories by the date specified, the Board shaD, as far as
.possible, establish the estimates. The Board, in establishing
such estimates, shall, to the extent practicable, do so in co
operation with the Government concerned.

4. The Board shall examine the estimates, including sup
plementary estfmates, and, except as regards requirements for
special purposes, may require such information as it considers
necessary in respect of any country or territory on behalf of
which an estimate hes b~n fumished, in order to ~(jmplete the
estimate or to explain any statement contained therem.

S. The Board, w.ith a view to limiting the use and distri
bution of narcotic drugs to an adequate amount req1llh'ed for
medical and scientific purposes and to ensuring their availability
for such purposes, shall as expeditiously as possible confirm the
estimates, including supplementary estimates, or, with the
consent of the Government concerned, may amend such
esiimates. In ca~~ of a disagreement betwe~n the Government
and the Soard, the latter will have tbe right to establish,
communicate and publish its own estimates, including supple
mentary estimates.

6. In addition to the reports mentioned in article !S, the
Board shall, at such times as it shall determine but at least
annually, issue such information On~l) estimate~ as in its
opinion will facilitate the carrying out of this Convention.

4 The attention of the Drafting Committee was drawn to the
fact that Committee I agreed at its 17th meeting that the
amendments to paragraph 1 would necessitate a minor change
in paragraph 2 of article 14 in the text of the Single Convention:
the words "paragraph 1 (c)" shoUld be amend/~ to read "para_
graph 1 (d)".

G The attention of the Drafting Committee was drawn to ill1
amendment (see E/CONF.63/C.1/L.27) requesting that a
separate paragraph be made of the part of the text beginning
with the words "If, without •••". Committee I agreed ~.t its
16th meeting to refer this question to the Drafting Committee.

[E/CONF,,63/C.lIL.311Adci.!]

Article 14

M&\SURP.9 BY '1'IIB BOARD TO ENSURE TUB EXECUTION
.OF PROVISIONS OF THE CONVENTION

1.4 (a) If, aD th~ basis of its examination of information
. submitted by Governments to the Board under the provisions
of this Convention, or of· information communicated by United
Nations oreans or by specidized agencimJ or, provided that they
art~ approved by the Commission on the Boarfl's recommend
ation, by other intergovernmental organizations and internDt~onal

non-governmental organizations which have direct competence
in the subject matter and which are in consultative status with
the Economic and Social Council under Article 71 of the
Charter of the United Nations or which enjoy a sl.'l1i1ar status
by special agreement with the Council, the Board has objective
reasons .to believe tha~ the aims of the present Convention
are seriouslY endangered by reason of the failure of any Party,
country or territory to carry out the provisions of the Con
vention, it shalt have the right to propose the opening of
consultation$' to the Gavemment concerned or to request it to
fumish explanations.6 If, without 'any failuf-e in implementing
the provisions of the Convention, a Party or a country or
territory has become, or if there exists evidence of a serious
risk that it may become, an important centre of illicit culti
vation, production, manufacture, traflic or consumption of
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. (t:l$tCK:ks of drogs ~Q ,be hetel as at 31 December. .of tho year
:t9 .Wbichth~ estimates .-elate: " ..
~<~·(d)Approximate;qu'antiti~of 'drop n~sary ,for additiClJn
4ta sPecisl stQCb; ,,'. :d'

'(I) Area"(m hecta~) to be cwtivatedforthe 'opium poppy
'anaits'.eo~apln"c8I lOcation;,'i,' I • • •

ID' Qu~tfty' of'opium. to bepr9du~~; ,
((). The num~r of .U\d'dStrial establishments 'synthesizing

narcotic drugs; and ,; ., '
":,(~)1:he pr~uction, figures \y1llch. will be ,attained.by each, of
ttie establishments. refern:d to in (:h~ preceding sub-parlJsraph.

.. .••..< '" . • .~ . " •

2. (a) Subjec~ to;the dc:ductions. ref~;.'red to in paragraph,3
of atticl" 21, the tot~l ot the estimates for each.territory and
eaCrh.fJl'Q~,exc'ePt opium shall conris~ of the sum of the 8D1ounts
s~ifiCd undet su~p;lragr",phs (a), '(b),~d (d) of para8n\ph 1
'9f~'~cle, with 'the 'additio,n .of. any 8D1ount requfred to
brihg'the"ac!ual,stocks on ~!Uld"at. 31 Decembgr Qf the preceding
year~,o the'level esUmated 'as pJ'ovided in.sub-paragraph (c) of
paragraph 1. ,.' .,

',(6.) ~bject to the ,:ded1JlctiQ1t:?'l\$ferred to in,paragraph 3 of
,artj,cle 2.1bJ~.. the total of: tb~ estiInate$ for· opium for ea~h
territory sball ~onsist of the s~.()tthearncunis. specified under
m.Jb-~agr~ph6.(a), (b) and (4) Qf,.paraaraPh 1 of ,this article,
'v{it4,. the 'additioif 9faJiy .inJOUl\t. required to bring the actual
8tOC~ Ol{ h8Dd, at 31 ~~emtief; of the ,preCeding year t\), the
~~re,l! estiD1~ted as.,p~vid~~m sub-para8~aph .<c) of parag~ph
), or of th~ ,. amount specmt:d. un4e~, ~b~paragrapb ,(f) of p~ra

,graph ,1,~ot ~, article,., whichever, u higher.. The relevant
C$thna~~s' sllall be.appropriately ,mod~ed ',to ,taJc~' into account
anY .:}U8lltity seizecl and th.ereafter releas~ for, ticit use, as wen
,as',~Y'quantJtY. taken fl'Q~ special st~~ tor. the requiJements
tithe civilim populatioJi.' '
. (~)"~ubjeCt to the :d~uctJons re(erred to in paragraph 3 ()f
~cle21, th~, to~ ,p(J1Je estimates for :,each territory for
.~U1elie druBS. shall ~O,Dsist, of thli' ,WIn of tlJ,e'llmQunts $pec:1fied
pndcr .sub-parastapbs (q), (6,) and (d) of paragraph 1 of this
~cle, wiUJ: the additJon of JJnY ,ar,nount,required to ·bring tho
AAtualstoc;lc;s, on band at 31· ~mber of tho preceding ·year
to the level estimated as pl~vided·in sub-p~agraph, (c) of. para
I1'8ph 1, or of the amount specified 'ilDder sub-paragraph (h) of
paragraph 1 ef this article, whichtver is higher.

3. Any State may during the year' tumish .supplementary
estbnates with an explanatio~ of' the ckcumstances n(!Cessitating
such estimates.

• ;to;

4. The Parties ~hall inform the Board of the methcxi used
for -dctermininaquantities .shown in the estimates and of any
changes~ in/the. said method.' ~"" ,
"r5•JSubjict to the dedQcdOns referred to in para~raph :J of
article 21, the estimates shall not be exceeded. .
Eo'f. . j ,

[E/CONF.63/C.1/L.31/Add.4]

, ,,' .. Al1ltle 20
,,)0. .,

STATISTICAL IlETtJBNS·TO DU fWNISJmD .TO TRB. BOARD

1. The Parties shall furnish to the Board for each of their
tfni~9Ijes, ..in,~e ,m81'iDe(.and form Pl'C$Cri~. by.the :Qoard,
statistiClll. retums, on forms supplied 'by it in, respect ,of.ttio
foUowiDgc matters:
iJ(al.'roduetio~ or manufacture.of druSS; , , , .',
~;i(.) UtJUZation .Qf; 4russ f<>r .the. m.mufa~tQre of, other: drop,
Of preparationS In schedule m and .ofsUbstances not covered
,,~,;~ .,~qnv~.ntiOD, ,·'8.I1d, utU~tion' of pOppy stJ:~w for the
manufactuJ:e ,of drop; .

, (c) 'CO!lS1imption of 4rogsj "
t (Jitm~rts' 8114 exports of.~as and ,poppy, stJ:8w; .

~ (~) SCimres of ,dtuSS and di$posld thereof;
Cl) .StCX'.ks of droSS as at 31 Dece:l!lber of the year to which

the, returns relat~; and
(g) Ascertainable area ef cultivation of the opEum, poppy.
~. (a) The sta.Witieal retut'llSm respect of' the matters re

ferred to in paragraph I, except sllb-paragraph (d), shall be
prepared annu!\l1y and shall be furnished to the Board not later.
than '30 June tolloWing the year to which ~ey relate.

(b) The statistical retUrns in' respect of the malzters referred
to in sub..parQgraph (d) of paragraph 1 8haU be prepared
quarterly and shall be furnished to the Board within one month
after the end of the quarter to which they relate•

,3. :... [tomer paragraph 4].

[E/CO~F.63/C.1/L.31/ Add.2]

A.rticle 21 bis

L'IMll"ATlON OP PRODUCfiON OP OPIUM

1. The production of opium by any ~ountlY or territory flhaII
b~ organized and controlled in suc.h manner as to ensure that,
as far as possible, the~uantity produced in anyone year shall
not Jxceed' the estimate of opium' to be produced as established
under paragraph 1 (f)of article 19.

2. If the Board finds on the basis of iI1formation at its
disposal in accordance with the provisions of this C(\,\vention
that a Party which has submitted an estimate und~r paragraph
1 en of arti~le 19 'bas, not limited Opiurll produced in its
territory to, legitimate ~mtp~s in accordllllce with relevant
estimates and that a sig11ificant amount of opiwr.l produ«:ed in
the temtory of such a Party, whether licMy Or illicitly, has
been introduced into th,~ illicit traffic, it may~ after studying
the explanations of th~ Party "concerned, which sbali be sub
mitted to it withm one month aftet notification of the finding
in question, decide, to. deduct all, er, a portion, of such an
amount from the quantity to be produced and from the total
of theestunates as defined' in paragraph 2 (b) of article 19, :fcr
the next year in 'wnich such a deduction can be technica~ly

accomplished, taking .into ,a~eount the season of the year, and
contractual commitments to export opium. This decision shall
take' ,effect ninety days after the Government concerned is
notified theKeof. '

3. After' notifying the Party con~erned of the decision it 'Jias
taktJl ulider para~aph' 2 above with regard to a deduction, the
Bbard shall c:onsUItwith tbd' Government in order to res~lye
the sitUation satisfactorily. .
."4.U 'the sibtation is not satisfactorily res?lv~, tht' Board
may,ut,ilizC the lJrovisions of article 14 where appropriate. '
. 5. In, taking its decision with regard to a deduction under
parQsraph 2 above, the Board~hal1 take into ~ccount Dot 'only
an relevailt circumstances, including those giving rise ~o the
illipit traffic 'prpblem rcft;rred t() in p.aragraph 2 a~ove, b~t· als~
~y: relevut ~ew ~ontrol ,me~es which J)'lay haye ~n
adopted; by the Government.s

~CONF.63/C.1/L,.31/Add.~

drticKe 95
. '.

, AcrioN AGAINST nm n.I:ICIT''J'IWlPIC

HaviIig .due 'r~ga~d. to their constitutional, Jegaland a~-
istrative, systein$, tbe Parties shall:: ' ' .

fJThe 'attention of the Drafting CommiUee was drawn to a
suggestion Dladeat the 18th meeting,'of Committee I .that :it
would be better to insert paragraphS between paragraphs 2
and 3.~ ,Commit4!e agreed at tbesame JIleeting to relet this
sugg~tion :to the Drafting ConunUtee. . , .

..

, --



· '9 tIi~ nndting' ebtnihiitee '~UbS~qJ:l#1tly' )~&~e.~t~d'''tIJ.~i·''this
iext might form a new 8rticle to be numb~red 3:J bis'(see part
two, section F, p. l2S, below). '

111
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" ,. . ......: ..

•endeavouring to"reduce', the'iUicit"drug, activity"'in the' CountrY
in~question •.. :.. ." t.j ~'~',;.~~ .'~ .. ~,· .. :th,,' ~'; .. "':0.0 • '~"':1~;j;~1

-.;.".~ .'-'.';': 'if. ,.~ ,L~. ~ {; ... :':"~'~ .-.. ;J;:J
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[Article jiJ bis] 9 ", ~,l, t" ;" U t~

TEXT OF ADDmONAL PROVISiONS TO AMEND mii SiNoui" ~ON:
VBNnON~ 1t.~.R()V.1iD B~.COMMITTEE 1:.\1"ITS, ,22ND MF,BTING

, Ie'is desira.&le:tbaf ea~h ~rtY, '~as 'part cf its ,eti9n· apiri~
the illicit tr~c; In druSS~'h,.vinS' 'd~e I~,~ard :tc its constitutJonal,
legat and administrativ~ systems, and, if it "B.,o 'desires, wi~, the
tecbnic;,al advl~e of the Board, should promote:

t', f' ,.. l .,' 'to .. ' .' .' " •

'",,;(a.j ne ::adoption of measures to increase e~ucl1tion and
~i.lblicitY ag~in:st the illicit use and traffic in drugs, and to
t;Qunt~I'4ct .~. far :,88 ptf:f3ible all activities and publicity w~ch

stimulate the illicit use of an~ traffic in drugs; , ' ' . "
(b) The creation~ as far as practicableo of (f~n!r~.. ,confet:;ned

with the proble~1S of prevention and focial reintegration' in
relation to the illicit 'Ustl of and traBic..in drugs; rod -: :..
'~ ,(to) lb~ ,,'~tatiJishmetat, in: consultation' with~.other interested
par.ti~m ,t:r:~ :regiOJi, of agreemtntS "which ~ contemplate the
dfJvelppment lof~:regiClnd centres for res~arch ana eC£ilcation ~t6

~~ombat ~the,,'.prQbJ.tnisieSwtwg 'froin, tbe illicit USe and" traffic
in ,dross.' ," ,:' -.:, " ~""I , '. ,.

"f •

D. Te~ relating to the eogsld&atian by,.cammJttee D

.• '. ," I...<,

:~' (ti):'Make ~riangemellts .at tile nationat-'J~vel for 'co-ordination
,of preventive .and, repressive action against' ~the illicit traffic; to
this en~lthey:maY-:uSefulIy de,signate an apPJ:opriare.agency
responsible ::for' such cO-Qrdination~.' "

(b) Assist each othe~ ~ the' calbpa'ign itgainst the iliicii~·traMe
in narcotic drugs;

(c) Co-operate closely with ea~h other and. with the com~
pttent international organizations of which they' are menibers~
with a "Jew t6: Ih'afutaining:a. co;oidhlated 'campaign against the
~licit traflic; , _, ,

'. •• " .r," ........,., ..'\I.." , r .

"(d) Ensure 'that inte~ationaLco-operatiori between the ap--'
'p'~opriate, ~~en9ies be co~quc.ted in an expediti~us manner;

• ",' I .', • •.. \ " ......', ,t, ~ .. ...

"I' ,(e) ',EJ)$ure ',jhrit where legal papers are transmitted inter
naiionallY' for the purposes of a pros~~u.tion, the, lra~smittal ~e
effected in an expeditious manner tathe bOdi~ designated by
the Parties; this tequirement $hall be without prejudice to'.. the
rig~t C?f a ~arty tor~quire' ~2t l~gS1 pape~ be sent)o.it 'ihrough
t!~e' C:liplontaticvchannel;' .,~;' : \" ' , ,. ,,'n ,:", ' ..

'(f)' P'~~i~h~ if' they deem it 2~propriate, t~' the Doard and
the Commission through the Secretary-General, in additiun to
information r.~quired by,: articl~, .18, ,inf~mnation relating to
illicit drug activity' within their borders, mcludllig. informatiun
o.~v illicit c,ultivation" production, manluacture 'uaftiloJ and use.

... '. . • ~ . .. '. , .1 •

(g) 'l1umish the information, 'referred to in the pr~ding

,paJ:~grap!t-,fis, far .~.possibJe, in: such manner and by such dates
,a&;tJie,~ B()~d \.maY" request'; If "requested by a Party, the Board
iiiay .offer' its advice to it in furnishing this infOs:ma.ti9D ~d in

." \. ..~ , t' ••. \
" ,' •• >

..~ .\ ~

.o. .,. \'

"~ .1 ~ ,
• "', " of t" I • ~:~ • • ,. _\. '. • ... _0_ .•.• ~.t.I"". '-" . '. '.

, .-..;

\',,:; ". " .....\,.,f~
_ .... ll~,· " I

..\ r' .".:' ., '"f
.. .••• " j\, ,I

.,' ) \~~. :..... ,,' ,

..
particular, suppression of the illicit traffic requites a'd~qiiate
,~(stance ~~y !.the iiltern~ti:onal co~~ity, to the ~evoI9P~g

States. ., ·~';l{' • .'i ',I :~ ;',

•• ' •• : ... '.. ' •. ,J =.. /~j
The paragraph ~il1 ~en read: , ,

t ..~ • ~, .• . . " .• '" • , .••.~. • • ~ . l r. '" . l f'1 J

· 4. Prepara~~i'lnS in schedule "m are "subject fo; the" s.~e
measures of control as preparations con~ lning drUgs' hi 'sclie:J
dole n. except, tJ,1at article' 31r~p~ragraphs 1 '(b),! and" 4 to) 115,
~d ,article:; 34: (b) as ° 'regards",retailers,: scienUsts,'sCientifia

•" .. , t., .:,.) 1 t',' ~ I,l:lo,'~~j~( '::~:"

ARTICLE1,2 ;' . ',i
• ,': '_j '" .~' . .,,' ~ , 'f. .,. • .-

• ' ,- , ' ,. :, DOCUldl!NT E/CONF_6~/L2.' . ." . . . ~.. .. , .
Austria, ',Beltfum•.' e4eral Reptlhlic'of' Ger~h~:, )tary~
"",Nethetlands,New' ~e.alartd,. NorwayJ' .Spain, SwedtJn..
:,;"S:witzerland/Togo, Turkey:",amendment. 'ff) ,t~ Single
.', Conventiof' ·on Narcotic Drugs;'19~J ::',: : ..... :- -:';';'

[Original t~xt: English]
° \ ~. \.::,... ~'; ~ : t. '.,: .. '::[13 March 1972]

A:I'ticle "2 (Substan~ ~~d~~: ~on~o.l) '.. ...,,', . ~ ,.. . '.: ....:
. Paragraph 4 .' '. ". " ,

!~··~p.~tt~~b~f4i~\lli~:words "need not apply" the follow-
ing: ' '" ""

r alidirticie 34,' imt;-paragriipli' (b},'.~: regards' retiiiers,' is~ted..
:1: tists,' scientific insiitutions8Qd hospit&ls., . " .. : ':' i. . ~

,
.' ..

, ,

:." . <':, l ,. ""1. Tem eonsidered by Committee D
. . ~., .~: :~

. ..' 't '\,','•. '1"". ~

D. TEXTS:RELAT!NG~O"THE'CONSmERATlON;B~.tq~Eu* ~~ TilE PREAMBLE AND
. ,;A~TICL~S 2, J.QjI .16, ,2~ ,1,7" ,~6"A.~, .. ~~ OF>.~o,:.,;SJNGl,E' CONVENTION ON NARCOTIC
. DRUGS, 1961. -AND, TIJE p~opnS~D :ARTICLE 14 bis. '

• 0;. • ., "0,'" 1'... • " !"- ~
It '. '.

If • ,. I • I'" , • ~ ,:. ,'"\ ••

• Committee U, established by the Conference, in\aceordance
with, rule ,,18 of. i~. rules Qf procedure" was asked .~y. the
Conferen'ie ,nt its secQrtd, f()urt~, and fi.f~, plenary ~~etu,~ t~
c()nsit1~r the amendment$ to -,th~ preamble, article 2; ·,pa~asra.pJi
4Ji' 'article 9 (except i}aragrapl1S: 4 and 5); 'article .10,. paragraphs
1 and! 4, a.rticle11, parasrapb 3, 'article 14, ,paragraph,·6, 'articles
16, 27, 36 and 38, and the proposed, article 14bis, 'land 10
prepar~ .te~ts fC?r subJPissiQn to the prafting C(,\~!ttee•• '
; In the present O!!ection,!he' proposed t~xtEi~a~e. 81ye~ l~ '~he
numerical order of ·thearticl~of the Conyenbo~. 'to:~hich'~ey
refer. '" , . ". ...;, . ,':., , ,

PREAMBLE t. -".\
, °

DOCUMEl'tt,E/C~NF.63/L.l

PreIJ1nble ... . ,..,
,Amend the sixth paragraph of the preamble to read

as follows:,' . .
Consiaering that effectiv~ measures tlgainst abuse of narcotic

dl1,1g8 reqUire CO-Qrdinated and universal action, and that" in

Afghanistan.- qmendme1lt to the Single Convention on
Nar,cotic Drugs, 1961,

[Original text: English]
[13 March'1972]
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institutions and hospitals Deed 'DOt. apply, and thatior the
puJP)Se of estimates (article 19) and statistics (article 20). the
infotJnfi.tion required shail be restricted to the quantities of
drugs used in the manufacture of such. preparatioD$~

ARTICLE 10

DOCUMBNTB/CONF.63/C.2/Ll

United Kingdom o/Great Britain and Northern Ireland:
amendment tf) --the joint proposals in document
EICONF.6315

[Original text: English]
" [8 March 1972]

Article 10 (Terms of office and ·remuneration of mem
beR of the Board)
Paragraph 1
Amend the paragraph to read as follows:
1. The members OI" the Board shall serve for a period of

five years, provided that ill themt election six members shall
be elected for three yeam and seven members for five years.
Members shall be e'tigiMe .for re·election. The members whose
terms are to expire ~~ the end of the above-mentioned initial
periods of three and five years shall be chosen by lot to be
drawn by the Sec1"~taryaGenera1 imn11:diately after the first
election .has been c(~1Jllpleted.

ARTICLE 14 bis

DOCUMENT B/CONP.63/C.2/L.3

Turkey: amendment to the joint proposals in document
E/CONF.~3/S, .

[Original Itxt: Frtnchl
[9 March 1972]

-A.rticle 1·~ bis (Teclmica1 ~Yfld financial (ll~sistance to
promote more effectiV"~ fJxecution of provisions of
the Convention)
Amend the proposed te.xt of article 14 bis to read

as follows:
In cases which it considers appropriate &Dd -:itber in addition

to or as an alternative to measures set forth in article 14,
paragraphs 1 and 2, ~e Board, with the agreement of the
Governments concerned, may recommend· ·to the competent
United Nations authoritaes and to the specialized agencies, that
technical, and financial assistance be Pl'9vided to the Govern
ment in S\lpport of its efforts to carrY out its obligations under
this 'Convention, including those set out and. reteml1, to in
m1icies 2, 35 and 38. . . '

DOCUMENT B/CONF.63/C.2/L.5

Cuba: amendment to the joint proposals in document
EICONF.63/5

. [Original tut: Spanish]
'[9 March 1972J

A.rticle 14 bis ((echnical and financial 'assistance to
promote more effective execution of 'provisions of
the Convention)

Amend the proposed .text of article 14 bis to r~ad
as follows: ,

The 60~ may, at the request roi the party concerned and
with the -apptoV'ai of ihe Commission,. recommend to the

--

compet:nt United 'Nations authorities, including the World
Heaith .Organization, that technical and financial assistance be
rendered to the said. party in support of i~:J efforts to perform
its obligations under this Convention, including the measures
prescribed in article 38, more effectively.

ARTICLE 16

DOCUMENT B/CONF.63/C.21L.2

Turkey: amendment to the joint proposals in document
EICONF.6315

[Original text: English/French]
[8 March 1972]

Artic!e 16 (Secretariat)

Amend the second sentence to read:
In particuhr, the Secretary and the staff of the Board shall

be appomted by the Secretary-General in agreement with the
Board.

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.2/L.4

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics: amendment to the
joint proposals in document E/CONF.63/5

[Original text: French/Rlussian]
[9 March 1972]

Article 16 (Secretariat)

After the words uin consultation with the Board",
delete the full stop and add the words "and subject to
confirmation by the Council".

DOCUMENTE/CONF.63/C.2/L.9

France:dra/t resolution on the secretariat of the
International Narcotics Control Board

[Original text: French]
[9 March 1972]

Article 16 (Secretariat)

Explanatory statement
The problem of the way in which the secretariat

of the International Control Board was to function
and -be appointed was dealt with and solved by the
Economic and Social Council in its resolution 1196
(XLI!), 'adopted at its 1464th plenary meeting on
16 May 1967. With a view to formalizing that solution
which met the wishes of the parties to the existing inter
national conventions on narcotic drugs, it is proposed
that one of the resolutions to be· adopted by the
Conference should recapitulate the essential elements
of the administ"ative arrangements deci(}ed by the
Secretary-General on the proposal of the Economic
and Social Council, as follows:

Tht Conference,

, Considering that the measures adopted by the Economic and
Social Council in its resolution 1196 -(XLII) of 16 May 1967
(1464th plenary·. meeting) met the wishes of the States Parties
to the Sinole Convention on Narcotic Drogs, 1961, and to the
earlier conventions still in force,

Recommenda the continuation of the system which was
instituted by the Secretary-General of. the United Nations and
whose main provisions are as fonows:
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1. The International Narcotics Control ...Board (hereinafter
referred to as the Board) has a secretari'at distinct from the
Division of Narcotic Drugs;

2. That secretariat is an integral part of the Secretariat of the
United Nation$; While under the full adininistrative control of
the Secret.ary-General, ft is bound to carry out the decisions of
the Board;

3. The members of the secretariat are appointoo or assigned
by the Secretary-General; the head· of that secretariat is appoint.
ed or assigned,in consultation ~ith the Board.

greater quantities of alkaloids obtained in the process of pre
. paring a flavouring agent shall be destroyed.

ARTICLE 36

DOCUMBNT E/CONP.63/C.2/L.8

Mexico: amendments to the joint proposals in document
E/CONF.63/5

[Original t~xt: French/Spanish]
[9 March 1972]

ARTICLE 27
DOCUMENT B/CONF.63/6

ill The text proposed is a revised version of an amendment
proposed by Peru, and replaces the text which appears in
document E/CONF.63/2 (see part one, section B.I, p.2,
~~~. .

ARTICLE 38

DOCUMENT B/CONF.63/C.2/L.6

Argentina: amendment to the joint proposals in
document E/CONF.63/5

[Original t~xt: Spanish]
[9 March 1972]

Article 38 (Measures against the abuse of narcotic drugs)

Paragraph 1

After the word "measures", insert a comma followed
by the words "whether voluntary or compulsory".

Article 36 (penal provisions)

Paragraph 1

Set out the first sentence in the following manner:
1. Subject to its constitutional limitations,

(a) Each party shall adopt •••

In paragraph 1, sub-paragraph .(b), replace the words
"as an alternative to" by the words "wiiliout prejudice
to".

DOCUMENT BlCONF.63/C.2/L.7

Mexico: amendment to the joint proposals in document
E/CONF.63/S

[OriglMl text: French/Spanish]
[9 March 1972]

Article 38 (Measures against the abuse of narcotic drugs)

Paragraph 3

Replace the word "assist" by the words "endeavour
to assist". '

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.2/L.ll

Spain: amendment to the joint proposals in document
, E/CONF.63/5

[Original text: Spanish]
[13 March 1972]

Article 36 (penal provisions)

Paragraph 1
In sub-paragraph (b), after the words "the Parties

may", insert a comma followed by the words:
without prejudice to the provisions of their municipal Imw,

Peru: amendment to the Single Convention on
Narcotic Drugs, 196110

[Original text: Spanish]
[7' March 1972]

provisions relating to cocaArticle 27 (Additional
leaves)

k"aragraph 1
Add the following text to the end of paragraph 1:

Alkaloids extracted in' the process of preparing a flavouring
agent shall be used solely to meet domestic requirements. Any

ARTICLE 22

DOCUMENT B/CONF.63/C.2/L.12

Argentina and New Zealand: amendments to the joint
proposals in document E/CONF.63/5

[Original text: Spanish]
[16 March 1972]

Article 22 (Special provision applicable to cultivation)

Redraft the title of this article as follows:
Special provisions applicable to cultivation and wild growth.

Redraft the text of the article as follows:
1. Whenever the ,prevailing conditions in the country or a

territory of a party render the prohibition of the cultivation and
harvest of the opium poppy, the coca bush or the cannabis
plant the most suitable mew.mre, in its opinion, for protecting
the public hewth and welfare and preventing the diversion of
drugs into the illicit traffic, the Party concerned shall prohibit
cultivation.

2. A Party prohibiting cultivation of the opium poppy or the
cannabis plant shall take all practicable measur~:

(a) To seize any plants illicitly cultivated and to destroy them,
unless they are required for lawful memcal or scientific purposes;

(b) Subject to ecological considerations, t\) destroy any plants
found to be growing wild unless they are required for lawful
medical or scientific purposes.

Any illicitly cultivated or wild plants converted to lawful
medical or scientific purposes in accordance with this article
shall be subject to the provisions of the estimate system under
this Convention.
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2. Texts approV~clby Coin~lttee n Dnd" siJbmltted :fo1o

consideration by·the Drafting Conmalttee·<E/CONF.
63/C.2/L.l0 and Add.1-3

1. Between its 4th and 9th meeti~.gs, Committee' IT
approved the text or amcle "9, paragraphs'·! to 3, and
article 10" paragraph 1, and articles,.~4 ,·bis" 16 an4.38
(E/CONF.63/C.2/L.I0);at its; 11th 'meeting;' it ap-:
p'~py~d th,~. !~x!. o~ ~~~~1~ ;36 (~/CONF.63/C.2/L.I01
~dq~t); ',~t 'Its -12th' meeting, It approved the text of
article' 2; paragraph 4, and article ~ 1, p,~r~graph 3,
and decided not to recommend' any;chaJige' to article 14;
paragraph 6, of the Single Convention '(fi/~QNF.~3/
C.2/L.l0/Add.2); at ~.ts 14th meeting, ,it approved ihe
text of article 10, paragraph 4 (E/CONF.63/C~2/L.I0/

Add.3), and at its 17th meeting it approved ,the ,tCJtt. of
article 22 (ibid.). , , . ".

· ,.2.•.. At-the 1'3th, meeting ·of Com~ttee 11, the an\end
meQ-t:to ·the .preamble of, me Convention'submittedby
Afghanistan (E/CONF.63/L.1J was withdrawn (its te~t

was later submitted to the Conference in the form of a
draft resolution·, (EJ.GONF·.63/L.7}). ,.:' .

...' ' '. • L ~ ..... ' .... ,. ••• .•. ,. ~". ..

. 3. At its,15th meeting,. :Comn;litteenleje~ted·tbe
ameitchnent to article 27, propOsed by Peru (E/CONF:
~~l~). ., t'. .'. ~•." - '
· '. . - ., .. . -, ~ ..... .. ~-~

~. 4:~ q;he~ 'texts approved by Committee n and sub
mitted to the Drafting C~mmittee, -for consideration"
in the numerica~ order of the articles of ~e J~onve~~pn,
were the followmg: ~ .,,'. .'.

" ' " '\

....... , ... "

.', I, •••. ,.

••• _•.' , ' ...' b'

••.•.• ·ft

[E/CONF.63/C.2/L.I0/ADD.3]

A;'ticle 10 ..

. '0' ~ ••, '.' ".'.. • •.• J' :':. ~ .•..•• ,. . ':.. ,_ .'.~' ~': ".

; ,3. The. quorum necessary. :at meew. ,or the Boar~, sh~

consist of eight .meplbers. . , ... '., '. ,'" . "', ' J:
. • .- ul

• • , ."; ~f. •• ".. # • • ...... •.• ," . ',', •

, , TE'RMs' OF OFFICE AND REMUNSRATlON OF MEMBERS Ol?' mE
BOARD :. -, ',;-'.

4; The CQUIlcil, on the. :t:ecopullenda(ion of. the poard; roay
disPli$s' a:m~mber pf .the Board wl1Q' bas ,ceased ·to fulfil; ~e
<;PJldi:~o~ns .. rt;quire4 for membership, by p~agraph 2.of ',anide. .9.~
Such ~ommendation· shall be made by an affirmative vote of
pin~ m~mbel'$ Qf the. 8oard. ' .. ' .:., ,:' :.::~

.. f'" ~

[E/CONF.63/C.2/L.I0/ADD.2]
.. ,. '. .'. .., ,A:rtlcle 11.' ...'/. .......... '" .. . .. , ...... " .

, IbJLES 'OF PROCEDURE' OF mE DOMn;

1l1f. arrangenientsneeessary to ensure the full.tecbnicaI: iri:de
pendenee of the Board in carrying out its functions~ c' ';.' ••:

3. The COUDcD, with due regard to. the principle of equitable
gepgraphic .repr~se!ltation, .. shall give. co~siderati9D t9 ~~e. ,!In
portan~,:ot. including on the Board" ,in equit!,ble pr9Porti~A,

~rsops·. possessing a kuowledge of the .dmg. ,situation in. ;t);Je;
producing, manufacturing, and consuming countries,and.C9~:"
.nectc;d ~~th .such,countries.. ,~

.....
Article 10 ' ,. .,~

, , I

Tmws OF OFFICE AND REMUNERATION OF MEMBERS OF niB"
BOARD

1. The members of the Board shall serve fora period ,of fiv~

years; provided that in the first election six members' shall' be
elected for ibree years and sevc;n m.embers, for five years.
Members shall be eligible for re-election•. The, members whose
terms 'are to expire at' the end of the' above-mentioned"'hliii81
periods of 'three and five yearssha11 be' chosen by ~lot to be
:drawn 'by. (be 'Secretary-General immediately after the first elec
#oJl~ 'has been ,completed.

"

If t."• • _ ....... ,.,. 11 *... ..........,.
[Bicoia(63/c.2J~.10/AnD.~. ' .. ,::, ....

,.~. ,,: :. "':-'.. Article 2, '. '" . :' -, .',

SUBSTANCES UNDER CONTROL

,: ".

.' .. ~ ". ........ ".. • _' " .. .. • '.~. I" • ..,... -i -f '''., ''', ~

.' it The ~tteniioD of the Drafting committe:" wu"drawt. t~
the Spanish text: the words U en consulta con" sho~d be udf!.
acuerdo con".. ' , , ..,.. .. r
; . i2Th~ atteiition ·of· the :Drafting"Cbmmitt~':iwa~ a~~r:,to
the Spanish text: the words UNo .obstant~" wcresuggested in the
Coiwnittee to replace the words uEn particular". .J:.';~,/~! •.•

Article 16
.' SaamTAluAT:' ',' '.', :: ;" I:.· •.::·~.

l· '~'. ,.. r '!

The secretariat serVices of the Commission and tHe Board
shall be furnished by the Secretary-General. :.In':particular,12
the ~ret8O'.of .the. Board shall. be .apPQ.inted,by ::tbe,~retf.llY
General 'iD consUltation 'witJi the Board. ", ' ... . _..... ,
· . " ",' ~..' " -. ' . ~ .' .

• ",1' ., "f t. I ,f ~~

lB/CONF.63/C.2/L.I0] " .. , .. ' ..:;". I

. Arti~le, 14 bis., , 'r" , ,001
,'.... ', • • J .# ." . r •. ...... \',",,,,-.

TECHNICAL; AND FlNANCIAL. ASSIST~CE" TO, '.PROMOTE'~"MORB

· .EP.FECnV.B EXECtmON OF: PROVISIONS. OF' :nmCoNVEN'tIok::

In cases which it considers appropriate and either in"additi~~
to or as an altemative to measures set forth in article 14,
paragraphs 1 and 2, the Board, with the agre~ment.,,of~l, th~

Governments concerned, may recommend to' the:: cOmpetent
United Nations auU.ofiti~sand to. ~e$p@ialized agencies that
technical and financial assistance be provided to the Govern
ment in support of'itsefl!ort& fo:carry out'its obligationif.IUnder
this Convention, mcluding those. set' out' and referred to in
articles~2, ,35 and. 38.·,
· .r.-. • .-. # • ..: '. 4' "', ~.. ,'. "

... -·1' I "hI."." ..;.. "
. .. ~ . ..... ....

~. .\ ,.

Article 9 ..

,~... .". COMP.O~mON.AND,FtJN~ON~,«?:fnm.Bo.um.,!.
'... ... i ',. > ...... ,.. .....

1•.TIle 'Boal'd shalt ConsiSt of thirteeti memberS lobe electeci
by the Council as follows:

(a) Three m~~b!!!'S;wi$ .~edi~al, p~~~~oloJ!~alor ph~tma
ceutical expenenee from a list of at least five nominated
by.'the·Wor'Jd·He·a1th:O'rg....:.,..·:·on·· ..-.. ' ~, .... " ... ,., ~"!'>'\

. '._ . '. .' QUA.C"lUIIoAI .. '.a.a.au. ,." . io " -' • '. I I ... ' _ • - .... ,-.

(b) Ten members from '8. .list 'of"Persons nominated by the
Me~be~ ,of: ~~ pni~~.~ati.9Ds and by Parties which are not
Members. of, the United Nations.- ,.. " ,". . ~ ....

t 2. M~mbe.rs. of. theBo~r~, ,s~aU. be persons ,Who, .. b}r.. ~ef!
comPetence, .impartiality and 'disinterestedness, will 'command
general confidence. During their term of offi~ tltey.,~hal1-·Dot
hold any position or engage in any activity which i wOUld' be
liable to. impair their iDlpartiality in tile exercise ~of~ thei.;:fUbc
tions. The Council shall, in consultation with the Board', make

4. Preparations in Schedule m are subject. to. the. sam"
measures of control as preparations containing dfugs'in Schedule
n, except that article 31, paragraph ·l.(b) and 4 to 15 and
article 34 Cb) as regards retailers, .scientists; Scientific institutions
and1l9spit,. need not apply, and that-. for'·the purpose. 'of e$tim
ates (article 19) '.~ and statistics (article ··20) the information
~quir~ ,s~a!1. be. r (Csh'icted to the quantities of drUgs used in
the ,~aliufactl,ll:e' of' such preparations.
· ',' \. "'l.. ~~ ". .:... ',:

"" ...-...---." .-.-



D. Texts relating to the conP.deratlonby Committee D 11$

lE1CONF.63/C.2/L.I0/ADD.3]

Article 22
SPECIAL PROVISION APPLIC.AB!.E TO Cm:iWATION

1. Whenever the prevailing conditions' in the country or a
territory of a Party render the prohibition of the cultivation of
the· opium poppy, the- coca bush Of the cannabis plant the most
suitable measure, in its opinion, for protecting the public health
and welfare and preventing- the diversion of drugs into the
illicit traffic, the Party concerned shall prohibit cultivation.

2. A Party prohibiting cultivation of the opium poppy or the
cannabis plant shall take all possible measures to seize· any
plants illicitly cultivated &id to destroy .them, unless they are
r~quiredfor lawful purposes.IS

lE/CONF.63/C.2/L.I0/ADD.1]

Article 36
PENAL I'ROVlSIONS14

1. (a) Subject to its constitutional limitations, each Party shall
adopt such measures .as wfil ensure that cultivation, production,
manufacture, extraction, preparation, possession, offering, offer
ing for sale, distribution, purchase, sale, delivery on any terms
Whatsoever, brokerage, dispatch, dispatch in transit, transport,
importation and exportation of drugs contrary to the provisions
of this Convention, and any other action which in the opinion
of such Party may be contrary to the provisions of this Con
vention, shall b~_ punishable offences when committed inten
tionally, and that serious offences shall be liable to adequate
punishment particularly by imprisonment or other penalties of
deprivation of liberty.
, (b) Notwithstanding the preceding sub-paragraph, when
abusers of narcotic drugs have committed such offences, the
Parties inay provide, either M an 'altemative to conviction or
punishment' or in addition to punishment, that such abusers
undergo measures of treatment, education, after-care rehabilita
tion and social reintegration in conformity with paragraph 1
of Article 38.

2. Subject to the constitutional limitations of a Party, its legal
system an~ domestic law,

(a) (i) Each of the offences enumerated. in paragraph 1, if
committed in different countries, shall be consid1l}red as a distinct
offence;

(ii) Intentional participation in, conspiracy to commit and
attempts to commit, ~y of such offences, and preparatory acts

18 The attention of the Drafting Committee was drawn to
the following points:

The word "seize", in paragraph 2, should be translated in
French by the word "saisir". This word should not, be
translated hi Spanish by "decomisar" but another t~mi should
be found; - .

'The ,word "lawful", in paragraph 2, should be translated in
l"rench by "tegalei'and in Spanish by "legales".

, 1'4 W1lile·accepting the substance of article. 3.6, Conunittee II
expressed the view that it should be refiamed in order to take
account of the following points raised during the discussion of
the text: . ' .,. .

(a) The existing discrepancy in the English, French and
Spanish texts of the introductory sentences of paragraph 1 (a)
and :paragi'aph t 2' should be eliminated;" '

(b). A better' wording should be found for the term "sh!ill
be deemed to be" in the firet sentence of paragraph' 2 (b) (i);
'~ '(c) A question was· posed as to whether the word "existing"

in the first sentence of paragraph 2 (b) (i) could b= deleted, to
llvoid unnecessary interpretation problems;' - . ' ,

(d)' DoubtJ were expre~ed regarding the term "it may at
its. option consider this Convention' as a legal bas~ for extra
dition" in paragraph 2 (b) (H). This passage sho~d be re
framed in a more plain and less ambiguous way.

, 'and\finaJ),cial operlltions, in. conn~xion with the -offences referred
to in tro.s artic;le, shall be punishableotiences as provided in
paragraph 1; . "

(ill) Foreign convictions for such offences shall'be taken into
account for the _purpose of. establishing recidiyism; and
, (iv) Serious, offences heretofore referred to committed either

by nationals-()r "by foreign~rs shall be prosecuted by the Party
in whose €erri~ory the offence was committed, Qr by the party
in whose territory the offender is found if extradition is not
acceptable in conformity with the law of the Party to which
application is made atld if such offender has not aIreadybeen
prosecuted and judgement given;.

(b) (i) Each of ~e offen~ enumerate~ in paragraphs J and
2 (a) (ii) shall be· 'deemed· to be included as' all extraditable
offence in any extradition treaty existing between Parties. Parties
undertake to include such ,offences as extraditable -offences in
every extradftion treaty to be concluded between them;

(il) Ifa Party which makes extradition conditional ()Il the
existence of a treaty receives a request for extradition fropt
another Party with which it has no extradition treaty, it·· may
at its option consider this Convention as the legal basis' for
extradztion in respect of the offences enumerated in paragraphs 1
and 2 (a) (ii). Extradition shall be subject to the other condi
tions p~ovided by the law !>f the requested .Party;

(iiI1 Parties which do not make extradition conditional on the
existence of a treaty shall recognize the offences enumer~ted

in paragraphs 1 and 2 (a) (ii) as ,extraditable offences· betWeen
themGelvessubject to the conditions provided by the law of the
requested Party;

(iv) Extradition shall be,g(anted.in conformity with the law
of the Party to which application is made, and notwithstanding
sub-paragraphs (b) (i), ,(ii) and (iD) of this paragraph" the Party
shall have the right to refuse to grant the extradition in cases
where the competent authorities consider .that the offence is
not sufficiently serious. '. , :. . .". '\"

3. The provisions of this article shall be subject to the
provisions of the criminal law of the party concerned on' ques
tions of jurisdiction.

4. Nothing contained in this article shall affect the principle
th';lt the offences to which it refers shall be defined, prosecuted
and punished in conformity ...ith the domestic law of a Party.

£E/CONF.63/C.2/LI0]

Article 38

MEASURES AGAINST nm ABUSE OP NARCOTIC DRUGSIG

1. The Parties shall give' special attention to and tfu~e all
practicable measures for the prevention of abuse of narcotic
drugs and'fol' the early identification, treatment, education after
care, rehabilitation .and social reintegration of the persons in
volved and shall.' co-ordinate their efforts to those endS:

2. The Parties ~ha11 as far as. ~-Mble promote the training
of personnel in the treatment, after-care, rehabilitation and social
reintegration of abusers of narcotic-drugs. . .. I "

.,3: The Parties shall take ,all practicable measures -to aSsist
persons,whose_ work so requires to gain an understanding ,of the
problems of abuse of narcotic drugs and o~ itspreV'ention, and..
shall also promote such understanding among the general public
if there isa risk that abuse of 'such drugs will become wide~
spread., .

'/1 The attention of the Drafting Committee was drawn to
the fact that Coriunittee II approved article 38 on the under
standing t~at the first line in paragraph 3 should correspond to
the first line,in pr;u'agraph 1. . .' _ . ..;.
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.
3. Draft outline of an IUllending protoeol prepared· by

the Legal AdViser to theConferenee at the 'request
of Committee D t

DOCUMENTE/CONF.63/C.2/L13
[OrlgllUlltext: English]

[20 March 1972]

DRAFT OUTLINE OF PROTOCOL· AMENDING
THE SINGLE CONVENTION ON NARCOTIC
DRUGS, 1961

,
[Preamble]

The Parties to the· present ProtQcol,
Considering the provisions of the Single Convention

on Narco~c Drugs, 1961, done at New York on 30
March 1961, (hereinafter called the Single Convention),

Desiring.to amend the Single Convention in order
to •.• ,

Have agreed as follows:

Article 1.
AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLE • • • PARAGRAPH •••

OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION

Article .•• , paragraph ... , of the Single Convention
shall be amended to read as follows:

16...
.Article 2

AMENDMENTS TO· ARTICLE • '•• OF THE
SINGLE 'CONVENTION

Article •.. of the Single Convention shall be amended
to read as follows: .

...
Article 3

NEW ARTICLE •••

The following new srticle shall be inserted after
article . . . of the Single Convention:

[Final clauses).

Article Al1

LANGUAGES OF nm PROTOCOL AND PROCEDURE FOR
SIGNATURE, RATIFICATION AND ACCESSION

1. TIlls Protocol, of which the Chinese, English,
French, Russian and Spanish texts are equally. authentic,
shall be open for signature until 31 December 1972
on behalf of any Party to the Single Convention.

2.. This Protocol is subject to ratification. The
instruments of ratification shall be deposited with the
Secretary-Genetal.

3. This Protocol shall be open. after 31 December
1972 for accession by any Party to the Single. Con
vention which has not signed this Protocol. The instru-

..
16 The changes tt> the text. of the Single Convention will be

underlined (in italics in the pririted. text).
11 Based on article 40 of the Sing1e ConventioJL

ments of accession shall be deposited with the Secretary
General.

Article B18

ENTRY INTO FORCE

This 'Protocol, together with the amendments which
it contains, shall come into force on the thirtieth day
following the date on which the ..[fortieth] [fifty-fifth]19
instrument of ratification or accession is deposited in
accordance with article A [; provided, however, that
the amendment to article ... of the Single Convention,
set forth in article . . . of this Protocol, shall enter into
force among States which have ratified or acceded to
this Protocol upon the deposit of their instruments of
ratification or accession.]20

2. In respect of any other State depositing an instru
ment of ratification after the date of deposit of the
said [fortieth] [fifty-fifth]21 instrument, this Protocol shall
come into force on the thirtieth day after the deposit
by that State of its instrument of ratification or accession.

Article C22

EFFECT OF ENTRY INTO FORCE

Any State which becomes a Party to the Single
Convention after the entry into force of this Protocol
pursuant to paragraph 1 of article B above shall, failing
an expression of a different intention by that State:

(a) Be considered as a Party to the Single Con
vention as amended; and

(b) Be considered as a Party to the unamended
Single Convention in relation to any Party to that
Convention "not bound by this Protocol.

Article D2S
TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS

1. The functions of the International Narcotics
Control Board provided in the amendments contained
in this Protocol shall, as from the date of the coming
into force of this Protocol pursu:ant to paragraph 1 of
article B above, be performed by the Bot?xd as con
stitlited by the unamended Single Convention.

2. The Economic and Social Council shall fix the
date on which the Board as constituted under the

18 The first part of paragraph 1, 8I!d also paragraph 2, are
based on article 41 of the Single Convention.

19 In the discussion in Committee D, some delegations favour
ed adopting the same number as that contained in article 41 of
t1'1e Single Convention, while others'· favoured a number equal
to two thirds of the present number of Parties to the Single
Convention. .

20 The additional phrase was drafted at the request of the
representative of Austria.

21 See foot-note 9 above.
22 Based on article 40, paragraph S, of the Vienna Convention

on the Law of Treaties (OfJicialRecords ,0/ the United Nations
Confer~nce on the Law of Treaties, First and second sessions,
Documenta. of the Conference (United Nations publication,
Sales No. E.70.V.S), p. 294.

28 Based on article 45 of the Single Convention. One
delegation suggested in 'Committee D that the Board should not
start to perform the functions conferred on it ·by the amend
ments until it has been constituted as provided in the mend
ments.
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amendments contained in this ProtocQI shall ~nter upon
its duties. As from that date, the Board as so constituted
shall, with respect to the Parties to· the unamended
Single Convention and to the Part.ies to the treaties
enumerated' in article 44 thereof, which are not Parties
to this Protocol, undertake the functions of the Board
as constituted under the unamended Single Convention.

Article E24

RESERVATIONS

Any State may, at the time of signature or ratification
of or accession to this Protocol, make a reservation

24 Drafted to follow the text of article SO as far as possible.
The question whether there were any amendments, otber than
those relating to the number and terms of office of members
of Ute Board, on which reservations should not be permitted
was left for consideration in plenary. Article SO might have to
be adjusted, so as to give a right to States ~o make the same
reservations on the Single Convention as amended as they were
entitled to make on the Protocol.

.in respect of any amendment contained herein other
than the. amendments to article 9, paragraph 1 (article
.•. of this Protocol), article 10, paragraph 1 (article ...
of this Protocol), and ....

Article F

The Secretary-General shall transmit certified true
copies of this Protocol to all the Parties to the Single
Convention. When this Protocol has entered into force
pursuant to paragraph 1 of article B above, the
Secretary-General shall prepare a text of the Single
Convention as amended by this Protocol, and shall
transmit certified true copies of it to all States Parties
or entitled to become Parties to' the Convention as
amended.

DONE at Geneva, this ... day of March one thousand
nine hundred and seventy-two, in a aingle copy, which
shall be deposited in the archives of the United Nations.

E. MEMORANDUM PREPARED BY THE LEGAL ADVISER TO THE CONFERENCE
AT THE REQUEST OF THE GENERAL COMMITI'EE*

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/C.3/L.l

25 United Nations, Treaty Series, vot. 266, p. 40.

Conclusion of an amending protocol

4. If the actual wording of an earlier treaty. is to be
altered in part, then the most natural' method of pro
ceeding is by a protocol of amendment. In the practice

Conclusion of a supplementary convention or protocol

3. If the object is primarily to supplement existing
rights and obligations .t:ather than to transform them,
then a supplementary convention or protocol is appro
priate. The Protocol bringing under international control
drugs outside the scope of tile Convention of 13 July
1931, as amended, signed at Paris on 19 November
1948, and the Protocol for limiting and regulating the
cultivation of the poppy plant, the production of, inter
national and wholesale trade in, and use of opium,
signed at New York on 23 June 1953, are examples
of agreements in this category (though the 19~3Pro"
tocol, by its article 6, paragraph 4, does modify one
provision of the 1925 International Opium Convention).
Another example is the Supplementary Convention on
the Abolition of Slavery, the Slave Trade and Insti
tutions and Practices Similar to Slavery, done at Geneva
on 7 September 1956.25

Form of an~ent to give deet to the amendments to a treaty

[Original text: English]
[lO March 197.2]

treaty is especially appropriate when a com?rehensive
review is made of all the. rights and obligations in a
particular field, or when the changes to be made are
very extensive.

ill Constituted by the Conference in accordance with roles 13
to 15 of its roles of procedure, the General Committee had the
task of assisting the President in the general conduct of the
business of the Conference. and ensuring the. co-ordination of
its work.

G

Methods of altering treg,1y rights and obligations
1. The problem of altering existing treaty rights and

obligations is a familiar one in international practice,
and several different means of doing so are available.
The means chosen depend upon certain legal and
practical considerations, which will be set out here
after.

Conclusion of a new treaty relating to the
same subject matter

2. When all the parties to an earlier treaty become
parties to a later treaty relating to the same subject
matter, the earlier treaty is terminated or suspended
if the later treaty so provides, and only the later treaty
then applies. Thus, the Single Convention on Narcotic
Drugs, 1961, in its article 44, provides for the termin
ation of certain earlier treaties in the narcotics field
as between parties to the Single Convention. If the
later treaty does not provide for termination .or sus
pension of the earlier one, then the earlier treaty applies
only to the extent that its provisions are compatible
with those of the later treaty. If not all the parties
to the earlier treaty become parties to the later one,
then the· earlier treaty remains in effect between those
which have accepted the later treaty and those which
have not done so. The method of conclusion of a new
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of "the 'United" Nations there" areteIi suchprotocols,
which are listed in the annex to' the ,present :memoran
dum and numbered 1 to 10. The first seven 'protocols
amended treaties concluded before the United Nations
came into existence; the last three amended United
Nations treaties. The first example (No. 1) is the Pro
tocol of 11 December 1946 amending prior treaties on
narcotics: The practice: thereafter changed somewhat
as the result of certain difficulties 'encountered in respect
to the protocols adopted in 1946 and 1947 (Nos. 1,
2 and 3); and the protocols concluded' between 1948
and 1953 (Nos. 4, 5, 6 and 7) are in some respects
technically improved. The three further protocols(Nos.
8,9 and 10), which were concluded in order to amend
treaties concluded under the auspices of the United
Nations, have each of them special features reflecting
particular problems in regard to the earlier treaties
involved.

Legal effect of amending protocols

S. A party to the earlier, treaty which becomes a
party to, the amending protocol ohviously becomes a
party to the treaty as amended. .OnJy one Qf the ten
United Nations protocols (No. 8) requires that, fQr
the entry into force of the amending protocol, all the
parties to the earlier tr~aty,shQuld.have bound them~

selves by the protocol; tile other nine provide that the
ptotocols and the amendments they contain should
come into force on much less rigorous conditions.
Those ,nine protocols therefore raise the question of
th'e .treaty ,relations between those parties to the earlier
treaty which,have, and those which have not, become
patties to the protocol. The prototol cannot, bind any'
State which has not become a party to it; therefore
the treaty in its unamended form. applies between those
parties which· have accepted the' protocol and those
which have, not accepted it.

6. There is, however,a further principle which
~ppears to have been accepted in practice, relating to
the effect of an amendment transferring to a new organ
the'functions provided by the treaty, or changing the
composition of an organ. When the functions. conferr~d
on org~s of the,League of Nations by narcotics treaties
were transferred to United Nations otgansby the 1946
Protocol'(No. '1), no State party to the earlier treaties
refuse" to recognize the competence of the "United
Nations organs, even if it did not become party to the
Protocol. The same thing' happened When' the' Inter
national Narcotics Control Board was ,established
pursuant to the Si1i:gie Convention, arid took, over.the
functions of the fo,tTl11er Permanent Central OpIum
Board and Drug SuperVisory Body. No' 'State party·
to the earlier treaties coqtested the competenee of' the
new Board, even if it did not become party to the
Single Convention. Thus, itseettls· to have, been re
cognized . that. when, pursuant te) a new agreement,
a. body resppnsible, for the administration Qt the inter
mitionalnarcotics control system, is reconstituted, ·Qr
replabed by a new bodY, the new, body succeeds
smoothly to the competence of the old one. Naturally,
however, the new . body would fiot ,~e. entitled" to

exercise new powers conferred on it by the later
agreement in respect 'of any' State not party to', the
later agreement wpich objected to such exercise.,

7. A quespon arises as to the rights .of States which
wish to become parties to th~ treaty after the amend
ments have come into force:. can such States become
parties to the unamended treaty, or are they limited
to accepting the treaty in its. amended form? The Vienna
Convention on the L~w of Treaties, though not yet in
force, may indicate that States consider that there is
a presumption on the matter, since it provides in article
40, paragraph 5, that: .

Any State which becomes a party ~ to the treaty after the
entry ,into force of the amending agreement $hall, failing an
expression of a different intention by' that State: .

(a) Be considered as a party to the treaty as amended; and
. (6) Be considered as a partY to· the uIlamendedtreaty in
relation to any party to the treaty notb~und by the amendina
agreement.26

Some of the United Nations amending protocols (Nos. 4,
5, 6, 7, 8 and 9) go farther than a presumption, and
contain express provisions 'to the e1fectthat cc. • • any
State becoming a party to the Convention, after the

,amendme,nts thereto have come into force, shall become
a partY to the Convention as so amended".

8. The question of the legal- effect of amending pro
tocols having been thus examined, it is appropriate to
turn to the matters which, within this legal fraJllework,
remain open to the choice of the CQnference..

States which may become parties
to an amending protocol

9. Nine of the ten amending protocols of the United
Nations (Nos. 1-9) are oPen only to the parties to the
treaties being amended. They are' purely subsidiary,.
dependent agreements, having no other object than to
amend the treaties, and hence it would be meaningless
for any State not already bound by the treaties to
become party -to the protocols. The tenth protocol (No.
10), however, has a different character; it not only
bro~dens certain obligations of the Convention relating
to the Status of Refugees, but it also binds States to'
observe the substantive provisions of that Copvention,
and thus is an independent and complete international:
instrument. Accordingly, the Protocol relati~g to the
Status of Refugees is open to accession, according to
article. V, "on behalf of all States Parties to the Con
vention and of any other State Member of .-the United
Nations or member of any of the specialized agencies
or to which an invitation to accede ,may, have been
addresseQ by th(,' General Assembly". That Protoc~l
also has much .more extensive ,final ,clause.s than, the
others, since it contains articles on the setdement ot:
disputes, on federal States, on reservations ·and o~
denunciation.

26 Official Rfcords 01 the United Nalions Conference on the
Law of··Treaties, First and second sessions, Documents of, the
Confefence (United Nations publication~ Sales No. E.70.V.,),
p.294. ' , .
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.~\

. " R/!serva'tionS
"..

. (No. 5) roquires '20; another (No. 6)' requires 13; and
another (No. 7) requires 23.

Effect of entry into force of amendments

.: 14~:'U~d~r the ~suar.United N~tion:s .proced~e. of
amendment (Nos. 1-9), the 'entry into force of ~mend

ments. has., the effect of bringing into .being a new
intematiopal mstrument, .the treaty as ametided,. anc;l
the Secretary-General transmits certified true copies' of
it,to States ,not already bou~d b, it. Those St~tes

may become parties directly to the treaty as amended,
in accordance with Jts final clauses, and do not fi!:,st
become parties to the original treaty and then to the
~en~irig Pfo~col. . " ..

15.' As has been stated in paragraph 9 above; one
prvtocol (No. 10) is ·an -independent and ~omplete

instrument, covering the full range of obligations in,
its field. That Protocol did not bring into being 'a
"convention as amended"~ and State~ not already bound
may' become so simply. by becoming parties to. J:he
Protogol. .' "... .'.

. T;ansitional provisions

. '16. The 'am.endm~~ts proposed' to the Single C~n
ventiaI\ jnclude .changes in the composition and. term~.
of oftice"of the International Narcotics Control Board.
If these amendments' are accepted by the Conference,
it will need to consider not only the question of the
entry into force of the "a.t!1ending instrument and that
of the amendments, but also that of transitional pro
visions like article 45 of the Convention, . whereby,
after the entry i11to forbeaf the" amendments, the
l30ard in its old composition would·, perform the, ~ew
functions, co~err~4. 'on it by the~mendments '!ntil
such' time· as ·the Economic aI1.d· Social; Council. deCided
that -the 'new composition should come into etfect~,The
time of entry into force is rarely exactly foreseeable,
and if it came unexpectedly before the Council' had
been able to carry out the' necessary elections,.' then
in the . abse~ce of. transitional provision~ the Board
would nQt ,be' regularly constituted from. the moment
that the' amendments. took effect. . ,

" . ... ... ,." ... '" ..
Separate entry into force of amendments 17. Only one of the United Nations protocols (No.

. . 10) contains a reservations clause, and it would seem
13. The earliest protocols (Nos. 1-3) pr0"!1ded that to be the only one of them in respect of which re-

the a~~ndme~t~ t~, each treaty:.~o~ld enter 1D~0 ~o~~e, 'servatioris have .in, fact been made. If the Conference
when a ma}onty of the pattI~s ~~. ~at treaty ~ad, ... deci4es to ,include.,.in, the amending instrument a clause
become par~les to the protocol.-It (S~" hQ~e.ve~,...not permitting'reservations :in respect of particular amend
always . p~sslble, becaus~ of unsettled questIons con- ments, the same (ilause should also be inserted by
Qectec;l :Wl~ ,:~he .successIon t of St~tes, becaus~ .of the amendment in ~rticle 50 of the Single Convention, in
non·rec~gm~o.nof 'SOme St~tes by othersj etc., to ,draw ordet.:that ~it may be incorporated in the Convention
up a unIversally accepted list 9( the partIes to a tre~ty, as':. amended .(~~ para. 14 above), and thus make such
and com:;quently the calculation ~f how many States reservations available to States not already bound by
c~~\tu,te '~I~ .~~jority of the parties" may .be, contro~ the Convention. . .
\I;~r~l~l. :-Eo,r thls:::r~ason, later protoc.ols (Nos. 4:-7) .. . ..
specify ,the .. number .of parties to the,: treaties' whIch Decisions to be taken by the Conference
Dl:~S~ \~~c,01p~ p~rti.~~ to pte protoco~ in.(?rder to~ tiring . .. . .
the:amendments intd forpe•. Thesen~mbers vary" con- '1'8,. It may be'convenient to recapitulate the decisions
siderably~ One.::protQQQLlNo. :4). ',r~uire$ J"S; .:another which' the Conf~rence ,\should take. in order to m~ke

Method~ of <b~coming' party. to the-protoeols
10~ Most 'of 'the protocols (Nos. 1-8) contain pro

~ions like' the' 1946 Protocol (No. 1), which provides.
lli 'article 'VI that:, " ' ,
Vf ': -I' .. -'....,,' .~, ' '. •

States may become Parties to the present Protocol by
(a) Signature without r~ervation 41S to approval,
(b) Signature.:l;bbjectto 'approval' followed by acceptance, or

;:;~,(ctAc9~ptAn~.:: "

'~;:A~cePt~ce:jhllll'6eeffect~d ~y the deposit of a formal
instrument with the Secretary-General of tite' United Nations.

One protocol <No. 9) provides' only for sIgnature,
and o.ne (No" '10) O..1ly for accession. The degree .. of
(Qrmanty'of ~~ pro~edure r~quired for States to becoine
p~rties, ."depellds mainly upon the hnportanceof' the
~~~~~ti~9~ ~ 1;lD:d~r~~n'" .' .. ,

~..~,. I'. ~.: .; ... ~". '. . • ~: • .

Entry;, into. force
11. Seven· of the' pr6tocols (Nos. 1;;'7) have separate

~1.)4., difJeriqg r~ql~e~enf$ for the entry into for~e. of
the pr.otocols th~mselves, and for the entry into force of
t}teiatnendments .they contain. These' requirements will
be described below. This double entry into force is
not essential to the amendment procedure; and', the
three last protocols· (Nos. 8-10) provide si!nply tliat
the -amendments take· e1fect at· the same time a~ .the
protocols. .~ .::, ... : ,- .", '-

Entryinto force of t"e·protoe,ols ' :.. '
12. The earliest of the protocols (No. 1) contains' an

unusual ~provision .to the effect that the Protocol'shall
come·'into'·force· in .respect of each party on the date
of .signature' wiatout 'reserVation as to approval'or on
the q~t~ ~f. ~~po~i~.. of ~ ~nstrument of acceptanc~;
that .is, 'appareil.tly only one party would have been
necessary. The. other. protocols which, ,like the first
one, have sepamte' b'onditions for entry into force of
the' ameridments .'(Nos:2-7) and one further pro~ocol

(No. 9), all requite' ~o·parties for the 'en~.ry ,i~to force
of the protocols. One protocol (No. 8) requires .. that
all the parties', :to. tl1e earlier agreement should become
parties to.the protocot:The ~emaining pr~tocol (N~...10)
entered into force on the date of depOSit of the, SIXth
instrument of accession. .

~.

I
\
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possible the drafting. of final clauses for· submission
to it. It would seem, on the basis of the proceedings
thus far, that the most appropriate form of instrument
for amending the Single Convention would be an
amending protocol (see paras. 4-9 above). If that view
is accepted, it should be determined whether such a
protocol should: ..

(a) Be a simple subsidiary instrument like Dine of
the United Nations protocols, having no object apart
from effecting the amendments. (see para. 9 above),
and hence open only to States. parties to the Single
Convention, or whether it should be a comprehensive
independent instrument (like one United Nations pro
tocol) which would incorporate the obligations of the
Convention, be open to a wider category of States, and
require more elaborate final clauses;

(b) Provide a possibility for'States to become parties
by simple signature (see para. 10 above),. or whether
ratification or accession should be required;

(c) Provide separate and different conditions for the
entry into force of the protocol and of the amendments
(see paras. 11-13 above), or the same conditions for
both, and what the conditions should be;

(d) Include transitional provisions regarding the
composition and term.s of office of the International
Narcotics Control Board (see para. 16 above);

(e) Include a reservations clause (see para. 17 above).

ANNEX

AMENDING PROTOCOts CONCLUDED tJNDBR nm AUSPICES
OP TBB UNlTBD NATIONS

1. Protocol amending the Agreements Conventions and Pro
tocolson Narcotic Drugs, concluded at the Hague on 23 January
1912, at Geneva on 11 February 1925 and 19 February 1925,
and 13 July 1931, at Bangkok on 27 Novembel' 1931 and at
GeneVa on 26 June 1936.

Entered into force on 11 December 1946.
United Nations, Treaty Series; vol•. 12, p. 179.

2. Protocol to amend the Convention fot the Suppression of
the Traffic in Women and Children concluded at Geneva OD

30 September 1921, and the Convention for the Suppression of
the Traffic in Women of Full Age, concluded at Geneva on
U October 1933-. Signed at Lake Success, New York, on 12
November 1947.

Entered into force on 12 November 1947.
United Nations, Treaty Ser'ies, vol. 53,p. 13.

3. Protocol to· amend the C~')nvention for the suppression of
the circulation of and traffic in obscene publications, concluded
at Geneva on 12 September 1923. Signed at Lake Success, New
York, on 12 November 1947.

Entered into force on 12 NOl'ember 1947.
United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 46, p•. 169.

4. Protocol amending the International Convention relating
to Economic Statistics signed at Geneva on 14 December 1928.
Signed at Paris on 9 December 1948.

Entered into force on 9 December 1948.
United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 20, p. 229.

5. Pr{<tocol amending- the International Agreement for the
Suppression of the White Slave Tramc, signed at Paris on
18 May 1904, and the International Convention for the Sup
pression of the White Slave Traffic, signed at Paris on 4 May
1910. Signed at Lake Success, New York, on 4 May 1949.

Entered into force on 4 May 1949.
United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 30, p. 23.

6. Protocol amending the Agreement for the Suppression of
the Circulation of Obscene Publications, signed at Paris on
4 May 1910. Signed at Lake Succ.ess, New York, on 4 May
1949.

Entered into force on 4 May 1949.
United NatioD.8, Treaty Series, vol. 30, p. 3.

7. Protocol am~nding the Slavery Convention signed at
Geneva on 2S September 1926. Done at United He~dquartel'S

on 7 December 1953.
Entered into force ~n 7 December 1953.
United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 182, p. 51. .

8. Additional Protocol amending certain provisions of the
Agreement providing for the provisional application of the
draft International Customs Conventions on Touring, on Com
mercial Road Vehicles and on the International Transport of
Goods by Road. Done at Geneva on 28 November 1952.

Entered into force on 7 July 1955.
United Nations, Treaty S,'rles, vol. 212, p. 296.

•
9. Protocol amending the International Agreement OD Olive

Oil, 1956. Done at Geneva on 3 April 1958.
Entered into force on 11 April 1958.
United Nations, Treaty Series, vol., 302, p. 121.

10. Protocol relating to the Status of Refugees. Done at
New York on 31 January 1967.

Entered into force on 4 October 1967.
United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 606, p. 267.

F. REPORT OF THE DRAFnNG COMMl1.TEE*

DOCUMENTS E/CONF.63/L.S AND ADD.1-6

DOCUMENT ElCONF.63/L.5

[Original text: English]
[16 March 1972]

1. The Draftjng Committee met on 15 March 1972.
It elected by acclamation Mr. H. Gros Espiell (Uruguay)

* The Drafting Committee, appointe4 at. the first. plenary
meeting of the Conference in accordance with rule 17 of ita
mles of procedure,·· had the task of: preliaringdtafts aud living

as its Vice-Chairman.· It considered tIte text of Articles
9, 10, 38, 14 bis and 16 as referred to it by ,Committee
IT (see section-D.2 above).

advice on drafting as requested by the Conference, of co
ordinating and reviewing, the dr~ting of all texts, and of sub
mitting them to the plenary Conference for consideration and
adoption.. .

In the texts submitted to the Conference in the report of the
Draftinc Committee, the .italicized passages represent chances
t() the existing text·of the Single Convention.
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2. The Drafting Committee submits-to the plenary
Conference. the following text of article 9 (paras" 1-3)
and articles 38, 14 his and 16.

Article 9 [paragraphs 1 to 3]. Composition and functions of
the Board

1. The Board shall consist of thirteen members to be elected
by the Council ,as follows:

(a) Three members with medical, pharmacological or pharma
ceutical experie~ce from a list of at least five persons nominated
by the World Health Organr~'Z:ation; and

(b) Ten members from !t list of persuns nominated by the
Members of the United Nations and by Parties which are not
Members of the United Nations.

2. Members of the Board shall be persons who, by their
competence, impartiality and disinterestedness, will command
general confidence. During their term of office they shall not
hold any position or engage in any activity which would be
liable to impair their impartiality in the exercise of their
functions. The Council shall, in consultation with the Board,
make al1 anangements necessary to ensure the full technical
independence of the Board in carrying out its fun(:tions.

3. The Council, with due regard to the principle' of equitable
geogl'ilphic representation, shall give consideration to the im
portance of including on the Board, in equituble proportion,
persons possessing a knowledge of the drug situation in the
producing, manufacturing, and consuming countries, and con
netted with such countries.

Article 38. Measures against the abuse of drugs

1. The Parties shall give special attention to and take all
practicable measures for the prevention of abuse of drugs and
for the early identification, treatment, education, after-care,
rehabilitation and social rei1ltegration of the persons involved
and shall co-ordinate their eOorts to these ends.

2. The Parties shall as far as possible promote the training
of personnel in the treatment, after-care, rehabilitation and
social reintegration of abusers of drugs.

3. The Parties shall take all practicable measures to assist
pers"1Is whose work so requires to gain an understanding of
the problems of abuse of drugs and of its prevelltion, and shall
also promote such understanding among the general public if
there is a risk that abuse of drugs will become widespread.

A.rticle 14 bis. Technical a1ld financial assistance

In cases which it considers appropriate and 'either in qddition
t027 or as an alternative to measures set forth in artide 14,
paragraphs 1 and 2, the Board, with the agreement of the
Government concerned, may recommend to the competent
United Nations organs and to the specialized age1lcies, that
technical or fi1lanc{al assistance, or both, be provided to the
Governme1lt in support of its efforts to carry out its obligations
under this Convention,28 including those set out or referred
t029 !n articles 2, 3S and 38.

27 Whereas the French and Spanish texts use the words
"parallilement" and "paralelamente", the English-speaking Slnd
Russian-speaking delegations said they preferred that the English
and Russian versions be left unchanged.

28 The Use of the expression "this Convention" was subject,
according to the Committee, to revision in the light of the
decision finally taken by the Conference on the form of the
instrument to be adopted.

~9 Some delegations expressed a preference for the use of a
single term, e.g. "provided for", instead of the words "set ont
or reft:rred to".

Article 16. Secretariat

The s~retariat services of the Commi~ion and the Board
shall be furnished by the Secretary-General. In particular, the
Secretary' of the Board shall be appointed by the Secretary
General in consultation with the Board.

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/L."1ADD.1
[Original text: English]

[20 March 1972]

1. The Drafting Committee met on 17 March 1972
and considered the text of a redraft of article 10, para
graph 1, proposed by the representative of Uruguay,
article 36, paragraph 3 of article 11 and paragraph 4
of article 2 as referred to it by Committee 11 (see section
D.2 above).

2. The Drafting Committee submits to the plenary
Conference the following text of article 10, paragraph 1,
article 36, article 11, paragraph 3, and article 2, para
graph 4.

Article 10 [paragraph 1]. Terms of office and remuneration of
members of the Board3o

1. The members of the Board shall seI"!e for a period of
five years and may !te re-elected.

[However, of the members elected at the first election, the
terms of six members shall expire tit the end of three years
and the terms of the other seven members shall expire at the
end of five years.]

[However, at the first election after the increase in the
membership of the ijoard from eleven to thirteen members the
terms of six members shall expire at the end of three years
and the terms of the other seven members shall expire at the
end of five years.]81

The members of the Board whose terms are to expire at
the end of the above-mentioned initial periods of three and five
years shall be chosen by lot to be drawn by the Secretary
General immediately after the first election has been completed.

Article 36. Penal provisions

1. (a) •••
(b) Notwithstanding the preceding sub-paragraph, when abus

ers of drugs have committed such oDences,82 the Parties may
provide, either as an alternative to c01lviction or punishment or
in addition t088 pU1lishment, that such abusers undergo measures
of treatment, education, after-care, rehabilitation and ,social
reintegration in conformity with paragraph 1 of article 38.

• 30 The representative of th~ Philippines was in favour of
including in article 10 a provision reading as follows: "The first
election after the increase in the menibershio of the Board shall
take place at the expiration of the term of the present mem
bers".

31 Some members of the Drafting Committee consi~ered that
it "was for tb~'~ plenary Conference to decide whether the pro
visions of th«;: paragraphs in brackets were transitional provisions
and which of them it wished to adopt. .

S:l The Drafting Committee interpreted "such offences" as
referring to all the offences mentioned in paragraph 1 (a).

88 The representative of India suggested that the words "con
viction or" should be added after the words "in addition to".

\.

..
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87'I'he representatives of the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics reserved their position on· tbe; inclusiol\ of a reference
to paragrapl;. 3 of article 21.

88 Some" delegations Wished to emphasize that' this sub.para
graph does not contradict but reiterates the'provisions of
paragraph; 2 of article 21. '.. . ' ..

89 The Drafting Committee reserved the pOssibility of re
considering the changes in the text of this paragraph.

1..•.

5. Suhject to the deductions referred to in paragraph :3 of
article ~11, and account being taken whet'e appropriaie of the
provi~ioJJs of article 21 his, the estimates Ilhall not be exceeded.SD

4.. It

3.....

Artir,le 19. Estimates of drug requirements

(a) •••
(b) •••
(c) •••
(d) ••.•;
(e) The area (In hectares) and·the geographical location of

land to be used for the cultivation Df the opium .poppy; ,
(f) Approximate quantity of opium to be 11lrbduced;
(g) The number of Industrial establishments manufacturing

synthetic drugs; and
(h> The t!l.Santlties of synthetic drugs to be manufactured by

each of the establishments referred to ia the preceding sub
paragraph.

2. (a) Subject to the deductions .referred to, in paragraph 3
of article 21, the total of the estimates for each territory and
each drug except opium and synthetic drugs shalt consist of the
sum of the amou~ts specified under sub-paragraphs (a), (b) and
(d) of paragraph 1 of this article, with the addition of any
amount required to bring the actual stocks on hand at 31 De
cember of the preceding year to the' level estimated as provided
in sub-paragraph (c) of paragraph 1.

(b) Subject to the deductions referred to In ptlragraph !/ of
article 2187 regarding imports and in parfigrapAi 2' o/article
21 his, the total 01 the estimates lor opium for each territory
shall consis~ either 01 the sum of the amounts specified unde,'
sub-paragraphs (a), (b) and (d), a/paragraph 1 of tMs article,
with the addition of any amount required to bring the actual
stocks on hand at 31 December of the preceding y~ar ~o the
level est/mated as provided in sub-paragraph (c) of paragraph 1,
or of the amount ,:'jfJecified under sub-paragraph (f) 01 para
graph 1 of th~s article, whichever is higher.

(c) Subject tQ the deductio.n" referred to in paragraph 3' of
article 21 ,the total of the estimates for each territory jDr each
synthetic drug shall consist either of the sum 01 the amounts
specifi~d under SUb-paragraphs (a), (h) and (d) 01 paragraph 1
of this article, with the addition of any amount required to
bring the actr;al stocks on hand at 31 December of the preced
Ing year to the level estlmated as provided In sub-p.aragraph (c)
of paragraph 1,or of the sum of thi ~ml)unts s,edfied under
sub-paragraph (h) of paragraph 1 of this artlr.!e, whichever Is
higher.

(d) The estimates furnished under the precp,dlng ~ub-1lara

graphs of this paragraph shall be appropriately modified to take
into account any quantity ·seiz~d and thereafter· released for licit
use, as.well as any quantQtl~ taken from special stocks lor the
teqllirements of the c:vilian populatlon.8S

2. The Drafting Commi.ttee submits, to' the 'plenary
Conference the following te.xt of this article.

--~-

Article 11. Rules of procedure of the Board

3. The .quorum necessary at meetings Qf the Board shall
consist of eight. members.

Article ~. Substat:Ices under ~ontrol,

4. Preparations in Schedule ID '~re su.bject to the same
measures of control as prep9.:at.'ons containing drugs in SchedlJie
D, except that article 31, paragraphs t (b) and 3 to 15811 and,
~ regards retailers,' scientists~ scientific Institutions' and hOSe
pjtal$, article 34 (b) lleed86 not apply,an~.. that for the purpoae
of eswpates (article' 19) and statistics (article 20) the inform
ation required' shall be restricted to the quantities of drugs used
in the manufacture of such preparations.

, {J4 In .the Spanish text,in order to bring the wording of
paragraph 2 mm line with that of paragraph 1 (a),. the. words
CIA .reserva de las' U'!iitacitJne$ que imponga la Cbnstltucl6n
respect1va'; Were changed to "A' reserva de lodispuesto por su
Constitucidn"•

8G In th~. ~ngtish v~rsjon, the Drafting Committee' ,.,eplaced
"4 to IS" by c'3 to 15", in order .tobripg the text into .accord
with that ID the other ofliciallangilages .and that pfarticle 31,
paragraph 6, of the Single Convention, and to cottectan
evident .misprint .in the original text of, the Convention. .

86 ID the French version,in ord~r to bring the text into
accord with that in the .othet 'official lan$Uuge8, the Word
i~ecesiairement" was added after the Words ··'ne setont pas".'

4....

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/L.51ADD.2
[Original text: English]

[21. March 1972]

1. The Drafting Committee met op,· 20 March 1972
and considered the text of article 19 as referred to it
by Committee I (see section C.2 above).

,.1 _ (TI-

,. It' Mam'CoDferenee documents

2. Subject to the constitutional limitatiOnss• of a Party, its
legal system and domestic ~aw,

• f

. (a) ••• ,
(b) (i) Each of the ofJences enumerate4in paragrf./1hs 1 and

2 (a) (il) of (his article shall be deemed to be Included as an
extraditable offence in any extradition treaty existing between
Parties. Parties undertake to include such offence,,, as extra
ditable offences in every extradition treaty to be concluded
between them.

(ii) 11 a Pafty which makes extradition conditional on the
e.xistence Ql 4~re.aty· receives a request for extradition from
another Party 'with which it 'has no extradition treaty, It may
at its option consider this Convention as the legal basis for
extradition In respect of the offences enumerated In paragraphs
1 and 2 (~) (lI) 01 this.article" Extradition shall he subject to
the other conditions provided by the, law of t~e requested
farty.

(i#) Parties which do not make extradition conditional on
the eXistence oJ a treaty shall recognIze the oOences enumerated
in paragraphs 1 and 2 (a) (11) of this article as extraditable
C!Oences between th~mselves, subject to .the crmdltions.provlded
by the law 01 the requested Party.

(iv) Extrawtionshall be granted in ~nfonnity with the taw
of the Party to which application is made, and, notwith.standlng
sub~paragraph (b) (I), (ii) and (iii) of this paragraph, the Party
shall have the right to refuse to grant the extradition in cases
where the competent authorities consider that the offence is not
sufficiently serious.
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42 The Drafting Committee wished to emphasize that nothing
in this s'ub-paragraph is designed to limit in any way the powen
of the Council to refer matters to the General Assembly. The
representataves of Bulgaria; the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics and the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic dit not
agree with the statement contained in this foot-note.

48 Some delegations pointed out that the w~rd "production"
had been omitted after the words "limit the cultivation", in
this, paragraph of article 9 and that the omission should be
drawn to the attention of the plenary Conference.

Article 9 [paragraphs 4 and 5]. Composition and functions of
the Board

4. The Board, in co-operation with Governments, and subject
to the terms 01 this Convention, shall endeavour to limit the
cultivation,48 manufacture and use of drugs to an adequate
amount required for medical and scientific purposes, tl') ensUre
their availability for such purposes, and to prevent illicit cul
tivation, production and manufacture of drugs and illicit traffick
Ing In drugs.

S. All measures taken by the Board under this CQn"~'ntlon

shall be those most consistent with the intent to further the
co-operation of. Governments with the Board and to provide
the mechanism for a continuing dialogue between Governments
~ndthe Board which will lend assistance to and fat;Ulta,e
effective national act/on to attain the aims of thiS Convention.

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/L.S/ADD.4

[Origlnql.. t~xt:English]
[23 March~972]

1. The Drafting Committee met on 22' March 1972
and considered the text of article 9, paragraphs 4 and
5, and articles 12, 20 and 35 as referred to it by
Committee I (see section C.2 above) and the £~xt of
article 10, paragraph 4, and article 22 as referred to it
by Committee 11 (see section D.2 above).

2. The Drafting Committee submits to the plenary
Conference the following text of article 9, paragraphs
4 and 5, article 12, article 10, paragraph 4, atticles 22,
20 and 35.

(d) If the Board finds that the Government concerned has
failed to give satisfactory explanations when called upon to do
so under sub-paragraph Ca) above, or has failed to adopt any
remedial measures which it hcs been called upcu to take u~der

sub-paragraph (b) above, or that there is a serious situation that
needs co-operative action at the international level with tI view
to remedying it, it may call the attention of the Parties, the
Council and the Commission to the matter. The Board shall
so act if the aims of this COlZvention are being seriously en
dangered and it has not been pDssible to resolve the matter
satisfactorily in any other way. It shall also so act If It pllds
that there is a seTiolls situation that ~eeds co-operative aCllon
at the international level with a view to remedying It and that
bringing such a situation to the notice 01 the Parties, the
Council and the Commls9ion Is the most appropriate method
01 facilitating such co-operative action,' alter considering the
reports of the Board, and 01 the Commission if available on
the matter, the Council may draw the attention of the General
Assembly to the matter.42

40 The delegations of Turkey and Uruguay expressed their
disagreement with the use of the words "direct competence",
which were employed in this paragraph in a sense that did not
correspond to their technical meaning in law and v"hich might
thus give rise to difficult probl~msof interpretation.

41 The delegation of India considered that no change should
have been made in the last part of this sentence.

Article 14. Me:asure~ hy the Board to ensure the execution of
provisions of tl;te Convention

1. (a) If, on the basis of its examination of information sub
mitted by Governments to the Board under the provisions of
this Convention, or of information communicated by United
Nations organs or by specialized agencies or, provided that they
are approved by the Commission on the Board's recommenda
tion, by either other intergovernmental oganizations or Inter
national non-governmental organizations which have direct com
petence40 In the subject mal6er and which are in consultative
status with the Economic and Social Council under Article 71
01 the Charter 01 the United Nations or which enjoy a similar
status by sp~cial agreement with the Council, the Board has
objective reason$ to believe that the aims of this Convention
are seriously endangered by reason of the failure of any Party,
country or territory to carry out the provisions of this Conven
tion, the Boa.'d shall have the right to propose to the Govern
ment concerned the opening of consultations Or to request it to
fumish explanations:U If, without any failure in implementing
the provislo"s of the Convention, a Party or a country or
territory has become, or If there exists evidence 01 a eerlous
Fisk that it may become an important centre of illicit cultiva
tion, production or manufacture of, or traffic in or consumption
01 drug$, the Board has the right to propose to the Government
concerned tile openin, of consultations. Subject to the right of
the Board to call the attention of the Parties, the Council and
the Commission to the matter referred to in sub-paragraph (d)
below, the Board shall treat as confidential a request for
information, or an explanation by a Government or a proposal
for consultations and the consultations held with a Government
under this sub-paragraph.

(b) •••

(c) The Board may, if it thinks such action necessaT)1 for
the purpose 01 assessing a mattel' referred tQ in sub-paragraph
(a) of this paragrapkb propose to the Government concerned
that a study of the matter be carried out in Its territory· by suck
means as the Government deems appropriate. If the Government
concerned decides to undertake this study, it may request the
Board to make available the expertise and the services of one
or more persons with the requisite competence to assist the
officials of the Government in the proposed study. The person
or persons whom the Board intends to make available shall be
subject to the approva' of the Government. The modalitles of
this study a"d the time-limit withi" which the study has to be
completed shall be determined by consultation between the
Government and the Board. The Government shall communicate
to the Board the results of the study and shall indicate the
remedial m~asures that it considers it necessary to take.

DOCUMENT E/CONF.631L.SrADD.3

[Original text: English]
[22 J.larch 1972]

1. The Drafting Committee mot on 21 and 22 March
1972 and considered the text of article 14 as referred
to it by Committee I (see section C.2 above).

2. The Drafting Committee submits to the plenary
Conference the following text of article 14, paragraph 1:
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Article 12. Administration of the estimate system,

1.....

2. •••

4. ••.•

5. The Bcard, with a view to limiting the use and distribution
01 drugs to an adequate Cimount required for medical and
scientific purposes and .to ensuring their ~vailablllty for such
purposes," shall as expeditioudy as possible confirm the
estimates, including supplementary estimates, or, with the con
sent of the Gov~rnment concerned, may amend such estimates.
In case of a dlsagreemeni between the Government and the
Board, the latter shal~! is~ave the risht to establish, communicate
and publish its own estimates, inclydlng supplementary estimates.

Article W [paragraph 4]. Terms of office and remuneration of
members of the Board

4. The C01JJlCU, on the recommendation of the Board, may
dismiss a member of the Board who h~,s ceased to fulfi! the
conditions required for membership by paragraph 2 of article 9.
Such recommendation shall be made by an affirmative vote of
nine members of the Board.

Article 22. Special pi'Ovision applicable to cultivation

1....

2. A Party prollibiting cultivation of the opium poppy or the
camUlbis plant shtdl take all possible measures to seize any
plants illicitly cultivated and to destroy them, unless they al'e
required for lawful purposes.45

Article 20. Statistical returns to be furnished to the Board

14> •••

(a) •••
(b) •••
(c) •••
(d) •••

(e) •••
(f) Stocks of drugs as at 31 December of the yetl.f to which

the .letums relate; and
(g) Ascertainable area of (;ultivation of· the opium poppy.

,2. (0) •••

(b) '.'

3.....

44 The Drafti'ltg Committee was informed that at the 19th
meeting of Committee I, during the discussion of article 9,
paragraph 4, and after the vote on that paragraph, the repre
sentative of India had made an·observation to the effect that
the Committee should inform the Drafting Committee of the
change that had just been made in article 9, paragraph 4, with
a view to a. similar modification of article 12, paragraph S,
through the addition of the words "in co-operation with Govern
ments" after the words "to ensuring their availability for such
purposes". The Chairman of Committee I had then in.dicated
that the Indian representative's suggestion would be transmitted
to the Drafting Committee. The Drafting Committee did not
consider i.tself competent to take a decision on this matter.

45 The delegation of Turkey' objected to the rendering of the
word "lawful" by the words 4'Iicltei' in French aIid "licitos" in
Spanish.

Article 35. Action against the illicit traffic...
(a) ....
(b) •••
(c) •••
(d) •••

(e) •••
(f) FIJrnish, if they deem it appropriate, to the Board and the

Commission through the Secretary-General, in addition to
information required by article 18, information relating to illicit
drug activity within their borders, including information on
illicit cultivation, production, manufacture and use of, and on
illicit trafficking in, drugs: and

(g) Furnish the Information referred to in the preceding
paragraph as far as possible in such manner arzd by such dates
as the Board may request; if requested by a Party, the Board
may oDer its ad'u~~e to it in furnishing the information and in
endeavouring to reduce the illicit drug activity within its borders.

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/L.S/ADD.S
[Original text: English]

[23 March 1972]

1. The Drafting Committee met on 23 March 1972
and considered the text of article 21 his as referred to it
by Committee I (see section C.2 above).

,

2. The Drafting Committee submits to the plenary
Conference the following text of article 21 his.

Article 21 bis. Limitation of production of opium

1. The production of opium by any country or territory46
shall be organized and controlled in such manner as to ensure
that, as far as possible, the quantity produced In anyone year
shall not exceed the estimate of opium to be produced as
established under paragraph 1 (f) of article 19.

2. If the Board finds on the basis oJ information at its dis
posal In accordance with the provisions of this Convention that
a Party which has submitt~d an estimate under paragraph 1 (f)
of article 19 "as not limited opium produced within it& borders
to legitimate purpoaes in accordance with relevant estimates
and that a significant amount of opium produced, whether
licitly or illicitly, within the borders of such a Party, haS been
introduced into the illicit traffic, it may, after studying the
explanations of the Party concerned, which shall be submitted
to it within one month after notification.of the finding in ques
tion, decide to deduct all, or a portion, of such an amou"nt from
the quantity to be produced and from the total 01 the estimates
as defined in paragraph 2 (b) of article 19 for the next year
in which such a {{eduction ~an be technically accomplished,
taking into account the sea.emn 01 the year and contractual
commitments to export opium. This decision shall take effect
ninety days alter the Party concerned is '40tified thereof.

3. Alter notifying the Party concemed of the decision it
has taken under paragraph 2 above with regard :0 a deduction,
the Board shall consult with that Party in order to resolve the
situation satisfactorily.

.46 The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics proposed that the words "country or territory" be
replaced by the word "Party", in order to bring 'the text of
paragraph 1 into line with the text i)f paragraphs 2 and 3 of
this article.
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4. If the situation is not satis!actoril:; resolved, the Board
may utilize the provisions of article 14 where appropriate.

S. In taking its decision with regaf'd '0 a deduction under
paragraph 2 above, the Board shall take into account not only
all relevant circumstances, including those giving rise to the
illicit traffic problem referred to in paragraph 2 above, but also
any relevant new control measures which may have been
adopted by the Party.

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/L.5/ADD.6

[Article 38 his]
[Original text: French]

[23 March 1972]

1. At its 22nd meeting, Committee I approved the
text of additional provisions to amend the Single Con-

125

. vention, reproduced in document E/CONF.63/C.l/L.
31/Add.6, and transmitted this text to the Drafting
Committee (see section C.2 above) and referred to it
the question of the appropriate place of insertion.

2. The Drafting Committee suggested that the pro
visions in question might form a new article to be
numbered 38 his.
. 3. The Drafting Committee decided by a majority
to confine its consideration of the document to the
above suggestion.

4. The delegations of Mexico, Spain and Uruguay
were of the opinion that this position represented too
restrictive an interpretation of the Drafting Committee's
terms of reference, and that the text submitted, at least
in its Spanish version, had serious defects which could
have been corrected in the Drafting Committee.

•• 0.- J



Niger
Nigeria
Norway
Pakistan
Panama
Peru
Philippines
Poland

.Portugal
Republic of Korea
Republic of Viet-Nam
,Saudi Arabia
Senegal
Sierra Leone
Singapore
South Africa
Spain
Sudan
Sweden
Switzerland
Thailand
Togo
Tunisia
Turkey
Ukrainian Soviet.

Socialist Republic
Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics
United Kingdom of Great

Britain and Northern
Ir~land

-United States of America .
Uruguay
Venezuela
Yogoslavia
Zaire

Ghana
Greece
Guatemala
Haiti
Holy See
Hungary
India
Indonesia
Iran
Iraq
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Ivory Coast
Jamaica
Japan
Jordan
Kenya
Khmer Republic
Kuwait
Laos
Lebanon
Liberia
Libyan Arab Republic
Liechtenstein '
-Luxembourg
Madagascar
Malawi
Mexico
Monaco
Mongolian Peoples

Republic
Morocco
Netherlands
New Zealand
Nicaragua
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NOTES

PART III

Final Act and Protocol amending the Single Convention

DOCUMENT E/CONF.63/9

Final Ad and Protocol amendlng the Single Convention on Nareotie Drugs, 1961

[Original text: English!French!Rusnan!Spanish]
[25 March 1972]

.
1. The texts of the Final Act and. the Protocol were publiahed separately during the

course of the Conference under the symbols E/CONF.63/7. and E/CONF.63/8 respectively.
These texts were later combined in a ;:ingle document (E/CONF.63/9), reproduced below.

2. In articles 1 to 16 of the Protocol, those portions of the text in smaller type which
are reproduced in italics represent changes to the text of the Single Convention.

Final Act of the United Nations Conference to consider
amendments to the Single Convention on Narcotic
Dmgs, 1961

1. The Economic and Socxal Council of the United
Nalions, noting that amendments had been proposed to
the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961, and
bearing in mind article 47 of that Convention, d.ecided
by its resolution 1577 (L) of 21 May 1971 to .call,
in accordance with Article 62, paragraph 4, of the
Charter of the United Nations, a conference of pleni
potentiaries to consider all amendments proposed to the
Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961.

2. The United Nations Conference to consider
amendments to the Single Convention' on Narcotic
Drugs, 1961, met at the United Nations Office at
Geneva from 6 to 24 March 1972.

3. The following 97 States were represented by
representatives at the Conference:
Afghanistan Colombia
Algeria Costa Rica
Argentina Cuba
Austr~lia Cyprus
Austria C~echoslovakia

:Belgium Dahomey
BOlivia Denmark
Brazil .Ecuador
Bulgaria Egypt
Burma El Salvador
Burundi Federal Republic
Byelorussian Soviet of Germany

Socialist Republic Finland
Canada France
Ceylon Gabon
Chile Gambia
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Malta
Romania

1
!.

A.NNEX

REsoLUTION n
A.ssistance in narcotics control

The Conference,
Recalling that assistance to devf'.lloping countries is a con

crete manifestation of the. wlll pf the international community
to honour the commitment contained in the United Nations
Chartet to promote the sOcial and economic progress of all
peoples,

Recalling the special arrangements made by the United
Nations General Assembly under its resolution 1395 (XIV) with
a view to the provision of technical assistance for drug ebuse
control,

Welcoming the establishment, pursuant to United Nations
General Assembly resolution 2719 (XXV), of a United Nations
Fund for Drug Abuse Control,

Noting that the Conference has adopted a new articl~

14 his concerning technical. and financial assistance to pro
mote more effective exerution of the provisions of the Single
Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961.

1. Declares that, tQ be more effective, the measures taken
against drug abuse must be co-ordinated and universal;

2. Declares further that the fulfilment by the developing
countries of their obligations under the Convention will be
facilitated by adequate technical and financial assistance from
the international community.

Resolutions adopted ;'y the United NatloDS Conference to
consider amendments to the Single Convention on NaRotlc
Drugs, 1961

RESOLUTION I

Secretariat of the International Narcotics Control Board

The Conference,
Considering that the measures adopted by the Economic and

Social Council in its resolution 1196 (XLII) of 16 May 1967
(l464th plenary meeting) met the wishes of the States Parties
to the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961, and to the
earlier conventions still in force,

Recommends the continuation of the system which was
instituted by the Secretary-General of the United Nations and
whose main provisions are as follows:

1. The International Narcotics Control Board (hereinafter
referred to as the Board) has a secretariat distinct from the
Division of Narcotic Drugs; .

2. That secretariat is an integral part of the Secretariat of
the United Nations; while under the full administrative control
of the Secretary-Oeneral, it is bound to carry out the decisions
of the Board;

3. The members of the secretariat are appointed or assigned
by the Secretary-General; the head of that secretariat is ap
pointed or assigned in consultation with the Board.

DONE at Geneva, this twenty-fifth day of March, one
thousand nine hundred and seventy-two, in. a single
copy in the English, French, Russian and Spanish
languages, each text being equally authentic. The original
text shall be deposited with the Secretary-General of the
United Nations.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the representatives have signed
this Final Act. .

4. The following States were represented by observers
at the Conference:
Cameroon
Dominican Republic
Malaysia

5. The Economic and Social Council, by its resolu
tion 1577 (L), requested,the Secretary-6~neral to invite
to the Conference the World Health Organization and
other interested specialized agencies, the International
Narcotics Control Board apd the International Criminal
Police Organization. The World Health Organization,
the International Narcotics Control Board and the Inter
national Criminal Police Organization were represented
at the Conference.

6. The Conference elected Mr. K..B. Asante (Ghana)
as President of the ConferenC;1l, Mr. D. Nikolic (Yugo
slavia) as First Vice-President, and as the other Vice
Presidents the representatives of the following States:
Argentina Union of Soviet
Egypt Socialist Republics
France United Kingdom of Great
IndiaBritain and Notthem
Lebanon Ireland
Mexieo United States of America
Tllrkey

7'. Mr. V. Winspeare Guicciardi, Director-General of
the U~)ited Nations Office at Geneva, was the repre
sentative of the Secretary-General of the United Nations.
The Executive Secretary of the Conference wa~ Mr.
V. Kusevic, the Legal Adviser to the Conference was
Mr. G. Wattles and the Deputy Executive Secretary and
Deputy Legal Adviser was Mr. P. Raton.

8. The Conference had before it the amendments to
the SingIeConvention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961 which
were proposed by States participating in the Conference.

9. The Conference set up the following committees:
,

General Committee
Chairman: the President of the Conference

Committee 1
Chairman: Mr. R. A~ Chapman (Canada)

Committee 11
Chairman: Dr. B. Bolcs (Hungary)

Df'ajting Committee
Chairman: Dr. J.-p~.Bertschinger (Switzerland)

Credentials Committee
Ch~nian: Mr. J. W. Lennon (Ireland)

10.. Cohmuttee I established a working group on
article 14, the Chairman of which was Mr. A. C. Kirca
(Turkey).,

11•.Asa result of its deliberations, as recorded in the
summary records of the plenary Conference and JCom
mittees.· I and 11, the Conference adopted and opened
for signature the Protocol amending the Single Conven
tion on Narcotic Dmgs, 1961. In addition, the Con
ference adopted three resolutions annexed to this Final
Act.

~.
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7. The opium poppy, the coca bush, the cannabis plant,
poppy straw and cannabis leaves are subject to the control
measures prescribed in article 19, paragraph 1, sub-paragraph
(e), article 20, paragraph 1, sub-paragraph (g), article 21 bis
and in articles 22 to 24; 22, 26 and 27; 22 and 28; 25; and 28,
respectively.

Article 4

AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE 11, PARAGRAPH 3,
OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 11, paragraph 3, of the Single Convention
shall be amended to read as follows:

3. The quorum necessary at meetings of the Board shall
consist of eight members.

Composition and functions of the Board

Article 9, paragraph 1, of the Single Convention shall
be amended to read as follows:

1. The Board shall consist of thirteen members to be elected
by the Council as follows:

(a) Three members with medical, pharmacological or pharma
~utical experience from a list of at least five persons nominated
by the World Health Organization; and

(b) Ten members from a list of persons nominated by the
Members of the United Nations and by Parties which are not
Members of the United Nations.

The following new paragraphs shall be .inserted after
paragraph 3 of article 9 of the Single Convention:

4. The Board, in'co-operation with Governments, and subject
to the terms of this Convention, shall endeavour to Um/ttke
cultivation, productioll, manufacture and use of drugs to an
adequate amount required for medical and scientific purposes,
to ensure their availability for such purposes and to prevent
illicit cultivation, production and manufacture of: and illicit
trafficking in and use of, drugs.

S. All measures taken by the Board under this Convention
shall be those most consistent with the intent to further the
co-operation of Governments with the Board and to provide
the mechanism for a continuing dialogue between Governments
and the Board which will lend assistance to and facilitate
eDective national action to attain the aims of this Convention.

Article 2

AMENDMENTS TO THE TITLE OF ARTICLE 9 OF THE SINGLE
CONVENTION AND ITS PARAGRAPH 1 AND INSERTION OF
NEW PARAGRAPHS 4 AND 5

The title of article 9 of the Single Convention shall
be amended to read as follows:

Article 3

AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLE 10, PARAGRAPHS 1 AND 4,
OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 10, paragraphs 1 and 4, of the Single Con
vention shall be amended to read as follows:

1. The members of the Board shall serve for a period of
five years, and may be re-elected. .

4. The C9uDcil, on the reco1DlI1endation of the Board, ~ay
dismiss a member of the Board who has ceased to fulf11 the
conditions required for membership by paragraph 2 of article ~.

Such recommendation shall be made by an affirmative vote of
nine members of the Board.

Protocol amending the Single Convention

Protocol amending the Single ConvenfiOD
on Narcofic Dregs, 1961

RESOLUTION m-·
Social conditions and protection against drug addiction

The Conference,
Recalling that the preamble to the 'Single Convention on

Narcotic Drugs, 1961, states that the Parties to the Convention
are "concerned with.thehealth and welfare of mankind" and
are "conscious of their duty to prevent and combat" the evil
of drug addiction,

Considering that the discussions at the Conference have given
evidence of the desire to take effective steps to prevent drug
addiction,

Considering that, while drug addiction leads to personal
degradation and social disruption, it happens very often that
the deplorable social and economic conditions in which certain
individuals and certain groups are living predispose them to
drug addiction,

Recognizing that social factors have a certain and sometimes
preponderant influence on the behaviour of individuals and
groups,

Recommends that the Parties:
1. Should bear in mind that drug addiction is often the

result of an unwholesome social atmosphere in which those
who are most exposed to the danger of drug abuse live;

2. Should do everything in their power to combat the spread
of the illicit use of drugs;

3. Should develop leisure and other activities conducive
to the sound physical and psychological health of young
people.

PREAMBLE

The Parties to the present Protocol,
Considering the provisions of the Single Convention

on Narcotic Drugs, 1961, done at New York on 30
March 1961 (hereinafter called the Single Convention),

Desiring to amend the Single Convention,
Have agreed as follow:

Article 1

AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLE 2) PARAGRAPHS 4, 6 AND 7
OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 2, paragraphs 4, 6 and 7, of tae Single Con
vention shall be amended to read as follows:

4. Preparations in Schedule ID are subject to the same
measures of control as preparations containing drugs in Schedule
n except that article 31, paragraphs 1 (b) and 3 to 15 and,
as regards their acquisition and retail distribution, article 34,
paragraph (b), need not apply, ana that for the purpose of
estimates (article 19) and statisties (ctrticle 20) th~ information
required shall be restricted to the quantities of drugs used in
the manufacture of such preparations.

6. In addition to the measures of control applicable to all
drugs in Schedl~le I, opium is subject to the provisions of
article 19, paragraph 1, sub-paragraph (I), and of articles 21 bis,
23 and 24, the coca leaf to those of articles 26 and 27 and
cannabis to those of article 28.
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'Article 5

AMENDMENT TQ. ARTl<;LE 12, PARA-GRM'S 5,
" 9E THE SINGLE CONVENTION

.Arillce 12, paragraph 5, of the Single Convention
shall be amended to read as follows:

S. The Board, with a view to limiting the use and distribution
of drugs to an:-adequcrte amount required. .for medical and
scientific purpos,s tlnd .to ensuring their (lvailability for such
purposes, shall as expeditiously as PQssible confirm;the estimates,
including supplementary estimates, or, with the consent of
the Goveinm.ent concerned, may amend such' estimlltes. In case
01 a disagreement between the Government and the Board,
the latter shall have the right to establish, communicate and
publish its own estimates, including supplementary estimates.

Article 6
AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLE 14, PARAGRAPHS 1 AND 2,

. OF THE SINGLE CONVEm'ION.
Article 14, paragraphs 1 and 2,. of the Single Con

vention shall be amended to fead as follows:
1. (a) >If, on the basis of its examination of information

submitted by Gov.ernments to the Board under' the provisions
of this Convention, or of information communicated by United
Nations organs or :by specialized agencies or, provided that they
are approved by the Commission on the 80ard'srecommen..
datibn, 'by, either'otherintergovernmental' organizations' or
internationalnon',;,governmetal organiZ(jtionswhich have direct
competence in' the' subject matter and which are in consultative
status with the Economic and Social Council und~r Article
11'of'the Charter of the United Nations or which enjoy a
similar status by special agreement .with the Council; the Board
has objective reasons to believe 'that the aims of this Con
v~ppon are being seriously ~ndangered by reason of the failure
of any' earty, country or territory to carry out the ,provisions
of this Conven~ion, the Board. shaUhave the right to propose
to ,t1}e .G()ve.rnmtnt concerned the opening of consultationa
or 10 requ~st It,. to turn'sh explanations. If, without any failure
In Implementing the provisions. of the Conve",ion, a Party or a
country or territory has become, or if there exists evidence 01
a seriQus risk that it may become, an important centre c~f Illicit
cultivation, production or manufacture of, or traffic In or
cons~mp.tlon of. drugs, the Board has the· right to ,propose to
the Government concerned the ()pening of consultatio·fte. Subject
to the right of the 'Board to call the attention of the Parties,
the COijf1~ll and. 'the Commission to the ma~terrefert~d to in
sub-paragrapb (d) b,e!ow, the Board shall treat as confidential
P-orequest for information and an explanation by a Govemment
or a proposal for consultations and the consultations.held with a
Gover!lment u~d~r thi~ sub-paragraph. '

;(b) Afte~ taking ~ction" under sub-paragJ;aph' .(a) above•. the
:Qoard; if '~atisfi~ ,that ,it is Jlecessary to d.o '801, 'may call upon '
the .QovernmeI)t concemed to adpp~ suc~ remedial measures
as shall seem under the circumstance$ to be n~saryfor the
execution of the provisions of this Convention.

(c) The Board may, if iithinks· ~uch action necessary for the
purpose 01 assessing a matter referred to in sub-paragraph (a)
of thlsparagraph,proposeto the'Government concerned that
a study of the matter be carried OUI In its territory by such
means as the Gi)vernment deems appropriate. If the, Government
concerned' decides to undertake this' ~tudy, .It may rlquesl the
Board to make available theeiCpertlse and the s8tVices'of01ie
or: mare persons with the .Tequisit~ competence tt': assist the
officials of the Government in the proposed. study. The person

or persons whom the Board. Intends If) make available shall be
subiectto the ,approval 01 ,the Government. The modalitles of
this study and the time-limit within which the study has to be
completed shall be determined by consultatipn between the
Government and the Board. The Government shall communi..
cate to the Board 'the results 01 the study and shall Indicate
the remed(al measures that it considers It necessary to take.

(d) If the Board finds that the Govemmentconcemed has
failed to give satisfactory explanations whencaIIed upon to
~oso undersub-paraBraph (a) above, or has failed to adopt
IlDY remedial meB$ures which it has ~een caIIed upon to take
under sub-paragraph (b) above, or that there is a serious
situation that needs co-operative action at the international
level with a view tQ. remedying it, it may call the attention
of the Parties, the Council and' the Commission to the matter.
T.he Board shall so act if the aims of this Conventhn are
being seriously endangered and it has not been pOBiJuble to
re,f;Qlve the matter satisfactorily in any other way.. It shall
(llso so act 'If it finds that there Is a serious situation that needs
co-operative action at the international level with a view to
remedying it and that bringing such a situation to the notice
of the Parties, the Council and the Commission Is the most
appropriate method of lacilitating such co-operative action; alter
considering the reports of the Board, and 01 the Commission
il available on the matter, the Council may draw the attention
of the General Assembly to the matter.

2. The Board, when calling the attention of the Parties, the
Council and the Commission to a matter in accordance with
paragraph 1 (d) above; may, if it is satisfied that such a course
is necessary, recommend to Parties that they stop the import of
drugs, the export of drugs, or both, from or to the country
or territory concemed, either for a designated period or until
the Board shall be satisfied as to the situation in t{tat country
or territory. The State concerned may bring the matter before
the Council.

Article 7
NEW ARTICLE 14 his

The following new article shall be inserted after
ar.ticle 14 of the Single Convention:

Article 14 bls

Technical and financial assisdance

In cases which It considers appropriate am! eKther in addition
or as an alternative to measures set lorth in article 14, para
graphs 1 and 2, the Board, wilh the agreement 01 tne Govern
ment concerned, may recommend to the competent Unitet)
Nations organs and to .the specialized agencies that technical
or financial assistance, or both, be provided to the Government
in suppo.rt of its efforts to carry out its obligations under .thls
Convention, including those set out or relerred to In articles
2, 35, 38 and 38 his.

Article 8

AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE. 16 OFTHB
SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 16 of the Single Convention shall be amended
to read as ·follows:

,The secretariat servieesof the Commission and the Board
shall be furnished by the Secretary-General. In po,rticular,the
Secretary olrhe Board shall be appointed by the Secretary
General In consultation with the Board.
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Article 10

AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLE 20 OF THE
SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 20 of the Single Convention shall be amended
to read as follows:

1. The Parties shall furnish to the Board for each of their
territorieS, in the manner and form prescribed by the Board,
statistical returns oD. forms supplied by it in respect of the
following matters:

(a) Production·. or manufacture of drugs;
(0) Utilitation of drugs for the manufacture of other drugs,

of preparations in Schedule m and of substances not covered
by this Convention, and utilization of poppy straw for the
manufacture of drugs;

(c) Consumption of drugs;
(d) Imports and exports of drugs and poppy straw;
(e) Seizures of drugs and disposal thereof;
(f) Stocks of drugs as at 31 December of the year to which

the returns relate; and
, (g) Ascertainable area of f:ultivation 01 the opium poppy.

2. (a) The statistical returns in respect of the matters re
feued to in paragraph 1, except sub-paragraph (d), shall be
prepared annually and shall be furnished to .the Board not
later than 30 June following the year to which they relate.,

(b) The statistical returns in respect to the· matters referred
to in sub-paragraph (d)· of paragraph 1 shall be prepared
quarterly and shall be furnished to the Board within one month
after the end of the quarter to which they relate.

3. The Parties are' not required to furnish statistical returns
respecting special stocks, but shall furnish separately returns
respecting drugs imported into or prOcured within the country
or territory for special purposes, as well as quantities of drugs
withdrawn from special stocks to meet the requirements of the
civilian population.

Article 11
NEW ARTICLE 21 his

The following new article shall be inserted after
artic~e 21 of. the Single Convention:

Article 21 bi~

limitation 01 production 01 opium

1. The production 01 opium by any country or. territory
shall be organized and controlled illl such manner as to ensure
that, as lar as possible, the quantity produ~ed in anyone year
shall not exceed the estimate 01 opium to be produced as
established under paragraph 1 (I) of article 19.

2.· 11 the Board finds on th~ basis 01' inl07mation
Ciii Its dis

posal in accordance with. the provisions 01 this Convention
that a Party which has submitted an estimate under pilragraph

. 1 (f) 01 article 19 has not limited opium produced within its
borders to licit purposes in aCcordance with relevant estimates
and that a significant amount of opium produced, whether
licitly or illicitly, within the borders 01 such a Party, has been
Introduced into the Illicit traffiC, it may, alter studying the
explanations 01 the Party conce'fned, which shall be submitted
to it within one month after notification .of the finding in
question, decide to deduct all, or a portion, 01 such.an amount
Irom the quantity to be produced and Irom the total 01 the
estimates as defined In paragraph :l (b) 01 article 19 for the
next year In which such a deduction can be technically
accomplished, taking into account the seilSon 01 the year and

Article 9 _.

AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLE 19, PARAGRAPHS' 1, 2 AND S,
OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 19, paragraphs 1,2 arid 5, of the Single
Convention shall be amended to read as' follows:

1. The Parties shall furnish to the Board each Yl:ar for each
of their territories, in the manner and form prescribed by ~e

Board, estimates on forms supplied by it in respect of the
following maUeDi:

(a) Quantitiee of drugs to be consumed for medical and
scientific purposes;

(b) Quantities of drugs to be utilized for the:- manufacture of
other drugs, of preparations. in Schedule .. rn, and of substances
not covered by this Convention;.

(c) Stocks of drugs to be held as at 31 December of the year
to which the estimates relate;

(d) Quantities of drugs necessary for addition to special
stocks;

(e) The area (in. hectares.) and the geographical location 01
land to be used lor the cultivation 01 the opium poppy;

(f) A.pproximate quantity of opium to he I produced;

(g) The number of industrial establishments which will manu
facture synthetic drugs; and

(h) The quantities 01 synthetic drugs to be manufactured by
each of the establlshmen. v referred to in the preceding sub
Paragraph.

2. (a) Subject to the deductions referred to in paragraph 3 of
article 21, the total of the estimates for each territory and each
drug 'except opium and synthetic drugs shall consist of the sum
of the amounts specified under sub-paragraphs (a), (b) and (d)
of paragraph 1 of this article, with the addition of any amount
required to bring the actual stocks on hand at 31 December of
the preceding year to the level estimated as provided in sub-
paragraph (c) of paragraph 1. .

. (b) Subject to the deductions referred to in paragraph 3 01
article 21 regarding Imports and in ptlragraph 2 01 article 21 bls,
the total of the estimates lor opium lor each territory shall
consist. either 01 the sum of the amounts specified under sub
paragraphs (a), (b) and (d) 01 paragraph 1 01 this article, with
the addition of any amount required to bring the actual stocks
on hand at 31' December of the preceding year to the level
estimated as provided in sub-paragraph (a) of paragraph 1, or
of the amount specified under sub-paragraph (I) 01 paragraph 1
of this article, whichever is higher.

(c) Subject to the deduction., relerred to in..paragraph 3 of
ar~/cle 21, the total of the estimates lor each territory lor each
SYllthetic drug shall consist elth~r 01 the sum of the amounts
specified under SUb-paragraphs ~'a), (b) and (d) of paragraph 1
01 this article, with the addition of any amount required to
bring the actual stocks on hand at 31 December 01 the preceding
yeat' to the level estimated as provided In sub-paragraph (c)
of paragraph 1, or of the sum of the anio~nts specified under
sub-paragraph (h) of paragraph ,1 01 this article, whichever I,
~~ . .. . '
. (d) The estimates furnished under the preceding sub-para

graphs .of. this paragraph shall be approprlat~ly modified to
take into account any quantity seized and t,~ereafter released
lor licit.use. as well as any quantitytakelllrom special stocks
fo;' the requirements 01 the civilian' popUlation. ., ~ ...

s. Subject to the deductions referred to in paragraph '3 of
article 21, and account being taken where appropriate of the
provi~ions of article 21 bis, the estimates shall Bot be ~xceeded.
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..

contractual commitments to' export 'opium. This decision shall
take eiJectninety days a#el: the Party c.oncerned is notified
ffleno~ ,

3. After notifying the Party co.."cerned of the decision it has
taken underparagraph2abQve' with. regard' to a deduction,
the Board shall consult with that Pa,.~t.y in order. to rt:solve the
situation satisfactorily.

4. If the situation is not satisfactorily resolved, the BOflrd
may utilize the provisions Qf article 14 where.apprpprlate.

5. In taking its decision with regard to a deduction under
paragraph 2 above, the Board'shall take into QCcountnot·only
all relevant circumstances, inclflding those giving rise to the
illicit traffic problem referred to in paragraph 2 above, but f:I"'O
any relevant new . control .me~ures which m~ have. been
adopted by the Patty.

Article 12

AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE 22 OF 'i1m
SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 22 of the Single Convention shall be amended
to read .as follows:

1jWhenever the prevailing conditions in the country or a
territory of' a Party render the prohibition of the cultivation
of the opium poppy, the coca bush or the cannabis plant the
most suitable measure, in its 9pinion, for protecting the public
hew.th and welfare and preventing the diversion of drugs into
the illicit traffic, the Party concerned shall pJ,'ohibit cultivation.

2. A Party prohibiting cultivation of the opium poppy or
the cann.abis plant shall take appropriate measures to seize any
plants ill;citly cultivllted and to destroy them, except fQr small
quantities required by. the Party for scientific or research
p,lrposes.

Article 13

AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE 35 OF THE
SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 35 of the Single Convention shall be amended
to read as follows:

Having due regard to theit c.onstitutional, legal and ad
ministrative systems, theIJarties shaU:

(a) Make arrangements· at tlie national level for co-ordination
of preventive and. repressive action against. the illicit traffic;
to this end they'niay usefully designate an appropriate agency
teSpbnsible for such co-ordination;

(b) .Assist eacb other" in the campaign against. the illicit
traffic in narcotic drugs;

.(c) Co-operate closely with each .other and with the C9m
petent intematio41al organiZations of which they are members,
with a View to maintaining a co-otdinated' campaign against
thcfiilicit traffic;· .

(d) .Ensure that international co-opc:ration between the appro
priate. agencies. be cond~c~ in 8rl e"peditiOU$manner;

(e) Ensure that wheN legal. papeJ;Sm:c .. transmitted inter
nationally .for the purpos~ ()f ~. ptO$ecution, the transmittal
beelfected in·· an e~peditioqs manner to .the bodies desigqated
'bY tJ,te Parties; d.tis reqmrement shall .be; without prejudice to
the right of a Party to requ.ire, that legalpapel'$'~ sent to it
through the diplomatic cb8lU1~1;

(f) Furnish, if they deem~t appropriate, to the Board and
the Commission throught1i~'Secretary,;General, in addition to
Information .required by" article 18, 'lnft>rmatlon relating to

.. ~._~. \,•..

illicit drug activity within theIr borders, including information
on illicit cultivation, production, manufacture and use of, and
on illicit trafficking in, drugs; and

(g) Furnish the Information referred to in the preceding
paragraphs as far as possible in such manner and by such dates
as the Board may request; if requested by a Party, the Board
may ooer its advice to it in furnishing the information and in
endeavouring to reduce the illicit drug activity within the
borders of that Party.

,'" ~.

Article 14

AMENDMENTS' TO ARTICLE 36, PARAGRAPHS 1 AND 2,
OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 36, paragraphs 1 and 2, of the Single Con
vention shall be amended to read as follows:

1. (a) Subject to its constitutional limitations, each Party
shall adopt such measures as will ensure that cultivation, pro
duction, manufacture, extraction, preparation, possession, offering,
offering for sale, distribution, purchase, sale, delivery on any
terms' 'Whatsoever, brokerage: dispatch, diHpatch in transit,
transport,. importation and exportation of drugs contrary to the
provisions of this Convention,. and any other action which in. the
opinion of such Party may be contrary to the provisions of this
Convention, shall be punishable offences when committed inten
tionally, and that serious offences shall be liable to adequate
punishment particularly by imprisonment or other penalties of
deprivation of liberty. .

(b) Notwithstanding the preceding sub-paragraph, when
abusersoftir~gs have committed such ooences, the Parties may
provide, either as an alternative to conviction or punishment
or in addition to conviction or punishment, that such abusers
shall undergo mf#Cl$uresof treatment, education, after-care,
rehabilitation and social reintegration in conformity with para
graph 1 01 article 38.

2. Subject to the ~nstitutional limitations of a Party, its
legal system and domestic law,

(a) (i) Each of the 'offences enumerated in paragraph 1, if
committed in different countries, shall be considered as a
distinct offence;

(ii) Intentional participation in, conspiracy to commit and
attempts to commit,. any of such offencesp and preparatory acts
and finat1cial operations inconnexion with the offences. referred
to in this article, shall be' punishable offences as provided in
paragraph 1; . .

(ill) Foreign convictions for such offences shall be taken
into account for the purpose of establishing recidivism; and

(iv) Serious offences heretofore referred to committed either
by .nationals or by foreigners shall be prosecuted by the Party
in whose territory the offence w~ committed,. or by the Party
in whose territory the offender is found if extradition is not
acceptable in conformity with the law of the Party to which
application ,is made, and, if such offender has not already been
prosecuted .. and judgem~nt given•

J .

(b) (i) .Each 0Itl~e.90er.ces enumerated in paragraphs 1 and
2 (a) (11)0/ thia article shall be deemed to be included as an
extraditable ooence In any extradition '.realy existing between
Pai'lie~. Pariles undertake to Include such offences as extraditable
oDenc,s In eve", extradition treaty to be ccmcluded between
them. .... .

.'. (il) If a Party which' makes extradition conditional on the
existence G-j a treaty receIves a request lor extradition from
another Party with which it has no extradition treaty, it may
at its optllm considerthl, Convention lIS the legal basis for
extradition in respect of th~·offences·enumerated in paragraphs
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1 and 2 (a) (11) of this arti~le. Extradition shall be subject to the
other cOlldilionsprovided by the .law of the requested Party.

(iii) Parties which do not make extradition conditional on the
existence of a treaty shall recognize the offences enumerated in
paragraphs J and 2 (a) (ii) of this article as extraditable offences
between themselves, subject to the conditions provided by the
law of the requested!'arty.

(iv) Extradition shall be granted in conformity with the law
of the Party to which application is made, and, notwithstanding
sub-paragraphs (bj (i), (ii) and (iil) of this paragraph, the Party
shall have the' nght to refuse to grant the extradition in cases
where the competent authorities c<:>nsider that the offence is
not sufficiently serious.
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, the Single Convention. The instruments of ratification
shall be deposited with the Secretary-General.

3. This Protocol shall be open after 31 December
1972 for accession by any Party to the Single Conven
tion which has not signed this Protocol. .The instruments
of accession shall be deposited with the Secretary
General.

...

Article 19

EFFECT OF ENTRY INTO FORCE

Any State which becomes a Party to the Single
Convention after the entry into force of this Protocol
pursuant to paragraph 1 of article 18 above shall, failing
an expression of a different intention by that State:

(a) Be considered as a· Party to the Single Conven
tion as amended; and

(b) Be considered as a Party to the unamended Single
Convention in relation to any Party to that Convention
not bound by this Protocol.

Article 20

TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS

1. The functions of the International Narcotics Con
trol Board provided for in the amendments contained in
this Protocol shall, as from the date of the coming into
force of this Protocol pursuant to paragraph 1 of
article 18 above, be performed by the Board as con
stituted by the unamended Single Convention.

2. The Economic and Social Council shall fix the
date on which the Board as constituted under the
amendments contained in this Protocol shall enter upon
its duties. As from that date, the Board as so constituted
shall, with respect to those Parties to the unamended
-Single Convention and to those Parties to the treaties
enumerated in article 44 thereof whicd are not Parties
to this Protocol, undertake the functions of the Board
as constituted under the unamended Single Cor'vention.

3. Of the members elected at the first election after
the increase in the membership of the Board frQm eleven
to thirteen members, the terms of six members shall
expire at the end of three years and the terms of the
other seven members shall expire at the end of five
years.

Article 15

AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLE 38 OF THB SINGLE
CONVENTION AND ITS TITLE

Article 38 of the Single Convention and its title shall
be amended to read a3 f(;lllows:

Measures against the abuse of drugs

1. The Parties shall give special attention to and take all
practicable measures for the prevention of abuse' of drugs and
for the early identification, treatment, education, after-care,
rehabilitation and social reintegration of the persons involved
and shall co-ordinate their efforts to these ends.

2. The Parties shall as far as possible promote the training
of personnel in the treatment, after-care, rehabilitation and
social reintegration of abusers of drugs.

3. The Parties shall take all practicable measures to assist
persons whose work so requires to gain an understanding of the
problems of abuse of drugs and of its prevention, and shall also
promote such understanding among the general public if there
is a risk that abuse of drugs will become widespread.

Article 17

LANGUAGES OF THE PROTOCOL AND PROCEDURE FOR
SIGNATURE, RATIFICATION AND ACCESSION

1. This Protocol, of which the Chinese, English,
French, Russian and Spanish texts are equally authentic,
shall be open for signature until 31 December 1972 on
behalf of any Party or signatory to the Single Con
vention.

2. This Protocol is subject to ratification by Statec::
which h~ve signed it and have ratified or acceded to

Article 16
NEW ARTICLE 38 bis

The following new article shall be inserted after
article 38 of the Single Convention:

Article 38 bls

Agreements on regional centres

If a Party considers it desirable as part of its action against
the illicit traffic in drugs, having due regard to its constitutional,
legal and administrative systems, and, If it so desires, with the
technical advice of the Bonrd or the specialized agencies, it
shall promote the establishment, in consultation with other
interested Parties in the region, of agreements which contem
plate the development of regiolUll centres for scientific research
and education to combat the problems resulting from the IUtcit
use of and traffic in drugs.



-~.,' -

DJ. PIn" Ad and' Protoeol amendlq the Slnale Convention..........------------------,~--------------__,...o------------------
4. The members of the Board whose temis:are td

expire at the end of 'the' above-mentioned initial 'period
of three years shall pe, cho,sen by lot to be drawn by
~e S~cretary..General inttnediately 8ft~~ the first .e~
tion has been COJllpleteq.

""). ' '",-

Article 21
RnsnRVATIONS

1. Any State may, ~t tbe time of,: signature or ratifi
cation of or accession to this Protocol, make a reservation
in respect of any amtndment ,contained herein other
than the amendments to article 2"'paragraphs, 6 and 7
(article 1 of this Protocol), article 9,' paragraphs "1, 4
and,S (article 2 :of this Protocol), article 10,paragraphs
1 and 4 (article 3 of this Protocol), article 11 (article 4
of this Protocol), article 14 bis (article 7 of this Pro
tocol), article 16 (article 8 of this' Protocol)" article 22
(article 12 of this Protocol), article 35 (article 13 of this
Protocol); artiple 36, par~~aph 1, (b) (:micl~ 14 at this
Protocol), article 38 (artIcle 15 of this Protocol)an4
article 38 bis (article 16 of this Protocol)'. ~

, .:

-~~--~ ''''C''_ -

2.' A State "which has made reserv~ltions may at any
thne by notification iD. writing withdraw all or part of its
reservations.

Article 22

The Secretary-General shall :transmit certified tnle
copies Qf thisJ'rotocol to' alltbe Parties, and signatories
to the Single Convention. When this Protocol has
entered into force pursuant to paragraph 10f'article', 18
above, the Secretary-General shall prepare a text of the
SingleConventioD'as amended by this Protocol, and
shall transmit certified true copies of· it to all States
Parties or entitled to become. Parties to the Convention
as amended.

DoNE at G~neva, this twentyufifth day of March one
thousand nine hundred 'and seventy-two, in a single
copy, which shall be deposited in the archives of the
United Nations.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, duly author
ized, have signed this Protocol on bebalf of their
respective Governments.

, .. ~ ,

". !j:

"
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ANNEX I

Article of
the Single

Convention Paragraph(s)

Index to amendments~a proposed or adopted

Description of amendments Document symbol

a The amendments contained in part one of the present volume (E/CONF.63/2) are not included in this index, since they
Were ~uperseded by the joint proposals in document E/CONF.63/S and by the proposal in document E/CONF.63/6.
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129
114

lZ2

129

96

124

114

114

121

112

101

108

101

101

129
96

114

123

12,9

121

!22

111
114

111
96

E/CONF.63/L.5/Add.1

E/CONF.63/9
E/CONF'.63/C.2/L.I0/Add.2

E/CONF.63/LS/Add.4

E/CONF.63/C.lIL.2S

E/CONF.63/9

E/CONF.63/L.5'/Add.1

E/CONF.63/C.lIL.24

E/CONF.63/C.2/L.1

E/CONF.63/C.2/L.I0

E/CONF.63/L.5/Add.4

E/CONF.63/L.3
E/CONF.63/C.1/L.31/Add.3

E/CONF.63/S and Add.l-'

E/CONF.63/C.2/L.I0

E/CONF.63/9

E/CONF.63/9
E/CONF.63/S rotd Add.1-7

E/CONF.63/C.2/L.I0/Add.3

E/CONF.63/L.l

E/CONF.63/S and Add.1-7

E/CONF.63/L.5/Add.l

B/CONF.63/L.S

E/CONF.63/L.2
E/CONF.63/C.2/LI0/Add.2

Amendment to the Convention
Joint proposals for amendments to the Single

Convention
Amendment to the Convention
Text as approved by Committee IT and submitted to

the Drafting Committee
Text submitted tu the Conference by the Drafting

Committee
Text adopted by tbe Conference

Joint proposals for amendments to the Single
Convention

Amendments to the joint proposais in document
E/CONF.63/S

Amendments to the proposals in document
E/CONF.63/C.1/L.24

Amendment to the Convention
Text as approved by Committee I and submitted to

the Drafting Committee
Text as approved by Committee IT and submitted to

the Drafting Committee

Text submitted to the Conference by the Drafting
Committee

Text submitted to the Conference by the Drafting
Committee

Text adopted by the Conference

Joint proposals for amendments to the Single
Convention

Amendment to the joint proposals in document
E/CONF.63/S

Text as approved by Committee IT and submitted to
the Drafting Committee

Text as approved by Committee IT and submitted to
the Drafting Committee

Text submitted to the Conference by the Drafting
Committee

Text submitted to the Conference by the Drafting
Committee

Text adopted by the Conference
Text as approved by Committee U and submitted to

the Drafting Committee
Text submitted to the Conference by the Drafting

Committee
Text adopted by the Conference

4

4
4

1

4

1

4

3

3

1

1 and 4

3

4

6 and 7

Title and
1-3

Title and
1-3

4 and 5

S
4 and S

4,6 and 7
Title and
1 and 4

4

Title and
1, 4 and 5

110

11

9

Preamble

2
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Annex I (continued)
~

Article of
the SI.1g1e

Description 01 amendme1ntsConvention ParagMph(s) Document symbol Page

12 S Joint proposals for amendments. (:0 the Single E/CONF.63/S and Add.1-7 96
Convention

S Amendment to the joint prGposals in docume».t E/CONF.63/C.1/L.8 101
E/CONF.63/S

S R.evised text of the amendment in document E/CONF.63/C.1/L.14 102
B/CONF.63/C.1/L.8

1-6 T~xt as approved by Committee I and submitted to E/CONF.63/C.lIL.311Add.3 108
the Drafting Committee

5 Text submitted to the Conference by, the Drafting E/CONF.63/L.S/Add.4 124
Committee

S Text adopted by the Conference E/CONF.63/9 130

14 1 and 2 Joint proposals for amendments to the Single E/CONF.63/S and Add.1-7 96
Convention

1 Amendments to the joint proposals in document E/CONf'.63/C.lIL.2 102
E/CONF.63/S

1 Amendment to the joint proposals in docuIilent E/CONF.63/C.lIL.3 102
E/CONF.63/S

7 and 8 Amendment to the Convention E/CONF.63/C.lIL.4 102
1 and 2 Amendmt;;:iS to the joint proposals in document E/CONF.63/C.lIL.S 102

B/CONF.63/S

1 and 2 Amendments to the joint proposals in document E/COl\'F.63/C.lIL.6 102
E/CONF.63/S

1 Amendment to the joint proposals in document B/CONF.63/C.lIL.7
j

103
E/CONF.63/S

1 Amendment to the joint proposals in document E/CONF.63/C.lIL.I0 103
E/CONF.63/S

1 Amendments to 'the joint proposals in document E/CONF.63/C.lIL.11 103
E1CONF.631S

1 Text proposed by the Working Group of Committee I E/CONF.63/C.lIL.23 103

1 Amendment to the text proposed by the Working E/CONF.63/C.lIL.26 104
Group in document E/CONF.63/C.1/L.23

1 Amendments to the text proposed by the Working E/CONF.63/C.1/L.27 104
Group in document ElCONF.63/C.1/L.23

1 Amendments to the text proposed in document E/CONF.63/C.lIL.29 104
E/CONF.u3/C.1/L.23, supplementing the
amendments in document E/CONF.63/C.1/L.27

1 and 2 Text as !approved by Committee I and submitted to E/CONF.63/C.lIL.31/Add.1 109
the Draf'"ting Committee

1 .Text submitted to the Conference by the Drafting E/CONF.63/L.S/Add.3 123
Committee

1 and 2 Text adopted by the Conference E/CONF.63/9 130

14 bis {one Joint proposals for amendments to the Single E/CONF.63/S and Add.1-7 97
(new 9aragraph) Convention

article) Amendment to the joint proposals in document E/CONF.63/C.21L.3 112
E/CONF.63/S

Amendment to the joint proposals in docUDient E/CONF.63/C.2/L.S 112
E/CONF.63/S

Text as apprcved by Committee IT and submitted to E/CONF.63/C.21L.I0 114
the Drafting Committe~

Te~~ submitted to the Conference by the Drafting E/CONF.63/L.S 121
Committee

Text adopted by. the Conference E/CONF.63/9 130

. ' .
•~ \.,"- ..... ~ ~." ,p~ ~.:..•~g. C_LC CEttW.L_'
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Annex I (con1inued)

Article of
the Slnllle

re Conventloll PQrtlll1Cih(8~ Descrlptloll of amendments Document symbDl Pap

96 16 (one Joint proposals for amendments to the Single B/CONF.63/5 and Add-1-7 97
paragraph) Convention

101 Amendment to the joint proposals in document E/CONF.63/C.2/L.2 112
B/CONF.63/5

102 Amendment to the joint proposals in document B/CONF.63/C.2/L.4 112
B/CONF.63/5

108 Draft resolution on the secretariat of the International E/CONF.63/C.2/L9 112
Narcotics Control Board

124 Text as approved by Committee 11 and submitted to E/CONF.63/C.2/LI0 114
the Drafting Committee

130 Text submitted to the Conference by the Drafting B/CONF.63/L.5 121
96 Committee

Text of article 16 adopted by the Conference B/CONF.63/9 130
102 Text of resolution on the. secretariat of the BoaM, B/CONF.63/9 130

adopted by the Conference

102 19 1-3 Joint proposals for 'amendments to the Single B/CONF.63/5 and Add-l·7 97
Convention

102 1 Amendment to the joint proposals in document E/CONF.63/C.lIL.1 105
102 E/CONF.63/5

2 Sub-amendments to the joint proposals in document E/CONF.63/C.lIL.16 105

102 B/CONF.63/5
1 Amendment to the joint proposals in. document E/CONF.63/C.lIL.17 105

't E/CONF.61'S
103

1 Amendment to the joint proposals in document E/CONF.63/C.lIL.18 105
E/CONF.63/S

103
2 Amendment to the joint proposals in document E/CONF.63/C.lIL22 105

E/CONF.63/5
103

~-5 Text as approved by Committee I a..nd submitted to E/CONF.63/C.lIL.31 109
the Drafting Committee

103 1, 2 and 5 Text submitted to the Conference by the Drafting E/CONF.63/L.5/Add.2 122
104 Committee

1, 2 and 5 Text adopted by the Conference B/CONF.63/9 131
104 20 1 anti 3 Joint proposals for amendments to the Single E/CONF.63/5 and Add.1-7 97

Convention
104 :-3 Text as approved by Committee I and submitted to E/CONF.63/C.lIL.311Add.4 110

the Drafting Committee

1 and 3 Text submitted to the Conference by the Drafting E/CONF.63/L.5/Add.4 124
109 Committee

1-3 Text adopted by the Conference E/CONF.63/9 131
123 21bis 1·6 Joint proposals for amendments to the Single E/CONF.63/5 and Add.1-7 97

(new Convention
130 article)

97 5 Amendment to the joint proposals in document E/CONF.63/C.lIL.9 105
E/CONF.63/5

112 3-6 Amendments to the joint proposals 'in document B/CONP.63/C.lIL.12 106
E/CONF.63/5

112 1 and 3 Amendments to the joint proposal,; in document E/CONF.63/C.lIL.13 106
E/CONF.63/5

2 and 4 Amendments to the joint proposals in document E/CONF.63/C.1/L.15 106
114 E/CONF.63/5

1-5 Amended text of the joint proposals in document E/CONF.63/C.1/Lo19 106
121 E/CONF.63/5

4 8ub~amendment to the amendment contained in E/CONF.63/C.1/L.28 107
130 document E/CONF.63/C.1/L.19

.It , ...C.·ll.........I.·I••••· .l!!III.:aIl"":__IIIIIIII"_.a-------IIIlUIlll..__IIUIiXIl\lll\IIJ.iJllillillln_. _
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A.rtlcle of
the Single

COnl'enllon

22

24

27
'35

36

38

Paragraph(:r)

Title and
3 his

1-5

1-5

1-5
(one

paragraph)'

1 and 2

1 and 2

1 and 2

1 'and 2
4 and 6

4

1
(one

paragraph)

2

(one
paragraph)

1 and 2

1

1-4

1 and 2

1 and 2

Title and
1-3

1

3

Title ~d
1-3 .

Title and
1-3

Title and'
1-3

Amlu.1 (continued)

Sub·anteildment~ to the amendment contained in
document E/lS",ONF.63/C.1/L.19

Text as approved by Committee I and submitted to
the Drafting Committee

, Text submitted to the: ,Conference .by the Drafting
Committee

Text adnpted by the €onference

Joint proposals for amendments to the Single
, Convention

Amendments to the joint proposals in document
E/CONF.63/S

Text as approved by Committee n and submitted to
Jthe Drafting Committee

Text submitted tl"; the Conferenr..e by the Drafting
Committee

Text adopted by the Conference .

Joint proposals for amendments to the Single
Convention

Amendment to the joint proposals in document
B/CONF.63/S .'

Amendment to the Convention

Joint proposals for amendments to the Single
Convention

Amendments to the joint proposals in document
E/CONF.63/5

Text approved by Committee I and submitted to
the Drafting Committee

Te~t .submitted to the Conference by the Drafting
Committee '

Text adopted by the (';~nference

Joint pr()pos~ for amendments to the Single
Convention

AmendmeIlts t to the joint proposals in document
E/COt-lF.63/5

Amendment to the joint proposals in document
E/CONF.63/S

Text as;approved' by Committee n and submitted to
the Drafting Committee

Text'submitted to the Conference by the Drafting
Committee

Text adopted by the Conference

Joint, proposals for amendments to the Single
Convention

Amendmelltto the joint proposals in document
. E/CONF.63/S·

AnlendJpent to the joint proposals in dOCWllent
E/CONF.63/S .

Text as approved by Committee n and ,submitted to
.the Drafting Committee

,Text 'sublllitted to, the ,Conferenc:e by the Drafting
Committee

TextadQ'P.ted by the Conference

DOCUrrNnt I1mbDl pqe

E/CONF.63/C.1/L.30 107

E1CONF.63/C.1/L.31/Add.2 110

E/CONF.63/L.5/Add.S 124

B/CONF.63/9 131
B/CONF.63/S and Add.I-7 97

E/CONF.63/C.2IL.12 113

E/CONF.63/C.2IL.I01Add.3 115

E/CONF.63/L.5/Add.4 124

E/CONF.63/9 132

S/CONF.63/S and Add.1-7 97

E/CONF.63/C.1/L21 108

E/CONF.63/6 113
, B/CONF.63/S and Add.1-? 98

B/CONF.63/C.1/L.20 108

E/CONr'.63/C.lIL.311Add.S 110

E/CONF;63/L.S/Add.4 124

E/CONF.63/9 132
E/CONF.63/S and Add.1-7 98

E/CONF.63/C.21L~8 113

; E/CONF.(i3/C.2IL.U 113

E/CONF.6.3)C.2IL.10/Add.1 115

B/CONF~63/L.5/ Add.1 121

E/CONF.63/9
'.,

132

E/CONF.63IS and Ad"-.1-7 98

E/GONF.63/C.21L.6 113

E/CONF.63/C.2IL.,7 113

E/CONF.63/C.2IL.IO 115

E/CONP"63/L.S 121

i ..E/CONF.63/9 133
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Annex I (concluded).

Description 01 amendment:t

Text of additional provisions to amend the Conven
tion, approved by Committee I

Report of the Drafting. Committee
Text adopted by the Conference
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ANNEX !I

Comparative table· showing arfic~es of the Single Convention amended by the Conference
and the modlfieatiooselfeeted by the 197~ Protod)l-

SINGLB CONVENTION ON NARCOTIC DRUGS, 1961

Article 2

SUBSTANC~ UNDER CONTROL

1. Except as to measures of control which are limited to
specified drugs, the drugs in Schedule I are subject to all
measures of control applicable to drugs under this Convention
and in particular to those prescribed in articles 4 (c), 19, 20, 21,
29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34 and 37.

2. The drugs in Schedule n are subject to the same measures
of control as drugs in Schedule I with the exception of the
measures prescribed in article 30, paragraphs 2 and S, in respect
of the retail trade.

3. Preparations other than those in Schedule ID are subject
to the same measures of control as the drugs which they contain,
but estimates (article 19) and statist~cs (article 20) distinct from
those dealing with these drugs ohall not be required in the case
of such preparations, and article 29, paragraph 2 (c) and article
30, paragraph 1 (b) (il) need not apply.

4. Preparations in Schedule m are subject to the same
measures of control as preparations containing drugs in Schedule
n except that article 31, paragraphs 1 (b) and 4 to IS need not
apply, and that for the purpose of estimates (article 19) and
statistics (article 20) the information required shall be restricted
to the quantities of drugs used in the manufacture of such
preparations.

S. The drugs in Schedule IV shall also be included in
Schedule I and subject to all measures of control applicable to
drugs in the latter schedule, and in addition thereto:

(a) A Party shall adopt any special measures of control which
in its opinion are necessary having regard to the particularly
dangerous properties of a drug so included; and

(b) A Party shall, if in its opinion the prevailing conditions
in its country render it the most appropriate means of protecting
the public health and welfare, prohibit the production, manufac
ture, export and import of, trade in, possession or use of any
such drug except for amounts which may be necessary for
medical and scientific research only, including clinical trials
therewith to be conducted under or subject to the direct super
vision and control of the Party.

6. In addition to the' measures of control applicable to
all drugs in Schedule I, opium is subject to the provisions of
articles 23 and 24, the coca leaf to those of articles 26 and 27
and cannabis to those of article 28.

1972 PROTOCOl. AMEN1:;lNG THE SINGLB CONVBNTION
ON NARCOTJC DRUGS, 1961

AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLB 2, PARAGRAPHS 4, 6 AND 7,
OF THE SINGLB CONV'eNTION

Article 2, paragraphs 4, 6 and 7, of the Single Con
vention shall be amended to read as follows:

4. Preparations in Schedule III are subject to the same
measures of control as preparations containing drugs in Schedule
n except that article 31, paragraphs 1 (b) and 3 to 15 and, as
regards their acquisition and retail distribution, article 34,
paragraph (b), need not apply, and that for the purpose of
estimates (article 19) B.."ld statistics (article 20) the information
required shall be restricted to the quantities of drugs used in
the manufacture of such. preparations.

6. In addition to the measures of control applicable to
all drugs in Schedule I, opium is subject to the provisions of
article 19, paragraph 1, sub-paragraph (f), and 01 articles 21 bis,
23 and 24, the coca leaf to those of articles 26 and 27 and
cannabis to those of article 28.

• Only articles of the Single Convention considered for amendment and the am~ndments adopted by the Conference are
reproduced here. The passages in italics within the smaller type in the column headed "1972 Protocol amending the Single
Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961" represent changes to the text of the Single Convention.
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1972 PROTOCOL AMENDING THE SINGLB CONVENTION
ON NARCOTIC DRUGS, 1961

AMENDMENTS TO THE TITLE OF ARTICLE 9 OF THE SINGLE
CONVENTION AND ITS PARAGRAPH 1 AND INSERTION Ol:?
NEW PARAGRAPHS 4 AND 5
The title of article' 9 of the Single Convention shall

be amended to read as follows:

COMPOSmON and functions OF nm BOARD

Article 9, paragraph 1, of the Single Convention shall
be amended to read as follows:

1. The Board shall consist of thirteen members to be elected
by the Council as follows:

(a) Three members with medical, pharmacological or pharma,.
ceutical experience from a list of at least five persons nominated
by the World Health Organization; and

(b) Ten members from a list of persons nominated by the
Members of the United Nations and by Parties which are not
Members of the United Nations.

7. The opium poppy, the coca bush, the cannabis plant,
poppy straw and cannabis leaves are subject to the control
measures prescribed in article 19. paragraph 1. sub-paragraph
(e), article 20. paragraph 1. sub-paragraph (g), article 21 his
and in articles 22 to 24; 22, 26 and 27; 22 and 28; 25; and 28,
respectively.

The following new paragraphs shall be inserted after
paragraph 3 of article 9 of the Single Convention:

4. The Board, in cOr.Operation with GO"llernments, and subject
to the terms of this Convention, shall endeavour to limit the
cultivation, production, manufacture and use of ·drugs to an
adequate amount required for medical and scientific purposes,
to ensure their availability for such purposes and to prevent
illicit cultivation. production and manufacture of, and illicit
trafficking in and use of. drugs.

Annex U (continued).

SINGLB CONvENTION ON NARCOTIC DRUGS, 1961

7. The opium poppy, the coca bush, the cannabis plant,
poppy straw and cannabis leaves are subject. to the control
measures pre:;cribed in articles 22 to 24; 22, 26 and 27; 22 and
28;. 25Z. and 28, respectively.

Article 9

COMPOSITION OF THE BOARD

1. The Board shall consist of eleven members to be elected
by the Council as follows:

(a) Three members with medical, pharmacological or pharma
ceutical experience from a list of at least five persons nominated
by the World Health Organization; and .

(b) Eight members from a list of persons nominated by the
Members of the United N&tions and by Parties which are not
Members of the United Nations.

2. Members of the Board shall be persons who, by their
competence, impartiality and disinterestedness, will command
general confidence. During their term of office they shall not
hold any position or engage in any activity which would be
liable to impair their impartiality in the exercise of their
functions. The Council shall, in consultation with the Board,
make all arrangements necessary to ensure the full technical
indep~ndence of the Board in carrying out its functions.

3. The Council, with due regard to the principle of equitable
geographic representation, shall give consideration to the im
portance of including on the Board, in equitable proportion,
persons possessing a knowledge of the drug situation in the.
producing, manufacturing, and consuming countries, and con
nected with such cOlmtries.

8. The Parties shall use their best endeavours tG apply to
substanc~ which do not fall under this Convention, but which
may be used in the illicit manufacture of drugs, such measures
of supervision as may be practicable.

9. Parties .are not required to apply the provisions of this
Conv~ntion to drugs which are commonly used in industry for
other than medical or scientific purposes, provided that:

(a) They ensure by appropriate methods of denaturing or by
other means that the drugs so used are not liable to be abused
or havt} ill effects (article 3, paragraph 3) and that the harmful
substances cannot in practice be recovered; and

(b) They include in the statistical information (article 20)
fu~nished by them the amount of each drug so used.
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Article 10

Tmws OF OfFICE AND RBMVNBRATlON OF MEMBERS OF THE BOARD

1. The members of the Board shall serve for a period of
three years, and shall be eligible for re-election.

2. The term of office of each member of the Board 5haU
end on the eve of the first meeting of the Board which his
successor shall be entitled to attend.

3. A member of the Board who has faDed to attend three
con$ecutive .sessions shall be.deemed to bave resigned.

4. 'The Coun{:iI, on the reeommendatioDof the Board, may
dismiss a member of the Board who has ceased to fulfil the
condition$. required fo~ membership by p:ar.agraph 2'of. article 9.
Such recoinmeridationshall be made by an aftirmativC' vote of
eight members of the Board.'

5. Where a vacancy occurs on the Board during the term
of office .of a member,the Council shall fill such vacancy as
soon as possible and iD accordance with the applicable pr~

visions of article 9, by electing another member for the re
mainder of tbeterm.

6. ,-&e members of the Board shall receive an adequate
remuneration as determined by the General Assembly.

Article 11

RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE BOARD

1. The Board shall elect its own President and sl1ch other
officers as it may consider necessary and shall adopt its rules
of procedure. .

2. The Board shall meet as often as, in its opinion, may be
necessary for the proper discharge of its functions, but shall
hold at least two sessions in each calendar year.

3. The quorum necessary at meetings of the Board shall
consist of seven members.

Article 12

ADMINISTRATION OPTBB ESTIMATE SYSTEM

1. The Board .shall fm the date or dates by.wbi~h,and the
manner bi' which, 'the 'estiJDates as provided in article 19 shall
'be fumished and shall prescribe' the torms.theretor. ..

..-;...-. - .-, . ~ . . ..• , • <

. 2•. 11le BOllrd shall,,in, respect of cotmtries andterritorics 'to
whicJi.th~Convention does not apply, request the Governtnents
~~~~rnr4 to ful11~h' estiJ:nat~. hi a~ordance .with. the· 'pro
visions of this Convention.
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5•. All measures taken by the Board under this Convention
shall be those most consistent with the Intent to further the
co-operation of Governments with the Board and to provide
the mechanism for a continuing dialogue between Governments
and the Board which will lend' assistance to and !acUltate
effective national action to attain the aims (Jf this Conv~ntion.

AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLE 10, PARAGRAPHS 1 AND 4,
OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 10, paragraphs 1 and 4, of the Single Con
ventionsball be amended to read as follows:

1. The members of the Board shall serve for a period of
five years, and may be re-elected.

4. The Council, on the recommendation of the Board, may
dismiss a member of the Board who has ceased to fulfil the
conditions required for membership by paragraph 2 of article 9.
Such recommendation shall be made by an affirmative vote of
nine members of the Board.

AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE 11, PA!tAGRAPH 3,
OF THB SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 11, paragraph 3, of the Single Convention
shall be'amended to read as follows:

3. The 'quorum necessary at meetings of the Board shall
consist of eight members.

AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE 12, PARAGRAPH S,
OF THE SINGLE CoNVENTION

Article 12, paragraph S, of the Single Convention
shall be amended to read as follows:

I;
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s. The Board, with a view to limiting the use and distribution
of drugs to an adequate amount required for medical and
scientific purposes and to ensuring their availability for such
purposes, shall as expeditiously as possible confirm the estim
ates,' including supplementary estimates, or, with the consent
of the Goveniment concerned,· may amend 'such estimates.
In case of a disagreement between the Government· and .he
Board, the latter shall have the right to establish, communicate
and publish its own estimates, including supplementary e$ti~

ates.

AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLE 14, PARAGRAPHS 1 AND 2,
OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 14, paragraphs 1 and 2, of the Single Con
vention shall be amended to read as follows:

1. (a) If, on the basis of its examination of information
submitted by Governments to the Board under the provisions
of this Convention, or of information communicated by United
Nations organs or by specialized agencies or, provided that they
are approved by the Commission on the Board's recommendation,
by either other intergovernmental organizations or international
non-governmental organizations which have direct competence
in the subject matter and which are in consultative status with
the Economic and Social Council under Article 71 of the
Charter of the United Nations' or which enjoy a similar status
by special agreement with the Council, the Board has object'ive
reasons to believe that the aims of· this Convention are being
seriously endangered by reasen of the failure of any Parry,
country or territory to carry out the provisions of· this Con
vention; the Board shall have the right to propose to the
Government 'concerned the opening of consultations or to
request it to lurnitih explanations. 1/, without any lailure in
implementing the provisions 0/ the Conven1'ion, le 'Party 01" tz
Clmntry or territory has become,- .or if there exists evidence
fJ/ a serlol4..' 1;;sk that it may become, an lmportcmt centre of
illicit· cultivation, production or. manufacture 0/, or traf/icin
or consumption 0/ drugs, the Board has the right to propose
to the· Government conqerned the· opening 0/ consultations.
Subject to the right of the ,Board' to call the attention Qf ~~
Parties, the Council and the Commission, to the matteli 're!
ferred to in sub-paragraph (d) below, the Board shall treat as
confidential a requeSt for information and'an explanation by a
Government or a proposal for consultations and the consult
ations held with a Government under this 8ub-paragraph~' ':,. '.

Annex D (continued)
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Articte 14

MEAst1RBS BY THE BOARD Ta ENSURE THE BXECUTION OP
PROVISIONS OF THE CONVENTION

1. (a) If, on the basis of its examination of information
submitted by Governments to the Board Ulnder the provisions
of this Convention, or of information communicated by United
Nations organs and bearing on questions arising under those
provisions, the Board has reason to believe that the aims of
this Convention are being seriously endangered by reason of
the failure of any country or territory to carry out the pro
visions of this Convention, the Board shall have the right to ask
for explanations from. the Government of the country or terri
tory in question. Subject to the right of the Board to call the
attention of the Parties, the Council and the Commission to
the matter referred to in sub-paragraph (c) below, it shall treat
as confidential a request for information or an explanation by
a Government under this sub-paragraph.

6: In addition to the reports mentioned in article 15, the
Board shall, at such times as it shall determine but at least
annually, issue such information on the estimates as in its
opinion will facilitate the carrying out of this Convention.

3. If any State fails to furnish estimates in respect of any
of itsterl'itories by the date specified, the Board shall, as far as
possible, establish the estimates. The Board in establishing such
estimates shall, to the extent practicable, do so in co-operation
with tlle Govemment concerned.

4. The Board shall examine the estimates, including sup
plementary estimates, and, except as regards requirements for
special' purposes, may require such information as it considers
necessary in respect of any country or territory on behalf of
which an estimate has beenfumished, in order to complete the
estimateoI toexpl'ain any statement contained tllerein•

., .
5. The Board shall as expeditiously as possible confirm the

estimates, . includiilg supplementary estimates, or,' with the
consent of the Government concemed,. may . amend , such
estimates.
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(b) After taking action under sub-paragraph (a) above, the
Board, if satisfied that it is necessary to do so, may call upon
the Governm~nt concerned to adopt such remedial measures
as shall seem WIder the circumstances to be necessary for the
execution of the provisions of this Convention.,

(c) If the Board finds that the Govemment concerned has
failed to give satisfactory explanations when called upon to do
so under sub-paragraph (a) above, Qr has failed to adopt any
remedial measures which it has been called upon to take under
sub-paragraph (b) above, it may call the attentiQn of the Parties,
the Council and the Commission to the matter.

~. The Board, when calling the attention of the Parties; the
Council and the Conllnisslon to a matter in accordance with
paragraph 1 (c) abQve, may, if it is satisfied that such.a cQUlSe
is necessary; recommend to' Parties that they stop the import
of drugs, the export of dJ:1lgs, 01 both, from or tQ the country
or territory.concerned, either for a designated ;period or until
the Eaard shall be satisfied as to the situatioain that country
or territory.. The State cQQ.cemed may bring the, matter befQre
the Council.

3. The Board shall have the right to publish a'report on any
matter dealt with .under the provisions of this article, and
communicate it. to the Council, which shall forWard' it to all
Parti~, it the Board publishes ,in this report a decision' taken
under this article or any information .relating thereto, it shall
also publish therein· the views of the' Govemment concerned if
the latter so requests.

, 4. If many case a decision 'Qf,the Board. which, is published
under, this article is not unaninlous, the ,views of the,minority
shall be stated•

• _~-,.- - .,.,-~----- _ •.••.•, .•... ---~.- .. ,p •.•_._.-.-~.-
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(b) Mter taking action under sub-paragraph (a) above,the
Board, if satisfied that it is necessary 'to do so, may call upon
the Government concerned to adopt such remedial measures
as shall seem under' the circumstances to be necessary for the
execution of the provisions of this Convention.

(c) The Board may, if it thinks such action necessary for the ~

purpose orassessing a matter referred to In sub-paragraph (a)
of ,fhis paragraph, propose to the Government concerned that a
&t~dy of the matter be carried o~t in Itsterrltory by sucl, means
as the Government deems appropriate. If the Government con
c(~rned decides to undertake this study, it may request the
Board to make available the expertise and the services of one
or more persons with the requisite competence to assist the
officials of the Government in the proposed study. The person
or persons whom the Board intends to make available shall be
subject to the approval of the Government. The modalities of
this study and the time-limit within which the study has to be
completed shall be determined by consultation between the
Government and the Board. The Government shall communicate
to the Board the results of the study and shall Indicate the
remedial measures that it considers it necessary to take.

(d) If the Board finds that the Government concerned has
failed to give satisfactory explanations when called upon' to do
so under sub-paragraph (a) above, or has failed to adopt any
remedial measures which it has been called upop. te) take under
sub-paragraph (b) above, or that there is a sericus situation
that needs co-operative action at the international level with a
view to remedying It, it may call the attention of the Parties,
the Council and the Commission to the matter. The Board
shall so act if the aims of this Convention are being seriously
(!ndangerei:l and it has not been possibl~ to resolve the matter
satisfactorily In any other way. It shall also so act If it finds
that there is a serious situation that needs co-operative action
at the international level with a view to reme.dy"~g It and that
bringing such a situation to the notice of .the Parties, the
Council and the Commission Is the most 'appropriate method
of facilitating such co-operative action; after co~~slderlng the
reports. of the Board, and of the Commission If available on
the. matter, the Council may draw the attention of the General
Assembly to the matter.

2. The Board, when calling the attention of the Parties, the
Council and the Commission to a matter in accordance with
paragraph 1 (d) above, may, if it is satisfied that such a course
is necessary, recommend to Parties that they stop the im.port
of drugs, the export of drugs, or both, from Clr to the country
or territory concorned, either for a designated period or until
the Board shall be satisfied as to the situation in that country
or territory. The State concerned may bring the matter before
the Council.
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NEW ARTICLE 14 bis

rIte following new article shall be inserted after
article 14 of the Single Convention:

Article 14 bis

Technical and financial ~S:";Lfjtance

In cases which it considers appropriate and either in addition
or as an alternative to measures set forth in article 14, para
graphs 1 and 2, the Board, with the t,greement of the Govern
ment concerned, may recommend to the competent United
Nations orgta1lS and to the specialized agencies that technical
or financial assistance, or both, be provided to the Government
in support of its efforts to (~arry out its obligations under this
Convention, including those set out or referred to in articles
2, 35, 38 and 38 bis.
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5. Any State shad be invited to be represented at a meeting
of the Bvard at which a question directly interesting it is con
sidered under this article.

6. Decisions of the Board under this article shall be taken
by a two-thirds majority of the whole numoor of the Board.
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Article 16

SECRETARIAT

The secretariat services of the 'Conmiission and the Board
shall be funiished by the Secretary-General.

Article 19

EsTIMATES OF DRUG REQUIREMENTS

1. The Parties shall furnish to the Board each year for each
of their territories, in the manner and. form prescribed by the
Board, estimates on forms supplied by it in respect of the
folloWing matters:

(a) Quantities of drugs to be consumed for medical and
scientific purposes;

(b) Quantities of drugs to be utilized for the manufacture
of other drugs, of preparations in Schedule rn, and of
substances not r;overed by this Convention;

(c) StockS of drugs to be held as at 31 December of the year
to which the estimates relate; and

(d)Quantities of drugs necessary for addition to special
stocks.

AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE 16 OF THE
SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 16 of the Single Convention shall be amended
to read as follows:

The secretariat services of the Commission and the Board
shall be furnished by the Secretary-General. In particular, the
Secretary of the Board shall be appointed by the Secretary
General in consultation with the Board.

AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLE 19, PARAGRAPHS 1, 2 AND 5,
OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 19, paragraphs 1, 2 and 5, of the Single
Convention shall be amended to read as follows: .

1. The Parties shall furnish to the Board each year for eacb
of their territories, in the manner and form prescribed by the
Board, estimates on forms supplied by it in respect of the
following matteis:

(a) Quantities of drugs to be consumed for medical and
scientific purposes;

(b) Quantities of drugs to be utilized for the manufacture
of other drugs, of preparations in Schedule ill, and of
substances not covered by this Convention;

(c) Stocks of drugs to be held as ~t 31 December of the year
to which the estimates relate;

(d) Quantities of drugs necessary for addition to special
stocks;

(e) The area (in hectares) and the geographical location of
land to bt used for the cultivation of the opium, poppy;

(f) A.pproximate quantity of opium to be produced;
(g) The number of industrial e:tablishments which will

manufacture synthetic drugs; and

...
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. S.Subject to the de.ductions referred to in paragraph 3 of
article 21, and account being taken where appropriate 01 the
,rovlsloM of artlcl, 21 bla, the estimates shall not be exceeded.. .

(h). The quantities of synthetic drugs to be manufact~fred by
each of .the establishments r.elerred to in the precedinj~~sub.

pgragraph.

2. ~(a). Subject ·to the· deductions refeITed to in paragraph 3
oflarticle"21, the total of the estimates for each territory and
aach drug except opium and synthetic drugs shall consist of
the sum of the amounts srJecified under sub-paragraphs (a), (b)
and (d) of paragraph 1 of this article, with the addition of any
amount required to bring the actual stocks on hand at 31
December of the pw:eding year to the level estimated as
provided in sub-paragraph (c) of paragraph 1.

(b) Subject to the deductions referred to in paragraph 3 of
article 21 regarding imports and in paragraph 2 01 article
21 bls, the total of the estimates for opium for each territory
shall consist either of the sum of the amounts specified under
sub-paragraphs (a), (b) and (d) of paragraph 1 of this article,
with the addition 01 any amount required to bring the actual
stocks ~n hand at 31 December of the preceding year to the
level estimated ill provided In sub-paragraph (c) of paragraph 1,
or of the nmount specified under sub.paragraph (f) of para..
graph 1 of this article, whichever Is higher.

(c) Subject to zhe deductions referred to in paragraph 3
of artlcie 21, the total of the estimates for each territory for
each synthetic drug shall consist either of the sum of the
amounts specified under sub-paragraphs (a), (b) and (d) 01
paragraph 1 of this article, with the addition of'any amount
reqUired to bring the actual stocks on hand at 31 December
of the preceding year to the I level estimated as provided In
sub-paragraph (c) of paragraph 1, or of the sum of the
amounts specified under sub.paragraph (h) of paragraph 1 01
this,article, 'whlchever fl high"r.

(d) The estimates lurnishedunder .the .preceding sub.para..
graphs of this paragraph shall be appropriately modified to take
into account· any quantity seized and thereafter released for
licit 'tt'se as well as any quantity taken from special stocks lor
the requirements 01 the civilian population.
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2. Subject to the deductions referred to in paragraph 3
of article 21, the total of tlie estimates for each territory and
each drug shall consist of the sum of the amounts specified
under sub-paragraphs (a), (b) and (d) ot paragraph 1 of this
article, with the addition of any amount required to bring the
actual stocks on hand at 31 ·Oecember of the preceding yeai"
to the level estimated as prc.wided in sub-paragraph (c) of
par.9graph 1.
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Article 19 (continued)

3. Any State may during the .year furnish supplementary
estimates with an explanation of the circumstances necessitating
such estimates. .

4. The Parties shall inform the Board of the method. used for
determining quantities shown in the estimates and of anY
changes. in the said method.

S.Subject to the deductions referred to !n parasraph 3 of
article 21, the estimates shall not be exceeded.
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AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLE 20 OF. 'l1IB

'SiNGLB CONVENTION

Article ~O

SrAnsnCAL RBnmNS .TO BB l'URmSBBD TO .'I'HB BoAlU)

1. The Parties shall furnish to .the Board for each of their
territories, in the manner and form prescribed by the Board,
statistical returns on forms supplied by !tin ,respect of the
following .ma~ters: .

(\~) Production or manufact1,1re of drugs;
«(~) Utilizationc! drugs for theinanufacture of other drugs,

of preparations in Schedule. m·and of· subsmnce8 Dot .covered

Article. 20'of the Single Con.vention shall be amended
to read as follows: . . .

'1~ ,The :Parties shall furnish tb the Board for each of flieir
territories, in the manner and form prescribed by the Board,
statistical returns on forms supplied by it in respect of the
following matters:

(a) Production or manufacture of drugs; .
(b) Utilization of drugs for the manufacture of other drugs,

of. preparations in Schedule m and of substances not covered
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.
9. The Parties are not recluired to furnish statistical returns

respecting special stocks, but shall furnish separately returns
respecting drugs imported ir!tCl or prol;ured witbin the country
or temtory for special purposes, as well as quantities of drugs
withdrawn from special stocb to meet the requirements of
the civilian population.

NEW ARTICLE 21 bis

The following new arti~le shall be insertet.;' m.'er
\\:::1icle 21 of the Single~ Convention:

AI'.flcle 21 018

Limitation 01 production of opium

1. The production of opium by any country or territory sha"
be organlz.ed and controlled in such manner as to ensure that,
as far as· possible, the quantity produced· In anyone 'Year shall
not exceed the estimate of opium ,a be produced tl$ established
under paragraph 1 (l) of article 19.

l. If the Board finds on the basis of Information at Its
disposal In accordance with the provisions of ehl8 Convention
that a Party which has submitted an t;'stlmat, under paragraph
1 (f) of article 19 has not limited opium produced wll'h1n ItI
borders to .licit purPOStS in accordance with relevant estimate,
and that a Significant amount of opium produced, whether
licitly or IlItcltly, within the bordeFl of such f.I I'arty, has been
Introduced into the ilUelt trcl/ic, It may, after studying the
explanations 01 the Party concern!dll which shall be submItted
to it within one month after notification of the findIng In
question, de.clde to deduct all, or a portion, ojll4ch an amoUnt
from the quantity to be produced and from the total of the
estimates as d!!/ined in paragraph 2 (b) of article 19 for the
next Year in which such a deduction can be techn(cally aCClPm...
pUshed, teking into account the season of. the yeat' al'itl
contractual commitments to export opium. This decision s.hall
take eOect ninety days after the Party concerned Is notilCed
thereof.

by this Convention, and utiU,zation of poppy straw for the
manufacture of drugs;

(c) Consumption of drogs;
(d) Imports and exports of drugs and poppy straw;
(e) Seizures of druga and disposal thereof;
(l) Stocks of drugs as at 31 December of the year to which

the returns relate; and
(g) Ascertainable area of cultivation of the opium poppy.

2. (a) The statistical returns in respect of the matters re
ferred to in paragraph 1, except sub-paragraph (d), shall be
prepared annually and shall be furnished to the Board not later
than 30 June following the year to which they relate.

(b) The statistical returns in respect to the matters referred
to in sub-paragraph (d) of paragraph 1 shall be prepared
quarterly and shall be furnished to the Board within one
month after the end of the quarter to which they relate.

Amlex U

AmId D (continued)
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.2. (a) The statistica. returns in res~ct of the matters re- .
ferried to in paragraph 1, excef/t sub-paragraph (d), shall be ,
prepared annually and shall be furnished to the Board not later
than 30 June following the year to which tbey relate.

(b) The statistical returns in respect to the matters referred
to in sub-paragraph (d) of paragraph 1 shall be prepared
qutlrterly and shall be furnished to the Board within one
month after the end of the quarter to which they relate.

3. In addition to the matters referred to in paragraph 1 of
this article the Parties may as far' as possible also furnish to
the Board for each of their territories information in respect
of areas (in hectares) cultivated for the production of opium.

4. The Parties are not required to fumisb statistical returns
respe9ting special stocks, but shall furnish separately returns
respecting drugs imported into or procured within the country
or territory for special purposes, as well as quantities of drugs
withdrawn from special stocks te meet the requirements of
the civilian population.

Article 20 (continued)
by this Convention~ and utilization of poppy straw for the
manufacture of drugs;
'(c) Consumption of drugs;

(d) ImportS and exports of drugs and poppy straw;
, (e) Seizures of drugs and disposal thereof; and

(f) Stocks of drugs 'as at 31 December of the year to which
the returns relate.

li

"lIIrr.nMII.",rIMU_I!!IJ : __l.. &••&.: 1I2••.:11&11£l1li£.4441:112111•••]12111&1..1$I,X•.~I£.Il~~~:'II' ----------~

"

~,!
!I
~
I1
li
!



1.48

.AJmex B (continued)

----------------.....----.,---r-----------------------
SINGLE CONVENTION ON NAkCOTIC DRUGS, 1961

1972 PROTOCOL AMENDING 1HB SiNGLE CONVENTION
ON NARCOTIC DRUGS, 1961

New article 21bis(continued)
3. After notifying the Party concerned of the decision it

has taken under paragraph 2 above with regard to a ,deduction,
the Board shall consult with that Party in order to resolve the
situation satisfactorily.

4. If the situation is not satisfactorily r-esolved, the Board
may .utilize the provisions of article 14 where. appropriate.

5. In taking its decision with regard to a deduction. under
parqgraph 2 above, the Board shall take Into account not only
all relevant circumstances Including those giving rise to the
illicit traffic problem referred to In paragraph 2' above, but also
lfny relevant new control measures which may have been adopted
by the Party,

I ., .

Article 22

SPECIAL PROVISION APPLICI..13LE TO CULTIVATION

Whenever the prevailing conditions in the country or a
territory of a Party render the prohibition of the cultivation
of the opium poppy, the coca bush or the cannabis plant the
most suitable measure, in its opinion, for protecting the public
health. and welfare and preventing the diversion of drugs into
the illicit traffic, the Party concem:ed shall prohibit cultivation.

AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE 22 OF THE
SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 22 of the Single Convention shall be amended
to read as follows:. ' '

1. Whenever the prevailing conditions in the country or a
territory of a PartY render the' prohibition of the cultivation of
the opium poppy, the coca bush or the cannabis plant the most
suitable measure, in its opinion, for protecting the public health
and welfare and preventing the diversion of dl1Jg8 into, the
illicit traffic,· the Party concemed shall prohibit CUltivation.

2. A Party prohibiting cultivation of the opium poppy or
the cannabis plant shall take appropl-iate measures to seize any
pbnts illicitly cultivated and to destroy them, except for small
quantitieN required by the Party for scientific or research
purposes.

AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE 35 OF THE
SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 35 of the Single Convention shall be amended
to read as follows:

Having due regard to their constitutional, legal and adminis
trative systems, the Parties shall:

(a) Make arrangements at the national level for co-ordination
of the preventive and r~pressive action agamst the illicit traffic;
to this end they may usefully designate an appropriate agency
responsible for such co-ordination;

(b) Assist each other in the campaign against the illicit traffic
in narcotic drugs;

(c) Co-operate closoely with each other and with the com
petentintemational organizations of which they are members
with a view to maintaining a co-ordinated campaign against the
illicit traffic;

(d) Ensure that international co-operation between the ap
propril1te agencies' be conduct~d in .an expeditious manner,

(e) Ensure that where legal papers are transmitted inter
nationally for the purpoSes of a prosecution, the transmittal be
effected in an expeditious manner to the bodies designated by
the Parties; this requirement shall be without prejudice to the
right of a Party to require that legal papers b.:l sent to it through
th~ diplomatic channel;

Article 35

ACTION AGAINST THE iLLICIT TRAFFIC .

Havlng due regard to their constitutional, legai and adminis-
trativesystems, 'the Parties Bhall: '

(a) Make arrangements at the' national level for co-ordination
of preventive and' represSive action against the illicit traffic; to
this end they may' usefully designate an appropriate agency
responsible for such co-ordination;
" (b) Assist each other in the campaign agaiDst the illicit traffic
in narcotic drugs; " . .

(c) ;,Co-operate closely with each other and with the, compete!it
international' organizatiops of wt~.th· 'they are members .witba
yieW to maintaining a co-ordinated catnpaign agaiDst thei11icit
traffic; ,... .' .

(d) ·EJ'..sure that international. co-o~tation 'iY~tween the ath'
prQpriate.agenciesbe conducted in' an expedi~iousmanJler; and

(e) ensure that where legal papers are tra11SnUttetl inter- I

nationally for the' pu.rpose of'a pros~cuti()~; the transmittal be
effected in an expeditioUstt1aiUler to the bodies designated by the
Parties-; this 'requirement shall be Without prejudice to'the daht
ola P~rty to requke that legal papCt& be sent to it through the
diplomatic channel.i
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(f) Furnish, if they deem it appropriate, .to the BoardQnd
the Commissionthrouah the Secretary-General, (n addition to.
information, required by article 18" information relating to illicit;
drug activity within their borders, inclllding informat((m on .illicit
cultivation, production, mQnufacture and lIseof, and on illic./'
trafficking in drugs; and

(g) 'Fllrnish the information referred to in the precedilig
paragraph as far as possible in such manner andbys14ch' dates
as the Board may request; if requested by a Party, the Board
may oOer itst£dvice to it in furnishing the in,tornzation and in
endeavouring '. to reduce the illicit· drug ac;ivity witliinthe
borders of that Party.

1972 PROTocoL~....~ING THE SmGLB CONVENTION
ON NL,": :.;OTlC DRvGs, 1961

AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLB 36, PARAGRAPHS 1 AND 2,
OF THE SINGLE CONVENTION

Article 36, paragraphs 1 and 2, of the Single Con
vention shall be amended to read as follows:

1. (a) Subject to its constitutionallimitations,.each Party shall
adopt such measures as will ensure that cultivation, production,
manufacture, extraction, preparation, possession, offering, offer
ing for sale, distribution, purchase, sale, delivery on any terms
whatsoever, brokerage, dispatch, dispatch in transit, transport.
importation and exportation of drugs contrary to the provisions
of this Convention, and any other action which in the opinion
of such Party may be contrary to the provisions of this Con
vention, shall be punishable offences when committed inten
tionally, and that serious offences shall be liable to .adequate
punishment particularly b}f ·impnsonmentor other' penalties'of
deprivation of liberty. . .

(b) Notwithstanding the preceding sub!'paragraph, wheh
abusers of drugs have committed such oDences, the Parties may
provide, either asah alternativet" conviction or pumshment or
in addition to conviction or punishment, that such abusers shall
undergo measures of treatment, education, after-care, rehabilita
tion and social reintegration in cQnformity with paragraph 1 of
article 38.

2. Subject te< the constitutional limitations of a Party, its legal
system and domestic law,

(a) (i) Each of the offences enu~erated in paragraph 1, if
committed in different countries, shall be considered as a distinct
offence;

(ii), .Intentional ,participation iD,. ,conspiracy tQ ·c,oInJJtit .~d

attempts to commit, any of. $uch otfencc;s, and preparatorya,cts
and financial operations in connexion with the offences l,'efelTed

. to in this article, shall be punishable offenceD as provided in
paragraph 1;

(iii) Foreign convictions for such offences shall be taken into
account for'the purpOse ofestabUshing recidiVism; and .

(iv) SeriousoffeJ;lces heretofore· ,refeI1ed tocomnliUed either
by nationals' or by .foreigners shall be prosecuted by .the Party
in whose territory the offence Wl:l.,8 committed, or by the Party
in whose territory the offender is found if extradition is not
acceptable in conformity w:th ihe law of the Party to which
application is made, and if such offender has not already been
prosecuted and judgement given.

Article 36

PENAL PROVISiONS

1. Subject to its constitutional limitations, each Party shall
adopt' such mem':;.!res as will ensure that cultivation, pr<>duction,
manufacture, extraction, preparation,· possession, offering, offer
ing for sale, distribution, purchase, sale, delivery on any terms
whatsoever, brokerage, dispatch, dispatch ··intransit,. transport,
importation and exportation of drugs contrary to the provisions
of this Convention, and any other action which in' the opinion
of such Party may be contrary to the provisions of this Con
vention, shall be punishable offences when committed inten
tionally, and that serious offences shall be liable to adequate
punishment particularly by imprisonment or other penalties of
deprivation of liberty.

SINGLE CONVENTION Otl1'TUCOTlC DRUGS, 1961..

Article 35 (continued)

Annex B .(continued)
<

2. Subject to the constitutional limitations of a Party, its
legal system and domestic law.

(a) (i) Each of· the offences enumerated in paragraph 1, if
committed In different countries, shall be considered as a
distinct offence;

(ii) Inteutionalparticipation in, conspiracy to' commit and
attempts .to .commit, any of such offences, and preparatory acts
and financial operations, in connexion with the, offences referred
to in this" ,article, shall be punishable offences as provided in
paragraph 1;

(iii) Foreign convictions for such offences shall be. taken into
account for, the purpose of establiShing recidivism; and

(iv) Serious offences &.leretofor~ referred to committed either
by nationals or by foreigners shall be prosecuted by the Party
in whose territory the offence. was committed, '~r bY, the ,Party
in whose .territory the ot!ender is fOUIid if, extradition is not
acceptable in conformity with .the law of the Party· to which
apPlication is made, and if such offender has. not a1J:'eady been
prosecuted &I1d judgement· given.
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Article 36 (continued)
(b) It is desirablethat;the offences referred to in paragraph 1

and .paragraph 2 (a) (ii) be· included as extraditioncrimes.jn
any extraditio~ treatywhichhashe:n ·or may hereafter be
con~tuded· betwccllany .of .tl).e Parties, and, as· between any of "
the· 'Patties·which do not· makeextraditioD conditional on' the
existence of a treaty or on reciprocity, be recognized 8$ i!!t~t~

dition ... crimes; provid~ that. extrAdition .shall.. be granted. in
coqfQrmity with the 18\'('of thePariy te;) whicb applicatiOn .1$
Inade, and that the l'art}r shall have the right totet'useto effect
the arn.st. or grant the extrawtion in ~c;$ whe~tbe competent
authe;)rities considei' ~ll~t the offence is not suJliciently .seriCJ11B.

"," • .. .. 0 -.. .. ,- .. ~ .. " " '. " ,~" " .. " ~ .. -, .' ,.' ; .. " .. ~

(b) (i) Each of the QOences enumerated in paragraph 1 and
2 (a) (iO 01 this article shall bt deemed to be Im:ludEd as an
extraditable oOence in any extradition treaty existing between
Parties. Parties undertake to Include such olJences as extra
ditable offences in every extradition treaty to be concluded
between them.

3. The provisions of tbi$ mticleshall be subjectw the pro
visiQDs:Qf the crimiila1law··of the Party concemed on .questions
of jwisdiction.

4. Nothing containedintbis article shaD dect theprlnciple
that the offencea to.wm~hit refers shall ..be defined, prosecuted
~d punish~ in conformity. With the domestic law of It Party.

(if) 11 a Party which makes extradition conditional on the
existence 01 a treaty receives a request for extradition Irom
another Party with which It has no extradition treaty, it may
at its option consider this Convention as the legal basis lor extra
dition in respect 01 the oOences enumerated In paragraphs 1
and 2 (a) (11) 01 this article. Extradition shall be subject to the
other conditions provided by t"'~ law of the requested Party.

(iif) Parties which do not make; ~xtradftion conditional on the
existence 01 a treaty shall recognize the oDtnces enumerated in
paragraphs. I. and 2 (a), (il) 01. this article as extraditable oOences
between themselver, ''subject to the conditions proYided by the

'lamol the requested Party••
(iv) Extradition. shall be .grant~ in contormitY with th~. law I

of the Party lQ wl1ich applicatiOn· is made, and, .nqtwithstanding
sub-paragraphl (b) (i), (il) and (ill) of this paragraph, the Party
sh&ll have the right to reft.tSe. to grant the extradition in cases
where the competent authorities consider that the offence is not
sufficiently serious. .

A.rtlcle 38

'l"aBATMENT OF DRUG ADDICTS

l. "the Parties shall &ivespeeial t1ttenUon tQ the provision of
facilities for themedica1~atment, Cate· and .rehabilitation· of
drug addicts.

2. If a PartY has a seri~ Pl'Qblem.ofdrug addiction·. '~d
its economic resourceS ·Pemut,·'it is desirable that it estabtisb
adequate facilities for theeffeCtili'e treatment of druS 'addicts.

• _. _ r __

AMENDMENTS TO ARTlCLB 38 OF THE SINGLE
.. , CONVENTION .~. ITS TITLE

, Ar"Jcle 38 of the Single Convention and its title shall
be amended to read' asfollows~..

MIfQSures against the abuse 0/ drug,

·1. ThePames 8h~U ~ve. special. attention to and take all
practicable mell8urei lor-'the prevention, 01 _abuse 01 drugs and
lot the early IdentifiCation, treatment,. education, alter..care,·
f:!t....1bllltatlon .and'$oclal relniegi'atlonolihe persofl8lnvolved
and 'i'utll co-otdlMte their eOort' to these ends.

".. ... . ,

2. rhe··Part~es·sh911(MI. lar,.4S possible .promote the training
of pertonnel .. in .. th~ .treatment, alter-ear'e, rehabilitation and
Sdelat relnteg~atlo1i· ·0/ abu"er, 0/ drugs.

..' 3. The Parties shall· ·tllke all "r(lctlcab'~ metmuru to malst
pnflO1ll whose work 'so ,equires t".gain 'c",under~tandln,()1 ths
prl1bl,nUi er abuse 01 drugs and ~ 01 'Ill .pteven'ion, and shall
also' prOmote such .understanding among the generQl·ptlblic If
there la a risk 'hat abuse 01 drug" will becGme widespread•
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NBW ARTICLE '38bis

The following new article shall be inserted after
article 38 of the Single Convention:

Article 98 bis

Agreements on regional centres

11 a Party considers it desirable as part 0/ its action against
the illicit traffic in drugs, having due regard to its constitutional,
legal and administrative systems, and, il It so desires, with the
technical advice 01 the Board or the specialized agencies, it
shall promote the establishment, in consultation with other
interested Parties in the region, 01 agreements which contemplate
the development 01 regional centres lor scientific research and
education to combat the problems resulting Irom the illicit use
01 and traffic in drUBS.

SINGLE CONVENTION ON NARC~C DRUGS, 1961
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