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DRUGS: US PAPER

1. We have looked guickly within the FCO at the paper which
the U 5 Embassy Ccirculated yesterday. In wiew of the time
available, wa have not clearad our comments with the
Treasury and Home Office (to whom and other interested
departments you agreed we could copy the U § paper). We
shall do 8o before Toronto itself: what follows is a brief
checklist of points which 1 do not think are controversial
within wWhitehall.

2. Page 1, first half:

These are 0 5§ suggestions for communigue language. We have
no problem with (a), though the second half (after "illicit
drug problem”) is a rather lengthy shopping list and ocould
be omitted 1if necessary. In (B) we prefer "matiomal® to
"unilateral®: the latter word has extraterriktorial
connotations. We are content with (c), with the caveats
aescribed on the last page of your brief for the 4th
Eherpas’ meeting.

3. "our Objectives"
Mo problems.

4. "Follow-up Actions"

First tiret. Ag the brief says, wa have alraady axpandad
our support of both bilateral and multilateral programméas,
Wa cannot make commitmenta at this stage: aboit a further
ineraase in our suppart of the [N Fund, But a general
reference to "expanded support" presants no problems.

Becond tiret. Yes. It should be adgopted at a conferencs
planned for November/December.

Third tiret. Yas, We have enacted the Drug Trafficking
ODffences Act (1986).

Fourth tiret. Imprecise but acceptablae.

Fifth tiret. The brief explains why we are against using
aid funds as a sanctions weapon. We could go halfway
towards meeting the U § point 1If it talked about
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conditioning funds specifically provided for drug
cnntrﬂlferaﬂi:atinn on narcobtics performance, It 1= ouly
reasonable that if we give money for this purpose the
country concerned should play 1ts part too (the "no poppy"
clavuse in drug-related assistance projects). But using IMF
or World Bank money, or general bilateral aid, as a weapon
is ouk.

Last tiret. Sounds acceptable, though I would like to know
mare about the referance to "defance®, and what 1= meant by
*collataral®,

Foreign Ministers

Firet Ctiret. same point as first tiret of preceding
gaction. We have already increassd our assistance, and will
do more 1if funds permit. We are also stepping up our
technical assistance in this field, wvia UN agencies.

Second tiret. The UK drafted and sponsored a resglution to
this effect in this year's Commission on MNarcotic Drugs,
itaelf & follow up to the 1987 Intarnational Conference on
Drug Abuse and Illicit Trafficking. 8§92 no problem.

Third tiret. Yes.

Fourth Etiret,., HNo: see above.

Finance Ministers

First tiret, Most of this is covered by the DTOA. The Act
permits the tracing, freezing and confiscation of assets
whersa grounds exist to suspect that the assats ara
drugs-related, In that sense, our commercial and financial
sacrecy laws have been overridden (rather than liberalised)
by the Act; Dut subject to Treasury views we would not want
to take any general "liberalising" powers in this area.

second tiret. The Amaricans may have in mind their own
procedures wheraby U 8§ citizens bringing more than 510,000
into the U & are reguired to notify the source of these
funds. I am not clear that we could follow the U 5 down
this path (even if wa wanted to) in the absence of U K
exchange controls. This seems to me a point that could ba
remitted to the expert group.

Third tiret. Already done, but note that in the UK the Home
Qffice, not the Treasury, have responsibility in thias
matber,

Fourth tiret. This is the DTOA again, On the use of asset
forfeiture funds to support anti-drug efforts,
corregspondence rests, I believe, with Bearpark's letter of




26 May to Lyn Parker recording the Prime Minister's support
for such an approach.

Last tiret. Meaning?

I will not comment on the final sectlon that the US proposeés
gshould be remitted te experts, much of which duplicates the
previous points, save to note (as our brief does) that we do
not balieve that central banks should have a peolicing role
in eonnection with money laundering and money flows,

3. As 1 told you yesterday, my view Temains that it is
geangaless and time-consuming ko remit different parts of the
drugs dossier to Foreign and Finance Ministers at thes
Summit, Far better Eo have the matter discussed in planary,

| agree on communigue language, and then remit the rast to the

| proposed expert group. 1 think many Finance Ministers would

| have great difficulty in discussing issues which are often the
rasponsibility of Ministries of Justice and the Interior:
and waxtraterritoriality, of course, 1is of concern to all
departments, not just Finance Ministries,

d. 1 enclose a copy of our Act in case you want to take it
to Toronto; and an explanatory memorandum.

= NN

e
T L Richardson
Economic Relations Department

cc Mr Braithwaite (with spare copy for Sir G Littler)
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