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189 S.W.3d 828
Court of Appeals of Texas,
Houston (1st Dist.).
Ray Anthony DUVALL, Appellant,
v.
The STATE of Texas, Appellee.
No. 01–05–00237–CR.
|
Jan. 12, 2006.
|
Discretionary Review Refused July 26, 2006.
Synopsis
Background: Defendant was convicted in the 344th District
Court, Chambers County, Carroll E. Wilborn, J., of possession
of marihuana in an amount of 50 pounds or less, but more
than five pounds. Defendant appealed.

TIM TAFT, Justice.
A jury convicted appellant, Ray Anthony Duvall, of
possession of marihuana in an amount of 50 pounds or less,
but more than five pounds. See TEX. HEALTH & SAFETY
CODE ANN. § 481.121 (Vernon 2003). Upon appellant's plea
of true to the prior felony offense of manslaughter, the trial
court assessed appellant's punishment at 10 years in prison
and a $1,500 fine. We determine whether the evidence was
legally sufficient to show venue and knowing or intentional
possession of the marihuana. We affirm.

Facts
On August 19, 2001, Baytown Police Department officers
were conducting surveillance at the La Quinta Inn in
Baytown, Harris County, Texas. Individuals, including
appellant, came in and out of the hotel room and appeared
to be waiting for something. 1 At one point, the officers
observed appellant leaving the room with what appeared to
be an empty duffle bag. When appellant returned, he was
carrying the same duffle bag, which now appeared to contain
a heavy object. A “flurry of activity” by the room's occupants
followed appellant's *830 return, including the throwing
away of dog and cat repellent in a trash can located right
outside the room's door. 2 An officer then observed appellant
placing the same duffel bag, which still appeared to be “full”
and “heavy,” into the trunk of a Honda Accord. The flurry of
activity continued. Appellant and three other individuals from
the hotel room eventually got into appellant's Suburban and
left the hotel; another individual from the hotel room drove
away in the Honda Accord. The two vehicles were traveling
together, in tandem. 3 One of the officers who witnessed
the vehicles traveling this way had previously observed drug
carriers travel in tandem.

OPINION

The two vehicles traveled east on Interstate Highway 10 (“I–
10”) and stopped briefly at a truck stop in Harris County,
during which stop nothing was placed into the Honda Accord.
The vehicles left and again headed east on I–10, into
Chambers County, Texas. The officers stopped the Suburban
on a portion of I–10 that was in Chambers County. The
Suburban did not contain any luggage, clothing, or overnight
bags, the absence of which was a characteristic of a short turn-
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We hold that a jury could rationally have concluded that
appellant's possession as a party occurred in Chambers
County. Appellant admits that he has found no authority
holding that one must be prosecuted as a party in the county
in which the party-predicate acts occurred, as opposed to
in the county in which the offense itself occurred, and we
have found no such authority. Indeed, the law has expressly
been to the contrary for 112 years. 5 See *832 Carlisle
v. State, 31 Tex.Crim. 537, 21 S.W. 358, 358–59 (1893)
(holding that accomplice could be prosecuted in county
X, where principal committed charged offense, although
accomplice's acts occurred only in county Y: under agency
theory, principal's acts in county X were deemed to be
acts of accomplice in county X); accord, e.g., Baker v.
State, 124 Tex.Crim. 300, 62 S.W.2d 132, 135 (1933) (op.
on reh'g); Fondren v. State, 74 Tex.Crim. 552, 169 S.W.
411, 416 (1914); Burkhalter v. State, 655 S.W.2d 215, 221
(Tex.App.-Corpus Christi 1982), pet. dism'd, 655 S.W.2d 208
(Tex.Crim.App.1983); see Carbough v. State, 49 Tex.Crim.
452, 93 S.W. 738, 739–40 (1906) (noting holding in Carlisle ).
We overrule this portion of appellant's first point of error.

B. Possession
In his second point of error, appellant claims that the trial
court erred in denying his motion for directed verdict because
there was legally insufficient evidence to show that he
knowingly or intentionally possessed the marihuana. Under
the remaining portion of his first point of error, appellant
argues that there was legally insufficient evidence to show
that he was a party to the offense.
By statute and under the indictment here, the State had to
prove beyond a reasonable doubt that appellant intentionally
or knowingly possessed a usable quantity of marihuana that
was 50 pounds or less, but more than five pounds. See
TEX. HEALTH & SAFETY CODE ANN. § 481.121(a),
(b)(4) (Vernon 2003). “ ‘Possession’ means actual care,

custody, control, or management.” TEX. PEN.CODE ANN.
§ 1.07(a)(39) (Vernon Supp.2005). To convict an accused of
unlawful possession of a controlled substance, the State must
prove that the accused (1) exercised care, custody, control,
or management over the contraband and (2) knew that the
matter was contraband. Gilbert v. State, 874 S.W.2d 290, 297
(Tex.App.-Houston [1st Dist.] 1994, pet. ref'd). The accused's
mere presence at a location at which narcotics are also present
and over which he does not exercise sole control does not
necessarily establish possession; rather, some evidence must
also affirmatively link him to the contraband. McGoldrick v.
State, 682 S.W.2d 573, 578 (Tex.Crim.App.1985). The law of
parties, on which the jury was charged, is set out above.
We hold that the evidence set out above—including, for
example, that appellant carried a bag that appeared heavy to
and from a hotel room in or immediately outside of which
scent-masking residue and marihuana residue were found,
that he placed that same bag into the Honda Accord's trunk,
that that same bag contained over 20 pounds of marihuana
when removed from the trunk, that nothing else had been
placed in the Honda Accord's trunk when the vehicles had
stopped shortly before, that the Honda Accord's trunk was
lined with cat and dog repellent in an apparent effort to mask
the marihuana's odor, that the vehicles traveled in tandem in
a way that drug transporters might, and that neither vehicle
contained any luggage or clothing—sufficiently proved both
knowing or intentional possession and party status. 6
*833 We overrule appellant's second point of error and the
remainder of his first point of error.

Conclusion
We affirm the judgment of the trial court.
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THE NON–FIRST AMENDMENT LAW
OF FREEDOM OF SPEECH
Genevieve Lakier∗
The First Amendment dominates debate about freedom of speech in the United States.
Yet it is not the only legal instrument that protects expressive freedom, the rights of the
institutional press, or the democratic values that these rights facilitate. A rich body of
local, state, and federal laws also does so, and does so in ways the First Amendment does
not. This Article explores the history and present-day operation of this non–First
Amendment body of free speech law. Doing so changes our understanding of both the past
and the present of the American free speech tradition. It reveals that there was more legal
protection for speech in the nineteenth century than scholars have assumed. It also makes
evident that the contemporary system of free expression is much more majoritarian, and
much more pluralist in its conception of what freedom of speech means and requires, than
what we commonly assume. Recognizing as much is important not only as a descriptive
matter but also as a doctrinal one. This is because in few other areas of constitutional
law does the Supreme Court look more to history to guide its interpretation of the meaning
of the right. And yet, the Court’s view of the relevant regulatory history is impoverished.
Missing from the Court’s understanding of freedom of speech is almost any recognition of
the important nonconstitutional mechanisms that legislators have traditionally used to
promote it. The result is a deeply inconsistent body of First Amendment law that relies
on a false view of both our regulatory present and our regulatory past — and is therefore
able to proclaim a commitment to laissez-faire principles that, in reality, it has never been
able to sustain.

INTRODUCTION

T

he First Amendment dominates both popular and scholarly discussion of freedom of speech in the United States. If one takes a look
at the tremendous amount of writing that has been produced to analyze,
celebrate, or deplore how expressive freedom has been legally guaranteed in this country, one will quickly see that the vast majority of it
focuses on the Free Speech and Press Clauses of the First Amendment
and the judicial opinions that interpret and give those clauses force.
It is easy enough to understand why discussion of freedom of speech
and press has tended to be so First Amendment–centric.1 The Free
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
∗ Assistant Professor of Law and Herbert and Marjorie Fried Teaching Scholar, the University
of Chicago Law School. Thanks to Kate Andrias, Amy J. Cohen, Omar Kutty, Daphna Renan,
Mike Seidman, Geoffrey Stone, Nelson Tebbe, Laura Weinrib, and participants at the University
of Chicago Work-in-Progress Workshop, the Free Expression Scholars Conference at Yale
University, and the American Constitutional Society Board of Academic Advisors Paper Workshop
for helpful comments. A special thank you to Elisabeth Mayer, Lauren Nudelman, and Osama
Alikhawaja for excellent research assistance, and to the superlative editors at the Harvard Law
Review.
1 Although the text of the First Amendment distinguishes between the “freedom of speech”
protected by the Free Speech Clause and the “freedom of press” protected by the Press Clause, in
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under state constitutional law, state and federal statutory law, and state
common law than they do under the First Amendment. Although state
constitutional law has proven to be less of an important source of free
speech protection than some hoped or predicted after the PruneYard
decision,9 courts in New Jersey, California, and a number of other states
have for many decades now interpreted state constitutional guarantees
of expressive freedom to confer rights that the First Amendment does
not confer.10 More importantly, local, state, and federal legislators have
over the course of the past two centuries enacted hundreds, perhaps
even thousands, of laws that are intended to protect the same values and
interests that the First Amendment protects. In some cases, legislators
have also empowered regulatory agencies to do the same. To focus solely
on the protection that the First Amendment provides is therefore to misunderstand how freedom of speech is actually understood and legally
protected in the United States today.11
This Article attempts to correct this misunderstanding — or, at least,
to begin the process of doing so — by exploring both the genealogical
roots and the present-day operation of what it calls the non–First
Amendment law of freedom of speech.12 The term refers to the many
local, state, and federal laws that work to protect the same interests that
the Free Speech and Press Clauses of the First Amendment protect.
These laws do so not by simply enforcing the speech rights and speechfacilitating duties that the First Amendment requires, but by granting
rights and imposing duties that the First Amendment does not require,
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
9 Julian N. Eule & Jonathan D. Varat, Transporting First Amendment Norms to the Private
Sector: With Every Wish There Comes a Curse, 45 UCLA L. REV. 1537, 1579 (1998).
10 See, e.g., Fashion Valley Mall, LLC v. NLRB, 172 P.3d 742, 749 (Cal. 2007); Green Party of
N.J. v. Hartz Mountain Indus., Inc., 752 A.2d 315, 323 (N.J. 2000).
11 This Article leaves entirely undiscussed another, also extremely important, domestic free
speech tradition: namely, the tradition of private self-regulation that promotes free speech values in
schools and universities, in the private media, and in a variety of other institutional settings. Like
the free speech laws documented in this Article, institutional free speech policies play an important
role in promoting free speech values in contexts where the First Amendment does not do so, particularly in the private sphere. They also serve as the terrain on which important debates about the
meaning of free speech occur. To fully understand how freedom of speech is imagined, contested,
and protected in the United States, one would need therefore to understand the relationship between
three important strands of free speech law — the First Amendment, the non–First Amendment,
and the private. For purposes of space, however, I leave exploration of this important third strand
of the American system of free expression for another day.
12 As will become evident, in what follows I provide only a cursory account of this capacious,
contentious, and diverse body of free speech law. This Article is intended to open up exploration
of this free speech tradition, not to provide the last word on it. In doing so, I follow the lead of two
scholars who previously suggested, albeit in a much less fleshed-out form, the existence of a non–
First Amendment free speech tradition. See Cynthia L. Estlund, Free Speech and Due Process in
the Workplace, 71 IND. L.J. 101, 107 (1995); TIM WU, BROOKINGS INST., IS FILTERING
CENSORSHIP? THE SECOND FREE SPEECH TRADITION 2 (2010), https://www.brookings.edu/
research/is-filtering-censorship-the-second-free-speech-tradition [https://perma.cc/7Y7S-465L].
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464 P.3d 774
Supreme Court of Colorado.
FOREST VIEW COMPANY and
Raymond Decker, Petitioners,
v.
TOWN OF MONUMENT, a Statutory Municipality
of the State of Colorado, Respondent.
Supreme Court Case No. 18SC793
|
June 8, 2020
Synopsis
Background: Town filed petition in condemnation with
regard to parcel of land it had purchased in subdivision
for purpose of building water tower, seeking to extinguish
restrictive covenant that restricted use of all land in
subdivision to residential purposes. Property owners in same
subdivision intervened, claiming they were owned reasonable
compensation for the decrease in value to their lots and homes
due to lifting the restrictive covenant from town's parcel. The
District Court, El Paso County, Eric Bentley, J., found that
property owners had a compensable property interest. Town
appealed. Court of Appeals, Jones, J., 2018 WL 4781388,
reversed. Certiorari was granted.

The Supreme Court, Hart, J., held that restrictive covenant
was not a compensable property interest.

Affirmed.
Samour, J., filed opinion concurring in the judgment only.
Gabriel, J., filed dissenting opinion.
Procedural Posture(s): Petition for Writ of Certiorari; On
Appeal.

En Banc
Opinion
JUSTICE HART delivered the Opinion of the Court.
¶1 The Town of Monument (the “Town”) purchased a
piece of property on which it planned to build a water
tower. Neighboring property owners objected, arguing that
the property was subject to a restrictive covenant limiting
construction to single-family residences. According to the
property owners, *776 if the Town were to violate that
covenant by building a water tower, the Town would be taking
the restrictive covenant from each of the covenant-subject
properties, and it would therefore have to compensate the
property owners for the diminution in value caused by that
taking.
¶2 It is well settled that property owners adjacent to a
government project that diminishes the value of their
property are not entitled to compensation from the
government for that diminution. But does the existence of a
restrictive covenant change the analysis? We answered this
question over half a century ago in the negative, holding
in Smith v. Clifton Sanitation District, 134 Colo. 116, 300
P.2d 548 (1956), that when state or local government
acquires property subject to a restrictive covenant and uses it
for purposes inconsistent with that covenant, “no claim for
damages arises by virtue of such a covenant as in the instant
case, in favor of the owners of other property” subject to
the covenant. Id. at 550.
¶3 Petitioners here ask us to confine Smith to its facts or
to overrule it entirely. We decline to do either. Instead, we
reaffirm that where a government entity has obtained
property for public purposes, the government may use that
land for a purpose inconsistent with a restrictive covenant
without

*775 Certiorari to the Colorado Court of Appeals, Court of
Appeals Case No. 17 CA1663
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JUSTICE GABRIEL, dissenting.
¶35 We granted certiorari to decide whether the division
below erred in interpreting our decision in Smith v. Clifton
Sanitation District, 134 Colo. 116, 300 P.2d 548 (1956), as
ruling that restrictive covenants proscribing certain uses of
property do not constitute compensable property interests
in the context of eminent domain proceedings. Unlike
the majority, I do not read Smith as broadly concluding
that, as a matter of law, restrictive covenants are not
compensable property interests. To the contrary, I believe
that Smith was limited to its facts, and I would follow what
appears to be the majority rule in the United States, which
recognizes that restrictive covenants generally constitute
compensable property interests for purposes of eminent
domain proceedings. Accordingly, I would reverse the
judgment below.
¶36 I therefore respectfully dissent.

I. Analysis
¶37 I agree with the majority's recitation of the factual and
procedural background of this case, and I need not repeat it
here. I thus begin by discussing Smith, and I explain why I

believe that that case was limited to its facts. I then point
out why, in my view, we should follow the majority rule and
conclude that a restrictive covenant is a compensable property
interest for purposes of eminent domain proceedings.

A. Smith
¶38 In Smith, a sanitation district filed a condemnation
petition against a landowner seeking to acquire the
landowner's property in order to construct a sanitary disposal
system on it. Id. at 548. The district filed its petition after
negotiations between it and the landowner had failed to
produce an agreement as to the value of the land to be taken.
Id.
¶39 While these negotiations were ongoing, a number of
landowners claiming to own land within an eleven-squaremile area adjacent to and including the land that was
the subject of the condemnation petition signed restrictive
covenants that attempted to prohibit the use of their respective
properties for certain purposes, including a sanitary disposal
system. Id. at 549. These neighboring landowners then sought
leave to intervene in the condemnation case for the purpose
of filing a cross-petition seeking damages. Id. The district
court denied the neighboring landowners’ motion for leave to
intervene, and they appealed to this court. Id.
¶40 We affirmed the district court's order. Id. at 550. In
reaching this conclusion, we began by noting, “It requires
no imagination to determine why the restrictive covenants
were executed and recorded on the eve of the filing of the
condemnation case.” Id. at 549. The obvious purpose was to
circumvent the district's plan to construct a sanitary disposal
system. Id. We then stated:
We are of the opinion that such a scheme as to the
one before us is contrary to sound public policy and
invalid as against the constitutional and statutory rights of
the condemner. The Sanitation District is a body politic
or corporate, with power to condemn lands for proper
purposes and we hold that the claims of the intervenors,
based upon the covenant, cannot be enforced as against the
District....
We think it is fundamental that where a company,
corporation or agency of the state is vested with the right

© 2021 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.
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Federal Aviation
Administration

Press Release – FAA Statement on
Wearing Masks in Airports and On Planes
For Immediate Release
May 14, 2021
Contact: pressofﬁce@faa.gov

FAA Statement on Wearing Masks in Airports and On Planes
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), the Transportation Security
Administration (TSA), and the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) remind the
traveling public that at this time if you travel, you are still required to wear a mask on
planes, buses, trains, and other forms of public transportation traveling into, within,
or out of the United States, and in U.S. transportation hubs such as airports and
stations.
CDC guidance is clear that fully vaccinated people are safe to travel and can
resume travel.
###

https://www.faa.gov/news/press_releases/news_story.cfm?newsId=26101

https://www.faa.gov/news/press_releases/news_story.cfm?newsId=26101
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Workers at ballparks and theme parks have mixed
feelings about returning
"I'm just scared that there's going to be an outbreak again, that all it's going to take is that one person that takes
oﬀ a mask."

Adam Glanzman / for NBC News

May 8, 2021, 10:31 AM UTC

By Haley Messenger and Emily Pandise
After more than a year of being shut out, cashiers, food vendors,
guest greeters and other workers are making their way back to
America’s most beloved baseball stadiums, amusement parks and
concert venues — but the great return is being met with changes and
conﬂicting feelings of anxiety and excitement as tens of thousands
of fans and visitors also make their way back.
“You don’t know what’s going to happen,” said beer vendor Heidi
Hashem, 46, at the beginning of the 2021 season. While she was
initially nervous about returning to work at Fenway Park in Boston
for the ﬁrst time in over a year, no Red Sox fans meant no work for

https://www.nbcnews.com/business/business-news/workers-ballparks-theme-parks-have-mixedfeelings-about-returning-n1266558

her, other stadium concession subcontractors and many other park
employees.
Hashem and her siblings all work at Fenway, but only she and her
brother Kevin decided to return. Hashem said she did so out of a
desire to “push forward.” She said her health and safety anxieties
have now slightly lifted thanks to being placed in more open-air
areas of the park and seeing that fellow employees are complying
with safety protocols.
“Everybody is very, very serious about wearing a mask,” Hashem, a
native Bostonian, said. “We're doing our due diligence to try to keep
ourselves safe and keep others safe around us.”
Although other stressors remain, such as slow business and
placement shifts away from her typical gig because of employment
and fan capacity constraints, Hashem is happy to have a reliable
paycheck again.

Heidi Hashem, on Jersey Street outside Boston's Fenway Park last month.
Adam Glanzman / for NBC News

“I've always depended on this income. I've had this job since I was
15 years old,” she told NBC News. “It's not like I can go out and
spend money on extravagant things. It's really money that I'm going
to be using for bills and, you know, necessities.”
Last year, Hashem had to rely solely on her other job in the human
services ﬁeld and a $500 stipend from the Red Sox to get by.
"The club committed over $1.5 million to aid Red Sox part-time and
seasonal employees whose jobs did not allow them to work
remotely during the pandemic. This assistance also extended to our
concession partners at Aramark," said Boston Red Sox spokesperson
Zineb Curran. "We fully recognize that this funding did not mitigate
the full impact of what these employees experienced, but our hope
was to provide some measure of help and relief during a very
challenging period."
This $1.5 million included the $1 million that each of the 30 Major
League Baseball teams raised to support its ballpark employees at
the beginning of the pandemic last year, Curran said.
A lack of ﬁnancial and emotional support was one of the main
reasons Eugenia Mays, a 63-year-old prep and grill cook at Coors
Field in Denver, was hesitant to come back for another season with
the Rockies.

Haley Messenger

Emily Pandise
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86 FR 26685-01, 2021 WL 1946633(F.R.)
PROPOSED RULES
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
17 CFR Part 275
[Release No. IA-5733; File No. S7-05-21]
Performance-Based Investment Advisory Fees
Monday, May 17, 2021
AGENCY: Securities and Exchange Commission.
*26685 ACTION: Intent to issue order.
SUMMARY: The Securities and Exchange Commission (“Commission”) intends to issue an order that would adjust for inflation
dollar amount thresholds in the rule under the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 that permits investment advisers to charge
performance-based fees to “qualified clients.” Under that rule, an investment adviser may charge performance-based fees if a
“qualified client” has a certain minimum net worth or minimum dollar amount of assets under the management of the adviser.
The Commission's order would increase, to reflect inflation, the minimum net worth that a “qualified client” must have under
the rule. The order would also increase, to reflect inflation, the minimum dollar amount of assets under management.
Hearing or Notification of Hearing: An order adjusting the dollar amount tests specified in the definition of “qualified client”
will be issued unless the Commission orders a hearing. Interested persons may request a hearing by writing to the Commission's
Secretary. Hearing requests should be received by the Commission's Office of the Secretary by 5:30 p.m. on June 4, 2021.
Hearing requests should state the nature of the writer's interest, the reason for the request, and the issues contested. Persons who
wish to be notified of a hearing may request notification by writing to the Commission's Secretary. Any such communication
should be emailed to the Commission's Secretary at Secretarys-Office@sec.gov.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Matthew Cook, Senior Counsel, at (202) 551-6787 or IArules@sec.gov,
Investment Adviser Regulation Office, Division of Investment Management, Securities and Exchange Commission, 100 F Street
NE, Washington, DC 20549-8549.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Commission intends to issue an order under the Investment Advisers Act of 1940
(“Advisers Act” or “Act”).[FN1]

© 2021 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.
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United Nations
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Distr.: General
19 October 2010

General Assembly
Sixty-fifth session
Agenda items 13 and 115

65/1. Keeping the promise: united to achieve the Millennium
Development Goals
The General Assembly
Adopts the following outcome document of the High-level Plenary Meeting of
the General Assembly on the Millennium Development Goals at its sixty-fifth
session:

Keeping the promise: united to achieve the Millennium
Development Goals
1.
We, Heads of State and Government, gathered at United Nations Headquarters
in New York from 20 to 22 September 2010, welcome the progress made since we
last met here in 2005, while expressing deep concern that it falls far short of what is
needed. We reaffirm our resolve to work together for the promotion of the economic
and social advancement of all peoples, recalling the development goals and
commitments emanating from the United Nations Millennium Declaration 1 and the
2005 World Summit Outcome. 2
0F

1F

2.
We reaffirm that we continue to be guided by the purposes and principles of
the Charter of the United Nations and with full respect for international law and its
principles.
3.
We also reaffirm the importance of freedom, peace and security, respect for all
human rights, including the right to development, the rule of law, gender equality
and an overall commitment to just and democratic societies for development.
4.
We underscore the continued relevance of the outcomes of all major United
Nations conferences and summits in the economic, social and related fields and the
commitments contained therein, including the Millennium Development Goals,
which have raised awareness and continue to generate real and important
development gains. Together these outcomes and commitments have played a vital
_______________
1
2

See resolution 55/2.
See resolution 60/1.

A/RES/65/1

role in shaping a broad development vision and constitute the overarching
framework for the development activities of the United Nations. We strongly
reiterate our determination to ensure the timely and full implementation of these
outcomes and commitments.
5.
We recognize that progress, including in poverty eradication, is being made
despite setbacks, including setbacks caused by the financial and economic crisis. In
this context, we recognize the deeply inspiring examples of progress made by
countries in all regions of the world through cooperation, partnerships, actions and
solidarity. We are deeply concerned, however, that the number of people living in
extreme poverty and hunger surpasses one billion and that inequalities between and
within countries remain a significant challenge. We are also deeply concerned about
the alarming global levels of maternal and child mortality. We believe that
eradication of poverty and hunger, as well as combating inequality at all levels, is
essential to create a more prosperous and sustainable future for all.
6.
We reiterate our deep concern at the multiple and interrelated crises, including
the financial and economic crisis, volatile energy and food prices and ongoing
concerns over food security, as well as the increasing challenges posed by climate
change and the loss of biodiversity, which have increased vulnerabilities and
inequalities and have adversely affected development gains, in particular in
developing countries. But this will not deter us in our efforts to make the
Millennium Development Goals a reality for all.
7.
We are determined to collectively advance and strengthen the global
partnership for development, as the centrepiece of our cooperation, in the years
ahead. The global partnership has been reaffirmed in the Millennium Declaration,1
the Monterrey Consensus of the International Conference on Financing for
Development, 3 the Plan of Implementation of the World Summit on Sustainable
Development (“Johannesburg Plan of Implementation”), 4 the 2005 World Summit
Outcome2 and the Doha Declaration on Financing for Development: outcome
document of the Follow-up International Conference on Financing for Development
to Review the Implementation of the Monterrey Consensus. 5
2F

3F

4F

8.
We are committed to making every effort to achieve the Millennium
Development Goals by 2015, including through actions, policies and strategies
defined in the present outcome document in support of developing countries, in
particular those countries that are lagging most behind and those Goals that are most
off track, thus improving the lives of the poorest people.
9.
We are convinced that the Millennium Development Goals can be achieved,
including in the poorest countries, with renewed commitment, effective
implementation and intensified collective action by all Member States and other
relevant stakeholders at both the domestic and international levels, using national
development strategies and appropriate policies and approaches that have proved to
be effective, with strengthened institutions at all levels, increased mobilization of
resources for development, increased effectiveness of development cooperation and
an enhanced global partnership for development.
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2017 I.C.J. 279, 2017 WL 11017589
JADHAV CASE
(INDIA v. PAKISTAN)
International Court of Justice
June 13, 2017
General List No. 168
*279 ORDER
The President of the International Court of Justice,
Having regard to Article 48 of the Statute of the Court and to Articles 44 and 45, paragraph 1, of the Rules of Court,
Having regard to the Application filed in the Registry of the Court on 8 May 2017, whereby the Republic of India instituted
proceedings against the Islamic Republic of Pakistan, concerning alleged violations of the Vienna Convention on Consular
Relations of 24 April 1963 “in the matter of the detention and trial of an Indian National, Mr. Kulbhushan Sudhir Jadhav”,
sentenced to death in Pakistan,
Having regard to the request for the indication of provisional measures submitted by India on 8 May 2017 and to the Order by
which the Court indicated provisional measures on 18 May 2017;
Whereas, at a meeting held by the President of the Court with the Agents of the Parties on 8 June 2017, pursuant to Article 31
of the Rules of Court, the Agent of India requested that each Party be granted a period of four months for the preparation of its
pleading; and whereas the Agent of Pakistan indicated that periods of two months would be sufficient;
Taking into account the views of the Parties,
Fixes the following time-limits for the filing of the written pleadings:
13 September 2017 for the Memorial of India;
13 December 2017 for the Counter-Memorial of Pakistan; and
*280 Reserves the subsequent procedure for further decision.

Done in French and in English, the French text being authoritative, at the Peace Palace, The Hague, this thirteenth day of June,
two thousand and seventeen, in three copies, one of which will be placed in the archives of the Court and the others transmitted
to the Government of the Republic of India and the Government of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan, respectively.
(Signed) Ronny ABRAHAM, President.
(Signed) Philippe COUVREUR, Registrar.
ICJR, 2017
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