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Thank you so much to both of you. It is a pleasure to be here.

Thank you for the invitation to talk about our experience in putting resolutions forward, and both

on mandate design and implementation.

We have, over the past nine years, put forward five resolutions in the General Assembly. In
chronological order, the first in 2016, the creation of the so-called ‘lIlIM’ accountability mechanism
for Syria. Then, in the times of the lockdown, first, the so-called ‘Laguna Group resolution’ — | am
pleased to see some of the members of the group in the room. That was a resolution on solidarity
in the times of COVID-19. Third, again, during the lockdown, a procedural decision on electronic
voting in the General Assembly in 2021, a resolution on the situation in Myanmar, and finally, and

maybe best known, the ‘Veto Initiative’ in 2022.

The first resolution on the IlIM, obviously, created a mandate. In fact, it created an entity that is
now located in Geneva. Interestingly, it did not atthe time of the adoption, create a PBleven though
that entity has now an annual budget of about 20 million USD. That happened fortechnical reasons,
that would be too lengthy to go into — but if somebody wants to take this up in the Q&A, | will be
happy to go a bit deeper on it. So, this mechanism was first financed through voluntary
contributions, then moved to the regular budget, and today for better or worse, it relies again

heavily on voluntary contributions but still has core funding from the regular budget.



The COVID-19 solidarity resolution, as has been cited by parts of the UN system, did not create a
mandate and did not mean to create a mandate. | will not go deeperon this resolution, therefore,

because we are talking about mandates here.

The Myanmar resolution in 2021 was primarily a political resolution in the absence of action in the
Security Council, advocating for action after the unconstitutional military seizure of power, and
again, and — actually intentionally — did not create a mandate either but was an impactful text,

nonetheless.

The other two texts are perhaps, from a mandate perspective, the mostinterestingones. While they
did not directly mandate specific activities, they did create overarching mandates that can be
triggered and then also result in costs. The decision that we put forward during the pandemic, and
for those who were not here, this was a time when obviously were not able to meetin person, the
General Assembly continued its work, but because we were not able to meet in person, the view
emergedthat only resolutions that found consensus in the membership could be adopted, and we
found that to be with many other an untenable situation for the Council to be subject to a
permanent threat of veto de facto by one member of the organization. This is why the e-voting
procedure was introduced. So today, if for whateverreason we are not able to meetin the General
Assembly, we are nonetheless able to vote without being in the same room together. This is a
mechanism that was technically complicated to develop and that was done certainly with the help
from the Secretariat, and it has not since been used and triggered. If it were to be used, of course,
it would lead to costs in application, but it did not incur a PBIl or had any sort of costing attached to

it at the time of adoption.

The Veto Initiative - and it may be good to read out the technical title of the resolution; it is called
the ‘standing mandate for the General Assembly debate when a veto is cast in the Security Council’
— end of title. Obviously, this creates a mandate, but it did not incur any cost because the costs only
arise, if and whenthe General Assembly meets as a result of a veto. That means, the costs incurred
are actually caused in the Security Council, and through the veto cast in the Security Council. There

was for this reason also no PBI and no costing attached to this resolution.



As for us has become clear in the discussion, one of the problems that we have is that sometimesit
is unclear what counts as a mandate and what does not. For the resolutions | have talked about —
our resolutions — we do believe that this is clear; while some people may question whether mandate
is the correct term to describe the e-voting procedure, we think it is, but maybe this is up for
discussion. But | think one of the things that we certainly need to get clarity on is what is a mandate,
what creates a mandate, and that should be a building block of how we move forward on mandate

creation.

In other cases, and | will use the IlIM here, it is clear that there is a mandate created and literally
people working for a body laid out by a resolution. So, in our view, the IlIM and the Veto Initiative
clearly create mandates, and | have already talked about e-voting with respect to whetherthat is a

mandate or not.

For us, a key observation is that the strength of resolutions relied, in our case, very heavily on the
extensive consultations we had with the relevant parts of the UN system, sometimes also with
outside actors. That was the case to a very significant extent for the 1lIM, where we talked very
extensively with the Commission of Inquiry established by the Office of the High Commissioner, the
Office of the High Commissioner itself, and other parts of the UN system, butalso with independent
experts on international criminal law from the outside. Also, importantly, after the adoption of the
mandate, we were part of the implementation, in particular in the discussions on the terms of
reference with OHCHR. | really cannot overemphasize how important that is and how important

that conversation is, both, at the phase of the creation of the mandate and thereafter.

Similarly, for the e-voting decision, we consulted very closely with the relevant parts of the
Secretariat, in particular, DGACM on feasibility and technical modalities, and without the active
support and the positive mindset from the Secretariat we would not have been able to create this

mechanism either.

We also engaged very extensively with the Secretariat on technical and practical questionsraised in
the drafting of the Veto Initiative. One of the questions| think that are key here are fragmentation
and maybe, more importantly, duplication. If there are ways to address these issues from a
terminological perspective, using Al tools, that is great; but the tools we have do not yet, in our
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view, manage to do this, partly because mandates can be arrived at with many different turns of
phrase in a resolution. So, we should at the phase of drafting a mandate, again, | think benefit in
particular from the input from the Secretariat and have an overview of what is already happening.
One thing on mandate implementation that we can clearly do is to give guidance to the SG to
determine who carries out what mandate. Part of the duplication appears to come from a reality
today where departments look for mandates to implement. There is a bit of a place for that, but we
do believe it is more important to have the SG use the discretion vested in her office, to give
guidance to the system. And we think that is certainly key in avoiding duplication and it is something

where drafters of resolutions and those who have ownership over them can play a significant role.

On aside note, | think worth noting, that both the Myanmar and the Veto Initiative resolutions were
aimed atthe same goal, namely, to have the GA act on issues of peace and security when the Council
is unable to doso in line with the Charter’s mandate. The GA of course does adopt many resolutions

with mandates for peace and security, which we believe the Secretariat implements accordingly.

With respect to the recent report of the SG, one resolution that comes up relatively often is of
course the GA revitalization resolution, which recommends shorter, action-oriented texts,
something that is clearly beneficial and the introduction of expiration clauses where appropriate.
This has double benefit of making mandates clear, so they can be delivered more effectively and

reducing the amount of text being processed.

On the issue of periodicity — again, | think a key aspect of our conversation — what is certainly
interesting and probably unusual, is that all the resolutions that we presented were one-off
resolutions. None of them neededto be adopted again to be in force or to have an impact. We do
not really have the capacity as a small state to put forward five resolutions a year and we are
certainly very happy that we do not have to, because otherwise that is how we would be spending
our time. But that is not the main reason why we drafted the resolutions this way. We simply did
not feelthat it was necessary or, in fact, helpful eventhough in context of a couple of them it was
discussed, and | really want to encourage States to think about this whenthey presentresolutions,
that one-off resolutions certainly can be as meaningful, as impactful as other resolutions. As a

minimum, | believe, we should move away from this prevailing logic that the default position in a
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resolution is an annual resolution. | think that is clearly wrong. | see actually pretty much no reason
for that and there are in the end, if you look at everything together, a minority of resolutions where

that is in fact justified.

On a similar note, there is not per se a needto ask for an SG report every year. Again, | think there
is a certain automaticity in how we think about this. You write a resolution so obviously the last para
you write is you request a report from the SG, and that does not necessarily mean that you know
why you want the report, except that this is the basis forthe discussion we have nextyear. So again,
none of our resolutions did have a report, and we do not think they are any less meaningful for that
matter. Of course, they are a bit sui generis, at least some of them, but again, | think it is extremely
important to think about this and also to think about the proposalmade by our colleague from Costa
Rica here, that perhaps at the beginning, whenyou have a new mandate, it may be helpful to have
an SG report that helps you frame the discussion, but it does not mean that you have to have a

report every single year or at the very least you should ask for something more specific.

A primary point that is rarely clear at the point of the adoption is how much a resolution might cost
in terms of budget. We think that, as a matter of transparency, every resolution should be costed

and that this should happen as a matter of course, so we know how much we are spending.

A last point on the interrelated nature of mandate creation, implementation and review. The tools
we use to build a mandate are inextricably linked to the overall design of the mandate and the
purpose for which we build it. So, we should not separate these two things, and if you write a
mandate, if you write a resolution, you should at the same time already think about the

implementation, and again, that is why the dialogue with the Secretariat is so important.

So, in conclusion, just the takeawaysfrom our perspective. The first is that a one off resolution can
be fine. Some of the most famous resolutions that the General Assembly in particular has adopted,
of course, were adopted one time only and that maybe is something that is worth thinking about,
be it 2625, 3314 or many others. At the very least we should look, and that is the second point, at
the periodicity of a resolution on the basis of the merits of the text at the time of creation. An SG
report is not required to mandate action or, in our view, to make a resolution impactful. As a
minimum it should be understood there is no automaticity in asking for an SG report. We should
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have an estimate of how much a resolution may cost, including if provisions are triggered by another
body or by a Member State later. In our case, the example given was the Veto initiative. And
certainly, Member States should engage very extensively with the Secretariat on products and to
achieve different purposes, to improve the quality of resolutions, but also of the mandates; to
ensure that a mandate is well understood in the Secretariat, and implemented accordingly, and
probably most importantly, to avoid duplication and to know what is already happening. Finally,
there is a responsibility for follow-up and implementation, with a view to ensuring that the

Secretariat has the assistance and the guidance needed to process a mandate as efficiently as

possible.

Thank you so much.



