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An illustrative case of E10 influence is the continual reform of the Security Council’s 1267 sanctions regime 
(now referred to as sanctions adopted pursuant to resolutions 1267 (1999), 1989 (2011) and 2253 (2015) 
concerning ISIL (Da’esh), Al-Qaida,and associated individuals, groups, undertakings and entities). In 
particular the establishment, in 2009, of the Office of the Ombudsperson was arguably the result of 
sustained political engagement by a range of E10 members as well as other UN member states outside the 
Council.   

The 1267 sanctions regime was originally established in 1999, and required all States to freeze the assets of, 
prevent the entry into or transit through their territories by, and prevent the direct or indirect supply, sale 
and transfer of arms and military equipment to any individual or entity associated with Al-Qaida, Osama 
bin Laden and/or the Taliban as designated by the 1267 Committee, a sub-committee of the Security 
Council. The 1267 regime and its mechanism for the listing and de-listing of individuals and entities known 
or believed to be associated with Al-Qaida and/or the Taliban were not without controversy. As Richard 
Barrett, a former Coordinator of the 1267 Committee’s Al-Qaida and Taliban Monitoring Team, 
acknowledged, the controversies mainly stemmed from the fact, that the sanctions regime, although 
preventive by design, is punitive by impact.1  

Reflecting concerns with practices on sanctions as they had developed in the preceding five years, the 2005 
World Summit Outcome Document called on the Security Council ‘to ensure that fair and clear procedures 
exist for placing individuals and entities on sanctions lists and for removing them, as well as for granting 
humanitarian exemptions’.2 When the Council was next briefed by the subsidiary bodies in October 2005,3 
in response to the reports of the 1267 Committee (then chaired by Argentina), the issue of delisting 
procedures was taken up by a number of E10 members and intervening states.  E10 member Brazil, for 
instance, stated that ‘mechanisms for listing and delisting leave significant room for improvement in 
transparency, effectiveness and fairness’,4 and Liechtenstein (intervening in accordance with Rule 37 of the 
Council’s Provisional ROP5) pointed to the World Summit Outcome as mandating ‘the Council to ensure 
that fair and clear procedures exist for placing individuals and entities on sanctions lists and removing 
them’.6 

                                                           
1 Press Conference on Security Council Al-Qaida and Taliban Sanctions Committee, New York,  
12 February 2009, http://www.un.org/News/briefings/docs//2009/090212_Barrett.doc.htm.  
2 2005 World Summit Outcome 60th sess, Agenda items 46 and 120, UN Doc A/60/1 (24 October 2005), 26 [109]. 
3 UN SCOR, 5293rd mtg, UN Doc S/PV/5293 (26 October 2005).  The subsidiary bodies so listed were the ‘Security Council 
Committee established pursuant to resolution 1267 (1999) concerning Al-Qaida and the Taliban associate individuals and entities’ 
(‘1267 Committee’), the ‘Security Council Committee established pursuant to resolution 1373 (2001) concerning counter-terrorism’ 
(‘Counter-Terrorism Committee’), and the ‘Security Council Committee established pursuant to resolution 1540’ (2004) (‘1540 
Committee’). Resolution 1540 concerned weapons of mass destruction. 
4 Ibid, 10. 
5 Provisional Rules of Procedure of the Security Council UN SCOR, 2410th mtg, UN Doc S/96/Rev.7 (21 December 1982) (‘Provisional 
ROP’).  
6 Ibid, 31. 

http://www.un.org/News/briefings/docs/2009/090212_Barrett.doc.htm
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When the Council was briefed by the same committees in February 2006,7 the representative of Austria 
(intervening in accordance with Rule 37 of the Provisional ROP) spoke on behalf of the European Union to 
‘stress the call made at the 2005 world summit to ensure that fair and clear procedures exist for placing 
individuals and entities on sanctions lists and for removing them’.8  Similarly, under the heading of ‘Threats 
to international peace and security caused by terrorist acts’, in May 20069 the Council received further 
updates from these committees.  At that time, E10 members Greece,10 Qatar11 and Japan12 all pressed for 
further consideration of procedural fairness and/or ‘fair and clear procedures’.  The representative of 
Austria (again intervening in accordance with Rule 37 of the Provisional ROP) spoke on behalf of the 
European Union to ‘reiterate the 2005 world summit’s call on the Security Council to ensure fair and clear 
procedures for placing individuals and entities on sanctions lists and for removing them’.13 

In accordance with the usual rotation procedure, Denmark assumed the Presidency of the Security Council 
for the month of June 2006.  Denmark scheduled a thematic debate on ‘Strengthening international law: 
the rule of law and the maintenance of international peace and security’ and had circulated a ‘non-paper’ to 
‘help guide the discussion’.14  In the ‘non-paper’, Denmark put forward three issues suggested to merit 
special attention by those participating: promotion of the rule of law in conflict and post-conflict situations; 
ending impunity for international crimes; and enhancing the efficiency and credibility of UN sanctions 
regimes. 

This initiative of Denmark’s Presidency may have assisted in seeing engagement with correspondence from 
19 May 2006, sent by Germany, Sweden and Switzerland (none being Council members at that time), the 
subject of which was a report mutually commissioned ‘to analyse current sanctions committee practices 
and recommend proposals to strengthen United Nations targeted sanctions regimes’.15  The report was 
prepared by the Watson Institute Targeted Sanctions Project at Brown University.  Chart II of the report 
compared review mechanism options, including that of an ombudsman.16  This option was one of three 
recommended for Council consideration to ‘address shortcomings’ of existing sanctions committee 
procedures.17 

Added weight to the occasion of the thematic debate was given by Denmark’s Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
Per Stig Moeller, taking the chair, and Judge Rosalyn Higgins, President of the International Court of 
Justice, attending to intervene in accordance with Rule 39 of the Provisional ROP.  In the debate, all nine of 
the other E10 members made mention in their statements of the need for procedural fairness and/or ‘fair 
and clear procedures’ in sanctions regimes.  In particular, Japan gave the majority of their comments to this 
point, Ghana drew a direct connection to the World Summit Outcome, and Slovakia stated that the 
‘transparency and effectiveness of listing and delisting procedures are becoming a yardstick for the work of 
numerous sanctions committees’.18  The representative of Greece went so far as to say: 

The sanctions committees should amend their guidelines to bring them in line with procedural fairness and effective 
remedy requirements.  In that respect, we would like to emphasize the important contributions of Council members 

                                                           
7 UN SCOR, 5375th mtg, UN Doc S/PV/5375 (21 February 2006). 
8 Ibid, 26. 
9 UN SCOR, 5446th mtg, UN Doc S/PV/5446 (30 May 2006). 
10 Ibid, 10. 
11 Ibid, 14. 
12 Ibid, 16. 
13 Ibid, 26. 
14 Letter dated 7 June 2006 from the Permanent Representative of Denmark to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General S/2006/367 
(7 June 2006). 
15 Identical letters dated 19 May 2006 from the Permanent Representatives of German, Sweden and Switzerland to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the General Assembly and the President of the Security Council S/2006/331 (14 June 2006). 
16 Ibid, 51. 
17 Ibid, 62. 
18 UN SCOR, 5474th mtg, UN Doc S/PV/5474 (22 June 2006), 12. 



3 
 

France and Denmark, as well as of various processes.  The recent report published by the Watson Institute, 
“Strengthening Targeted Sanctions through Fair and Clear Procedures”, which was sponsored by the Governments of 
Switzerland, Germany and Sweden, provides many useful options to that effect, and we urge the sanctions committees 
to take those options into consideration.19  

The representative of Austria (intervening in accordance with Rule 37 of the Provisional ROP) spoke on 
behalf of the European Union, and also made specific mention of: 

… initiatives by Council members such as Denmark and France to establish mechanisms which would ensure that 
individuals’ requests for delisting or exemptions are systematically forwarded to the sanctions committee for review and 
an academic study on strengthening targeted sanctions through clear and fair procedures, co-sponsored by Germany, 
Sweden and Switzerland.20 

The detail of the proposal by Denmark is not further mentioned, but at this meeting France promoted its 
separate proposal for the ‘creation within the Secretariat of a focal point for receiving delisting and 
exemption requests directly from individuals listed … to be shared by all sanctions committees [to] allow 
the procedure to be more accessible, transparent and standardized’.21 

Denmark’s proposal appears to have been subsumed in committee discussions, which are off the record, 
rather than tabled in the Council proper.22  Whatever that particular suggestion was, when the Council was 
briefed in September 2006 by the 1267 Committee, the Counter Terrorism Committee and the 1540 Committee, 
E10 member Greece stated: 

We urge the [1267] Committee to embark upon consideration of these issues at the earliest opportunity, also taking into 
account the proposals submitted to the Committee by Denmark and France, as well as the various options offered by 
recent academic discussions on this issue.  As we have stated on many occasions, ensuring fair and clear procedures will 
ultimately strengthen the effectiveness of targeted sanctions.23 

A discussion entitled ‘General issues relating to sanctions’, in December 2006, saw the proposal from 
France, for a ‘focal point’ for delisting, put forward as a draft resolution co-sponsored by Argentina, 
Denmark, France, Greece, Japan, Peru, Russia, Slovakia, the UK and the USA,24 and adopted 
unanimously.25 In a brief meeting of only 15 minutes, Greece again took the opportunity to reinforce the 
need for further steps, specifically mentioning the Danish proposal (albeit without details): 

We believe, however, that the sanctions committees should continue to improve their delisting procedures, particularly 
in the direction of establishing a review mechanism along the lines of the useful suggestions made recently by member 
States such as Denmark, and other relevant processes.26  

It is worth noting that comments by Greece throughout 2006 were informed by Ambassador Adamantios 
Vassilakis of Greece serving as the chair of two Security Council sanctions committees during 2005 and 
2006, on Côte d’Ivoire and Sudan.27  

                                                           
19 Ibid, 24. 
20 Ibid, 32. 
21 Ibid, 18. 
22 A full text search for documents from Denmark (to the UN or the President of the Security Council) in the UN Official 
Documents Systems located four documents for the period 1 January 2005 to 31 December 2006, this being the period of E10 
membership for Denmark.  Those documents were two pertaining to the topic for, and ‘non-paper’ related to, the thematic 
discussion scheduled by Denmark during its terms as President in each year, and two providing the summary of its Presidency 
month in each year. 
23 UN SCOR, 5538th mtg, UN Doc S/PV/5538 (28 September 2006), 25. 
24 Argentina, Denmark, France, Greece, Japan, Peru, Russian Federation, Slovakia, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and 
United States of America: draft resolution  S/2006/996 (19 December 2006). 
25 SC Res 1730, UN SCOR, 5599th mtg, UN Doc S/RES/1730 (19 December 2006). 
26 UN SCOR, 5599th mtg, UN Doc S/PV/5599 (19 December 2006), 3. 
27 See, for example, UN SCOR, 5601st mtg, UN Doc S/PV/5601 (20 December 2006), 7. 
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Denmark’s term of office on the Council ended at the end of 2006 (as did that of Greece), but Denmark 
continued to be visible in initiatives related to improving the sanctions regimes.  For example, again in the 
context of briefings by the subsidiary bodies, Liechtenstein (intervening in accordance with Rule 37 of the 
Provisional ROP) noted that: 

Many Member States still have concerns regarding the requirement of “fair and clear procedures”, … in the Council’s 
use of targeted sanctions. In order to facilitate a constructive discussion on that issue, we organized a round table on de-
listing on 8 November 2007. The event was sponsored by the missions of Denmark, Sweden and Switzerland and was 
open to all States Members of the United Nations and invited representatives of the Secretariat, non-governmental 
organizations and academia. At that meeting, participants exchanged views on a discussion paper based on the research 
of Professor Michael Bothe of the University of Frankfurt regarding the establishment of a review panel to deal with 
petitions for de-listing.28 

Then, in 2008, Denmark, Germany, Liechtenstein, the Netherlands, Sweden and Switzerland wrote to the 
Presidents of the Security Council and the General Assembly, urging further attention to delisting 
procedures and sending a discussion paper on the idea of establishing an expert review panel to assist 
committees with delisting requests.29  The letter pointed out that representatives of Denmark, 
Liechtenstein, Sweden and Switzerland had earlier had the opportunity to discuss elements of the paper 
with the 1267 Committee.  While the letter was sent on 23 June, in advance of the Council meeting held on 
30 June regarding ‘Threats to international peace and security caused by terrorist acts’, it does not appear 
to have been circulated until 2 July.   

On 30 June, the Council adopted Resolution 1822 unanimously,30 which further promoted the ‘focal point’ 
created earlier in relation to delisting.  Costa Rica made the only substantive comment, concluding that:  

… although the establishment of a focal point under resolution 1730 (2006) was an important achievement, it is also 
necessary to establish a review mechanism. We believe that the States members of the Security Council should seriously 
consider the proposal made by Denmark, Germany, Liechtenstein, the Netherlands, Sweden and Switzerland aimed at 
agreeing mechanisms to fully protect the basic rights of listed individuals.31 

During the Belgian Presidency in August 2008, a thematic discussion on working methods was guided to 
the issue of transparency, inter alia, by the related concept note from the representative of Belgium.32  
Intervening (in accordance with Rule 37 of the Provisional ROP) on behalf of Denmark, Finland, Iceland, 
Norway and Sweden, the representative of Iceland commented:   

Interaction, transparency and legitimacy in the working methods and procedures of the Security Council’s subsidiary 
bodies, particularly the sanctions committees, are paramount in further strengthening the protection of fundamental 
rights of individuals and the rule of law. The five Nordic countries would like to recall paragraph 109 of the 2005 World 
Summit Outcome document regarding the necessity of ensuring “fair and clear procedures for placing individuals and 
entities on sanctions lists and for removing them, as well as granting humanitarian exemptions” (A/RES/60/1, para. 
109). 

In this regard we welcome the adoption of resolutions 1730 (2006), 1735 (2006) and, most recently, 1822 (2008). Those 
resolutions constitute important steps in the right direction with regard, inter alia, to transparency towards both States 
and individuals. Further moves towards truly fair and clear procedures should include the introduction of an independent 
advisory input to the work of the Security Council Committee established pursuant to resolution 1267 (1999), especially 
with respect to requests for de-listing.33 

                                                           
28 UN SCOR, 5779th mtg, UN Doc S/PV/5779 (14 November 2007), 28. 
29 Identical letters dated 23 June 2008 from the Permanent Representative of Switzerland to the United Nations addressed to the President of the 
General Assembly and the President of the Security Council S/2008/428 (2 July 2008). 
30 SC Res 1822, UN SCOR, 5928th mtg, UN Doc S/RES/1822 (30 June 2008). 
31 UN SCOR, 5928th mtg, UN Doc S/PV/5928 (30 June 2008), 3. 
32 Letter dated 4 August 2006 from the Permanent Representative of Belgium to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General S/2008/528 
(6 August 2008). 
33 UN SCOR, 5968th mtg, UN Doc S/PV/5968 (27 August 2008), 28. 
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When the meeting resumed for a continued discussion, Liechtenstein (also intervening) picked up that 
transparency theme, saying that: 

… access by non-members to the sanctions committees remains a crucial topic. While the note states the requirements, 
the practice leaves room for improvement. Earlier this year, we asked to meet with the 1267 Committee, as part of a 
group of States, to discuss relevant matters. However, the request was only taken up after extensive consultations within 
the Council. The meeting eventually took place, but there was only limited substantive response from the Committee, 
and there was no continuation of that dialogue when the Council drafted resolution 1822 (2008). We believe that 
improved access to the sanctions committees would benefit the Council and the implementation of sanctions.34 

Later that year when the subsidiary bodies again briefed the Council, when intervening in accordance with 
Rule 37 of the Provisional ROP, in relation to the 1267 Committee Switzerland commented that: 

Unfortunately, we must voice our disappointment that no progress has been made on what we consider to be a serious 
shortcoming of the current system, namely, the lack of an independent review mechanism concerning delisting decisions. 
In that context, I would like to recall that Switzerland and Liechtenstein, together with Denmark, Germany, the 
Netherlands and Sweden, proposed the establishment of an expert group appointed by the Security Council to assist the 
sanctions committees in the consideration of delisting requests. In our view, that would address concerns regarding the 
right to an effective review mechanism. Therefore, we regret that resolution 1822 (2008) did not reflect any of the ideas 
put forward in that discussion paper.35 

There were similar mentions in subsequent briefings by the chair of the 1267 Committee in 2008 report on 
implementation of Resolution 1822 and in a thematic discussion on ‘Threats to international peace and 
security caused by terrorist acts’ under the Croatian Presidency.36   

Switzerland (again intervening) more substantively returned to the point again in May 2009, saying that it: 

… commends the efforts of the 1267 Committee to improve listing and delisting procedures. We welcome the important 
improvements that are reflected in resolution 1822 (2008) and in the Committee’s revised guidelines adopted last 
December. However, some concerns remain, as highlighted by recent studies, including the report by the Eminent Jurists 
Panel on Terrorism, Counter-Terrorism and Human Rights and the latest report of the Monitoring Team. Critics see the 
continuing lack of fair and clear procedures within the current sanctions regime as undermining the effective 
implementation of targeted sanctions. Several States face major legal challenges in implementing the 1267 Committee’s 
sanctions regime. Member States find themselves in a dilemma when national or regional courts question the legality of 
domestic measures to implement sanctions.37 

In the same debate, Liechtenstein (also again intervening) took a similar line, saying: 

We encourage the Council and the 1267 Committee again to engage in a dialogue with interested States on how to ensure 
that fair and clear procedures exist for placing individuals and entities on the consolidated list and for removing them, 
as well as for granting humanitarian exemptions, thus fulfilling a long-overdue target we set ourselves in the Summit 
Outcome Document of 2005. The target date for further reforms and review should be the upcoming renewal of resolution 1822 (2008) 
at the end of this year.38 

At the next such briefing, when intervening to speak on behalf of the European Union, Sweden remarked 
that ‘improvements on many points, and especially with regard to de-listing, are necessary [and the] 
resolution to be adopted by the Security Council in December presents an important opportunity.’39  Costa 
Rica (by then an E10 member, and having experience as the chair of the 1540 Committee), stated: 

The increasing number of trials around the world seems to confirm the need to provide the regime with an independent 
apolitical review mechanism that would come from within this Council, not from judicial, regional or international bodies 

                                                           
34 UN SCOR, 5968th mtg (Resumption 1), UN Doc S/PV/5968 (Resumption 1) (27 August 2008), 14. 
35 UN SCOR, 6015th mtg, UN Doc S/PV/6015 (12 November 2008), 25. 
36 See, for example, UN SCOR, 6034th mtg, UN Doc S/PV/6034 (9 December 2008); UN SCOR, 6043rd mtg, UN Doc 
S/PV/6043 (15 December 2008). 
37 UN SCOR, 6128th mtg, UN Doc S/PV/6128 (26 May 2009), 27.  
38 UN SCOR, 6128th mtg (Resumption 1), UN Doc S/PV/6128 (Resumption 1) (26 May 2009), 16. (Emphasis added.) 
39 UN SCOR, 6217th mtg, UN Doc S/PV/6217 (13 November 2009), 29. 
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outside it. With that in mind, Costa Rica has worked with Germany, Denmark, Liechtenstein, the Netherlands, Sweden, 
Switzerland, Belgium, Finland and Norway to produce a working document with a number of options to improve the 
due process within the sanctions regime. We urge the Security Council and the membership of the Organization, in 
general, to consider those options, in particular with a view to the resolution that we are due to negotiate next month to 
renew the sanctions regime.40 

The Dutch representative took an active part (intervening in accordance with Rule 37 of the Provisional 
ROP) to present a synopsis of the efforts of the group of like-minded states, noted by Costa Rica, who had 
come together in persistent efforts to improve the 1267 Committee mechanism, particularly in terms of 
delisting.  Speaking on their behalf in relation to the 1267 Committee, the representative made a series of 
points about the work of this group, highlighting the range of diplomatic tools deployed to these ends over 
several years.  His synopsis41 confirmed that such work: 

- dated back to 2005 after the World Summit Outcome which pointed to the issues with listing and delisting; 
- was informed by the Watson Institute report,42 leading to them putting options to the Council for ‘fair and clear 

procedures’ in 2006; 
- though recognizing the ‘important innovations’ achieved by Resolution 1822 in 2008, saw Denmark, Germany, 

Liechtenstein, the Netherlands, Sweden and Switzerland specifically suggest an ‘expert panel’ as an effective review 
mechanism ‘that fulfils the requirements of impartiality, independence and the ability to provide an effective 
remedy’;  

- was joined by Belgium, Costa Rica, Finland and Norway in 2009; 
- recognized national developments confirming the want of adequate human rights protections as a fundamental 

due process concern, and noted ‘a number of recently published authoritative studies and reports have also 
addressed these issues [including] the second report by the Watson Institute [indicating] this question is a challenge 
to the efficiency, legitimacy and credibility of the entire United Nations sanctions regime, as was also pointed out 
in the tenth report of the Monitoring Team’; 

- now offered a new working paper (annexed to his written statement) including ‘a broad range of suggestions, 
including that of a panel that might come up with possible ways to further strengthen the existing procedures by 
building on the listing, delisting, review and exemption procedures as well as the focal point process’, adding that 
such initiatives applied equally to the other sanctions regimes; and 

- overall, pointed to the importance of open and inclusive dialogue in such matters to achieve improvements, such 
as those promoted in their working paper which would strengthen rather than weaken sanctions as a tool, ‘thereby 
securing the effectiveness of a sanctions regime that may otherwise be at risk’. 

The Dutch representative may have been reflecting background reservations of Council members, perhaps 
expressed in informal discussions off the record, when he wrapped up by saying:  

We wish to stress that any decision on listing and delisting should be taken by the Security Council, thus keeping decision-
making within the realm of the Council. We firmly believe that the required improvements to procedures can be achieved 
without in any way compromising the authority of the Council.  The new draft resolution on sanctions against Al-Qaida, 
Osama bin Laden and/or the Taliban and their associates will constitute an important step to that end. We look forward 
to its adoption by the Security Council in December.43 

The working document mentioned by Costa Rica and the Netherlands does not appear to have been 
published as an official document of the UN, but evidently provided a vehicle for ongoing interchange on 
this matter. 

The Security Council was unanimous in adopting Resolution 1904 in December 2009,44 renewing the 1267 
Committee mandate and, as an element of updated delisting procedures, establishing the Office of the 
Ombudsperson.  When Resolution 1904 was adopted, the verbatim transcript of the very brief meeting 
might suggest that impetus for the resolution came from the Council members noted as the resolution’s 

                                                           
40 UN SCOR, 6217th mtg, UN Doc S/PV/6217 (13 November 2009), 15.  
41 UN SCOR, 6128th mtg (Resumption 1), UN Doc S/PV/6128 (Resumption 1) (26 May 2009), 6. 
42 See n 21 above. 
43 UN SCOR, 6128th mtg (Resumption 1), UN Doc S/PV/6128 (Resumption 1) (26 May 2009), 8. 
44 SC Res 1904, UN SCOR, 6247th mtg, UN Doc S/RES/1904 (17 December 2009). 
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drafters - Austria, Burkina Faso, Croatia, France, Japan, Mexico, Turkey, the UK and the USA.  The 
representative of Austria, however, while thanking the USA as the ‘main sponsor of the resolution’, 
highlighted that ‘special thanks are due to many other United Nations Member States that have actively 
supported this process over many years, in particular the group of like-minded States and the friends of the 
rule of law.’45  

The representative of (E10 member) Costa Rica specifically acknowledged those ‘like-minded states’ as 
Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Liechtenstein, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, and Switzerland, 
none being Council members at that time.   

As suggested earlier in 2009, in the lengthy remarks of the representative of the Netherlands, tracing the 
origin of that remark back over more than four years, through commentary falling under various rubrics, 
shows that Denmark was influential in the initiative based on its actions begun while an E10 member, 
vocally reinforced by (E10 member) Greece and greatly assisted by timely information mutually brought 
forward by Switzerland, Germany and Sweden, in a process of advocacy that culminated in (E10 member) 
Costa Rica giving voice to that group in Council discussions, perhaps especially in those off the record that 
preceded the adoption of Resolution 1904. 

As a sometime elected member of the Council, Denmark could fairly be given credit for providing an 
anchor point for an ongoing diplomatic interchange that came to fruition with the adoption of that 
resolution, finally giving an adequate response to the 2005 World Summit Outcome document comment 
on ‘fair and clear procedures’ for delisting.   

Denmark was influential by making good use of the opportunity of its presidency to promote active 
consideration of related issues of international law, and then persevering with follow up to achieve a relevant 
objective, even if not Denmark’s particular solution.  Under the hand of Ambassador Løj, the ‘non-paper’ 
circulated for that debate appears to have been instrumental in eliciting important diplomatic interventions 
that can be seen to lead ultimately to the instigation of the role of 1267 Ombudsperson.   

If Denmark can be fairly given credit as the ‘ringmaster’ for related advocacy by states, and authorship of 
an alternative proposal beyond France’s ‘focal point’, the influence of E10 members in this episode also 
encompasses the willingness of other E10 members, such as Greece and later Costa Rica and Austria, to 
take up the theme on the record, and to persevere through cooperation and collaboration with, and 
representation of the concerns of, a wider circle of UN member states, not least including Germany, 
Liechtenstein, Sweden, and Switzerland. 

 

 

 

                                                           
45 UN SCOR, 6247th mtg, UN Doc S/PV/6247 (17 December 2009), 2.  


