Annex: Annex from assessment paper

A/RES/67/176 - Moratorium on the use of the death penalty

e Presented by a cross regional alliance of 91 co-sponsors (including EU 27)
o EU co-sponsorship (EU27)
e EU Burdensharer: CY / EUDEL

Proceedings in the Third Committee
e Adopted by vote (110_YES, 39 NO, 36 ABS: EU: YES) after defeating, in
separate votes, five written amendments:
A/C.3/67/L.62 (EG): new PP2bis (63 YES, 84 NO, 29 ABS)
A/C.3/67/L.63 (SG): new OP1bis (61 YES, 83 NO, 31 ABS)
A/C.3/67/L.64 (AB): reformulation of OP4(b) (54 YES, 80 NO, 37 ABS)
A/C.3/67/L.65 (TT): new OP4(d)bis (53 YES, 86 NO, 35 ABS)
A/C.3/67/L.66 (BW): new OP4(d)ter (55 YES, 85 NO, 35 ABS)

¢ EUEOYV on amendment presented by Singapore, as part of ‘“burdensharing,,
arrangement with other members of Global Task Force.

o Other Statements or documentation prepared
Introduction of resolution and statement before adoption made by Croatia.
Detailed script for action with roles of various cosponsors (including some EUMS)
Defensive points for text and argumentation against all (proposed and potential)
amendments.

Proceedings in the GA Plenary
e Adopted with a vote: 111 YES, 41 NO, 34 ABS

Content of the text

The resolution is based on the 2010 text (65/206), which has been strengthened with some
new elements, including calls for States to provide more detailed information on their use of
the death penalty; to not impose capital punishment for offences committed by persons below
18 and pregnant women; and to consider acceding to or ratifying the 2nd Optional Protocol
to the ICCPR, aiming at the abolition of the Death Penalty. It was also possible to reintroduce
language from the 2007 resolution, expressing deep concern about the continued application
of the death penalty.

EU coordination

Negotiations on behalf of the EU were conducted by an EU (Joint) Team, composed of the
EUDEL and CY Presidency. An EU Lobbying Task Force, comprising a number of EUMS
was also formed, which proved extremely useful in the lobbying effort, especially during the
latter stages of the process.

A mandate for the negotiations in New York, as well as an EU Action Plan, were agreed by
COHOM cearly on in the process. These covered both the content of the text and the overall
approach and strategy and provided the framework for EU coordination in NY. The EU
Guidelines on the Death Penalty were also consulted.

EU coordination took place smoothly, with the EU Team keeping EUMS fully and regularly
informed on the work of the Global Task Force and the negotiations within and outside the
cosponsors’ group. The coordination and early preparation between Brussels, NY and the EU
Lobbying Task Force worked very well and were key for achieving a good result.



Process of negotiation
Due to the importance and complexity of the issue, negotiations on this resolution encompass
multiple layers, the first one from an EU perspective being the internal EU coordination.

The next layer is the Global Task Force (GTF), a smaller, cross-regional group of countries
representing the co-sponsors and leading the efforts on drafting, negotiation and lobbying of
the resolution. The Global Task Force this year comprised of the EU Team (EUDEL+CY),
Albania, Croatia, Serbia, Norway, Switzerland, Micronesia, New Zealand, Timor-Leste,
Angola, Burundi, Argentina, Chile and Mexico. Brazil and Gabon joined at a late stage. The
atmosphere and collaboration within the GTF was excellent. In general, members shared the
burden of preparing and circulating documents, organising and chairing meetings (co-sponsors
and open consultations), defending the text, making statements, lobbying, etc. However, as in
previous years, the EU played a pivotal role in initiating the early process (together with
Chile) and in coordination and outreach throughout the process.

The following layer is the group of cosponsors, increased this year to 91. The first meeting of
the group took place as early as July, where an overall strategy was defined, which was later
elaborated by the GTF in producing the initial drafts. Subsequent meetings defined priorities
and “red lines” and ensured the support of all cosponsors during negotiations with the wider
membership.

The final step was informal consultations with the wider membership. Thanks to an early
start of the process and substantial preparation at the level of cosponsors, and in particular the
GTF, the EU and other cosponsors were able to present and defend a stronger text this year.
Cosponsors conducted informal consultations in a particularly open and transparent fashion
and, as much as possible, tried to be constructive and accommodate concerns raised during the
five informals. The improved atmosphere and transparency was acknowledged by even the
staunchest opponents of the resolution.

Presenting a strong initial draft was part of the negotiation strategy agreed by cosponsors,
aware that a number of elements would have to be rephrased or deleted in the final text.
Indeed, several amendments and deletions were made to the original text before tabling the
resolution, as well as after a final round of informals, which resulted in a Rev.1 version.
These concessions helped to secure the continuing cosponsorship of key Member-States (e.g.
Algeria, The Russian Federation) as well as an increase in both overall cosponsorship and
positive votes.

During adoption, much of the well-rehearsed choreography of previous years was repeated
again this time around. As in the past, amendments to the resolution were tabled (five in total,
more than in 2010) by Egypt, Singapore, Antigua and Barbuda, Trinidad and Tobago and
Botswana. These were voted down by large margins, ranging from 20 to 33 votes. In the end,
the resolution was adopted by a record number of supporters both in terms of votes and
cosponsors. Mongolia, Samoa and Somalia were new cosponsors; however, El Salvador and
Nicaragua were not able to cosponsor the resolution this time (El Salvador regrettably drew
links between cosponsoring this resolution with the EU’s stance on its own resolution on older
persons).

Finally, note must be taken of the cooperation with NGOs, in particular Al, with which we
exchanged information both on the text as well as on lobbying efforts throughout the process.

Elements for future negotiation

This resolution continues to reflect the trend towards abolition and an increasing use of
moratoriums. But the processes which are ongoing in many countries take time and we cannot
count on any substantial increase in support for the resolution every two years. Therefore,



progress has to be assessed in good time before GA69 in consultation with cosponsors and
other close partners before the EU approach is framed.

The cross-regional nature of this resolution is key to its success. It will be important to build
on this cross-regional cooperation ahead of GA69, especially the partnership with African and
Asian cosponsors of the resolution.



