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War, aspects of the Council’s working 
methods have evolved considerably. But 
this evolution has tended to be ad hoc 
and often is not contained in any for-
mal—or transparent—Council decision. 
Some of the changes in procedures and 
working methods have been captured in 
successive notes by the president of the 
Security Council. However, often the  
language is drafted in aspirational terms 
rather than as a firm commitment. More-
over, processes within the Council seem 
to have become increasingly complex 
and layered, making it difficult not only 
for outsiders but also for newly elected 
members to understand. All these factors  
seem to have reinforced wider concerns 
about transparency and participation, 
despite the successive and substantial 
efforts to improve working methods.

As far as can be ascertained, in recent 
memory there have not been any  
proposals from Council members to 
change the status of the Rules of  
Procedure. By default, the rules are  
thus never discussed. Some observers  
agree that there are pragmatic reasons 
to keep the rules in their provisional  
form, giving the Council more flexibility 
and allowing it to adapt better and faster 
to the changing international environ-
ment. Others note that it is precisely this 
obscurity and uncertainty that dulls its 
capacity to deal with emerging issues 
energetically and flexibly. 

Early Pressure for
Reform and Initiatives in
the Council (1993-2005)

On 17 February 2006, at the Council’s 
request, the Secretariat issued a list of 
the previous efforts made by the Council 
between 1993 and 2005 to address  
concerns about working methods 
(S/2006/78). The list contains 57 entries. 
Although it seemed at face value a very 

substantial list, the Council was aware, 
not least from the Summit Outcome 
Document and the ongoing criticism in 
the General Assembly, that there was 
still a large measure of dissatisfaction. It 
is probably no coincidence that the 
Council, at about that time, decided to 
mandate its Working Group to take up 
the issues in a substantive way.

The process of reform of working meth-
ods really began in 1993 and followed  
a very important development in terms 
of the Council workload. At that point the 
Council had become a body that was 
virtually continuously in session. It was 
also a body that had emerged from  
relative obscurity to being at the centre 
of major world events. Consequently, it 
generated a lot of interest from the media 
and also, perhaps most of all, from the 
wider UN membership.

In order to accommodate this increased 
workload, and to cope with continuous 
discussion on often very sensitive issues, 
another important change also occurred. 
But it was in the opposite direction. The 
Council actually became significantly 
less visible. This was due to the practice 
of convening the vast majority of its 
meetings in a separate consultations 
room. (This room was built in 1979, but it 
was only in the 1990s that it came to be 
used very frequently.) 

To all intents and purposes, much of the 
substantive work of the Council now 
shifted from the Council chamber, where 
it met in public, to informal consultations, 
held in private. This, coupled with con-
cerns about the substance of many of 
the decisions being taken by the Council,  
began to fuel challenges to its legitimacy 
and process. These concerns included 
complaints that many of the checks and 
balances built into the Charter were 
being bypassed. 

In 1993, the Council started addressing 
some of the problems. Several initiatives 

were launched reflecting concern by 
some Council members about the need 
to make the body more transparent and 
accountable, as well as more efficient 
and capable of handling various crises 
at once in the course of any given day, 
week or month. A particular focus was 
concern about the need for a greater 
participation of the membership at large 
as well as a fuller and more equal partici-
pation of the elected Council members.

The first significant development was an 
attempt to address the accountability 
and transparency concerns. In June 
1993, during the presidency of Spain, a 
note by the President of the Security 
Council was approved (S/26015). It 
focused on changes to improve the  
format of the Council report to the 
Assembly and reflected the Council’s 
new willingness to adopt the draft report 
in a public session of the Council. It also 
contained a decision to start publishing 
presidential statements in a more  
accessible way with document symbols 
which showed the year of adoption. This 
new format began in 1994. Perhaps 
most significantly, the note recorded an 
agreement to start publicising the daily 
work programme for Council meetings 
in the UN Journal.

The second development was in 1994.  
It focused on the participation issue. This 
was launched jointly by Argentina and 
New Zealand and addressed initially  
the need for better participation for  
troop-contributing countries. Some  
initial decisions were adopted and 
reflected in a presidential statement in 
May (S/PRST/1994/22). But further dis-
cussions in informal consultations 
became deadlocked, so the two coun-
tries requested an open meeting of the 
Council. Their position was set out in a 
letter of 18 September 1994 (S/1994/ 
1063). From outside the Council came 
letters of support from Egypt, Turkey,  
Ireland, Uruguay, Austria, Portugal,  
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a presidency was held by Sweden in 
1998, followed by Bangladesh and Can-
ada in 2000, but these post-factum 
meetings were later abandoned. Again, 
it seems that demand dried up because 
of the blandness of the briefings. In April 
2001, the UK gave the first ever forward-
looking briefing to the press about the 
presidency at the beginning of the 
month. Bangladesh, France and Ireland 
followed suit that same year when they 
began their respective presidencies. In 
2002, nearly all elected members and 
China joined the trend of providing an 
oral preview of their presidency to the 
media, and in 2003 all presidents briefed 
reporters at the outset of their presiden-
cies. Since then, media briefings by the 
incoming Council presidency have been 
routine (with the exception of the United 
States, which conducted one such for-
mal briefing, in October 2003, but since 
then seems to have an objection in prin-
ciple to the process).

In recent years, most presidents have 
been generally accessible to the media 
on their way in and out of the Council, 
with their comments being webcast live 
and later available through the UN web-
cast archives. 

Wrap-up sessions also emerged as a 
response to the concerns about account-
ability and the availability of information 
out of the Council. In 2001, members 
agreed that interactive wrap-up sessions 
at the end of a presidency would be a 
useful response. Merit was seen in 
sometimes including the participation  
of the Secretary-General. It was thought 
by many that such sessions could help 
to analyse the events of the month, 
assess the Council’s contribution 
(including working methods) and look 
for possible lessons learned. A total of 
13 such sessions were held over a 
stretch of five years. 

In June 2001, for the first time, the Council  
held a wrap-up session in public  
(S/PV.4343). Several members chose to 
discuss working methods. In the next 
few years, several presidencies—all of 
them elected members—conducted 
such wrap-up sessions, some of them  
in public and others in consultations. 
Those held in public allowed a rare 
glimpse into the ongoing internal debate 
on working methods. After a peak of five 
in 2003, the number of these sessions 
decreased. The level of participation  
of Council members dropped with 
ambassadors often skipping the ses-
sions. Eventually in 2005 the number fell 
to one and disappeared completely after 
the wrap-up session by the Brazilian 
March 2005 presidency (S/PV.5156). It 
seems that P5 members in particular 
were critical of the wrap-up sessions 
believing that the sessions had lost sub-
stantive content and became little more 
than an opportunity for the presidency to 
showcase its role during the month. 
Another factor which led to the general 
discomfort about these sessions was 
the disagreement they generated within 
the Council about the issue of involving 
non-members. 

In a 1997 note, the Council decided that 
representatives who had completed 
their functions as president of the Secu-
rity Council might wish to prepare brief 
assessments of their work in that capac-
ity, under their own responsibility and 
not to be considered as representing the 
views of the Council and that these 
assessments would be attached to the 
annual report to the General Assembly 
(S/1997/451). Even though the note 
made these assessments optional, they 
have been done regularly by virtually all 
presidents. These documents tend to 
contain no analysis, but rather simply list 
events while highlighting some. Most 
assessments come out several months 
after the end of the presidency. 

Transparency and 
Participation: Information 
for Member States 
about the Upcoming 
Work Programme and 
Imminent Decisions

The growing numbers of activities under-
taken by the Council have brought with 
them a much enhanced impact on the 
membership at large. Issues such as 
troop contributions required for major 
new peacekeeping missions or new 
sanctions regimes imposed by the 
Council created considerable new bur-
dens and responsibilities. For the wider 
membership, which bore the bulk of the 
burden in respect of many of these 
Council decisions, there was a natural 
demand from capitals for better warning 
of likely decisions and better opportuni-
ties for input. Many non-members of the 
Council expressed concern about just 
being passive recipients of decisions 
and news after the event.

Knowing what the Council was likely to 
discuss, why and when was one of the 
most basic hurdles encountered by non-
Council members hoping to have any 
kind of impact on the Council’s work. 
The obscurity and lack of transparency 
inherent in the Council’s working meth-
ods left most UN members extremely 
unhappy on all these fronts. Even within 
the Council, process was often obscure 
for elected members. 

The first problem to be addressed was 
the notification in the UN Journal of the 
timing and agenda for closed informal 
consultations. As detailed above, the 
Council reached agreement on includ-
ing formal meetings in the UN Journal in 
June 1993. However, it was not possible 
at the time to reach agreement on includ-
ing informal consultations in the UN 
Journal. Permanent members of the 
Council resisted for some time any kind 
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that the Council finally resolved the issue 
with agreement that the tentative fore-
cast (in a somewhat shortened form) 
could simply be posted on the web page 
of the presidency as soon as it was 
finalised. That system has been in place 
since August 2006.

Participation: Opportu-
nity for Outsiders to 
Make Effective Input to 
Council Decisions

Troop-contributing countries (TCCs) 
were, as mentioned above, the Council’s 
first target of efforts to improve the sense 
of participation by outsiders. The back-
ground to the concerns of the TCCs lay 
in the huge growth of UN peacekeeping 
operations in the early 1990s. With this 
growth came an acute need to expand 
both the numbers of troops and TCCs. 
Also, the nature of operations being 
mounted had become both substantially 
more risky and significantly more  
sensitive politically than the traditional 
peacekeeping of previous decades. For 
much of the last twenty years, the major-
ity of military personnel provided for UN 
peacekeeping have been provided from 
countries not represented on the Coun-
cil. These non-Council members started 
voicing their desire to be involved at least 
to some extent in the decision-making 
process that would lead to the establish-
ment of a complex and difficult operation 
for which their troops were being sought. 
They also wanted to ensure that a sys-
tem was in place for them to be engaged 
in the ongoing oversight and manage-
ment of the force, especially when issues 
which might give rise to added risk for 
their personnel were to be discussed.

There was significant resistance to 
accommodating the concerns of TCCs. 
It took determined effort over a number 
of years to obtain an agreement on a 

progressive series of measures for 
addressing troop contributors’ concerns. 

The initial steps came in response to the 
initiative by Argentina and New Zealand 
outlined earlier. These were followed by 
a number of subsequent decisions 
(including publication of arrangements 
for meetings with TCCs and procedures  
for TCC involvement with the Council 
Working Group on Peacekeeping  
Operations). Negotiations on TCC partici- 
pation culminated in 2001 with Council 
resolution 1353, which decided that for-
mal closed Council meetings, under the 
Provisional Rules of Procedure, should  
be held with TCCs prior to the extension 
of a mandate for an operation. 

Initially it seems that troop-contributing 
countries considered this to be a major 
breakthrough. The format seemed ideal. 
However, five years on it seems that 
many TCCs are even more dissatisfied. 
The meetings are structured in such a 
way that effective participation is very 
constrained. The text of the draft resolu-
tion is mostly set in concrete at the time 
of the meeting and all policy issues have 
been resolved. It seems that many TCCs 
now see it as little more than a ritual 
before formal adoption and rely instead 
on informal arrangements with the UN’s 
Department of Peacekeeping Opera-
tions. The opportunity that had been 
sought of participation at an early stage, 
in the form of an interactive relationship 
on policy issues affecting a peacekeep-
ing operation, seems to remain elusive. 
By contrast, it seems that some P5  
members make the point that TCCs are 
not making the full use of the opportunity 
that exists.

Participation of states with interests in 
issues on the agenda also became an 
issue in the 1990s. Their concerns raised 
a similar set of issues. Often the Council 
took up issues and continued discuss-
ing them for long periods without giving 

member states with interests, let alone 
the parties, an opportunity to participate 
in any meaningful way. Complaints were 
usually met by the response that, if in 
due course the Council agreed on any 
action, the possibility of speaking at an 
open Council meeting when the mea-
sure was adopted, could be available.

Many member states found the option of 
appearing at a formal meeting of the 
Council, when in practice the decisions 
had already been established, did not 
satisfy their concerns. Many argued that, 
given the evolution of Council working 
methods during the 1990s, this proce-
dure did not satisfy the provisions of 
article 31 of the Charter which provides:

Any member of the United Nations 
which is not a member of the Security 
Council … may participate, without 
vote, in the discussion of any question 
brought before the Security Council 
whenever the latter considers that  
the interests of that member are  
specially affected.

The language of article 31 seems to give 
the Security Council discretion in respect 
of states claiming that their interests are 
“specially affected.” However the discre-
tion is limited only to deciding whether 
the states interests are specially affected. 
Often that question is never really in 
doubt and many consider that in such 
cases the member state in question has 
an unqualified right to “participate”.

In a similar vein, article 32 provides:

Any member of the United Nations 
which is not a member of the Security 
Council …, if it is a party to a dispute 
under consideration by the Security 
Council, shall be invited to participate, 
without vote.

Many point out that the language of  
article 32 actually gives the Council 
much less discretion. It is suggested that 





Security Council Report One Dag Hammarskjöld Plaza, 885 Second Avenue, 31st Floor, New York, NY 10017 T:1 212 759 9429 F:1 212 759 4038 www.securitycouncilreport.org �

the P5 or in their capitals and then  
presented to the full 15 for adoption. In 
February 1999 a note from the president 
(Canada) signalled concern about this 
issue (S/1999/165):

It is important that all members of the 
Security Council be allowed to partici-
pate fully in the preparation of the 
resolutions of the Council and state-
ments by the President of the Council. 
Contributions by members of groups 
of friends and other similar arrange-
ments, which, inter alia, aim at helping 
to promote the settlement of particular 
crisis situations, are welcome. The  
drafting of resolutions and statements 
by the President of the Council should 
be carried out in a manner that will 
allow adequate participation of all 
members of the Council. While the 
need is recognized for the Council, in 
many instances, to adopt its decisions 
expeditiously, sufficient time should be 
allowed for consultations of all mem-
bers of the Council and for their own 
consideration of the drafts, prior to 
action by the Council on specific items.

The 2006 note produced under the  
leadership of Japan also included com-
mitments to conducting drafting of all 
documents “in a manner that will allow 
adequate participation of all members of 
the Council,” suggesting that there were 
still concerns about implementation  
of the commitments expressed in the 
1999 document.

Working Methods of 
Subsidiary Bodies of 
the Council: Special 
Issues of Transparency 
and Participation

The 1990s are sometimes called the 
“sanctions decade”. Indeed, from a 
rarely used tool, during this decade 

sanctions became an important tool to 
which the Council increasingly resorted 
in its attempts to change behaviour. But, 
in order for the Council’s sanctions deci-
sions to be implemented, cooperation 
from other member states is necessary, 
and in recognition of this, already by 
1995, the Council had agreed to  
improve information about the work of its 
sanctions committees. In response to 
criticism of unduly closed sanctions 
committee processes, it endorsed 
increased use of press releases, and 
agreed that in some cases closed meet-
ings of the sanctions committees could 
hear comments by states and organisa-
tions regarding issues arising from 
implementation of sanctions imposed 
by the Council (S/1995/234; S/1995/438). 
In 1996, it agreed that chairs of the sanc-
tions committees should brief interested 
member states following each meeting 
(S/1996/54). It was also agreed to include  
information about sanctions committees 
in the Council’s annual report to the 
General Assembly (S/1997/451).

However, certain aspects of working 
methods relative to sanctions have 
proven to be extremely sensitive and dif-
ficult to resolve. In 2000, the Council 
established an Informal Working Group 
with a mandate to develop general rec-
ommendations on how to improve the 
effectiveness of United Nations sanc-
tions. The issues the Working Group 
was supposed to address included: 
working methods of sanctions commit-
tees and inter-committee coordination; 
design of sanctions resolutions includ-
ing the conditions for maintaining or 
lifting of sanctions; pre- and post-assess-
ment reports and the ongoing evaluation 
of sanctions regimes; monitoring and 
enforcement of sanctions; and unin-
tended impacts of sanctions. The Group 
was supposed to complete its work in 
less than eight months. This work was, 
indeed, almost completed nearly within 

the assigned time, and a press briefing 
was scheduled to inform the media 
about the results, when it was abruptly 
cancelled due to the lack of agreement 
on one issue, that of term limits on sanc-
tions. For several years, the Working 
Group was unable to make any progress. 

Following the attacks of 11 September 
2001 and the subsequent sharp increase 
in the listing of individuals and entities to 
be targeted by sanctions, there were 
complaints from member states about 
the ways the Council conducted its listing  
and delisting activities. As a result, the 
issues before the Working Group became  
even more complex and contentious. It 
was not until the end of 2006 that the 
Group was able to produce a consensus 
final report of which the Council then 
took note in a resolution which also 
decided that the Working Group had 
completed its mandate. (For more details 
please refer to our January and February 
2007 Forecasts.) It seems that some 
amongst the wider UN membership 
remain unpersuaded that the 2006 deci-
sions have resolved the issues. However, 
there seems to be no enthusiasm within 
the Council at this stage to reactivate the 
Working Group on Sanctions.

The Working Group on Children and 
Armed Conflict established by resolu-
tion 1612 in July 2005 provides an 
interesting example of the Council’s abil-
ity to develop working methods as 
needed for new tasks, as well as to 
involve non-members as part of an effort 
to ensure implementation of its recom-
mendations, in this case on stopping the 
recruitment and use of children in armed 
conflict.  The resolution, as such, gave 
the Working Group little guidance on 
working methods. In a fairly unusual 
move, since most subsidiary bodies are 
chaired by elected members, the Coun-
cil decided that the French Permanent 
Representative Jean-Marc de la Sablière 
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In the statement the Council said:

The Security Council notes that the 
increasing number and complexity of 
peace-keeping operations…may 
require measures to improve the qual-
ity and speed of the flow of information 
available to support Council decision-
making. The Security Council will keep 
this question under consideration.

The Security Council welcomes the 
enhanced efforts made by the Secre-
tariat to provide information to the 
Council and underlines the impor-
tance of further improving the briefing 
for Council members on matters of 
special concern.

It had already become clear that detailed 
briefings at the permanent representa-
tive level was not always the most 
effective or efficient way of delivering the 
necessary information, but with the Mili-
tary Staff Committee effectively defunct, 
there seemed to be no alternative.

In the context of the negotiation of the 
May 1994 presidential statement, there 
had been a proposal to try to establish a 
more efficient framework that would 
enable Council members to be briefed 
on military and operational develop-
ments in a regular and structured 
way—but at a level lower than the infor-
mal consultations. The proposal involved 
two possible alternatives. The first was a 
suggested resolution establishing a 
Security Council committee for monitor-
ing the major peacekeeping operations— 
to be comprised of all members. It would 
have a specific mandate to meet regu-
larly with the Secretariat, and the force 
commanders and Special Representa-
tives of the Secretary-General whenever 
possible. It would also be authorised to 
include TCCs in its meetings to discuss 
significant developments relating to spe-
cific operations. The second was a less 

formal approach involving a presidential 
statement and the establishment of a 
Working Group, with similar respon-
sibilities. However, at the time both 
approaches met resistance within the 
Council—although in the May statement 
the Council said it would keep the  
question of possible additional machinery  
“under review”.

During the latter half of the 1990s, when 
the number of peacekeeping operations 
dropped significantly, the procedures for 
regular briefings in informal consulta-
tions seem to have lapsed. Eventually 
the Council did decide to establish a 
Working Group on Peacekeeping Oper-
ations in a presidential statement in 
January 2001 but the Group was not 
mandated to take on any kind of respon- 
sibility for systematic oversight (S/PRST/ 
2001/3).

In recent years, many of these concerns 
about the efficiency of the Council’s 
oversight capacity have re-emerged. 
This in part reflects the fact that the size 
and complexity of operations now 
exceeds the levels encountered in the 
early 1990s.

The recent revival of discussion of 
improving efficiency and effectiveness in 
this area has also led Council members 
back to discussion of possible new 
machinery, including the role of the  
Military Staff Committee and whether  
it can be rehabilitated. Under article 47  
of the Charter, the Military Staff Commit-
tee is composed of the chiefs of staff  
of the permanent members or their  
representatives. Its role is to be respon-
sible for the strategic direction of any 
armed forces placed at the disposal of 
the Council. 

The Council in resolution 1 of January 
1946 formally established the Military 
Staff Committee and mandated as its 

first task to establish its organisation and 
procedure. The Military Staff Committee 
was unable to fulfil this task due to a 
political deadlock symptomatic of the 
beginning of the Cold War, and in July 
1948 it formally informed the Council 
about this fact. The Military Staff Com-
mittee has been essentially irrelevant 
ever since, though technically it has  
continued to meet. Its meetings are 
announced in the UN Journal twice a 
month and its rotating presidency 
(changing in alphabetical order every 
month among the P5) is usually 
announced in a press release. 

On one previous occasion the Council 
had toyed with reenergising the Military 
Staff Committee. It was referred to in 
Council resolution 665 as a possible tool 
in implementing specific military mea-
sures, namely the 1990 naval blockade 
against Iraq after its invasion of Kuwait.  
It was also discussed in the context of 
the Brahimi report on peacekeeping 
operations (S/2000/809). While these 
proposals came from both Council and 
non-Council members, the Soviet Union 
and then the Russian Federation, 
seemed to be the principal advocate for 
the resuscitation of the Military Staff 
Committee. However, the wider UN 
membership seemed reluctant and the 
Council hesitated to follow through.  
Perhaps this wider reluctance flowed 
from concerns that the Military Staff 
Committee was too tainted by its P5 focus.

The 2005 Summit in its final document 
requested the Council “to consider the 
composition, mandate and working 
methods of the Military Staff Commit-
tee.” The June 2006 note on working 
methods contains only one reference to 
the Military Staff Committee, namely that 
the description of its work will continue 
to be included in the Council’s annual 
report to the General Assembly. 
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and TCCs, noted that procedures 
previously agreed upon to meet 
this goal had not been fully  
implemented and agreed on  
additional procedures to facilitate 
communication between the  
Council and the TCCs. 

•	 S/PRST/1995/48  
(26 September 1995) took note of 
the conclusions of the General 
Assembly Working Group that the 
Council, inter alia, continue to 
review its working methods. 

•	 S/PRST/1994/81  
(16 December 1994) expressed  
the Council’s intention to hold  
more open meetings. 

•	 S/PRST/1994/62 (4 November 
1994) outlined procedures that  
the Council decided to follow to 
facilitate enhanced consultation 
and exchange of information  
with the TCCs. 

•	 S/PRST/1994/22 (3 May 1994)  
welcomed enhanced consultations 
and exchange of information 
between the Council and the TCCs 
regarding peacekeeping opera-
tions, including their planning, 
management and coordination. 

Selected Notes of the President  
of the Security Council

•	 S/2006/997 (22 December 2006) 
transmitted the report of the Infor-
mal Working Group on Sanctions. 

•	 S/2006/928 (21 November 2006) 
requested that the Secretariat  
provide an updated version of  
the descriptive index of notes  
and statements by the Council 
president relating to documenta-
tion and procedure. 

•	 S/2006/507 (19 July 2006) 
described the outcome of the six 
months of work of the Informal 
Working Group in 2006 under the 
leadership of Japan. 

•	 S/2006/78 (7 February 2006)  
contained the updated descriptive 
index of notes and statements by 
the Council president relating to 
documentation and procedure. 

•	 S/2005/841 (29 December 2005) 
extended the mandate of the  
Working Group on Sanctions  
until 31 December 2006. 

•	 S/2004/1014 (23 December 2004) 
extended the mandate of the  
Working Group on Sanctions  
until 31 December 2005 and that 
expanded its mandate, inter alia,  
to improve archives and databases 
in the Secretariat and strengthen 
cooperation between sanctions 
committees, monitoring bodies 
and regional organisations. 

•	 S/2004/939 (2 December 2004) 
superseded the note of  
22 November 2002 (S/2002/1276) 
and emphasised that newly  
elected members of the Council 
would be invited to attend both  
formal and informal meetings of 
subsidiary bodies, rather than just 
formal meetings, for one month 
preceding their term. 

•	 S/2003/1185 (18 December 2003) 
extended the mandate of the  
Working Group on Sanctions until 
31 December 2004. 

•	 S/2002/1276 (22 November 2002) 
established that newly elected 
Council members would be invited 
to attend informal consultations of 
the Council and formal meetings of 
subsidiary bodies for one month 
prior to their term and that if an 
incoming member were assuming 
the presidency in the first two 
months of its term, it would be able 
to attend informal consultations for 
two months preceding its term. 

•	 S/2002/964 (27 August 2002)  
outlined criteria for eligibility for 

participation in private meetings 
and consultation meetings  
with TCCs. 

•	 S/2002/591 (29 May 2002) was  
the note establishing the seating 
pattern for non-Council members 
participating in Council meetings. 

•	 S/2002/199 (22 May 2002)  
indicated a change in the period 
covered in the annual report. 

•	 S/2002/70 (15 January 2002)  
indicated that the Permanent  
Representative from Cameroon 
would serve as the chairman of  
the Informal Working Group on 
Sanctions until 31 December 2003. 

•	 S/2002/56 (14 January 2002) 
established joint meetings of the 
Working Group on Peacekeeping 
Operations and the TCCs. 

•	 S/2001/640 (29 June 2001)  
indicated that the Council president 
should draw the attention of mem-
bers and regional organisations  
to Council decisions and relevant 
presidential press statements, 
while the Secretariat should make 
non-state actors aware of resolu-
tions, presidential statements  
of the Council and presidential  
press statements. 

•	 S/2000/319 (17 April 2000)  
established on a temporary basis 
an Informal Working Group to 
develop general recommendations 
on how to improve the effective-
ness of UN sanctions. 

•	 S/2000/274 (31 March 2000)  
indicated procedures for the distri-
bution of Council statements.

•	 S/2000/155 (28 February 2000) 
indicated that newly elected  
Council members would be  
invited to observe informal consul-
tations of Council members for  
one month preceding their term  
of membership. 
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Chilean presidency.
•	 S/PV.3648 and S/PV.3650 (9 April 

1996) was an orientation debate  
on Afghanistan organised by the 
Chilean presidency. 

•	 S/PV.3641 (15 March 1996)  
was an orientation debate on 
Somalia organized by the 
Botswana presidency.

•	 S/PV.3628 (6 February 1996)  
was an orientation open debate  
on Angola organised by the  
US presidency.

•	 S/PV.3621 (25 January 1996) was 
an orientation open debate  
on Liberia, organised by the  
UK presidency.

•	 S/PV.3611 (20 December 1995) 
was an open debate on peace-
keeping during which numerous 
working methods issues, includ- 
ing the relationship with TCCs, 
were raised.

•	 S/PV.3483 (16 December 1994) 
was an open debate on Security 
Council working methods. 

•	 S/PV.3372 (3 May 1994) was a 
presidential statement that focused 
on the Secretary-General’s report, 
An Agenda for Peace, and  
welcomed enhanced consultations 
and exchange of information with 
the TCCs.

Other Security Council Documents

•	 S/2007/137 (9 March 2007)  
was a letter from the Permanent  
Representative of Finland to the 
president of the Security Council 
containing the report from the 
fourth Annual Workshop for Newly 
Elected Members of the Security 
Council with numerous references 
to the discussion of working  
methods.

•	 S/2001/671 (6 July 2001) was a 
Russian proposal on enhancing 
the activities of the Military  
Staff Committee.

•	 S/2001/626 (22 June 2001) was a 
letter from the representative of 
Pakistan with proposals regarding 
the improvement in the Council 
relationship with TCCs. 

•	 S/2001/535 (30 May 2001) was  
a letter from the representatives  
of Argentina, Canada, Ghana,  
Jordan, the Netherlands and New 
Zealand with proposals regarding 
the improvement in the Council 
relationship with TCCs. 

•	 S/2001/73 (23 January 2001) was  
a letter containing Canada’s  
proposal for improving cooperation 
between the Council and TCCs. 

•	 S/2000/809 (21 August 2000) was 
the report of the Panel on United 
Nations Peacekeeping Operations 
known as the Brahimi report.

•	 S/1998/286 (27 March 1998) was 
Costa Rica’s assessment of its  
December 1997 presidency of the 
Council, containing a “Position 
paper on working methods of the 
Security Council”. 

•	 S/1995/456 (2 June 1995) was  
a letter from the Permanent  
Representative from Argentina to 
the president of the Security  
Council proposing that the Working 
Group evaluate the nomenclature 
of Council documents. 

•	 S/1994/1279 (9 November 1994) 
was a letter from the Permanent 
Representative of France to the 
Secretary-General containing an 
aide-memoire that, inter alia,  
proposed orientation debates. 

•	 S/1994/1063 (15 September 1994) 
was a letter from Argentina and 
New Zealand to the president of 
the Security Council requesting  
an open meeting to consider  
various procedural issues, includ-
ing participation.

•	 S/24111 (17 June 1992) contained 
the Secretary-General’s report,  

An Agenda for Peace.
•	 S/96.REV.7 (1983) is the most 

recent version of the Provisional 
Rules of Procedure of the  
Security Council.

•	 S/96 (24 June 1946) contains  
Provisional Rules of Procedure  
of the Security Council. 

Selected General  
Assembly Resolutions

•	 A/RES/60/1 (16 September 2005) 
was the outcome document of the 
2005 World Summit which recom-
mended that the Security Council 
continue to adapt its working  
methods so as to increase the 
involvement of states not members 
of the Council in its work, as  
appropriate, enhance its account-
ability to the membership and 
increase the transparency of its work.

•	 A/RES/51/208 (17 December 1996) 
invited the Council to establish  
consultative mechanisms to 
address the impact of sanctions  
as well as to enhance the effective-
ness and transparency of the 
sanctions committees.

•	 A/RES/50/51 (11 December 1995) 
was the first of several General 
Assembly resolutions calling  
for measures to assist third  
states affected by Security  
Council sanctions.

•	 A/RES/48/26 (3 December 1993) 
was a resolution that established 
an Open-ended Working Group  
to consider all aspects of the  
question of increase of the Council 
membership as well as other  
matters related to the Council.

•	 A/RES/47/62 (11 December 1992) 
requested the Secretary-General  
to invite member states to submit 
written comments on a possible 
review of Council membership  
and asked the Secretary-General  
to submit to the General Assembly 




