WORKSHOP 4 Enhancing Capacity Building

for the Implementation of the UN Global
Counter-Terrorism Strategy—Focusing
Mainly on the Experiences in Southeast Asia

17-18 June 2008 | Tokyo, Japan

QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER

These questions have been prepared by the organizers to help focus the workshop
discussions. To this end, the moderator and panelists for each session are strongly en-
couraged to focus their remarks on addressing the relevant questions below, with a view
to identifying concrete and practical steps that can be taken at the global, regional,
and national levels to enhance the facilitation, delivery, and coordination of capacity-
building activities related to the United Nations Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy.

|. Assessment of Strategy-Related Vulnerabilities and
Capacity-Building Needs and the Role of the United Nations:

m  What difficulties do the countries in Southeast Asia face in trying to assess their
own vulnerabilities and needs?

B Are there effective mechanisms at the UN, regional, or national level for assess-
ing these vulnerabilities and needs? Do they cover all pillars of the Strategy? Is
there effective coordination and information sharing among these mechanisms
to minimize overlap and maximize use of limited resources and expertise?

m  What steps should be taken at the global, regional, and national levels to en-
hance assessment capabilities and mechanisms of matching needs and available
assistance?

m  What entity is best placed to assume a leading role in this area: the UN Counter-
Terrorism Implementation Task Force, the Counter-Terrorism Committee
(CTC) and its Executive Directorate (CTED), or a regional body or mecha-
nism? What should be the role of the Task Force in this area? Where does the
comparative advantage of the United Nations lie in this area? Is there a division
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of labor among the aforementioned actors to ensure that capacity-building needs
are identified and prioritized across all pillars of the Strategy and that the needs
are matched with appropriate assistance?

II. The Facilitation and Delivery of Capacity-Building Assistance
on Strategy-Related Issues and the Role of the United Nations:

What are some of the successes and areas for improvement in multilateral

and bilateral efforts to facilitate and deliver Strategy-related capacity-building

assistance?

Are the capacity-building needs well matched with assistance from outside the

region? What are some successful examples in this area and some reasons for

success? What are some difficulties or problems in finding the appropriate as-

sistance to meet the identified needs?

Is this assistance being facilitated and delivered across all pillars of the Strategy?

If not, which entities, either at the global, regional, or national level, could as-

sume a leading role in filling this lacuna?

For partner countries, what are the difficulties faced in the facilitation and de-

livery of capacity-building assistance? Is there any room for improvement in this

area?

For the United Nations and its relevant bodies, what are the difficulties faced in

the facilitation and delivery of capacity-building assistance? Is there any room

for improvement in this area?

What steps should be taken at the global, regional, and national levels to en-

hance facilitation and delivery efforts?

How can information concerning bilateral and regional efforts be better shared

and coordinated with the United Nations to reduce duplication and increase ef-

ficiency among relevant stakeholders at all levels?

B What is the appropriate role for the Task Force and its constituent entities?

®  What role could the Counter-Terrorism Action Group (CTAG) play in help-
ing to coordinate Strategy-related capacity-building efforts? Would enlarg-
ing the CTAG to include a broader range of bilateral and multilateral donors
make it more effective?

What steps could be taken to enhance the ability of the CTC/CTED to carry

out its assistance facilitation role?

Can the CTED play a more important role in supporting Strategy implementa-

tion eftorts? For example, should the CTED be given the mandate for facilitating

and coordinating the delivery of Strategy-related capacity-building activities?

How can the United Nations improve on its efforts to reinforce ongoing bilat-

eral and regional capacity-building efforts? What additional value does or can

the United Nations bring to enhance such efforts?

What should be the role of the Task Force in this area?

Where does the comparative advantage of the CTC/CTED lie in a region where

there is so much regional and bilateral capacity-building activity?
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m  Would UN effectiveness in this area be enhanced if it had a field presence to
help coordinate the Strategy-related efforts in those regions or states requesting
attention or if a forum existed at the regional level where the United Nations
could meet with the relevant regional stakeholders and member states to develop
a Strategy implementation plan and have annual follow-up meetings on what has
been done and what more is needed?

lIl. The Role of Regional Bodies and Mechanisms in Providing and
Facilitating the Delivery of Capacity-Building Assistance on Strategy-

m  How can regional bodies and mechanisms contribute to providing and facilitat-
ing the delivery of capacity-building assistance on Strategy-related issues?

m  What role have regional bodies and mechanisms played in this area so far? What
are some of the successes and areas for improvement:?

m  What role could they play in providing and facilitating the delivery of assistance
in areas related to Pillar I and /or Pillar IV of the Strategy?

m  From the viewpoint of regional bodies and mechanisms, what are the difficulties
faced in the facilitation and delivery of capacity-building assistance (e.g., the dif-
ficulties with regard to the relationship with donor and recipient countries and
the relevant UN bodies)?

m  What steps should be taken at the global, regional, and national level to enhance
the capacity of regional bodies and mechanisms to contribute to Strategy-related
capacity-building efforts?

m  How can coordination and information sharing among these bodies and mech-
anisms be improved to minimize duplication of eftort?

m  Which regional mechanism(s) should assume a leading role in Southeast Asia?

m  What good practices can be shared from other regions?

V. The Provision and Coordination of Capacity-Building Assistance
in the Key Areas of the Strategy and the Role of the United Nations:

m  What efforts have been made at the global, regional, and national levels to coor-
dinate capacity-building activities in each of the key areas of the Strategy (e.g.,
the ratification and implementation of the relevant UN conventions, judicial co-
operation and mutual legal assistance, counterterrorist financing, deradicaliza-
tion, the protection of human rights, and assistance related to promoting good
governance and strengthening the rule of law)?

m  What have been the successes and what opportunities exist for improvement
in each of these areas? What steps should be taken at the global, regional, and
national levels to enhance coordination in these areas? What is the appropriate
role for the Task Force and its constituent entities?
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m  What efforts have been made at the global, regional, and national levels to en-
sure effective coordination of capacity-building activities across the different key
areas of the Strategy? What have been the successes and what are the areas for
improvement in this area?

m  What steps should be taken at the global, regional, and national levels to enhance
capacity-building coordination across the difterent pillars of the Strategy?

m  How can coordination and cooperation between development and traditional
counterterrorism capacity-building efforts be improved without compromis-
ing or politicizing development work and without diluting counterterrorism
cfforts?
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WORKSHOP 4 Enhancing Capacity Building

for the Implementation of the UN Global
Counter-Terrorism Strategy—Focusing
Mainly on the Experiences in Southeast Asia

17-18 June 2008 | Tokyo, Japan

WORKSHOP SUMMARY

1. On 17 and 18 June 2008 the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan and the Japan
Institute of International Affairs hosted the fourth workshop in the International
Process on Global Counter-Terrorism Cooperation, which is being cosponsored by
Turkey, Costa Rica, Japan, Slovakia, and Switzerland and supported by the Center
on Global Counterterrorism Cooperation. The workshop was conducted under the
Chatham House Rule, i.c., all discussion was off the record and not for attribution.
The following summary reflects some of the highlights, themes, challenges, and rec-
ommendations identified during the meeting but is not an official or complete record
of the proceedings and does not necessarily reflect the views of all the participants.

2. The aim of the fourth workshop was to allow for reflections on the earlier workshops
and an opportunity to focus sustained attention on capacity building, which the United
Nations Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy recognizes as a “core element of the global
counter-terrorism effort.” Although not intended to reach any definitive conclusions,
the two-day event allowed some 40 experts representing states, multilateral bodies, and
civil society to engage in a frank discussion of the role of states, regional bodies and
mechanisms, and the United Nations in enhancing Strategy-related capacity building,
with a particular focus on Southeast Asia. The workshop provided an excellent oppor-
tunity not only to reflect on the performance of these actors in assessing vulnerabilities
and delivering and facilitating Strategy-related capacity-building assistance in the tra-
ditional and nontraditional counterterrorism areas, but to consider ways in which the
overall effort could be strengthened.

3. Although the workshop focused on Southeast Asia, many of the issues raised were
relevant to wider Strategy-related capacity-building efforts. Among the key themes
highlighted were (1) the need to enhance horizontal and vertical coordination and
cooperation and identity a clear division of labor among the wide range of multilateral
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and bilateral donors engaged in capacity-building activities in Southeast Asia and else-
where both in the traditional (e.g., law enforcement and other security-related issues)
and nontraditional (e.g., education, good governance, and development) counterter-
rorism fields, in particular the role of the Counter-Terrorism Executive Directorate
(CTED), which is trying to strengthen its role in assessment of assistance needs and
facilitation of assistance, and the UN Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force,
which is aiming to enhance coordination among all the related bodies, including non-
traditional actors, in counterterrorism assistance; (2) the need to ensure that the Task
Force is provided with the resources and mandate necessary for playing the role it can
usefully play, adding value to the works of other related bodies; (3) the importance of
deepening engagement between the United Nations and local and regional actors on
Strategy-related capacity-building issues; (4) the need for the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN) as an organization to be given the mandate and resources to
allow it to play a leading role in promoting Strategy implementation in the region and
in facilitating engagement between the United Nations and countries in the region; (5)
the importance of having the United Nations reinforce but not duplicate regional and
bilateral capacity-building activities; and (6) the need to ensure that local and regional
perspectives are adequately reflected in the work of UN entities engaged in Strategy-
related activities.

Introduction: Summary and Reflections of Zurich,

4. A number of ideas originally put forward at the three prior workshops in the
International Process were enumerated as among those that would be considered at
the final workshop in New York on 10-11 July. These ideas focused on (1) improving
the coordination within the United Nations on a range of thematic areas addressed in
the Strategy among entities involved in capacity building; (2) providing the Task Force
with the necessary mandate and resources to ensure it has the capacity to carry out its
coordination and information-sharing role more effectively; (3) finding ways to deepen
the engagement between the Task Force and regional, subregional, and functional
bodies and civil society, including by finding a forum at the regional level where the
United Nations could meet with relevant regional stakeholders to develop a Strategy
implementation plan; (4) finding more ways for states to engage with the Task Force;
(5) connecting UN counterterrorism activities more directly to national counterter-
rorism coordinators and focal points; and (6) using the Strategy to further national
eftorts to develop holistic national counterterrorism strategies and deepen interagency
cooperation.

5. Participants reiterated the importance of finding ways to get those UN actors that
are involved in Pillar I issues more engaged in the work of the Task Force while re-
maining sensitive to the concerns of those that do not wish to be too closely associated
with or have their ongoing work labeled as “counterterrorism.” In this regard, the goal
should be trying to identify complementarities and synergies between the traditional
and nontraditional counterterrorism actors and to encourage better coordination, in-
cluding regular information sharing, among them.
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6. It was argued that the Task Force should be at the center of the international ef-
fort to combat terrorism. It was also highlighted that providing it with the necessary
resources to carry out its mandate should be at the top of the agenda going into the
September 2008 review of the Strategy by the General Assembly, while another opin-
ion offered that institutionalization of the Task Force should be considered within
existing resources as stipulated in the Strategy. In addition, some called for finding
or creating a forum to allow for more regular interaction between member states and
the Task Force. The point was also made that there should be a mechanism to allow
for proper coordination among UN bodies, programs, and funds to allow the United
Nations to engage with regional, subregional, and functional bodies and member states
on Strategy implementation issues. Absent such a mechanism, it was noted, the Strategy
lacks the necessary grounding to become operationalized. Rather than such a perma-
nent mechanism, it was suggested that a more flexible oversight mechanism is needed
to guide the Task Force.

7. It was further mentioned that the September 2008 review is an opportunity for
member states to provide the Task Force with direction regarding its future activities,
something that is currently lacking.

8. Alternatively, the view was also expressed that the Task Force should remain a
Secretary-General-run body and that states should not have a role in providing it with
direction or oversight. Allowing member states to assume such a role, it was argued,
risks placing the Task Force in a straitjacket and limiting the innovative work of which
it is capable under its current loose structure.

|. Assessment of Strategy-Related Vulnerabilities and
Capacity-Building Needs and the Role of the United Nations:

9. It was widely accepted that capacity building is a key element of the Strategy and that
a holistic approach is needed to ensure that vulnerabilities are identified and addressed
in the region before those gaps are further exploited by terrorists.

10. A number of examples of national and regional efforts in Southeast Asia to assess
needs were provided. Discussions highlighted the following challenges and efforts and
suggestions to overcome them:

m At the national level, effective coordination across government departments and
agencies on a broad array of issues is required to ensure that vulnerabilities
and needs are identified effectively. To this end, a number of Southeast Asian
nations have established national coordination mechanisms and are beginning
to address this issue. Examples were cited of instances where the CTED and
bilateral partners, such as Australia, are working to improve interdepartmental
coordination.

m  Some countries in the region are among the least developed economies in the
world. It was noted that only with the generous help of donors are some of these

CENTER ON GLOBAL COUNTERTERRORISM COOPERATION q 155



countries even able to attend the relevant ASEAN meetings related to counter-
terrorism and other issues.

m  The point was made that threat or vulnerability assessments by states in Southeast
Asia are often undertaken purely from the perspective of the government. This
approach can create tensions between the state and the public at large, sug-
gesting the need to involve grassroots perspectives in developing national and
regional assessments, including community-based ones to bridge that gap and
garner greater buy-in from the public by showing an understanding of the prac-
tical needs of all stakeholders at the local level. There is a need for more indepen-
dent local assessments that can present clear and actionable recommendations
that can stimulate informed interaction with donors to meet priority needs on
the ground.

B Academic studies that have been conducted on threats and vulnerabilities are
not reaching or being absorbed by policymakers but should be.

11. It was also pointed out that the sharing of national assessments that identify and
acknowledge vulnerabilities of individual states at the regional level remains difficult,
largely due to the continuing relevance of the cherished norm of noninterference among
ASEAN countries. Yet, it was also noted that individual ASEAN countries have part-
nered with donor countries outside the region to develop and implement counterter-
rorism capacity-building programs.

12. It was noted that it often takes too much time for discussion within ASEAN to
translate into action when identifying needs and building capacity. It was pointed out
that binding standard operating procedures are sometimes necessary to strengthen bi-
lateral judicial cooperation and information sharing in the field of counterterrorism but
they are difficult to achieve while sensitivity to issues of sovereignty and noninterfer-
ence remains an overarching concern among member states. It was also pointed out
that this dynamic is slowing down the fulfilment of the creation of an ASEAN Security
Community.

13. It was suggested that a UN focal point in the region was needed to work with
existing regional partners, such as ASEAN or the ASEAN Regional Forum, and help
transport Strategy implementation into a local context and make it more in tune with
priorities on the ground. It was pointed out, however, that before identifying such a
focal point, more attention should be focused on improving the cooperation and coor-
dination among the three Security Council counterterrorism-related bodies and their
expert groups, which still lag considerably.

14. It was also suggested that, in order for the United Nations to be able to engage
more effectively in the region, the ASEAN Secretariat will need to be provided the
mandate and resources to become a reliable partner.

15. The need to develop an inventory of the myriad Strategy-related capacity-building
activities in ASEAN was highlighted as a priority. This development would help to re-
duce duplication and allow countries in the region and donors to more clearly identify
the priority gaps.
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16. The importance of building trust and confidence among experts in the region was
also highlighted as a priority, which would lead to the sort of informal exchanges of
information needed to overcome the reluctance to share at the official level. Regional
capacity-building workshops were cited as excellent vehicles for doing this.

17. The United Nations needs to have a better understanding of local conflicts and oth-
er contextual issues in the region if it wants to be able to work effectively and enhance
its credibility on Strategy-related issues with ASEAN countries. For their part, ASEAN
countries need to share information and otherwise communicate more regularly with
the CTED and other relevant members of the Task Force in New York.

18. It was noted that, at the end of the day, the key to implementation of the Strategy is
national action. The Task Force can contribute most eftectively to national implementa-
tion when it has a good understanding of what each country perceives to be its priority
needs, where there is local ownership of capacity-building efforts, and where a regional
organization is working to reinforce national efforts.

19. It was also noted that UN bodies such as the CTED, which have limited resources
and expertise on the region, should focus more on linking up with the regional actors
in Southeast Asia to avoid duplication and maximize use of these resources.

20. More broadly, there is need for the United Nations to more clearly identity its com-
parative advantages in a region that already receives so much bilateral donor attention
and where the CTED is starting to work on assessment and matching. It was pointed
out that the Task Force should play a complementary role and identity how it can best
contribute to building Strategy-related capacity without being too idealistic. It was also
suggested that given the political sensitivities surrounding counterterrorism coopera-
tion within ASEAN; it might be easier for the UN Development Programme and the
UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), two bodies not
clearly identified with counterterrorism, to develop Strategy-related projects with the
ASEAN Secretariat.

II. The Facilitation and Delivery of Capacity-Building Assistance
on Strategy-Related Issues and the Role of the United Nations:

21. With respect to the CTED, it was noted that although it has the necessary tools
to conduct needs and vulnerability assessments in Southeast Asia and elsewhere, it has
been struggling with facilitating the delivery of technical assistance. It was pointed out
that the new technical assistance strategy it will soon present to the Counter-Terrorism
Committee (CTC) for its approval will aim to address some of its shortcomings to date
and structural limitations.

22. Rather than trying to be everything to everyone, the CTED should seek to get in-
volved in a few targeted areas but to do the job right. It should limit itself to countries
where it has the necessary information to provide needs assessments with the required
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specificity so as to make them useful to donors. Further, the CTED needs to develop
closer links with UN actors on the ground as well as gain a better understanding of the
different donor interests and expand its donor engagement.

23. The importance of identifying the CTED’s comparative advantage was also stressed,
with a view to minimizing the overlap with other UN activities and regional and bi-
lateral programs. Three such advantages identified were engaging on remedial capac-
ity-building activities, where existing donor engagement is limited; providing the UN
stamp of approval; and offering a macroscopic overview of capacity gaps.

24. It was also pointed out that some countries in Southeast Asia have been reluctant
to work with the CTED on an ongoing basis and to use CTED assessments to inform
their counterterrorism policy development. Ideally, the states and ASEAN and other
regional bodies and mechanisms could rely on these assessments more.

25. Participants discussed the pros and cons of providing the CTED with a mandate
to support wider Strategy implementation eftorts and the work of the Task Force. It
was suggested that there is a need to transform the CTED into a mechanism that
member states can more widely accept. Some cautioned against giving it a broader role,
noting that, as a Security Council body, it is probably not well placed to assume one.
Attention, it was argued, should instead be placed on further improving the effective-
ness of the CTED and other existing mechanisms. Resources of the CTED and the
UN Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) could be harnessed to support the work of
the Task Force, for example, in particular the activities of its integrated implementation
working group, which is due to conduct pilot projects in two countries.

26. Nevertheless, it was asserted that existing mechanisms need to be adapted to the
new situation that now exists following the adoption of the Strategy, in a manner that
appeals to all member states.

27. Participants also reflected on some of the lessons learned as a result of UNODC’s
Terrorism Prevention Branch’s (TPB) criminal justice—related delivery of technical as-
sistance, the effectiveness of which depends on the ability to generate local ownership.
This effort requires in-depth knowledge and experience in the local legal and crimi-
nal justice system, striking the right balance between applying global standards and
respecting the local legal system and adopting a comprehensive approach in terms of
criminal justice reform, respecting human rights, and promoting the rule of law.

28. The participants recognized the importance of deepening engagement between
the United Nations and local and regional actors on Strategy-related capacity-building
issues.

m  Rather than establishing a local presence for the CTED or the Task Force, how-
ever, it was suggested that efforts be made to identify an existing UN actor in a
particular country or region to serve as a focal point for discussing these issues.

m  Another way to deepen such engagement, as well as to promote the whole gov-
ernment approach to counterterrorism that is embodied in the Strategy, is for
each country to appoint a national focal point for Strategy implementation.
Such focal points would have an overview of national counterterrorism efforts,
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broadly speaking. The Task Force or one of'its entities, such as UNODC, could
provide a platform where focal points could meet to share information and ex-
periences on Strategy-related issues.

m  Further, it was recommended that both member states and regional bodies be-
come more involved in the work of the Task Force, including via invitations to
participate in its work.

29. There was also discussion of the ASEAN-Japan Counter Terrorism Dialogue,
which was mentioned as an example of an effective regional framework for discussing
and embarking on concrete capacity-building projects, which enhance regional coun-
terterrorism capabilities.

30. It was stressed that one of the keys to effective counterterrorism capacity building is
the existence of the necessary political will on the part of the recipient country. In some
cases, building this will requires raising awareness of the threat and vulnerabilities in
the particular country or region.

31. Finally, participants noted that most of the Strategy-related capacity-building ac-
tivities in Southeast Asia have so far focused on the traditional counterterrorism areas,
i.e., law enforcement and other security-related issues, where bilateral donors and the
CTED have been most active. In addition to finding ways to engage with a range of
UN and other actors involved in capacity building in the nontraditional areas, more
attention should be given to enhancing the coordination between traditional and non-
traditional counterterrorism actors. It was noted that, in nontraditional areas, identi-
fication of assistance needs is more difficult. The suggestion was made for the United
Nations to stimulate information and experience sharing among these actors at the
country or regional level.

l1l. The Role of Regional Bodies and Mechanisms in Providing
and Facilitating the Delivery of Capacity-Building Assistance

32. Examples of successful capacity-building programs in Southeast Asia were noted,
including the Jakarta Centre for Law Enforcement Cooperation, which, through fund-
ing from the Australian government and others, has conducted more than 100 courses
for more than 3,000 participants from 17 countries, and the Counter-Terrorism Task
Force of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, which has focused on
common concerns about threats to member economies, including cyberterrorism and
potential threats to the food supply. Further, it was pointed out that the APEC forum
plays an important role by offering an opportunity for leaders at the highest level from
around the Pacific Rim to engage on counterterrorism issues.

33. It was noted that ASEAN has strengths through the diversity of its membership and
its desire to look outward in order to cultivate trade partnerships for its exports and it of-
ten acknowledges that it needs help from others to build its capacity. This characteristic
could be built on to further capacity building on an array of Strategy-related issues
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34. It was pointed out that, in the context of promoting the Strategy, ASEAN has
recognized the relevant UN counterterrorism resolutions and is putting pressure, al-
beit nonbinding, on its members to make headway on ratifying the relevant UN con-
ventions. ASEAN could be doing more to address Pillars I and IV of the Strategy.
Moreover, the establishment of a “People’s ASEAN” offers an opportunity for wider
stakeholder participation from civil society that could help to further Strategy imple-
mentation at the community level.

35. The important work by the CTED in the region, including providing valuable
input to the development of an ASEAN plan of action to implement its Convention
on Counter Terrorism, was cited. It was suggested, however, that the Task Force could
help ASEAN develop its own framework for addressing regional Strategy-related needs
across all four pillars.

36. The point was made that, in order for the Task Force to be able to engage more
eftectively with ASEAN, the ASEAN Secretariat must be given the mandate and re-
sources to work with the Task Force. It was suggested that donor countries could
provide these resources, just as they support the counterterrorism activities of some
regional bodies in Africa.

37. During the time it will take for the ASEAN Secretariat to build its capacity, it was
suggested that a more informal step could be taken to build more support for Strategy
implementation efforts in the region and to ensure effective coordination and coopera-
tion among the wide range of relevant UN and regional stakeholders. Specifically, an
individual state in the region would convene a regional Strategy implementation meet-
ing, with donor support and under the auspices of ASEAN, to which all of the key
stakeholders, including the Task Force, would be invited, and where a regional Strategy
implementation plan, along with a division of labor, could be developed.

38. The need for more transparent and efficient information sharing was highlighted. It
was noted that terrorists have often communicated and cooperated efficiently to coor-
dinate attacks. At the same time, factors such as the preference for a national approach
among ASEAN members, the reluctance to communicate among peers across the re-
gion, and the confidentiality of CTED country reports are hindering the pace of crucial
counterterrorism data-exchange efforts within and between countries in the region.

39. Finally, working with nongovernmental research centers and networks, such as
the Council for Asian Terrorism Research, which regularly convenes leading experts
with access to data on vulnerabilities and capacity gaps, was cited as an example where
policy-relevant information is available to Strategy-related stakeholders in the region.
In order to enhance their ability to produce more-credible needs assessments, it was
suggested that the relevant Task Force entities not only be provided with this informa-
tion but engage more directly with nongovernmental organizations on the ground.
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IV. The Provision and Coordination of Capacity-Building Assistance
in the Key Areas of the Strategy and the Role of the United Nations:

40. The importance of enhanced coordination and cooperation within the UN system
to operationalize the linkages among development, peace, security, and human rights
that are reflected in the Strategy was stressed. It was also noted that the United Nations
has a role to play in serving not only as a clearinghouse for the exchange of information
but as a platform for member states to overcome challenges faced in capacity building.

41. The role of the CTED as a facilitator of capacity-building assistance received at-
tention. It was noted that the CTED is seeking to move from playing a more passive
role in this area, where it has traditionally relied on cataloging donors’ profiles and
recipients’ needs on its Web site, to a more proactive one. Examples cited of the new
approach include:

m  The October 2007 fifth special meeting of the CTC with international, regional,
and subregional organizations where the CTED focused on a specific thematic
issue: the strengthening of border controls. Workshop participants highlighted
the importance of ensuring that the CTED and relevant organizations take the
necessary action to follow up on what is contained in the action plan adopted at
the conclusion of that meeting. The July 2007 informal meeting convened by
the CTED in New York brought together relevant donor states to discuss the
needs of a particular region: West Africa. The point was made that although
such a meeting is a step in the right direction, the New York discussions need to
be translated into action in the field. To this end, the importance of convening
relevant stakeholders in the region itself was emphasized.

m  Development of a more productive relationship with the Group of Eight’s
Counter-Terrorism Action Group (CTAG). These efforts are focused on pro-
viding the CTAG with more timely and relevant analysis of county or regional
needs and priorities to allow the donor group to focus on particular countries,
regions, or themes. The CTAG, particularly if its practice of convening local
CTAG meetings is reinvigorated, offers an opportunity for enhanced donor co-
ordination on the ground and stronger synergies with the CTED. Participants
welcomed the efforts to reinvigorate the CTAG.

m  However, in order to make the CTAG’s work more relevant, it was suggested
that consideration be given to expanding its mandate beyond the narrow law
enforcement and other security-related issues being addressed by the CTED and
covered under Resolution 1373 to include the broader set of issues covered by the
Strategy where enhanced coordination and cooperation among donors is needed.
The view was expressed that although in theory this idea made sense, in practice
it might be difficult to implement because the current CTAG representatives may
not have the expertise in the broader set of issues covered by the Strategy.

m Inaddition, it was suggested that the CTAG membership be expanded to include
all of the major counterterrorism donor countries.

42. The CTED’s work in the field of countering the financing of terrorism (CFT) was
discussed. It was reported that the CTED is mindful not to duplicate the work that the

CENTER ON GLOBAL COUNTERTERRORISM COOPERATION q 161



Financial Action Task Force (FATF), the leader in this field, is undertaking. In terms
of Southeast Asia, it was noted that the CTED is working with the Asian Development
Bank to encourage it to become a more active donor on issues related to Resolution
1373 and is trying to devise an understanding with the CTC on how to share informa-
tion and experiences with the The Asia/Pacific Group on Money Laundering (APG),
the relevant FATF regional-style body. Despite these efforts, the point was made that
there remains a need for improved coordination among the different entities undertak-
ing assessments of national CFT efforts. For example, it was noted that one country in
Southeast Asia received separate and, in some instances, incompatible assessments from
the CTED and APG, which created confusion among experts in the capital.

43. Participants discussed the role of UNODC’s TPB in delivering technical assistance
related to the ratification and implementation of the universal instruments against ter-
rorism, now numbering 16. It was reported that TPB has carried out 30 national train-
ing workshops already this year and plans to hold 30 more before the end of the year.
The concrete results from all of TPB’s national and regional workshops and regional
meetings of ministers of justice are considerable. For example, there have been more
than 400 new ratifications of the relevant instruments, and 48 of the 80 countries to
which TPB provided bilateral assistance now have counterterrorism legislation in place.
With respect to the useful regional meetings of ministers of justice that TPB convenes
to discuss the ratification and implementation of the universal instruments, it was sug-
gested that these fora be used to discuss the wider set of criminal justice reform issues
contained in the Strategy.

44. Despite TPB’s successes so far, challenges remain. For example, it was noted that no
country has yet to ratify all 16 universal instruments, although Switzerland is expected
to do so soon. In addition, only 98 countries have ratified all 12 of the original instru-
ments. Thus, more legislative drafting assistance is needed. Further, additional special-
ized training of criminal justice officials to implement the conventions is required. To
this end, TPB is interested in launching a systematic and more comprehensive train-
ing program in 10 pilot countries. In addition, the point was made that TPB and the
CTED should be mindful not always to equate the ratification of the universal instru-
ments with the ability to effectively investigate and prosecute terrorists and engage
in international legal cooperation in terrorism cases. In some cases, it noted, govern-
ments have the necessary legal tools in place despite not having joined a number of the
universal instruments.

45. Participants discussed the planned activities of the Task Force working group on
integrated implementation of the Strategy, which is intended to offer “one-stop shop-
ping” for countries interested in receiving assistance from the United Nations in imple-
menting the Strategy. It is intended to complement the work of individual Task Force
entities and take into account the needs assessments already undertaken by them. The
group has received requests from two countries and will undertake a mapping of ongo-
ing and planned capacity-building activities in each one. The working group has de-
veloped an automated information-exchange system that will compile all of the infor-
mation submitted by Task Force members regarding their previous and ongoing work
with the country at issue. Although this system was welcomed, a question was raised
about ensuring not only the accuracy of the information provided, but that the infor-
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mation is obtained across all four pillars of the Strategy to ensure a truly integrated UN
response to the country concerned.

46. With regard to the Task Force working groups as a whole, the importance of mini-
mizing the overlap between these activities and the work of the CTED and its new
thematic working groups was stressed. (For example, each has one on terrorist financ-
ing.) The point was made that increased CTED participation in the Task Force, which
has been endorsed by the Security Council in Resolution 1805, will help maximize the
synergies between the Task Force and CTED. It was also suggested, however, that the
most effective way to minimize the overlap would be to provide the CTED with the
mandate to service both the Task Force and its working groups and the CTC. Thus,
there would no longer be any need for separate CTED and Task Force working groups.
This task could be accomplished, for example, by making the CTED an office or de-
partment in the secretariat.

47. Participants recognized that the Task Force will be needed after the September
2008 General Assembly review, as there remains a need for some entity to coordinate
the Strategy-related work of the UN system. It is up to member states to come up with
ideas for ensuring the Task Force has the necessary resources and mandate to allow it
to play this coordinating role most eftectively. States should be open-minded, it was
argued, about how to do this. Finding ways in which CTED resources could be used
to support the Task Force would be a good start.

48. It was also suggested that the General Assembly mandate the Task Force to serve
as a centralized registry via a password-protected Web site for all UN counterterrorism
programs. In such a role, the Task Force could challenge all of its members to register
their ongoing individual and joint programs, specifying in what particular countries
these programs are ongoing. The countries could then verify the accuracy of this in-
formation and inform that Task Force of the name of their chosen national Strategy-
related focal point.

49. The work of the UN Asia and Far East Institute for the Prevention of Crime and the
Treatment of Offenders (UNAFEI) received attention. UNAFEI, it was reported, of-
fers training courses and seminars on crime prevention and criminal justice for experts
and officials, including from Southeast Asia. As a result of its work, it has identified a
number of challenges to more effective legal cooperation between states in Southeast
Asia, including the refusal of a request for international legal cooperation because of
the nonexistence of a treaty, the lack of dual criminality in relevant national laws, the
continued use of the political offense exception, and the failure to make the criminal
activity in question an extraditable offense. A number of suggestions were made for
overcoming these obstacles, including revising national laws, adopting more bilateral
treaties, and ratifying the universal legal instruments, which have clauses that would
address these shortcomings. In addition, the importance of building a network of legal
and other law enforcement experts among countries in Southeast Asia as a means to
building trust was cited as essential to improving the information sharing and other
practical cooperation that is needed.
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50. Participants discussed the activities of the Task Force working group on radicaliza-
tion, emphasizing that the process of radicalization is a complex interaction of factors
that do not necessarily lead to violence and that not every radical becomes a terrorist.
The working group is setting out to map the measures being taken in various countries
and regions to prevent radicalization and recruitment to terrorism. The process, which
has been ongoing since January 2008, will culminate in a report that will be submit-
ted to the Secretary-General by the end of July 2008 and made available to states upon
their request at the end of August.

51. It was pointed out that a number of states in Southeast Asia have developed effec-
tive “deradicalization” programs and activities, from which countries from outside the
region could learn. The United Nations, it was asserted, can help facilitate and encour-
age not only the development of regional capacity, but the cross-regional sharing of
information and experiences as well, which it is attempting to do through the Task
Force’s radicalization working group.

52. It was suggested that after September, assuming member states decide that the
Task Force and its working groups should continue to operate, this working group
could carry out joint activities with states, regional organizations, and civil society
with a view to undertaking two case studies on radicalization and good practices on
deradicalization in two countries or regions. At a minimum, such an approach will
foster greater consideration of radicalization and deradicalization issues with a more
regional perspective, as well as encourage the development of regional work programs
that address these issues based on local knowledge of the complex politico-socioeco-
nomic issues germane to the region. The point was also made that because addressing
violent radicalization requires a wide range of measures that cut across all four pillars
of the Strategy, these studies could offer a clear sense of how the implementation of the
Strategy can be operationalized at the national level across these pillars.

53. The participants agreed that quality education is a crucial component of any effec-
tive long-term strategy to counterterrorism. In this regard, it was noted that UNESCO
is seeking to increase existing programs for strengthening the capacities of educational
systems worldwide to integrate human rights education, internationally shared values,
conflict prevention, and critical thinking into every aspect of these systems, including
the development of curriculum standards, the training of teachers, and the approval
of school textbooks. To this end, UNESCO is working with its member states to (1)
update and revise education and cultural policies to reflect a human rights—based ap-
proach, cultural diversity, intercultural dialogue, and sustainable development; (2) en-
sure quality education to foster a climate of tolerance and security; (3) facilitate teacher
training and the revision of textbooks and curricula to help ensure the removal of hate
messages, distortions, prejudice, and negative bias from textbooks and other educa-
tional media; and (4) ensure basic knowledge and understanding of the world’s main
cultures, civilizations, and religions.

54. Participants recognized that many ongoing UNESCO activities are furthering the
implementation of the Strategy and encouraged UNESCO to become more actively in-
volved in the work of the Task Force without necessarily giving these activities a “coun-
terterrorism” label. In addition, participants recognized the importance of more field-
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based engagement among the relevant Task Force members, with a view to developing
region- or country-specific projects relevant to the implementation of the Strategy. The
point was also made that it might be more effective in some cases to provide UNESCO
with the funds to implement a counterterrorism-related capacity-building project in
the field of education rather than implementing it through a national development
agency. It was also suggested that UNESCO and other nontraditional actors be further
encouraged to participate in CTED visits so that Task Force members can enhance
coordination at the local level.

55. At the end of the workshop, it was announced that the Government of Switzerland
will be hosting the final workshop in the International Process on 10-11 July 2008 in
New York, which will provide an opportunity for the participants to consider the range
of proposals for strengthening the implementation of the Strategy that have been put
forward during the International Process. It was announced that these proposals will
be included in a paper to be circulated to the participants in the July workshop by 30
June 2008. This paper will then form the basis for discussion in July. The paper will be
revised following the workshop and submitted to the cosponsors of the International
Process for their consideration, with a view to presenting it at or around the time of the
September 2008 General Assembly review of the Strategy.
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FINAL WORKSHOP Enhancing
Implementation of the UN Global
Counter-Terrorism Strategy

10-11 July 2008 | New York

PROPOSALS TO CONSIDER

Although member states have the primary responsibility to take measures to prevent and
respond to terrorism, the United Nations nevertheless has a central role to play in what
must be a global effort. The adoption of the United Nations Global Counter-Terrorism
Strategy and the creation of the UN Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force
are significant achievements in that regard. Further advances in coordination and co-
herence in the overall UN effort and greater engagement with counterterrorism experts
in the field could lead to increased etfectiveness. So too could a greater reflection in the
work of the United Nations of differing local and regional threat perceptions, vulner-
abilities, and needs. The first formal review of the Strategy in September 2008 offers an
opportunity for member states to address some of these issues and more clearly identity
the role that the United Nations and other intergovernmental bodies, civil society, and,
most importantly, states can play in furthering implementation of the Strategy.

The purpose of the International Process on Global Counter-Terrorism Cooperation,
which is being cosponsored by Switzerland, Costa Rica, Japan, Slovakia, and Turkey,
was to provide an opportunity for frank and open, off-the-record discussion among
a broad array of states from the global North and South and other relevant Strategy
stakeholders focused on assessing the overall UN contributions to the fight against
terrorism over the past seven years and identitying ways to make its institutions more
relevant to national and regional counterterrorism efforts and better able to support
implementation of the Strategy. Throughout this process, participants put forward a
wide range of concrete proposals aimed at advancing implementation of the Strategy,
many of which will be further considered at the final workshop in the International
Process on 10-11 July 2008.

This paper reflects recommendations identified during the workshops held in the
International Process. As the workshops were conducted under the Chatham House
Rule, the contents of this paper do not necessarily reflect the views of countries and
organizations to which the participants of the workshops belong.
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This paper, which will serve as the basis for discussion at the final workshop, identifies
a number of these proposals for consideration under each of the agenda items on the
first day of the workshop. These proposals are not mutually exclusive. Some could be
implemented in the short, medium, or long term. Some require a decision to be taken
or resolution to be adopted by an intergovernmental body; others only require action
to be taken at the national level.

This paper will be revised to take into account the discussions at the final workshop
and then submitted to the cosponsors by the middle of July for their consideration.
The final form and content of the paper will, in the end, be for the cosponsors of the
International Process to decide.

|. The Role of the UN Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force and
lts Constituent Entities in Supporting Implementation of the Strategy:

1. There remains a need to improve the coordination (e.g., information sharing, divi-
sion of labor, and integration of programs) and cooperation on a range of thematic areas
addressed in the Strategy among relevant entities involved in Strategy-related capacity-
building work in the traditional (e.g., law enforcement and other security-related) and
nontraditional (e.g., education and dialogue and deradicalization) counterterrorism
fields. In the traditional fields, the Counter-Terrorism Executive Directorate (CTED)
has been playing a central role, and the UN Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) has
also been providing assistance in legal areas. On the other hand, the Task Force should
play a role in more closely engaging wider UN bodies working in areas relevant to the
traditional fields and those working in the nontraditional fields so that the Strategy can
be implemented in a balanced way.

2. With respect to the Task Force, its role should be continuously examined on the
basis of the value it can usefully add. The options for enhancing its effectiveness might
include:

m Providing it with the necessary resources to ensure that it can carry out its coor-
dination and information-sharing role more effectively over the longer term and
that it has the capacity to support the work of its various working groups.

B This task could be accomplished, for example, through voluntary contribu-
tions or through reallocation of resources within the existing UN regular
budget. One could also ask the CTED to second to the Task Force one or
two experts on a rotating basis to provide support to the Task Force’s capac-
ity-building activities.

B More significantly, the CTED mandate could be adjusted to allow it to ser-
vice both the Counter-Terrorism Committee (CTC) and the Task Force,
with the CTED becoming the body within the United Nations responsible
for coordinating and facilitating the delivery of Strategy-related assistance.
A more far-reaching step could involve transforming the CTED into a UN
secretariat office or department and combining the CTED thematic work-
ing groups with those of the Task Force.
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B Recommending that all of the individual members of the Task Force, in particu-
lar those that have as yet proven reluctant to engage on the Strategy, such as the
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), take policy decisions at the
headquarters level to actively support its implementation.

B  Recommending that the Task Force focus more attention on raising awareness
of the Strategy outside of New York and beyond member states’ foreign min-
istries and providing it with the resources to do so, for example, by providing
information about the various Task Force working groups and other pertinent
Strategy-related updates on its Web site.

m  Ensuring member states provide the Task Force with clear direction as to the
issues on which it should focus its attention. For example, the Task Force could
be asked to:

B Focusincreased attention on its working group on “Facilitating the Integrated
Implementation of the United Nations Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy”;
and

®  Establish a working group on good governance and development to ensure
more attention is paid to Pillar I issues and another working group on inter-
national legal cooperation to focus more attention on helping states over-
come the legal and other obstacles to more effective judicial cooperation and
mutual legal assistance in this field.

m Having the Task Force develop concrete, nonbinding recommendations in a
number of working group activities to promote counterterrorism “solutions.”
These recommendations could be modeled on those issued by the Financial
Action Task Force.

m Identifying a lead entity within the United Nations to promote a packaged
multi-stakeholder approach to needs assessments and other essential elements
of capacity-building assistance and mandate it to create a centralized online reg-
istry (password protected if need be) for all Strategy-relevant programs in each
region and country. A similar effort appears to be under way via the working
group on “Facilitating the Integrated Implementation of the United Nations
Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy,” which is being led by the Executive Office
of the United Nations Secretary-General, UNODC, and the CTED.

m  Appointing a full-time Task Force chairperson.

3. There must be more active engagement from those UN entities involved in promot-
ing good governance and the rule of law to achieve greater coordination in this area.
Relevant UN agencies should share concrete projects that align with the Strategy in a
common, user-friendly database managed by the Task Force, with a view to devising
project collaborations among the different actors without necessarily identifying the
project as counterterrorism per se.

4. UN efforts to promote a human rights—based approach to counterterrorism should
be enhanced, including by:
m  Reinforcing the support of the Office of the UN High Commissioner for Human
Rights (OHCHR) for the Special Rapporteur on the promotion and protection
of human rights and fundamental freedoms while countering terrorism;
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Including human rights expertise on CTED site visits and UNODC?’s Terrorism
Prevention Branch (TPB) training courses;

Encouraging short-term exchanges of experts between the human rights and
counterterrorism arms of the United Nations; and

Increasing the CTC/CTED?’s human rights focus, including by enumerating
those rights that are nonderogable in the fight against terrorism.

5. It is recommended that the CTC/CTED should:

Explain its work in the context of the Strategy, particularly by indicating to
states why better coordination across agencies and departments is important not
only for implementing Resolution 1373 but also for implementing the Strategy
in a holistic manner across all four of its pillars;

Continue to strengthen its cooperation and on-the-ground engagement with
states, other parts of the UN system regional bodies, and other stakeholders,
including by moving some of its New York-based staft into the field where ap-
propriate and institutionally possible;

Make its assessments and other analytical work more easily accessible to non-
CTC members, regional organizations, and nongovernmental experts;
Convene regional meetings and workshops in the field that bring together prac-
titioners from the relevant countries and, where appropriate, current and poten-
tial donors;

Gain a better understanding of the different donor interests and expand its do-
nor engagement;

Share information and consult more with non—Security Council members;
Invite key donor and recipient countries that are not on the council to relevant
CTC meetings and more generally give them an opportunity as potential do-
nors and recipients to provide more input and identify gaps that are not cur-
rently being identified or filled;

Provide a comprehensive and regularly updated survey of capacity-building pro-
grams, which would help increase efficiency and avoid duplication; and
Broaden its concept of relevant capacity-building programs that could be shared
with states (e.g., to include those related to deradicalization).

6. It is reccommended that UNODC’s TPB should:

Provide unified training to law enforcement and other criminal justice officials
in often underresourced countries on how to implement the various UN terror-
ism, transnational organized crime, money laundering, and corruption instru-
ments, rather than offering separate programs, so as to maximize the synergies
among the different thematic areas and better reflect the links between terror-
ism and other crime;

Develop and implement a comprehensive program to train law enforcement and
other criminal justice officials in all interested countries on the implementation
of the universal legal instruments against terrorism at the national level,
Increase its field presence, and

Expand its efforts to convene regional meetings of ministers of justice to all re-
gions and use these fora to discuss the wider set of criminal justice reform issues
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in the Strategy, i.c., not limiting them to the universal legal instruments against
terrorism.

7. It is recommended that the UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) should:

m Do more to ensure that information concerning the growing number of ini-
tiatives at the local, national, subregional, regional, and global levels aimed at
promoting interreligious and cultural dialogue is shared;

m  Encourage its regional offices to communicate and coordinate with other Task
Force members in the region to enhance implementation of the Strategy on the
ground;

m Identify a range of concrete UNESCO-sponsored, -funded, or -facilitated ini-
tiatives around the world that relate to the Strategy and place this information
on the Task Force’s Web site as UNESCO good practices that contribute to the
implementation of the Strategy; and

m  Nominate a single focal point within its secretariat to represent the organization
at each Task Force meeting, spearhead UNESCO?s participation in the relevant
working groups, and serve as a repository for UNESCO Strategy-related activi-
ties gathered from its various field offices, institutes, and centers.

8. It is reccommended that UNDP should:

m  Deepen its engagement with the Task Force, including through active partici-
pation in its working group on “Facilitating the Integrated Implementation of
the United Nations Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy” and its Strategy-related
interactions with Task Force entities in the field;

m Contribute to CTED activities, including by participating in its field visits and
sharing with the CTED on a regular basis relevant information on UNDDP’s rule
of law, crisis prevention, and other activities relevant to the implementation of
Resolutions 1373 and 1624; and

m  Secek to ensure that counterterrorism elements are integrated into national devel-
opment strategies.

II. The Role of Regional and Functional Bodies and Civil Society in

9. States should be encouraged to instruct their representatives in each relevant inter-
governmental body to push for a more coordinated and integrated vertical and hori-
zontal approach to Strategy implementation.

10. It is recommended that each relevant regional and subregional body should:

m  Formally endorse the Strategy and develop its own plan for implementing it;

m  Ensure that its secretariat has the mandate and resources to engage with its
member states and the United Nations on Strategy issues; donor countries could
provide the necessary resources;

m  Approach the Task Force and its representative entities directly to articulate the
vulnerabilities, needs, and priorities of their members;
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m Identify which Task Force entities should be pulled in to engage the relevant
countries on Strategy implementation issues; and

m  Establish regional and subregional Strategy implementation task forces, with the
relevant regional or subregional body serving as the focal point for engagement
with the United Nations in New York and with relevant Task Force members in
the region.

11. The United Nations could meet with the relevant regional body and member states,
preferably in the relevant region, to develop a Strategy implementation action plan and
could have a follow-up meeting each year on what has been done and what more is
needed. The existing UNODC mechanism, where it discusses criminal justice issues
with regional bodies and governments, could be used for this purpose.

12. The outreach efforts of the Task Force and its constituent entities should be care-
fully coordinated to avoid overlap and duplication. To this end, consideration should
be given to centralizing outreach efforts within the Task Force.

13. With respect to the Security Council counterterrorism-related bodies:

m The CTED should be encouraged to promote its work, including its interaction
with states in the context of the Strategy.

m  The CTED should continue to become more proactive in identifying opportu-
nities in which to work with regional and subregional bodies and mechanisms.
These efforts might enhance the legitimacy and credibility of the CTED in the
region and lead to more engagement with national counterterrorism officials on
the ground.

m  The council counterterrorism-related bodies should engage with regional bod-
ies in a single channel on technical assistance issues where appropriate.

14. The Task Force should be mandated to assist and otherwise engage with regional
and subregional bodies and other nonstate stakeholders. For example, it is recommend-
ed that the Task Force:

m Invite these bodies to become more involved in the activities of its working
groups and consult regularly with them to inform them of its work and invite
some regional bodies to become full members of the Task Force. Thus, the
original purpose of the Task Force, which was limited to coordination within
the United Nations, should be revisited.

m  Establish region-focused working groups to engage with interested regions
on implementation of the Strategy. Such working groups could (1) develop or
stimulate the development of country- or region-specific projects aimed at pro-
moting Strategy implementation, which donors could then fund; (2) promote
partnerships between the relevant Task Force working groups and regional and
subregional bodies and civil society; and (3) articulate clearly what roles the dif-
ferent stakeholders in each region might play in contributing to implementation,
outlining a division of labor in the “hard” and “soft” areas of the Strategy.

B Appoint one of its members to serve as the Task Force focal point in each region
with a view to working with existing regional partners and helping transport
Strategy implementation into a local context and attune it with priorities on the
ground.
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15. Member states and the Task Force should clearly articulate the ways in which civil
society groups can help further Strategy implementation and how these actors can
benefit from such involvement and should provide more opportunities for civil society
groups to engage with the member states, regional and subregional bodies, and the
Task Force and its constituent entities on Strategy implementation issues.

16. Ensure effective engagement with functional issues related to the Strategy, includ-
ing with those bodies not represented on the Task Force; engagement should not be at
the expense of the core work of those bodies. Achieving this goal will require ensur-
ing that experts within these functional bodies have sufficient information concerning
how the Task Force operates and how their body might be able to contribute to the
implementation of the Strategy.

lIl. Engagement Between the United Nations

17. There is a need for more formal and informal ways for member states to engage with
the Task Force.

18. Member states should become more proactive in reaching out to the Task Force,
for example, by organizing themselves around a thematic issue of common interest and
seeking to engage with the relevant Task Force working group. Emphasis should be
placed on developing a cross-regional coalition of states on certain issues.

19. UN counterterrorism activities need to be connected more directly to national
counterterrorism coordinators and focal points. The United Nations should provide a
forum for these coordinators and focal points to engage with each other. For example,
coordinators/focal points could meet two to three times a year to discuss Strategy-re-
lated implementation efforts, capacity needs, and available assistance programs. These
meetings, which could include representatives from regional, subregional, and func-
tional bodies, could be organized by members states and the Task Force and alternate
among different UN headquarters around the world (e.g., New York, Geneva, Vienna,
Nairobi, and Bangkok).

20. Eftorts should be made to devolve much of the United Nations’ counterterrorism
work down to the regional and local level, including by placing UN counterterrorism
experts in UN regional and country offices, with the consent of the relevant state(s), or
in regional or subregional body secretariats.

21. The United Nations needs to develop a more integrated approach to Strategy imple-
mentation by UN actors at the country, subregional, and regional levels.

22. Opportunities for donor participation in Strategy-related capacity-building activi-
ties and policymaking should be expanded. Suggestions might include the idea that
the CTC could hold region- and thematic-focused meetings and invite relevant non—
Security Council members.
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23. The Task Force and its relevant entities should focus more attention on trying to
address the various obstacles to more effective interstate legal cooperation in terrorism
matters.

m The CTC/CTED could do more to promote greater awareness of the problems
states are facing in this field, work with the help of donors to address any capac-
ity gaps, and report instances of political unwillingness to engage in judicial
cooperation or provide mutual legal assistance, including failures to apply the
“extradite or prosecute” principle, to the Security Council.

m  The United Nations could further develop and maintain communication chan-
nels and provide suitable meeting opportunities for law enforcement officials
in different countries as well as for counterterrorism coordinators mandated to
facilitate interstate cooperation.

B UNODC could offer direct assistance to states at their request in concrete ter-
rorism cases.

m  OHCHR should be provided with the necessary capacity to participate in all
relevant UNODC counterterrorism training programs, which should target not
just criminal justice officials but defense lawyers and relevant executive branch
officials responsible for drafting and granting extradition requests.

IV. The Role of States in Implementing

24. Strategy implementation should be led by member states. In this regard, first and
foremost, member states themselves should be undertaking Strategy implementation
efforts, at national and regional levels, and should encourage increased participation of
regional and subregional bodies and civil society in Strategy implementation efforts.
In addition, states should become more involved in the work of the Task Force and its
working groups on an ongoing basis, providing recommendations to the UN intergov-
ernmental bodies engaged in Strategy implementation activities, and should allow for
increased participation of regional and subregional bodies and civil society in Strategy
implementation efforts. There are several ways in which this could be accomplished:

B The use of an existing forum (e.g., the General Assembly Plenary or Sixth
Committee) or the strengthening of the informal briefings already offered by
the Task Force, which would enable all member states to hear information up-
dates from the Task Force and provide it with guidance and direction on its
work, formally or informally;

B  The creation of a new counterterrorism body (for example, modeled on the
Peacebuilding Commission or Human Rights Council) or governing board
(modeled on UNDP or the Office of the UN High Commissioner for Refugees),
which allows for a limited number of states to participate; or

B The formation of an informal “friends of the Strategy” group.

25. It is recommended that states appoint a focal point for Strategy implementation.
Such focal points, which could be the state’s national counterterrorism coordinator,
would have an overview of national counterterrorism efforts, broadly speaking, i.e.,
including both traditional and nontraditional efforts related to all four pillars of the
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Strategy. Member states, the Task Force, or a Task Force entity such as UNODC could
provide a platform where national focal points could meet to share information and
best practices and other experiences on Strategy-related issues.

26. It is reccommended that states implement the Strategy in an integrated manner and
use the Strategy to:

m  Further national efforts to develop holistic counterterrorism strategies that in-
clude a wide range of government departments and agencies, including those
related to law enforcement and security matters and social, health, and labor
issues;

m  Deepen interagency cooperation and coordination at the national level, which
should not just be limited to traditional counterterrorism actors, as nontra-
ditional ones, such as the development, health, and social services ministries,
should be invited to the table as well; and

m  Develop more integrated, multidimensional technical assistance projects aimed
at reaching out to various actors in recipient states, such as criminal justice of-
ficials, law enforcement agencies, transport companies, the financial sector, and
civil society in a more coordinated and integrated manner.

27. Tt is recommended that states convene regional Strategy implementation meetings,
with donor support where necessary and under the auspices of a regional organiza-
tion where appropriate, to which all of the key stakeholders, including the Task Force,
would be invited and where a regional Strategy implementation plan, along with a divi-
sion of labor, could be developed.

28. It is recommended that states use the opportunity of the September review to
reaffirm the significance of all pillars of the Strategy, including Pillar I issues in the
context of integrated Strategy implementation, and urge UN entities such as UNDP
and UNESCO to become more involved without labeling their work as “counterter-
rorism.” Sharing information about Strategy-relevant activities would make a valuable
contribution and could garner more resources for those efforts, without altering their
original aims.

29. It is recommended that states do more to stimulate engagement by civil society and
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). For example, they should:

m  Engage with different ethnic and religious groups on security issues at the
national level to stimulate cross-cultural and religious dialogue;

m  Ensure that the views of civil society and NGOs are taken into account in the
development of counterterrorism legislation;

m  Provide civil society groups and NGOs an opportunity to engage directly with
legislators regarding the potential impact of planned or actual impact of existing
counterterrorism measures; and

m  Have national counterterrorism coordinators include and, where appropriate,
delegate to civil society groups in their outreach activities, without jeopardizing
the independence of civil society.
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30. States should instruct their delegations to the intergovernmental bodies represented
on the Task Force to push those bodies to provide stronger support for and otherwise
deepen their engagement with the Task Force and on the Strategy.

31. The Group of Eight’s Counter-Terrorism Action Group (CTAG) should be encour-
aged to assume a leading role in coordinating the capacity-building activities related
to the implementation of the Strategy. To this end, the CTAG should consider the
possibility of:

m  Expanding its law enforcement and security-focused mandate to include the
broader set of issues covered by the Strategy, where enhanced coordination and
cooperation among donors is needed; and

m Expanding its membership to include appropriate counterterrorism donor
countries.
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Remarks by the President of the UN
General Assembly af the Final Workshop
of the International Process on Global
Counter-terrorism Cooperation

10 July 2008 | New York

Excellencies, Ladies and Gentlemen

It is my pleasure to welcome you today to the final workshop of the International
Process on Global Counter-Terrorism Cooperation.

The International Process that is cosponsored by Switzerland, Costa Rica, Japan,
Slovakia and Turkey and was launched last November has been a welcomed opportu-
nity for Member States from all regions to evaluate the contributions of the United
Nations in the fight against terrorism and to bring closer relevant UN actors with the
ones at national and regional levels and from civil society.

The International Process has rightly recognized that while the primary responsibility
for implementing the Strategy continues to rest with member states, the UN system
can and must do more to assist states in operationalizing the vision embodied in the
Strategy. Through workshops in Europe and Asia and here in New York, numerous ideas
have been put forward that certainly merit discussion with the wider membership.

Excellencies,

The Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy was adopted unanimously by the General
Assembly almost two years ago. We also pledged to review the progress made in imple-
mentation in two years time.

The General Assembly will meet for this purpose on 4 September 2008. Therefore, the
final wrap-up workshop today is indeed very timely.

Several institutional issues that were discussed at these workshops have been also at
the core of the General Assembly’s meetings and consultations during this session.
The Facilitator, Ambassador Gert Rosenthal has swiftly started his consultations with
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Member States on the outcome of the General Assembly plenary meeting in September
and I would like to use this opportunity to thank him and delegations for their con-
structive engagement.

Questions such as resources for the Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force,
as well as the nature of its relationship and engagement with the Member States have
been recurrent and need to be resolved. Member States have voiced their desire to share
responsibilities and to enhance the interaction with the UN system. Hopefully some of
the proposals generated by the Independent Process will give a new impetus in finding
solutions for those issues during upcoming consultations.

One of the essentials of the Strategy has been its integrated approach. In this regard,
the workshops on the rule of law, good governance, education and dialogue, and ca-
pacity building have been well received. The International Process has also sought to
clarity the role of and encourage different UN entities that traditionally have not had
a role in countering terrorism to engage with the Task Force framework by putting
forward ideas how these entities could contribute more without prejudicing their core
mandates.

Many of the other proposals that have been and will be discussed here today are practi-
cal and could be implemented swiftly. For instance, I would like to highlight the pro-
posal to raise awareness on the Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy at the national and
regional level and involve these actors more closely with the work of the UN organs.
There is a clear need to work closely with regional organizations that have the special
knowledge about the vulnerabilities and priorities of their regions. The UN should
work with States to bolster those regional bodies that do not yet have sufficient coun-
ter-terrorism capacity.

The International Process has focused mainly on institutional and organizational as-
pects of strengthening the United Nations ability to implement the Global Strategy.
But in addition to that, concrete ideas have emerged how Member States could improve
their own efforts in the implementation process, such as appointing a national focal
point for Strategy implementation or deepening internal interagency coordination and
cooperation.

For its part, the UN could seek to convene these focal points, including at the regional
or subregional levels. This would not only allow them to share Strategy-related best
practices and other Strategy-related experiences and information, but to build the trust
and relationships among the focal points that is needed to strengthen cross-border
cooperation.

These suggestions are important in order to accentuate the role of States who are in the
forefront of the implementation of the Global Strategy. While discussing the institu-
tional arrangements of the UN, we should not forget that it is Member States that have
the ultimate responsibility to ensure proper education and economic opportunities,
secure borders, to curtail terrorist financing, make sure their territories are not used as
safe havens for terrorists, or, that terrorists do not get hold on weapons of mass destruc-
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tion, and to take these actions within the framework of relevant international norms
such as human rights and the rule of law.

Excellencies,

I would also take this opportunity to emphasize some of the aspects of the upcoming
General Assembly plenary meeting on the occasion of the review of the Strategy.
Since the Strategy does not foresee any formal reporting mechanism, I have invited the
membership to use the opportunity during the meeting to share best practices they
have identified and programmes undertaken that could be beneficial for all Member
States.

In September, Member States may wish to discuss ways the Strategy can be used to at-
tune the global, regional, sub-regional and national efforts to counter terrorism. The
Strategy reflects the consensus and unity of all Member States and could be used as a
tool to build further collaborative projects. The commitments undertaken by Member
States are numerous and comprehensive, giving abundant opportunities to work
together, which is so essential in countering international terrorism.

As to the outcome of the meeting of the General Assembly, I would like to reiterate my
call on Member States to send a strong and unified message against terrorism, to re-
dedicate to the commitments undertaken in the Global Strategy and to strengthen the
co-operation between Member States and the United Nations. We must also decide on
the appropriate follow-up to ensure the continuation of the Strategy’s implementation
after the current session.

Excellencies,

I am glad to say that the way the International process has unfolded is a good example
of the joint endeavors called for in the Strategy. A lot of work has been done since its
launch in November 2007. It is important to ensure it will be brought to the attention
of the United Nations as a whole and that the recommendations that emerge from
the Process are given due consideration. I invite the cosponsors to use the General
Assembly review meeting to highlight some of the key findings of the International
Process.

We have a limited amount of time from now till the September General Assembly
meeting, but the cosponsors and others may wish to find ways how to go beyond the
first review meeting and I certainly look forward to the outcome of your discussions.

I thank you for your attention.
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The International Process on Global Counter-Terrorism Cooperation was launched in
November 2007 and included a series of workshops focusing on discrete aspects
of the UN Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy. The International Process involved
government and nongovernmental experts from different regions and disciplines
and officials from the UN system and relevant regional and sub-regional bodies. It
consisted of a series of workshops taking place between late January and mid-July
2008 culminating with the release by the cosponsors of the Final Document of the
International Process on 24 July 2008, ahead of the General Assembly’s first formal
review of Strategy implementation in September 2008. The International Process
focused on assessing the overall UN contributions to the fight against terrorism over the
past seven years and identifying ways to make its institutions more relevant to national
and regional counterterrorism efforts and better able to support implementation of the
UN Strategy.

The Center on Global Counterterrorism Cooperation is an independent, nonpartisan
research and policy organization that works to improve internationally coordinated
responses to terrorism by providing governments, international and regional bodies,
and civil society timely, policy-relevant research and analysis. Building on its years
of research on regional and international counterterrorism initiatives, the Center
continues to identify ways to strengthen nonmilitary counterterrorism cooperation. To
learn more, visit www.globalct.org.
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