Thank you so much, Chair, and thank you to the organisers for putting this panel together. 
I want to start with something we heard again and again in our consultations in the Pacific. When a storm surge or a king tide crosses an atoll, it doesn't only flood homes and gardens. It unearths graves. People told us how they watched the sea scatter the remains of their grandparents. I start there because, for me, that one image captures what sea level rise is really about. Land, water. food. But it's also the connection between a community, its territory and its history.
sea level rise is not a projection. It's a fact. Around 770 million people live less than five metres above the high-tide line. So the question for us, as international lawyers, is no longer does international law apply? The question is what it actually requires. in the last two years we've got real answers. We have the two advisory opinions from ITLOS and ICJ, and recently the 2026 UN Declaration on Sea Level Rise.
And for the first time, The Human Rights Council has asked the Advisory Committee, on which I sit, to prepare a study on what sea level rise means for human rights. As rapporteur, I have conducted several consultations with states, but also with the communities affected by sea level rise across the world. Today, I want to share three things based on this work: which rights are at stake, who is affected most, and then what states are actually obliged to do. 
So, first, the rights. Sea level rise doesn't affect rights one by one. It works as a cascade. Salt water gets into the fresh groundwater people drink from, so the right to water goes first. Then the soil turns saline, and crops stop growing, and so the right to food follows. People turn to ultra processes food to eat –So the next right that goes is health. Then as seas rise further, they take people’s homes and family life, and people are forced to move. Finally, we turn to something that is much harder to measure: the destruction and disappearance of sacred sites, burial grounds, and traditional heritage.
So Sea level rise threatens rights at three levels at the same time. It threatens individuals, in their health and in their homes. It threatens community, in their culture, heritage and in their right to self-determination. And, at the end, it threatens the state itself, which is the very entity that is supposed to guarantee all of these rights.
Now, on that last point the law has already moved. The ICJ said that once a state is established, the disappearance of one of its elements would not necessarily entail the loss of its statehood. the UN Declaration on sea level rise from last month goes even further: states now affirm a presumption in favour of continued statehood. So even if the land disappears, the legal shell survives. But I want to underline that recognition of continued statehood does not resolve all issues. What I want to say today is about the people – the people that live inside these states.
Which brings me to the second part: who is affected. And the answer is: not everyone equally. In our consultations we saw that people most affected by sea level rise have contributed least to it. They're also often the least visible in the planning or left out of the response.
Let me give you three examples. First, Indigenous peoples. For Indigenous peoples, land and sea are not only where they live. They are bound up with who they are: their culture, their ancestors, their knowledge. That is why relocation cannot simply be imposed on them. Under the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, no relocation should take place without their free, prior and informed consent. 
Second, coastal and fishing communities. For them, the sea is not only a threat. It is also their livelihood, so when fish stocks shift, reefs degrade and landing sites erode, they lose their homes and their income at the same time. Often, the solution is relocation – but moving a village means moving a church, a school, a burial ground and a way of life, not just houses. 
And third, stateless persons. According to UNHCR, nearly 90 per cent of the 4.5 million people known to be stateless today live in countries highly exposed to climate hazards. Yet access to disaster relief and emergency healthcare is very often tied to nationality. So they are excluded precisely when they need help most.
Now to obligations. I’d like to make three points.
My first point relates to the two advisory opinions. The ICJ confirmed that states have a customary duty of due diligence to prevent significant harm to the climate system. And, importantly for us, the Court identified sea level rise as one of the effects that shows this harm is already happening. Three things about this duty matter. The standard is, in the Court's words, "stringent". Whether a state has met it is to be determined objectively. "And the duty does not stop at cutting emissions. The ICJ was clear that adaptation measures are also relevant to whether a state has exercised due diligence, and it pointed to things like restoring ecosystems, early warning systems and resilient infrastructure. The Tribunal for the Law of the Sea went in the same direction a year earlier. And, importantly for us, it said that where the marine environment has already been degraded, this may require restoring marine habitats and ecosystems. 
The ICJ even said that a state's failure to act, including through fossil fuel production, exploration licences and subsidies, may constitute an internationally wrongful act. So the question for states is no longer whether they must act. It's whether what they're doing is enough."
My second point is on cooperation. And here the ICJ was unusually direct. It said that cooperation in addressing sea level rise "is not a matter of choice for States but a legal obligation". And it's an obligation to work towards equitable solutions that take into account the rights of affected states and of their populations. In practice, what does that mean? It means finance, technology and capacity-building. The ICJ held that developed countries, parties to the Paris Agreement are under a legally binding obligation under Article 9 to provide financial resources to developing countries, for adaptation as well as mitigation. So, in some sense, we've moved from "help if you can" to "cooperate because you must".
My third point, is about access to justice. Obligations don't mean very much if people can't enforce them. The communities I mentioned earlier need to be able to become claimants, not only victims, first at home and, where that fails, internationally. 
States have to open their own courts. Human rights law requires an effective remedy, and that starts at home. In Billy v Australia, the Torres Strait Islanders went to Geneva because they had nowhere to go in Australia. The Committee found there was no effective remedy at home. So claimants need to be able to bring cases before domestic courts when states failing to regulate environmental harm or when they fail to act. States may also wish to expand standing, so that communities and associations can bring claims together, as the Strasbourg court accepted in KlimaSeniorinnen. 
At the same time, states have to provide for an appropriate remedy. According to the Committee this includes adequate compensation; meaningful consultation with the communities to assess their needs; and continued measures so they can live safely on their islands. 
So to conclude. As seas rise, gradually and irreversibly, people and communities are affected in many ways. Read together, what the ICJ, ITLOS and the Human Rights Committee have told us is that prevention, cooperation, access to justice and remedies must work together, so that we can ensure not only the survival of states, but the survival of the communities who live in them.
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