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Executive Summary 

On 17 November 2025, the UN Security Council adopted Resolution 2803

endorsing President Trump’s Gaza peace plan. The resolution authorises an

International Stabilisation Force (ISF), establishes a transitional “Board of Peace” to

oversee governance and reconstruction, and outlines a conditional pathway toward

Palestinian self-determination. Passed with 13 votes in favour and abstentions from

Russia and China, it grants international legitimacy to a US-led framework for

Gaza’s post-war transition.

The resolution formally endorses the ceasefire agreement, mandates the

demilitarisation of Hamas and other armed groups, and assigns responsibility for

security, border oversight, and reconstruction to the ISF and the Board of Peace.

While it refers to a future path toward Palestinian statehood, this is explicitly

conditional on benchmarks such as Palestinian Authority reform, sustained

demilitarisation, and progress in reconstruction. A two-year mandate and regular

reporting requirements are designed to ensure international oversight without

immediate sovereignty changes.

Russia and China abstained due to concerns over sovereignty, transparency, and

the limited role assigned to the UN in favour of a US-led governance model, while

avoiding a veto that could have blocked the resolution.
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For Israel, Resolution 2803 presents both opportunities and risks. It strengthens

international backing for Gaza’s demilitarisation and shares the burden of

reconstruction, but introduces political sensitivities through references to

Palestinian statehood and the creation of an international governance mechanism

in Gaza. Concerns also exist regarding the composition and mandate of the ISF.

The strategic context is further shaped by the US decision to approve the sale of F-

35 fighter jets to Saudi Arabia, linking Gaza stabilisation to broader regional

normalisation efforts. The resolution’s ultimate impact will depend on whether Israel

can secure strict demilitarisation benchmarks and preserve its core security

interests.

1. Explanation of the Resolution

The UNSC resolution endorses the Trump plan’s first phase for Gaza and provides

a legal-diplomatic mandate for key elements. The main features include:

The resolution welcomes and “endorses” the Trump 20-point plan for Gaza,

which had already achieved a cease-fire agreement between Israel and Hamas

in October 2025. 

It authorises the deployment of an International Stabilisation Force (ISF) in

Gaza, tasked with demilitarisation of Hamas (or other armed actors) in the

Strip, destruction of military infrastructure, oversight of borders and security,

and facilitating reconstruction. 

It creates or endorses the setting up of a “Board of Peace” (a transitional

authority) to oversee governance, reconstruction and transition of the Gaza

Strip. Under the plan this body is envisaged to be chaired by Trump himself (or

at least led by the US) and includes international and Palestinian participation. 

The text of the resolution explicitly includes a clause referencing a “pathway to

Palestinian self-determination and statehood” once certain benchmarks are met

(such as the reform of the Palestinian Authority and progress in Gaza’s

redevelopment). 
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The resolution frames a timeline: a two‐year mandate for the transitional

governance and stabilisation force, with periodic reporting to the UNSC. For

example, the draft text laid out six‐monthly progress reports on the

demilitarisation and reconstruction process. 

The resolution emphasises cooperation of UN member states, calls for

contributions of troops and funding to the ISF, and welcomes the willingness of

the Palestinian Authority and Arab states to participate. 

While the resolution endorses demilitarisation and reconstruction, and a future

possibility of Palestinian statehood, it does not at this stage require immediate

creation of a Palestinian state, and it leaves significant discretion to the Board

and the ISF about how the plan is implemented.

In short, the resolution gives Washington’s plan international legitimacy, uses the

UNSC’s Chapter VII style authorisation (or at least a strong mandate) for a

stabilisation and governance mission in Gaza, and sets out a roadmap that

includes ceasefire, demilitarisation, reconstruction, and potential statehood.

2. Vote and the Permanent Members: Why China and Russia Abstained

The vote was 13 in favour, 0 against, with two abstentions (Russia and China), the

two permanent members (P5) who did not support the resolution by affirmative

vote. 

Why did Russia abstain?

Russia’s envoy, Vasily Nebenzya, explicitly criticised the fact that the resolution

gives “complete control” over Gaza to the Board of Peace and the International

Stabilisation Force without clearly defining the UN’s role, raising concerns about

sovereignty and transparency. 

Russia (and similarly China) resist what they see as a US-dominated

governance model in Gaza that might become a precedent for interventions in
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other regions. By abstaining rather than vetoing, Russia signals concern but

avoids blocking consensus.

Russia may also apprehend that this resolution strengthens US influence in the

Middle East and establishes a precedent of external control of territory (even

with Palestinian involvement) which conflicts with their preference for

multilateral UN-centred mechanisms and non-interference.

The abstention preserves Russia’s ability to engage with both Israel and the

Arab world and avoids antagonising them by a veto, while still signalling

disagreement with the US model.

Why did China abstain?

China’s abstention mirrors similar concerns: the resolution delegates

operational control to a US-led mechanism (Board of Peace + ISF) without a

clear UN leadership role or adequate safeguards on sovereignty, oversight and

transparency. 

China tends to oppose precedents of external military stabilisation forces in

territorial conflicts (even if ‘international’) and thus may view the plan as risky in

terms of sovereignty rights, especially in territories considered by many as

“occupied.”

China likely calculates that abstaining allows it to maintain relations with Arab

states and the Palestinian side (who largely backed the resolution), while not

aligning fully with the US. It also avoids using its veto, which could have

blocked the resolution and risked reputation for obstruction.

In effect, Russia and China used the abstention as a diplomatic middle ground:

they did not endorse the US-draft, but they did not block it, thereby allowing the

resolution to pass while registering their misgivings about process, sovereignty, and

UN role.

3. Assessment of the Resolution from an Israeli Perspective 

Skip to content



The central question: what does this resolution mean for Israel’s strategic interests,

security and diplomatic posture, especially against the backdrop of Trump’s

announced sale of F-35 jets to Saudi Arabia? 

Potential positives for Israel:

The resolution gives stronger international legitimacy to the ceasefire in Gaza

and to efforts to demilitarise Hamas’s military capability. Israel has long insisted

that any reconstruction or governance plan must include demilitarisation. The

ISF mandate aligns with that Israeli demand. If implemented effectively, this

could reduce the threat from Gaza and stabilise Israel’s southern border.

The inclusion of a rebuild and governance plan for Gaza, with international

oversight, may relieve Israel of exclusive reconstruction responsibilities, reduce

humanitarian burden, and potentially create a buffer zone of stability between

Israel and Gaza.

The UN endorsement provides political cover for Israel with partners, as the

process is seen as multilateral rather than purely Israeli initiative, and may open

the way for international contributions and burden-sharing.

By embedding a “pathway to Palestinian statehood” as conditional and linked to

reforms and demilitarisation, Israel retains leverage. The fact that benchmarks

must be satisfied plays into Israel’s interest of controlling when and how

Palestinian self-determination proceeds.

Risks or negatives for Israel:

The resolution’s text references a “credible pathway to Palestinian self-

determination and statehood” once conditions are met. For many in Israel, any

reference to Palestinian statehood is a red line. They fear the eventual

emergence of a sovereign Palestinian polity with military capability. This

language may embolden the Palestinian Authority’s demands and regional

pressure on Israel.

The establishment of an international “Board of Peace” and transitional

governance in Gaza could limit Israel’s unilateral control over Gaza’s borders
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and security perimeter, especially if international troops and governance bodies

start overseeing cross-border flows or monitoring demilitarisation. Israel might

see this as ceding influence or creating a precedent of supranational oversight.

If the ISF is deployed with troops from neutral or even hostile states, Israel

might fear intelligence or security vulnerabilities, especially if the ISF personnel

are not fully under Israeli coordination or supervision.

The timing is delicate: Israel will want the demilitarisation to be completed

before any easing of restrictions on Gaza. If reconstruction moves ahead too

quickly without full demilitarisation, Israel may feel exposed.

The F-35 sale context:

Trump’s announcement that the United States would approve the sale of F-35 jets

to Saudi Arabia is a significant shift in regional arms-dynamics. The timing,

coinciding with the UNSC resolution on Gaza, suggests a broader U.S. strategy: tie

Israeli–Saudi rapprochement (and possibly normalisation) to progress in the Israeli-

Palestinian/Gaza track. The sale underscores that the U.S. is willing to bolster

Saudi capabilities even while involving Israel in a new peace architecture.

From Israel’s perspective, the F-35 sale has mixed implications:

On the positive side: A stronger Saudi military, possibly interoperable with U.S.

and Israeli systems, might enhance Israeli deterrence against Iran or proxy

actors and could facilitate a Saudi–Israel security dialogue under the umbrella

of normalisation.

On the negative side: Israel may worry that enhanced Saudi airpower (F-35s)

could reduce Israel’s qualitative advantage in the region, a cornerstone of U.S.-

Israel defence cooperation. If Saudi Arabia gains F-35s without a full

normalisation deal, Israel might see its air superiority diluted. Also, the sale

could imply that the U.S. is willing to trade Israeli concerns for bigger peace-

deal for the region (i.e., Israel might be asked to accept a Palestinian state or

concessions in Gaza in exchange for entering a regional bargain).Skip to content



On balance, the resolution is a net mixed for Israel with important potential upsides

but also clear risks and traps.

If Israel engages pragmatically and uses the resolution and U.S. backing to drive

through effective demilitarisation of Gaza, stabilisation of its southern flank and

leverages the regional architecture (including Saudi Arabia) to its advantage, then

the resolution can be positive: it gives Israel a favourable framework and

international legitimacy for its key security demands.

But if Israel misreads or under‐prepares for the governance transition in Gaza, or if

the “pathway to Palestinian statehood” becomes a de facto fast track without

sufficient Israeli security guarantees, then the resolution could be negative: it might

result in a governance regime in Gaza that Israel cannot influence, it might place

Israel under diplomatic pressure for further concessions, and the Saudi F-35 sale

may erode Israeli qualitative edge.

From an Israeli policy-maker vantage point the strategic logic should be:

Insist on strict benchmarks for demilitarisation of Gaza before reconstruction or

normalisation elements proceed.

Ensure any ISF/Board of Peace configuration is designed in ways that preserve

Israeli security prerogatives, border control, intelligence cooperation, and

coordination with Israeli forces.

Use the region’s normalisation momentum (including Saudi Arabia) to enhance

Israel’s strategic depth, rather than be disadvantaged by it. The F-35 sale

should not be an excuse for Israel to accept lesser defence terms.

Make clear that Israel’s acceptance of the resolution and transition architecture

is conditional and tied to its red-lines: no rearmament of Hamas, no

unconstrained return of armed militants, preservation of Israel’s security buffer.

If Israel accomplishes that, the resolution can enhance its position. If not, it risks

being leveraged against Israel.Skip to content



Conclusion

The UNSC resolution endorsing Trump’s Gaza peace plan represents a significant

diplomatic milestone: it gives the American‐led strategy UN legitimacy, authorises

an international stabilisation force, sets up a transitional governance body in Gaza

and opens a conditional path to Palestinian statehood. The abstentions by Russia

and China reflect concerns about process, sovereignty and US dominance rather

than outright opposition.

For Israel the resolution presents both opportunities and risks. It gives Israel a

framework for Southern-flank stabilisation with global legitimacy, but also potentially

exposes Israel to governance changes in Gaza, international oversight, and longer‐

term Palestinian statehood processes. Coupled with the F-35 sale to Saudi Arabia,

Israel must navigate carefully so that regional normalisation and U.S. arms‐

transfers enhance rather than erode its strategic position.

In effect, the resolution is neither unequivocally good nor unambiguously bad for

Israel. Its outcome will depend heavily on how Israel engages with the

implementation, secures its core security interests, and uses the new regional

architecture to build rather than sacrifice its qualitative edge.
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