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REMARKS AND QUESTIONS REGARDING
THE UNITED STATES PROPOSAL

January 3™ 2001

Palestinian and Israeli negotiators met last week in Washington, D.C. as part of our
contimuing effort to achieve a comprehensive peace agreement. At the conclusion of
the week, President Clinton offered a number of proposals intended to define the
parameters for an immediate settlement. We remain grateful for the United States’
considerable contributions to peace efforts and welcome its continuing involvement in
future negotiations.

We are particularly indebted to President Clinton for the tremendous effort he has
expended in promoting a just and lasting peace between Palestinians and Israelis. It is
to his credit that both sides have come so far over the last seven years. As President
Clinton has stated on so many occasions, however, the only successful and permanent
peace will be one that takes into account the concemns of all parties and that is
acceptable to Palestinians, Arabs, and Muslims, as well as to Israel, within the agreed
upon bases for the Palestinian-Israeli negotiations, namely UN Security Council
Resolutions 242 and 338.

We wish to explain why the latest United States proposals, taken together and as
presented without clarification, fail to satisfy the conditions required for a permanent

peace. As it stands now, the United States proposal would: (D) divide a Palestinian state —>

nto three separate cantons connected and divided by Jewish-only and Arab-only roads
and jeopardize the a Palestinian state’s viability; 2) divide Palestinian Jerusalem into a
number of unconnected islands separate from each other and from the rest of Palestine;
@ force Palestinians to surrender the right of return of Palestinian refugees. It also fails
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to provide workable security arrangements between Palestine and Israel, and to_f@*‘* ahda

address a number of other issues of importance to the Palestinian people. The United
tates proposal seems to respond to Israeli demands while neglecting the basic
Palestinian need: a viable state.

The United States proposals were couched in general terms that in some instances lack
clarity and detail. A permanent status agreement, in our view, is not merely a
document that declares general political principles. It is, rather, a comprehensive
instrument that spells out the details, modalities, and timetables of ending the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict. For such an agreement to be effective, it must be backed by
clear, effective international implementation guarantees. We believe that a general,
vague agreement at this advanced stage of the peace process will be
counter-productive. This conviction has resuited from our past experiences with vague
agreements and from Israel’s history of non-compliance with signed agreements. The
permanent status agreement must be a truly final agreement rather than an agreement
to negotiate.
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Territory of the Palestinian State

On the issue of territory, the United States proposed that Israel annex 4 to 6 percent of
the West Bank; that the annexation be compensated through a “land swap™ of 1 to 3
percent; and that the Parties also consider a swap of leased land. The United States
recommended that the final map be drawn in a manner that would place 80 percent of
Israchi settlers in annexed seftlement blocs, but that would nevertheless promote
territorial contiguity, minimize annexed areas and minimize the number of Palestinians
affected.

This proposal poses a number of serious problems. As the proposal is not accompanied
by a map, and because the total area from which the percentages are calculated is not
defined, it is difficult to imagine how the percentages presented can be reconciled with
the goal of Palestinian contiguity. This is especially worrisome in light of the fact that
the Israeli side continues to insist, and the United States has never questioned, that
Jerusalem, as defined by Israel, the “no-man’s land”, and the Dead Sea are not part of
the total area from which the percentages are calculated. Moreover, the United States
proposal calls for the “swap of leased land”. It is not entirely clear if Palestinian
interests are served by such a swap since the Palestinian side has no territorial needs in
Israel, except for a corridor linking the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, which will be
covered in a land swap. This proposal, taken together with the map presented by the
Israeli side in the most recent round of negotiations in Washington (see attached map),
provides Israel with control over large swaths of land, rendering the Palestinian state
unviable and lacking direct access to international borders.

Without a map clarifying the above ambiguities, the United States proposal does
nothing to foreclose a return by Israel to its proposals at Camp David which leaves
10% of the West Bank under Israeli sovereignty and an additional 10% under Israeli
control pursuant to ill-defined security arrangements. It is important to bear in mind
that all of the settlements in the West Bank currently occupy approximately 2 percent
of the West Bank.

In this context, the Palestinian side rejects the use of “settlement blocs™ as a guiding
principle as recommended by the United States proposal. The use of this criterion
subordinates Palestinian interests in the contiguity of their state and control over their
natural resources to Israeli interests regarding the contiguity of settlements, recognized
as illegal by the international community. It also contradicts the United States
proposal’s criteria concerning minimizing amnexed areas and the number of
Palestinians affected. In addition, the Palestinian side needs to know exactly which
settlements Israel intends to annex.

Ultimately, it is impossible to agree to a proposal that punishes Palestinians while
rewarding Israel’s illegal settlement policies. A proposal involving annexation of 4 to

2
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Palestinian micregtq Under such a proposal, a number of Palestinian villages will be

annexed to Israel, adding to the already great number of di spiace Palestinians.
Moreover, as the attached map demonstrates, a large quantity of unsettled land in key
development areas such as Jerusalem and Bethichem will also be annexed by Israel,
dcs*troymg the temritorial contiguity of the State of Palestine. In addition to
compromising Palestinians’ freedom of movement within their own state, this would
also have serious ramifications for the state’s development potential. In addition, any
such large-scale annexation will inevitably prejudice Palestinian water right

As for the “land swap”, the United States proposal does not identify which arsas
within Israel are to compensate for the annexed land. The Palestinian side continues to
insist that any annexed land must be compensated with land of equal size and value.
No argument has been presented as to why this should not be the case. However, the
United States proposal explicitly rejects the principle that compensation of land must
be of equal size and remains silent on the issue of the location and quality of the
compensated land. All previous Israeli and United States proposals conceming
compcmawd land have referred to land near the Gaza Strip in exchange for valuable
real estate in the West Bank. In addition to being desert areas, the lands being offered
near the Gaza Strip are currently being used by Israel to dump toxic waste. Obviously,
we cannot accept trading prime agricultural and development land for toxic waste
dumps.

Jerusalem

On the issue of Jerusalem, President Clinton articulated a general principle that “Arab
areas are Palestinian and Jewish areas are Israeli,” but urged the two sides to work on
maps to create maximum contiguity for both. Two alternative formulations were
presented addressing each State’s sovereignty over and rights to the Haram al-Sharif
(“Haram”) and the “Western Wall” (“Wall”). Both formulations provide for
Palestinian sovereignty over the Haram and Israeli sovereignty over the Wall,
restricting the Parties from excavating beneath the Haram or behind the Wall.

The United States formulations on the Haram are problematic. First, the proposal
appears to recognize Israeli sovereignty under the Haram by implying that it has a
right, which it voluntarily relinquishes, to excavate behind the Western Wall (i.e, the
area under the Haram.) Moreover, the “Western Wall” extends to areas beyond the
Wailing Wall, including the tunnel opened in 1996 by Isracl’s former Prime Minister
Benjamin Netanyahu which caused widespread confrontations.

The territorial aspects of the United States proposals concerning Jerusalem also raise
very serious concerns and call for further clarification. As the attacued map shows, as
a result of Israel’s internationally-condemned settlement policy in occupled East
Jerusalem, the United States formulation “that Arab areas are Palestinian and Jewish
ones are Israeli” will be impossible to reconcile with the concept of “maximum
contxguﬁy for both”, presented in the proposal. Rather, the formulation will inevitably
result in Palestinian islands within the city separated from one another. Israel,
3
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srael”.

Israel’s continued demand for sovereignty over a number of geograpHically undefined
“religious sites” in Jerusalem, and its refusal to present maps clearly showing its
territorial demands in Jerusalem only compounds the Palestinian concerns. Any
formulation that will be acceptable by the Palestinian side must guarantee the
contiguity of Palestinian areas within the city as well as the contiguity of Jerusalem
with the rest of Palestine.

A key element of the Palestinian position on Jerusalem is its status as an Open City
with free access for all. This status is imperative not only to ensure access to and
worship in all holy sites for all those who hold the city sacred, but also to guarantee
free movement through the State of Palestine. Unfortunately, the United States
proposal makes no reference to this essential concept.

Palestinian Refugees

On the issue of Palestinian refugees, driven from their homes as a result of the
establishment of the state of Israel, the United States proposed that both' sides
recognize the right of Palestinian refugees to retumn either to “historic Palestine” or to
“their homeland,” but added that the agreement should make clear that there is no
specific right of retumn to what is now Israel. Instead, it proposed five possible final
homes for the refugees: (1) the State of Palestine; (2) areas in Israel transferred to
Palestine in the “land swap”; (3) rehabilitation in the host countries; (4) resettlement in
third countries; and (5) admission to Israel. All refugees would have the right to
“return” to the State of Palestine; however, rehabilitation in host countries,
resettlement in third countries, and admission to Israel all would depend on the
policies of those individual countries.

The United States proposal reflects a wholesale adoption of the Israeli position that the
implementation of the right of return be subject entirely to Israel’s discretion. It is
important to recall that Resolution 194, long regarded as the basis for a just settlement
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of the refugee probiem, calls for the return of Palestinian refugees to “their homes,” «—

wherever located — not to their “homeland” or to “historic Palestine.”

The essence of the right of return is choice: Palestinians should be given the option to
choose where they wish to settle, including return to the homes from which they were
driven. There is no historical precedent for a people abandoning their fundamental
right to return to their homes whether they were forced to leave or fled in fear. We will
not be the first people to do so. Recognition of the right of return and the provision of
choice to refugees is a pre-requisite for the closure of the conflict.

The Palestinians are prepared to think flexibly and creatively about the mechanisms
for implementing the right of return. In many discussions with Israel, mechanisms for

4
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and Piaborated in some detail. The United States proposal fails to make reference to
any of these advances and refers back to earlier Israch negotiating positions.

In addition, the United States proposal fails to provide any assurance that refugee’
rights to restitution and compensation will be fulfilled.

Security

On the issue of security, the United States proposed that there be an international
presence to guarantee the implementation of the agreement. The United States
proposal suggests that the Israeli withdrawal should be carried out over a 3 year
period, with mtemnational forces phased in on a gradual basis. Then, at the end of this
period, an Israeli military presence would be allowed to remain in the Jordan Valley .
for another three years under the authority of the international force.

The United States also proposed that Israel be permitted to maintain three early
warning stations for at least ten years and that it be given the right to deploy its forces
in Palestinian territory during “a national state of emergency.” In addition, the United
States has suggested that Palestine be defined as a “non-militarized State,” and, while
acknowledging Palestinian sovereignty over its own airspace, it has proposed that the
two sides develop special arrangements for Israeli training and operational needs.

Although the United States proposals place less burdens on Palestinian sovereignty
than earlier Israeli proposals, they nevertheless raise a number of concerns. There is no
reason why Israel would require three years to withdraw from the West Bank and Gaza
Strip. In view of the fact that Israel resettled more than one million immigrants from
the former Soviet Union in a few years, one year 1s more than enough time to resettle
less than 60,000 Israeli settlers. It is moreover unclear from the United States proposal
that the withdrawal period relates to both soldiers and settlers, both of whom are
considered part of the occupation forces in the Palestinian Territories. A protracted
withdrawal process could jeopardize the peaceful implementation of the agreement
and would create a continued source of friction.

There are other Palestinian concerns. Israel has yet to make a persuasive case
regarding why it would require either a standing force in the Jordan Valley or
emergency deployment rights — much less both. This is especially the case given that
international forces will be present in these areas. Furthermore, Israel requires no more
than one early waming station in the West Bank to satisfy its strategic needs. The
maintenance of stations at current locations near Ramallah and Nablus and in East
Jerusalem will seriously inhibit Palestinian development. Moreover, the United States
proposal would give Israel sole discretion for determining how long these stations will
be operational.
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The Untied States proposal’s suggestion that special arrangements be made for Israchi
training and operational needs in Palestinian airspace is also extremely probiematic.
Without specific clarification, this might be used to defend a right for Israel to use
Palestinian airspace for military training exercises with all the accompanying dangers
to the Palestinian civilian population and the environment while sparing Israeli citizens
from any similar infringement. Palestinians remain committed to working out regional
agreements concerning aviation in line with commonly accepted international
regulations. Any arrangement to the contrary would infiinge on Palestinian
sovereignty and harm relations with neighboring countries.

Other Issues

The United States proposal remains silent on a number of issues that are essential for
the establishment of a lasting and comprehensive peace. By focusing solely on the four
issues above, the United States proposal not only neglects matters relating to ending
the conflict, but also disregards ways to ensure that the future relations between the
two peoples will be mutually beneficial. Specifically, the proposal does not address
water, compensation for damages resulting from over thirty years of occupation, the
environment, firture economic relations, and other state-to-state issues.

End of Conflict

While we are totally committed to ending the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, we believe
that this can only be achieved once the issues that have caused and perpetrated the
conflict are resolved in full. This in turn can only be achieved by a comprehensive
agreement that provides detailed modalities for the resolution of the issues at the core
of the conflict. It must be remembered that in reaching a settlement between Israel and,
respectively, Egypt and Jordan, the end of conflict came only after the final, detailed
peace treaty. .

Even putting aside the requirements of international law and justice, the United States
proposals - unless clarified to take into account the above concerns - do not even allow
for a pragmatic resolution of the contlict. If no such solutions are reached in practice,
we believe that any formalistic pronouncement of the end of conflict would be
meaningless.

LConclusion

We would like, once again, to emphasize that we remain committed to a peaceful
resolution of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict in accordance with UN Security Council
Resolutions 242 and 338 and international law. In view of the tremendous human cost
caused by each delay in negotiations, we recognize the need to resolve this conflict as
soon as possible. We cannot, however, accept a proposal that secures neither the
establishment of a viable Palestinian state nor the right of Palestinian refugees to
return to their homes.

Issued by Palestinian Negotiating Team
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January _, 2001

Mr. Samuel Dclsvs
National Security Advisor
The White House

Re: Response of ihc Governm n:of Tsrael to the ideas raised by Presideni Tlinion
regarding the ouiilie ot 8 F swaork Agreement on Permanent Status

Dear Sandy.

Further to your conversation with the Prime Minister, guring which he informed you of

SBAINS & Ansmra ] Al
J-.AA-‘-‘-Q

e decision of the Government’s Ministerial Commitice on National Seowmity of
December 28, 2000,  wish tc convey to youl the text of the decision in fuii, as follows:

“President Clinton’s ideas comiribute to the remewal of intensive negotiations
towards 2 permanent settiement beiween Istact and the Palestinians.
bas

We comsider ilicse idcas te be a is for discussion, provided thai ihey
remain, as tbey are, 8 Lasis for discussion acceptable to the Palestimians.
Tsrael will request a number of clarifications concerning matters of vital interest to
Israel.

Israel expresses iis gxau.wf' to President Clinton for his crucial contribution, B0W
and throughout his eniire {emuis, advancing the peace process in the Middie
East toward a better future for the peoplcs of the region ™

President Clinton’e ideas arc a cOUrageous attempt fo offer the ;;a:‘ms principles and
guidelines o7 & Framework Agreement 0D Permanent Status. Thei acceplancs wonid
entail historic concessions by fsrael as well as by the Paiestinians. Undcr ooty
meem which may e qu\:luduu an the hasts of the PreSidmt 8 ldeas 15[831 Wﬁﬁ}u
encounter grave risks to its security uﬁu Le forced to confront 2 tremendously difficuit
mpture, Of ruptures, among is citizens. The Palestinian cide would have to face its own

nko“mcnn('l <ocial and political cleavages.

The decision of the Govesniment o1 £ Tarael clearly states that Israel considers these iGeas
to be a basis for discussion, provmed that thev will remain, as they are, @ basis for
discussion acceptable to the Paiesiinians. However, o hehalf of the Prime Minister, 1

L
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wish 0 mote that many of the elements outlined by the President differ from the Israeii
positions as presenied in i€ final stages of £ the negotiations, and on other issues, the
President’s ideas run contrary o ours. i refer, among Sthers, to the following:

® Istacl’s W_,,;,,m.,, recognized by the President, is to incorporate 80% of the
settiers wiihin Seiiicmeni Bs\‘;c"* undsr Isrash sovereignty. To accomplish this
end, the permanent territorial arrangemeits would have to inchude annevation that
exceeds the numerical territorial scope indicated by ibe President, o7 © combine
the suggested scope of annexation with long-term jease arrangements o©f
addmc-'-‘ serritories (OR: However, the numerical territorial values indicated by
the President are insufficicnt in themselves to achieve this goal )

@

The President’s ideas regarding the Old City and Har Habayit are different from
israel’s pﬁmuuu, which stresses the concent of the Special Regime for the entire
Holy Basin. In addition, the sugge&w aan..v.gn and functional arrangements in
and around Har Habayit require certain furiher modifications o tag take adeguate
account of the respective ties of Judaism and isiam to the stie.

o In the field of security, the Presidential ideas differ Som the !sr”" ones with
regard to the Palestinian police and security force, the mandaie o1 the m;cmar“":
force and the monitoring of the non-militarization of Palestine, the aenai
aTangements, the suggested timeline and arrangements in other areas of security

- S

and mmnuy blguul\-au\-g,

@

r:....,n}. on the issue of eﬁlg s, the formulas concerning the Right of Rewrn of
lne relug,\-- em y certal n _mhmmfv which Israel WlShes to mld-

[This response vill confine itself’ solely to presemting i€ puuua ums, in our beet
3..Anmm require further clarification in the course of future negounnons AS yuu Wikl
note, the aﬁacm points do not call into question the uneg;l logu: of the Pn}zsmem s
ideas, nor do they include the additional topics which will need to be addressed

L 3
Lcnlnnn forward to the resumption of the negotiations in the very oear future wili T
aj.rll o .-L-Aq—n ar‘ ag’m ot

woasew ——ve

On behalf of the Prime Minister and myseif, I wisa you 2 hanov, and peaceful, New
Year.
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Points of Clariflcation

1. General lssues

- Istac) understands that the Finalitv of Claims would be established upon the

=1 = a O
conciusion of the TAPS.

- Israel understands that the FAPS shall serve as the only agreed basis for the
xmpxcmcumuuu of UNSCRs 242 and 338, 3¢ well ag for the resohution of all
other outstanding issues emanaiing o th» conflict.

- Iml n“aAmtanﬂt tbﬁ

the right of the Palestinian people to
seif-deiermination will have boen exercised upon the establishment of a
Paiestinian State within iis agrecd intémational bordeTs.

- 1&.&1 .-cﬂa-ﬁ‘ardc that vec"ﬂﬂ tha? were ag!&d u‘@mn 'm t& “@;mse o.f th,e
negoiiaiions remain on the bk, sven if they were not mentioned in the
President’s ideas.

2 Tarvitary and Rorders

ase A WS daveea g ~ o 52

_ Attt sl

- Israel understands that there wili be Paiesiinians willug iue w“tﬁem;:‘.t
Blocks that will be annexed to Israel. These Palestinians shaii not be subjeci
to special regimes.

- It is our understanding that the Safe Passage wouid be under Israch
sovereignty.

- Isrsel undersiands thar special arfangemseiis for the benefit of Palestine
,,,,,, e a—lecca Zembm
within, through or over Israeli sovereign territory would be tsken imlo
secannt in the context of the concept ofswap
. lIsrael takes it as a starting poini ihai ibe core logic un:k..-'}".:‘-:g;‘*:
President’s ideas consists of respect for the beiiefs of members of ait faitus
and establishment of effective arrangements which guarantee freedom of
access and worship,  This core logic will apply to the Tomb of the
Patriarcas, Rachcl’; Tomb, Joseph's Tomb and other agreed holy sites.

@ wee——
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3. Jerusalem

.. “
- Israel understands ihai, in ;;mﬁa;mrg conti g' iity, the princinle of “Arab to
e —A.nkkn,knﬁﬂc anr’ nat o

Palestine and Jewish to israei” shail be appii€d o neightorace
individual assets.

. v
- Israei understands ihai the fundamental P .r.C'p‘- underlying the President’s
 VOPY _-»L S t..slu tn Telam

ideas concerning the compound of the Haram is that Wit iS 0Oy

T 11 L _

shall be under Palestinian sovereignty and what is hoiy fo Judaism shall oe
under Israeli sovereignty.

Accordingly, the *...Western Walil and the (a) space sacied i Jews of
which it is a part; or (b) holy of holiest of which it is a part...” snouid be
understood to incorporate the Kotel Tunnel, the Mahkame bmldmg, the

PR

Zotel iself and the remsining part of the Wall towards the South Wall, as

I\UWI RST1T il il iviassisdiiapm

well as the Ofel Garden, the \,it}' of David, Mt, Olives, and the Tombs of
the Kings and Prophets.

4. Security
- Terael understands that the powers and functions of the Palestinian poiice

and security force shall remain solely as was agreed in the past: maintaining

[« Y13 WUMAM.J AVA trw we
iaw and order, fighting against terrorism, and preserving internal gecurity.

. Tsrzel aseumes that the concept of a “non-militarized state” mandates, inter
~Va slens
&UiA, LAl

s b allacarad 4a mcintain any gt_h_g!

(a) the Paiestinian Staic would not € &uOWES W
armed force except its official PPSF;

(3) no other armed forces, with the exception of the agreed upon Israeil
and mu}t:na'u\nol foree, could be QtB!IOﬂed or dCDklved in, or pass

1ot maa

mmugn OF OVET Caiesiuman teritories.
Torac] understands that the specified military locations for the deployment of

- A LASINAWE W biedsnnes Peawrs ——
iis forces sbail be under cxcl"m:e Tsraeli jurisdiction with no subordination

to the muitinationai force.
Yool adomntande that the mis of the multinational force in monitoring and

- l.bfaﬁt UBATA G380 sesmas 0Die
verifying the implementation of the 3grecment ghall focus on:
s I aﬂ‘f\‘

(a) Guaranteeing the non-militarization of Palesiine irough 4o ;m.m
along its aerial, land, and maritime perimeter inciuding ai ail eniry

nainte:

P ases=y

(b) Securing ilie designaied lscations for emergency deployment of Israeli

forces.
erstands that the arrangements providing for ts monal necds

- mram unuclasauua LLaes ===
. et e Tl on Teraeli contral thereof Israel
‘nc ln]an d.lfs '~ BEAld LAV
mn Faiest pace i et 1 P shall ammlv tn the
SANEAAR  Segeray ~

further understands that simiiar &FAGEETHENIS
electromagnetic spectrum of Paiestine.
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The State of Israel

i San e ;LA

- Israel expects that just as favorable regionai deveiopmenis ibai dimifisn
threat to Israel could reduce the period of Israeli deployment in the Military
I gcations imfavorable developments that increase the threat to Israel could

pl.uxvug ﬂ""' wiil Pt ericd,

Refugees
-  Israei undersiands ihai any eairy o remsccs m Israel chall be a matter of
e Aomandimens e“hk 28

sole sovereign Israeli discretion on the basis of Istacii considerations

humanitarian needs.
- israei assumes ihai ihe resolution of the issue of Jewish refugees could be

addressed in the next phase of the negotiations.
snderstands that the Precidential ideas imply the acceptance of the

x:s'ﬁx:s WVLUGTIralies
concept of a Lump-Sum Agreement with an agreed finite [sraeli
contribution hereto.

e
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¢ The land annexed by Israel should be compensated by a land swap of
1-3%, in addition to the arrangements e.g. Permanent Safe Passage,
The Parties also should consider the swap of leased land to meet their @
respective needs. There are creative ways of doing this that could
address Israeli or Palestinian issues or concerns.

* The President thought that the Parties should develop a map consistent
Lo with the criteria: 80% of settlers in Blocks of Settlenents, contiguity,
minimum annexation of territory to Israel, Minimum number of
Palestinians to be effected by the annexation.

Security
* The President believes that the key lies in international presence, that

would only be withdrawn by mutual consent. This presence would
also monitor the implementation of the agreement by both sides.

o It is the President’s best judgement that the Israeli withdrawa] should Lot
be phased over 36 months, while the international force is gradually )
introduced into the area.

* Early Warning Stations — Israel should maintain three facilities in the
~ ,  West Bank with Palestinian liaison presence. The stations should be
" subject to review afler 10 years, with any change in status to be
mutually agreed.

* Emergency Deployment areas - The President understood that the
Parties still have to develop maps of relevant areas and routes.
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» Emergency means the immanent and demonstrable threat to Israel’s
national security of a military nature that requires the activation of a

national state of cmergency. The international force would need to be
notified of any such determination

* Airspace - the State of Palestine would have sovereignty over the
airspace but the two states should work out special arrangements for
Israeli training and operational heeds.

* The President understood that the Israeli position is that Palestine
should be defined as “demilitarized” while the Palestinian side
proposed a “State of Limited Arms”, As compromise the President
suggests “Non-militarized State”. Thjs would be consistent with the
fact that in addition to a strong Palestinian security force, Palestine

A i)
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Jerusalem and Refugees - General)

Jerusalem

=4e I

* The President’s sense was that remaining gaps would have more to do
with formulation than with practical reality.

LoD P A Uas oy
Sowd

* What is Arab should be Palestinianfand‘;ﬁ:a’f 15 Jewish should be
Israeli. This would apply to the OMd City as well.

¢ The President urges the Parties to work on maps that would ensure
maximum contiguity for both sides.

* Harem - Temple Mount - The 82p is not related to practical
administration but to the symbolic issues of sovereignty and to finding
& way to accord respect to the religious beliefs of both sides.

* The President knows that the Partjes discussed different formulations.
He wanted to suggest two additional ones to formalize the Palestinian
de-facto control over the Harem, while respecting the convictions of
the Jewish people. With regard to either one, internationa] monitoring
to provide for mutual confidence:

(1)  Palestinian sovereignty over the Harem and Israel; sovereignty
over the Western Wall () and the space sacred to Jews of
which it is a part; or (b) and the holy of holiest of which itisa
part.
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(2)  Palestinjap Sovereignty over the Harem and Israel; sovereignty
over the Western Waj + shared functiona) sovereignty over
the issue of €xcavation under the Harem or behjnqd the wali.
That way mutual consens would be requited before any
excavation togk place.

Refugea

®
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The President believes that the differences are wity formulating the
solutions rather than with what wouyld happen on the Practical Jeve].

The President
the ROR that wi]] make clear that there s 1o specific ROR to Israe]
itself, but that does not negate the aspirations of the Palestinian people

In light of that, the President suggests the following two alternatives:
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(1) Both sides recognize the right of Palestinian refugees to return
to historic Palestine; 3 ]
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—> (2)  Both sides recognize the right of Palestinjan refugees to return
10 their homelagd. de (A lestnions
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host countries, resettlement in 3" countries or absorption into Israel
would depend upon the policies of thege countries.

< e The Parties would agree that this implements UNGAR 194

End of Coaflict and Finality of Claims

* The President proposed that the agreement clearly marked the End of
the Conflict and jts implementation PU an end to all claims. This
could be manifested through a UNSCR that notes that UNSCRs 242

future in their own land, a sovereign and viable stata recognized by
the internationg] community; E]-Quds as its capital, sovereignty over
the Harem and pew lives to the refugees.

* It gives people of Israe] a genuine End of Conflict, real security, the
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Final comments

Taken by Gid; Grinstein_ @
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