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Dear Secretary Rice;

On the oceasion of today’s trilateral meeting, we would like to present to you our assessment
of the current status of ncgotiations and our vision for the way forward, We recopnize and o\
appreciate the commitment that both ygu.esd President Bush¢have made WW
commeon goals of two states based on the 1967 borders, living side by side in peace and \& e_E_
security, and a just resolution to the refugee issue. f
L
We have reached an important point in the negotiations; on some issues we have a Froe aqrg/yj
but there remain many gaps and difficulties. As you know, the issues before us are extremely
sensitive and difficult, all the more so given ongoing Israeli policies and pmcucu such as
construction of the Wall on Palestinian land, continued settlement expansion and the
intensification of the internal closure regime.

In short, we are facing two muajor difficultics in our negotiations with Israel Figgt, out
negotiations approaches are fundamentally different. While our goal is to define where we
want to go up front, namely to establish an independent sovereipn state based on 1967
borders with all the rights and xe:ponsﬂ)ﬁmes that it entails, and to have a just resolution to
the refugee issue, the Istacli approach is to start with the current situation and nr.gotmrt.
small and gradual unprovementb to the status gquo. This allows Israel to use “security” as a
catch-all to derogate from Palestinian sovereignty in a permanent status agreement.

Palestinians want the same rights and responsibilities enjoyed by other states, no more and
no less: full sovereignty with all its attributes, including full control of our airspace, maritime
space, territory, borders, watet, clectromagnetic sphere and other resources.

Any pj:oposal that merely consolidates umlatera]l} unposed Tfacts on the ground

would nccess'u:lly contradict our fundamental rights and interests.
cannot be t‘CPECted to chmesce toa ::Ijghtly improved version of
repackaged as a “seare”

The Palesuman people
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Second? Israel continues to / a
negotiations. By continuing : 5 P2t '-.-..:..-.: , roads and other infrastructure = Forfu o
throughout the West Bank, pam:ulm:ly in and around FEast Jerusalem, Tsracl is undermining

the cutrent ncgotiations, as well as the credibility ofmﬁ_‘m and the international g ”ﬁdﬂﬁﬂ
community, As you know, Israeli settlement activity is aimed at imposing a de facto

outcome to the negotiations by crearing facts on the ground. More importantly, such e Pontes
activities threaten the viability of an independent sovereign Palestinian state and will soon  gameé

spell the death of the rwo-state solution.

J:I"-:gmﬂﬁd that prejudge the outcome of V@‘Lm ewau]

In the months since Annapolis, Israel has continued its assault on Palestinian national and
individual rights, in violation of international law, while showing flagrant disregard for
virtually all of its obligations under the Road Map. Construction has continued in at least 101
settlements (not including Jerusalem-arca scttlements). Similarly, Istacli authorides have
issued tenders for 1,731 new housing units since Annapolis, which is already mote than 12
times the mumber of housing units tendered in the 12 mmonths prdor to Annapolis.
Meanwhile, Israeli authotities demolished ar least 185 Palestinian structures, including 85
homes, in the first four months after Annapolis. The number of checkpoints, roadblocks
and other physical barriers to movement now exceeds 600. And, of course, Isracl has yet to
comply with the 2004 ruling of the International Court of Justice, which held that the
scttlements and the Wall that are buile in the Occupied Palestinian Territory (OPT) are
illegal, and which requires Istacl to stop constructing the Wall, remove those parts already
built and provide reparations.

Tl peetrip §
Throughout negotiations W& have never stopped demanding that Istacl stop its

ongoing violations with respect to the Wall, the settlements, the closure, the incursions into
Palestinian territory, the demolitions, etc. Throughout the ncgotiations, Israel has in fact
intensified its violadons, as demonstrated by the figutes noted above. These ongoing
violadons deprive our meerings and negotiations of credibility, and prevent the process
from gaining the necessary support of the Palestinian people.

In any case, we have entrusted you, Secretary Rice, to facilitate these negotiations towards
our common goals of the tealization of two states based on the 1967 borders, living side by
side in peace and security, and to a just resolution to the refugee issue and to assist us all in
finding a constructive way forward that ensurcs that the interests and needs of both parties
ate satisfied. In furtherance of this goal, we outline below for you the status, as we see it, of
each of the core issues curtently being discussed in these negotiations.

Tenns of Reference

Although we've agreed to several ground rules for the negotiations, we have yet to agree to
the terms of reference any agrcement will be poverncd by.
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The th#ee key elements of the ground rules have been that:
1. Nothing is agreed until everything is agreed
2. We will not involve the media in the discussions, and will keep all substantive aspects
of the discussions completely confidential; amd®”
3. We will discuss all core pemnanent tatus issues, including Borders, Jerugalem, el QQHM&
Refugees, Water and b curity. ﬂm«‘{ﬂ et ﬁ Dop e
U. weare w"fE“"éﬂ o 'g‘c"‘%@” e Rfrechmen Ffm e Mk’fe—ﬂQrEEw‘l«Iﬂ
On the terms of reference, however, there is significantly less agreement. While Israel would
like minimal terms of reference and relies heavily on agreeing to bilateral arrangements in a
vacuum, we continue to insist on the universally accepted terms of reference for this
conflict. Our baseline and terms of reference are those that the international community and
international law have established, namely that any agreement must be based on the United
Nations tesolutions pertinent to the conflict, specifeally UNSC 242 and 338, the Road Map
and the Arab Peace Initiative of 2002, reaffirmed in 2007; it must be based on international
law; the agreement, based on the “land for peace” formula, must lead to the end of the
Israelt occupation that began in 1967 and end the conflict, thus establishing an independent
viable Palestinian State; and resolving the issue of the refugees in a just and agreed upon
manner, in accordance with UNGA 194,

Territory

The Palestinian position is, and has always been, that the two state solution must be

based _on _the 1967 border, which defines the borders of West Bank, including East
Jerusalem, the Jordan Valley, the No Man’s Land (including in the Latrun), and the Dead

Sea, and tiadwerdees ¥ the Gaza Serip. We are content with the 1967 line, which is the
universally accepted baseline for the border. However, if Israel wishes to propose
modifications to the 1967 ling, it must to do so in a way that satisfies Palestimian )
sy g o 4t Bodo 6 | 1] Lomal S0op < <qnal b cpualiiy

1"\.'&

W;qmp ahour as_a way. to_safisfy [sraeli r'nnx..c,.u-m—-u,sm-l:ﬂﬂ-g—-ﬂl

—atffreulty—of—requiss TP eiecevacuasen. It gqes without saying that
Palestinians would have no integest in Lngagmg in swaps if they g detrimentdl to the
future state/6f Palestine. J¥omretheless, in order to accommodate this Isgaelt desire, we
have pupforward a proposal illustrating our comiprehensive vision bised obgniversally
accepréd, yfair gad”reasonable principles for agrecing a border<between us — the 1967
border plus-One-to-one land swaps, equal in value and-size. The Palestinian propssal,

hich.oTfers a swap of 1.9% which would allow.66% of the settler population to remain
whefe it is, while minimizing the harm to-the Palestinian population and state. This is
more than a reasanable proposal

Moteover, it is important to bear in mind that the percentage of swap alone, while
important, is not a sufficient basis by which to evaluate the reasonableness of a proposal.
We cannot accept any proposal that severs Fast Jerusalem from the rest of Palestine,
harms Palestinian contiguity, involves the swap of Palcstinians (regardless of their
citizenship) or otherwise harms core Palestinian interests. In addition, we do not accept
the concept of so called “settlement bloes”, much less accept their wholesale annexation.
We will only address possible swaps on a -u,tﬂr:mcnt by settlement basis. It is for these
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teasons that the settlements of Aricl, Givat Zeev, Ma’ale Adumim, Har Homa, Efrat will
not be considered under any scenasio,

"The Palestinian proposal is in statk contrast to that of the Isracli side, which has refused
to present 2 complete map and has put forward a maximal proposal that undermines
Palestinian viability, creates enclaves, and encompasses vast amounts of our vacant land
and water productive areas. Their proposal largely mirrors the path of the Wall, which
they had repeatedly assured the internatonal community would not be used to pre-
determine rthe border! In short, the map that Israel has thus far proposed in the
discussions is incomplete, and docs not address even the most basic Palestinian interests.
It proposes annexing 7.3% of the West Bank (according to Tstacl’s own caleulations — it
is a far larger percentage when calculated based on the whole of the West Bank),
including large bloes in and around jemsalem, in a manner which totally undermines the
viability of the future state of Palestine, and does not address its territorial aspirations in
Jerusalem at all.

In exchange, Prime Minister Olmert has offered the equivalent of 5% of Tsracli territory
in the desert areas south of the West Bank and in the northern part of the Gaza Strip —
e N B L SO T 4 r = b csent-this prepnasEn. fxe] 1gC—CYa 7
b#hap. Prime Minister Olmert also suggested as part of the “compensation” for the swap,
Palestine would get a dock at Ashdod port, in lieu of our own sovereign port in the
Gaza Strip, and would get a territordal link between the West Bank and the Gaza Strip
under Tsracli sovereignty but purportedly full, uninterrupted and complete Palestinian
control,

o 5 e S0 5 =
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To summarize, any discussion on borders must be address the border as a whole,
without gaps or omissions A piecemeal approach cannot neither meet the intercsts of
both sides, nor result in an acceptable border. Therefore, it will not be possible to agree
on a final border whilst Isracl refuses to put forward a more reasonable proposal, which
must include its vision for Jerusalem or for swaps on its side of the 1967 line.

Jerusalem

Jerusalem is the key to successful negotiations. The realization of Palestinian rights and
sovereignty in East Jerusalem is cssential to any lasting agreement. Postponing the issue
of Jerusalem (or agreeing to a border that cxcludes Jerusalem) would not be credible,
realistic nor acceptable, since this would merely allow Istacl to continue creating
additional facts on the ground. Moreover, it is illogical to believe that an issue as
difficult as Jerusalem is today would be anything but more difficult later.

Although we have put forward our position on Jetusalem several times, Israel has yet to
present anything meaningful on the issue. Tn order for us to reach an agreement, it
must be comprehensive and address all issues.

On Jerusalem, although sovereignty must be divided along the 1967 lines (with whatever

modifications are agreed to as part of swaps, in accordance with the above prnciples),
modalitics may be agreed to that do not necessarily conform to the same lines.
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Palestinians are tied to Jerusalem through strong /ému.m:nic, religious and social links.
These links cannot be severed without significant economic and social hardship“which
will in tuen generate greater instability within East Jerusalem, and within the West Bank
as 2 whole

Despite its clear obligation under Phase I of the Road Map, Isracl continues to reject
calls by the Quartet and the international community to reopen Palestinian institutions in
East Jerusalem. The immediate reopening of Orient House and other Palestinian
institutions would setve as a critical first step to rcbuilding Palestinian trust and
confidence in Isracl’s desire for peace and in the peace process and its seriousness in
addressing all core 1ssues.

Water

There is a fundamental disagrecment between the Palestinian and Isracli approaches to
resolving the issue of water. Palestinians insist that the only recasonable first step is to
determine the issue of both parties’ water rights — the Palestinian and Isracli percentage
of the shared conventional water resoutces determined in accordance with international
law — regardicss of the available amount of shared groundwater and surface water year to
year. Only then can the partics turn to discussing methods of cooperation to maximize
exdsting water resources for both parties. To consider fully their respective water rights
consistent with accepted internarional practice, the parties must analyze and discuss all
shared transboundary watercourses (surface and ground waters), including the Jordan
River, which Israel refuses to consider for political reasons.

In contrast to the Palestinian approach, Israel refuses to engage in any discussion of
water rights and frames the negotiations in terms of regional water scarcity with the view
to cooperate on extending use of current allocations through wastewater trcatment, as

well as developing new non-conventional sources of water, Isrrelisamiagthe permaneént
status-pegatiatonis as 2 forum-to disquss what is essentiallya-séparate issue --_cussent
qndifioas om-the gremmd~fied the low-—w - S zere’—water i the
Qwer-tord:s W TE Ay g dac—te-ehnmre chaiige.
alestintihis W only  permAFC-status-issues-n—this forum —
coancration’on m :—cum:ﬁ‘t emerEtacrs are-to-be—diseussed-in—another
fugutn seftp to mlem directly.

Finally, it is important to note at the June 12, 2008 meeting of the Trilateral Water
Committee chaired by the United States, members of the Israeli delegation put forward
an interpretation of the Oslo Interim Agreement asserting that the additional 80 Million
cubic meters of water agreed and to be developed by the Palestinians under the
agreement reflects fumre Palestinian needs regardless of the interim period. Thus, the
Istaeli positon is that allocations and development of additional waters under the
Interim Agreement arc to be the de facto permanent status allocations.

adminis traﬁ%m”
allocate” shared
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Refugccs

The issue of the refugees is one of the core issues of the conflict: without ifs just
tesolution, there can be no end of conflict. Any agreement that does not address the
1ssue of refugecs completely and comprehensively, in accordance with international law
and international best standards, would be just another interim agreement and would
only prolong the conflict.

® Any agreemcnt on refufeds must address™ill the core individual rights of the

refugees, While ther® Torman-signifiedfit o ps between us and fheTsmelis onsthese—~"
isspés with respéct to Israel’s-r€cognition of Tespomsibiitfi the right o tﬁsrri
nd hertvsalerEmtaton mechantsins AT I CLOY .a"ﬁl—-;: thﬁ

interests of both”sidés is achievable, First and foicine , there must be
2 . T % . " " =
«€Cognition of the fIghts of the refugees, aftér which their specific implementation
can be discussed.

On Recognition:

® Israel’s recognition of responsibility for the creation and perpetuation of the problem
is a erucial part of any solution because it gives people a sense of satisfacdon that
their overall historical expetience is acknowledged and addressed, and will facilitate
any possible compromise on implementation. We also helieve that this is an essential
prerequisite on the Istaeli side to rcach closure in this issue and enable the
establishrent of a “real” peace with Palestinian refugees.

* Isrzel thus far has refused to recognize its responsibility with respect to the issue of
the refugecs.

On the right of returm:

¢ Although we understand that full implementation of the right of return is unlikely, in
order for there o be a solution the return option will have to be perceived eventually
as a real option by Palestinian refugees. The right of rerurn is a rccognized right
under international law and it has been a core aspect of the Palestinian struggle for
the last GO years. Therefore, it must be addressed in a rcasonable manner that takes
account the existence of this individual right, its centrality in refugee experience, as
well as Israel’s capacity of absorption. As the PLO, we are not the holder of rcfugees’
individual rights but we have a mandate to pursue the recognition and
implementation of these rights. Therefore we can only seek to maximize the choices
for the refugees, and in order to do so at some point must be a full process involving
many other parties in order to address this.

 Isracl thus far has insisted refugees shall be entitled to Palestinian citizenship and
provided with resettlement and integration options only (no return to Istael).

On reparations:

8007900 d

® We know that Israel is prepared to give reparations, but the details of this must still
be worked out. For example, there is the question of the extent of restimation that
will be offered to refugees, how much compensation will be paid to them, among
other issucs. The Palesdnian position remains that refugees shall be granted
restitution and compensation for the material and non material damages they have
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suffered (including loss of livelihood and opportunitics and human suffcring, as a
result of refugees’ protracted displacement). Thercfote, compensation is only one
part of reparations due.

® In additon, states that have hosted Palestinian refugees shall be enttled for
remuneration.

* Israel thus far has been willing to grant compensation to the refugees. Their position
on the other aspects of reparations remains unclear.

On the international implementation mechanism:

® The international mechanism must include all of the stakeholders that are pare of the
implementation process to wotk cffectively. The international community will have
to be represented in the mechanism to gnarantee the efficiency and durability of the
implementadon process. In addition, all of its aspects must be agreed (in other words
it must have full parameters) in order for it to be operational.

e Isracl agrees to an international implementation mechanism.

Secuttty

We have presented reasonable and flexible proposals in responsc to the blanker demand

N for “full demilitarization™ by Israel. In short, we have made clear that we are willing to
ook at any)solution to meet Israeli security interests short of Israeli presence on

Palestinian territoty. More specifically, we have said that Palestine will be a sovereign
independent state with limited arms — not limited dignity. As a sovereign and
independent state, Palestine will have sovereignty and full control over its rerritory,
including airspace and territorial waters.

To meet our internal security needs, our security forces will need all 1 qppropnatc weapons
and cqmpment to perform their dutlc::. and responslbl].u:lcs L)

However, following decades of Israeli military occupation, Palestne cannot aceept any
Tstaeli military presence or control over its tertitory whatsoever. Qur people will not buy
into any agreement that includes a continuation of Israeli control over their land. Israel
continues to insist on a presence in Palestinian territory, post agreement, and has thus far
been unwilling to accept a third party role that would be more extensive than that of

putely capacity building,

77_8_05‘-‘!_0[] d o r - - 2161 (1HS)BOOZ-NAM-PL



d” industrial estates in atrea C in P'\le-snman territory have all been
he Tsraeh side.

At the negotiation rable, eg similar crends MapyoT tsrael’s positions —~igcluding on the
mote technical cconoy iss . stios

ot wre—terr thar Israel is trying to secure a state with provisional borders, or some form
of protectorate or trusteeship, in agreement with us and to call that a state. This, as you can
imagine, is not, and will never be, acceptable to us, nor would it end the conflict. Tn order
for the conflict between us and the Israeli government to be ended, an agreement must be
just, comprehensive and address the interests of both sides.

K K h% r
With this letter, we upe# you/to assist us
inderests in a-venl-pence; one that is sustainable and lasting an

decades long conflict.

Pleasc accep the expression of my highest consideraron.

Sincerely,

Ahmed Qurie
Hecad of Palestinian Delegation to Permanent Status Negotiations

Ce:
Foreign Minister Tzipi Livai
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