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I. INTRODUCTION

The new European Parliament Delegation for Relations with the Palestinian Legislative Council
held its inaugural meeting on 16 September 2009, when it appointed its new chairman, Proinsias
De Rossa (S&D, Irl).

At the time the situation in the region was continuing to deteriorate. While Palestinian political
groups were struggling to reach a reconciliation agreement, US initiatives to open negotiations
were coming up against the hard line taken by the Israeli authorities on fundamental issues such
as further settlements.

The mixed reactions to the report of the Goldstone Fact Finding Mission, commissioned by the
UN Human Rights Council following the December 2008/January 2009 Israeli attack on Gaza,
created an even deeper sense of unease on both the Palestinian and the Israeli side, while the
international community and the EU countries were openly divided at the UN General Assembly
vote.

President Mahmoud Abbas announced that he would not be standing for re-election so long as
there seemed no prospect whatsoever of the elections originally scheduled for 25 January 2010
taking place.

In view of this very tense situation, the European Parliament Delegation thought it would be
advisable to visit the Palestinian Territories and Jerusalem before the end of 2009.

The Delegation arranged a programme of visits from 6 to 10 December 2009, beginning in
Bethlehem, continuing in the southern West Bank, in Hebron, then on to Jerusalem before
concluding with a visit to the Gaza Strip.

The long-awaited meeting of the EU Foreign Affairs Council on the Middle East peace process
was finally held in Brussels on 8 December, and issued a unanimous declaration on the EU
approach to the resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

The Delegation, led by its chairman, Mr De Rossa (S&D, Irl), consisted of Kyriacos
Triantaphyllides (GUE, CY), Pottito Salatto (EPP, IT), Rosario Crocetta (S&D, IT), Alexandra
Thein (ALDE, DE), Nicole Kiil Nielsen (Greens, F), Georgios Toussas (GUE, GR) and
Sir Robert Atkins (ECR, UK).

The Delegation wanted to concentrate on the main obstacles to achieving the EP/EU objective of
'two States living side by side in peace… and an independent, democratic, contiguous and viable
Palestinian State'. They included physical obstacles (separation wall, closures, checkpoints),
physical and human obstacles such as settlements and demolitions/evictions, and political
obstacles (reunification, peace negotiations, situation in Gaza).
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To that end, the Delegation decided to give precedence to guided visits in the field,
supplemented by talks with representatives of the Palestinian Legislative Council from across the
political spectrum, the Palestinian Authority and civil society.

During the first part of the programme, the visits to the West Bank and Jerusalem showed that
the chances of achieving a viable Palestinian state were receding day by day. The second part,
the planned visit to Gaza, had to be cancelled because at the last minute the Israeli authorities
rescinded the delegation's permission to access the area.

++ EU Heads of Mission sound the alarm...

On Sunday, 6 December while it was in Bethlehem, the Delegation received specific news about
the situation in the West Bank and in Jerusalem from the representatives of Sweden and Spain,
the European Commission Technical Assistance Office (ECTAO) and ECHO.

The following were present: Nils Eliasson (Swedish Consul), Pablo Platas (Spanish Deputy
Consul), Jérôme Bellion-Jourdan (ECTAO) and Hervé Caiveau (ECHO).

The Swedish consul, speaking on behalf of the Presidency, gave a very full three-point briefing
on:

1. the specific situation of Jerusalem in terms of diplomatic relations:

– following a UN resolution, diplomatic representations had been moved from Jerusalem to Tel
Aviv;
– most EU representations to the Palestinian Authority were situated in Ramallah, while seven
remained in Jerusalem (SW, BE, F, UK, ES, IT, GR) as a sign that they did not recognise Israel's
authority over East Jerusalem;
– the consuls' relations with the Palestinian National Authority went beyond the traditional tasks
of consulates. Turkey had an 'embassy';
– Palestine was not a state under international law; it did not grant genuine citizenship but issued
passports for 'travel' purposes.

2. the EU Heads of Mission Report on East Jerusalem:

Mr Eliasson summarised the report, dated 23 November, on developments in East Jerusalem,
which he had presented to the Council and the Commission in Brussels a short time before and
which had served as a contribution to the Swedish Presidency's proposal for a meeting of EU
Foreign Ministers on the Middle East peace process, scheduled for 8 December.

The very full report gave details of the gradual deterioration in Palestinians' living conditions in
various respects, including: expansion of Israeli settlements around and within Jerusalem (East
Jerusalem and old town), house demolitions and eviction orders, access/transport and various
obstacles and discrimination, and made recommendations on how the EU should address the
problems.
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The Delegation took note of this information which tied in with the purpose of its visit. Although
the report had not been published officially, it was likely to give rise to wide-ranging
discussions.

3. the main points of conflict in the peace process. These remained the same, e.g. borders,
settlements, the status of Jerusalem, the refugee question and, of course, water and security.

Mr Bellion-Jourdan, advisor in the European Commission Technical Assistance Office
(ECTAO), set out the Union's position as main financial contributor, emphasising the budgetary
difficulties encountered by UNWRA. He also described the internal political uncertainties (e.g.
national reconciliation, elections) and the EU's support for Prime Minister Fayyad's institution-
building project.

Mr Platas, the recently appointed Spanish Deputy Consul, confirmed his colleagues' assessments.

Mr Caiveau, representing ECHO, summarised the reasons why the humanitarian situation in
Gaza had worsened since the Israeli military operation: visa problems facing NGOs (tourist
rather than work visas), security, access for deliveries of goods (about 80 lorries a day instead of
the 150 needed), fuel/gas, food (38% of the population was dependent on food aid), increasing
water shortage and pollution. Meanwhile, on the health front, it remained as difficult as ever to
import medicines and obtain permission to leave for medical care.

In general, the 'statistical' improvement in freedom of movement in the West Bank had had little
positive impact on economic life or on access to land, enclaves or Jerusalem.

The purpose of the present report is to give a faithful account of the findings in the field, which
in the Delegation's view do not seem conducive to a future 'contiguous and viable' Palestinian
state, and of the political talks with lucid but divided decision-makers and elected
representatives. The report concludes by explaining the reasons for which, we believe, the
Delegation was refused access to Gaza, and its reaction to this.

II. THE UNLIKELIHOOD OF A 'CONTIGUOUS AND VIABLE'
PALESTINIAN STATE

The Delegation decided to devote the first part of the visit to observing the everyday life of
Palestinians in both the West Bank and Jerusalem. It therefore travelled from Bethlehem to
Jerusalem via Hebron, with a continuous guided commentary en route provided by the PA
Negotiations Support Unit.

1. INCREASINGLY UNEQUAL ACCESS AND FREEDOM OF
MOVEMENT

In flagrant violation of the decisions of the International Court of Justice and of international
law, construction of the separation wall was continuing. Nearly 65% of the planned 711 km had
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been completed, more than 80% of which encroached on Palestinian territory along with nearly
300 000 Israeli settlers.

More than 11% of the Palestinian population was said to be isolated to the west of the wall,
while 160 000 Palestinians were surrounded, sometimes entirely, by the wall. That had produced
serious physical constraints and had a substantial economic impact (13% of the West Bank
population had no access to farmland). The Wall is regarded by Palestinians more as an
annexation of land than a security measure.

Then there were the checkpoints and roadblocks (nearly 580 at the end of 2009), which the
Israeli authorities said they had reduced. However, they did not mention that the route of the
Wall created just as many delays for travellers.

The situation in East Jerusalem was highly significant; Israel had declared the buffer zone
between the Wall and the Green Line a military area and proposed 12 access points, of which
West Bank inhabitants had access to four, subject to a permit. A further example of de facto
discrimination was that the Israelis had privatised some road links between settlements and
constructed bypass roads reserved for Palestinians.

2. THE RELENTLESS FORWARD MARCH OF ISRAELI SETTLEMENTS

Monday, 7 December 2009
Meeting with the Minister for Prisoner Affairs (Bethlehem, 7 December 2009)

In Bethlehem, the Delegation received Issa Qaraqe, Minister for Prisoner Affairs, together with
the Deputy Mayor of Bethlehem, George Saadeh.

The Minister described the situation as slightly improved in terms of numbers but still a cause
for concern (on average, one prisoner per family). Israel's special procedures had not changed
and remained as arbitrary as ever, with no regard for international agreements. He thanked the
European Parliament for its support for prisoners (see EP resolution of 30 September 2008) and
the active part the EP Delegation had played during its October 2008 visit. The chair, Proinsias
de Rossa, undertook to raise in the EP the conclusions of a recent international conference on the
Palestinian prisoner issue.

The Deputy Mayor of Bethlehem (a Christian) described the city's difficult position in the face of
Israeli financial demands (Israel took 70% of trade profits) and red tape, such as the fact that
exports from Bethlehem had to go via Hebron, whereas they took the direct route in the other
direction. He said he wished only to live in his city in freedom and peace and told how Israeli
soldiers had shot at him and killed his daughter as they were on their way to a Christmas mass
some years before.

The route between Bethlehem and Jerusalem was a perfect example of the gradual encroachment
of Israeli settlements into Palestinian territory and the concomitant shrinking of an area
supposedly protected by the international community. Aside from the statistics (more than 3 000
housing units under construction, nearly 5 000 planned, mostly in East Jerusalem), the
Delegation considered that this approach would be difficult to reverse, that it rendered the
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repeated promises to 'freeze' construction totally meaningless and provocative, and that it was
contrary to the Road Map and de facto put the resumption of the peace negotiations at risk.

In that context, the EP Delegation felt its experience in the city of Hebron had shown the total
incoherence of such an approach. The biblical city of the Patriarchs and a major trade centre on
the southern West Bank, Hebron had been forcibly divided into two areas. The second area, the
old city, under Israeli control and with some 700 Israeli settlers in a city of more than 100 000
residents), was used as a means of 'protection' and segregation, which had led to the flight of
many Palestinian residents (100 homes evacuated) and constant confrontations following
provocation by the settlers. Mention had been made of a figure of four soldiers to one settler. The
Israeli army now had full control of the entire city.

Delegation members saw this at first hand when they were refused access to certain streets,
passed hundreds of closed Palestinian shops, and had to duck under the protective nets stretched
across some roads to avoid missiles being thrown from apartments occupied by settlers. The
guided tour by volunteers from the Hebron Rehabilitation Centre was often interrupted by
mobile loudspeakers, which were deliberately amplified on the Delegation's approach. The
Rehabilitation Centre was concerned with renovating homes (800 in December 2009) and
moving people back in. Its chairman, Sahar Qawasmi, had repeatedly called for pressure to be
put on the Israeli authorities to end the harassment of Palestinian residents.

During the visit to Hebron, the Delegation heard the account of a former Israeli soldier, co-
founder of Breaking the Silence, an organisation of former members of the Israeli army who
wanted to recount their experiences during the various conflicts. Shocked by some of the
behaviour they had seen, they were against turning a blind eye, and, in particular, holding their
tongues and trying to forget.

En route, the Delegation was told a little about the Baqua site, a land reclamation project
supported by the European Union. Two months before, this site had been cleared by Israeli
forces to the detriment of both the locals and the EU taxpayers.

3. JERUSALEM: TWO STATES IN SEARCH OF A CAPITAL

The Delegation could have used the very specific EU Heads of Mission report on East Jerusalem
submitted to the Council on 23 November 2009 as a guide during its stay in Jerusalem.

(a) The settlement strategy

The figures spoke for themselves. In their resolve to make Jerusalem their capital, the Israeli
authorities had deliberately disregarded their obligations under the Road Map by pursuing their
'demographic' strategy of expanding the number of settlers within and around East Jerusalem,
shifting the balance between Palestinian and Israeli residents in favour of the latter and in order
to encircle or isolate Palestinian homes.

For instance, 30% of East Jerusalem had been annexed and 37% of new building concentrated
there between 2001 and 2009. The Arab quarter of the old city was under constant pressure from
Israeli settlers; that was compounded by municipal administrative measures, allegedly taken for
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archaeological reasons or on the pretext of its religious past. More and more Palestinian homes
were being bought up and Israeli flags abounded.

The Delegation saw the real-life effect of those measures when driving round the inner
settlement ring (round the old city and the historic basin and forming the last link between Gilo
and Har Gilo) and the outer settlement ring, with the huge Maa'leh Adumim project and the E1
area, where the Israeli authorities were giving full rein to their 'natural growth' theory. That
eastern area, made up of housing and defence, police and commercial administrative
infrastructure, would have direct access to West Jerusalem (via a private road) and split the West
Bank in two once and form all.

(b) Demolitions, building restrictions and evictions

The Jerusalem authorities claim that their policy is non-discriminatory. Yet the reality showed a
systematic recourse to purely legal and administrative arguments (in breach of international law),
largely directed against Palestinians and leading to demolitions, building restrictions and
evictions.

The Delegation visited the Sheikh Jarrah quarter where two more families had been evicted (the
Al Ghawi and Hannoun families). Following a lengthy legal procedure, the right of residence of
some of the 25 families living there for the past 50 years was now under dispute.

It should be noted that the EP Delegation had visited that quarter in October 2008 to offer
support to the Al Kurd family threatened with eviction. At the Delegation's initiative, the EP had
adopted a resolution on the subject on 3 November 2008. The family had been evicted a few
days later. The procedures remained enforceable.

(c) Discrimination and provocation in daily life

There were many examples of this. Free access to holy sites was one of the sensitive issues the
Delegation addressed by visiting Haram Al Sharif/Temple Mount (the mosque esplanade), the
Dome of the Rock and Al Aqsa Mosque.

The Delegation's meeting with Sheikh Abdel Azeem Salhab gave it a clearer idea of the acute
nature of that issue. The Israeli police, dismissing the Jordanian police capacity to protect those
sites, had de facto control of access to them, often aggravating the situation by refusing it to
some and allowing it to others. The most recent incidents in October 2009 between the Muslim
and Jewish communities had been triggered by a huge influx of Jewish visitors accompanied by
hundreds of armed Israeli police, despite the international diplomatic community's calls for
prudence. Nobody had forgotten Ariel Sharon's provocation in 2000.

Exchanges of views in Jerusalem with representatives of Palestinian civil society (in the
healthcare, religious, academic, cultural and voluntary sectors) provided Delegation members
with practical examples of real living conditions and the difficulties facing Palestinians working
in those sectors. The director of the Augusta Victoria hospital gave an awesome testimony of the
difficulties encountered by his staff in reaching their place of work. Two ex-foreign ministers
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from EU Member States sat on the board of the hospital, but their protests to the Israeli
government were regularly dismissed.

President Abbas' chief of staff, who came from an old Jerusalem family, told the Delegation that
when he wanted to 'go home' he was faced with all the red tape involved in obtaining a permit.

There was a long list of areas of discrimination, which included education, business, healthcare
and security. The closure of Palestinian institutions since 2001 was a blatant example.
Elsewhere, there had been many disturbances during the events celebrating '2009, Jerusalem,
Cultural Capital of the Arab World'. Some European diplomatic missions had paid the cost
themselves.

The Delegation regrets the lack of unity between Palestinian politicians and their inability to
present a united front to counteract Israel's determination to force through its policies.

III. 'REALISTIC' ANDDIVIDED POLICIES

During the two useful working days available, the European Parliament Delegation sought to
understand the mindset of the elected and executive political decision-makers, in a political
context of internal division that had seen no progress despite the mediation efforts of Egypt and
the international community.

1. A PARLIAMENT STILL DIVIDED

The Delegation met elected members of the Palestinian Legislative Council (PLC) on two
occasions: representatives of Hamas in Hebron, and of Fatah (and other political groupings) in
Ramallah. The scheduled meeting in Gaza was cancelled (see below).

(a) Meeting with the Speaker and Hamas members of the PLC (Hebron, 7 December 2009)

The Delegation had asked for a meeting with Aziz Dweik, Speaker of the PLC, who had been
released from the Israeli Hedarim Prison in July 2009. The meeting took place in Hebron, since
Dr Dweik and his fellow PLC members who had been released with him were still banned from
the PLC office in Ramallah and refused permission to travel to Gaza.

Dr Dweik was accompanied by six of his colleagues, all of whom had been detained with him,
including the former finance minister of the unified government and Omar Abdel Razeq, who
was clearly an influential political advisor. Their statements can be summarised as follows:
- the unified government that had emerged from the elections had immediately been boycotted
from within by the other political groupings;
- they were democrats who wanted peace;
- it was quite clear that Israel did not appear to want to make peace;
- their representatives were still excluded from Palestinian political life.
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This was followed by an exchange of views during which the following spoke: Mr De Rossa,
Kyriacos Triantaphyllides, Nicole Kiil-Nielsen and Sir John Hopkins. The statements in reply
were to the effect that:
– on the signature of the Egyptian proposal, the search for a common position was continuing,
but a stop to settlements remained a precondition;
– an end to settlements was a precondition to talks;
– on mutual recognition, it was still unclear who was to take the first step. In a Jewish State,
Arabs would no longer be citizens;
– on the situation of women, the reply was: 'We love them, they are our mothers, wives and
sisters';
- on negotiations, there had never been a comprehensive package and the border issue had been
dodged;
- Hamas was not under the influence of any state, be it Iran, Syria or Qatar;
- on Gilad Shalit, an Israeli soldier captured during a militant raid, the question of whether we
could meet him should be raised again during the talks in Gaza.

The discussions continued over lunch. In general, the Delegation appreciated the fact that it had
met the Speaker and his colleagues but was not very satisfied with their replies.

(b) Meeting with PLC members (Ramallah, 8 December 2009)

The interparliamentary meeting with PLC members in Ramallah was now a tradition. The
meeting began just after the two sides had learned of the EU Foreign Affairs Council's
conclusions on the Middle East peace process.

Dr Abdullah Abdullah, Chairman of the PLC Political Affairs Committee, was accompanied by
six of his colleagues, most of whom represented Fatah but some the Popular Front and the Abu
Ali Mustafa list. The members of the two parliaments, most of whom knew each other well, held
an exchange of views, during which they made the following points:
- on the EU statement: the PLC delegation regretted that the Swedish Presidency's initial
proposal had been watered down on the issue of Jerusalem;
- the Goldstone (UN) report was a good instrument and should be used to the full;
- on the elections: following the President's decision to hold them on 25 January 2010, the
central committee had advised postponing them because of the current situation;
- on Egyptian mediation: Fatah and nearly all the 32 Palestinian political groups had accepted it;
Hamas was prevaricating and delaying any progress;
- Dr Abdullah wondered about establishing a link between the European Parliament and the
Palestinian National Council. Mr De Rossa pointed out that such relations could be established
only with an elected parliament, but requested a written document on the proposal;
- on settlements: requirements remained the same.

Mr De Rossa concluded as follows:
- the EU Council's statement had the merit of existing; it had been adopted unanimously and was
timely. Now words must be turned into action;
- the dialogue must continue and the two sides must meet more often;
- if violence was to be avoided, people must be given a reason to hope for a better future.
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2. A WEAKENED BUT DETERMINED EXECUTIVE

(a) Meeting with Prime Minister Salam Fayyad (Ramallah, 8 December 2009)

Following a closer perusal of the EU Council's conclusions made public an hour earlier, the
Delegation and the Prime Minister of the Palestinian National Authority described their
immediate reactions.

The Prime Minister was very clear and determined. He said he took an optimistic view of the
unanimous statement by the EU Foreign Ministers and was focusing on the task entrusted to him
of creating the necessary structures and mindset for a future Palestinian state. He also reiterated
the various Palestinian demands and referred to Israel's repeated breaches of international law,
concluding that nothing really new had occurred in that respect.

During the exchange of views, the Prime Minister again asked the European Union to play a
more dynamic role in the search for solutions by putting pressure on the United States. Although
admitting to some fatigue after more than 16 years of endeavour, he was resolved to keep on
course.

On national reconciliation, he pointed out that the main difficulties stemmed not simply from
differences in political view but from a lack of 'national consensus' and the absence of a culture
of 'pluralism'. On women, he noted that his Plan discussed their situation and that there were
more women in his government than in the Israeli government.

(b) Meeting with the Quartet officials (Jerusalem, 8 December 2009)

Tony Blair's Deputy Head of Mission received the Delegation in the offices of the American
Colony Hotel. He pointed out that the Special Envoy visited Jerusalem once a month. It became
clear from his explanations that the mission was less 'political' than the Delegation had thought.
Its office was in fact an additional interface (supplementing the diplomatic missions) in relations
with the Israeli authorities, with a view to looking at the practical aspects of Palestinians' living
conditions and economic development.

Various issues were addressed during the exchange of views, such as international financial
contributions, the situation in Gaza, access to the West Bank, the problem posed by Area C and
the Areas A and B conversion plans, tourism in the West Bank, and the grant of permits.

The Delegation regretted the fact that given its international legitimacy, the Quartet was not
giving greater political impetus to seeking negotiations based on the road map.
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IV. AMISSION CUT SHORT

(a) Access to Gaza refused

The Delegation had planned to spend the second part of its visit in the Gaza Strip on 9 and
10 December, where it was to meet Palestinian Legislative Council representatives, talk with
UNWRA about the aftermath of Operation Cast Lead, and hold meetings with civil society and
business circles.

The Israeli authorities gave the green light on the morning of Tuesday, 8 December, i.e. 24 hours
before the Delegation was to present itself at Erez Crossing.

During the day, the conclusions of the EU Foreign Affairs Council were made public. A few
hours later, while the Delegation was talking to its Palestinian counterparts in Jerusalem, it
learned that permission had been withdrawn and that it was 'forbidden' to cross at Erez for
'security reasons', with no further details given. It received no reply to its message to the
coordination of the Israeli government authorities in the territories (COGAT) asking for further
information. The Delegation found the coincidence between the EU statement and the refusal of
access to Gaza extremely troubling. Moreover, it learned the next day that just at the time when
the Delegation had been due to cross to Gaza, a group of Dutch diplomats had been permitted to
cross.

The Delegation pointed out that it did not take security arguments lightly when they were put to
it clearly. This was proved by the fact that it had intended to begin its visit by going via Egypt
and the Rafah crossing, but had changed its mind when the European security services strongly
advised against because of potential military attacks on certain tunnels. The Israeli services had
been fully aware of the Delegation's entire programme, as had been the case during the last two
Delegation visits in October 2008 and February 2009, when it had been granted access to Gaza.

The Delegation felt that subsequent claims that meetings with Hamas representatives would have
the effect of conferring 'respectability' on the movement seemed very weak in that context,
especially since it had already had contacts with Hamas representatives the previous day in
Hebron.

(b) Strong protests against an unacceptable measure

The Delegation thereupon discussed and decided to take the following steps:

– to put an immediate end to the official programme and not to 'beg' for special authorisation,
which would not have enabled it to complete the planned programme;
– to inform the President of the European Parliament;
– to adopt, by consensus, a communiqué in which it protested against the decision, which had
been taken under surprising conditions, and constituted unacceptable interference in the
democratic work of a delegation of elected representatives, and could only prejudice relations
between the Israeli authorities and the European Parliament;
– to circulate the agreed communiqué widely within the European Parliament and to forward it to
the Council Presidency, the High Representative Baroness Catherine Ashton, the European
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Commission, and the media. It reiterated its position at a second press conference, held in
Ramallah on 9 December;
– to hold another press conference in Strasbourg on 15 December;
– to report back on the conditions surrounding the visit at the meeting of the Working Party on
the Middle East in Strasbourg on 16 December.

The President of the European Parliament has written to the Israeli Prime Minister asking him to
explain the decision. Five weeks later, there is still no reply.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Following the curtailed visit, the European Parliament's Delegation for Relations with the
Palestinian Legislative Council set out the following conclusions.

The Delegation:

– fully approves the findings and recommendations set out by the EU Heads of Mission in their
report on East Jerusalem;
– expresses concern following its visit that with every day that passes it becomes more difficult
to achieve the international community's stated objective of two states living side by side in
peace;
- supports the two-year plan of Prime Minister Salam Fayyad for a Palestinian state;
– welcomes the unanimous conclusions of the EU Foreign Affairs Ministers, clearly reiterating
the undertakings entered into and calling for negotiations with a view to resolving the issue of
Jerusalem, the future capital of the two states;
– calls for concrete measures to implement the declarations;
– invites the European Parliament to make the first move by tabling a resolution setting out its
position.


