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Drafting of a coyering letter to the draft Instrument

establishin international regim for the Jerusalem area.

The CHAIRMAN stated that in view of the fact that a
copy of the draft Ingstrument establishing an international
regime for the Jerusalem area would be. forwarded to the
Secretary~General of the United Nations, the Committee on
Jerusalem had been requested to draft a covering letter.

He sUggésted, however, that since the Instrument was
not to be accompanied by any commentary, it might be desir-
able for the letter to be somewhat fuller in form and to
assume the nature of a short report.

: He. invited the Committee to comment on a draft prepared
by the French delegation, which gave some account of the
reasons for leaving a space to be filled in at a later date

which had led to the idea of a corpus separatum being

yabandoned.

Mr., BARCO also submitted a draft prepared by the United |
States delegation in cooperation with the Secretariat, which
took the form of a letter. He cansideréd-that the document
would have greater authority if i1t were signed by the three
representatives on the Conclliation Commisslon.

After discussion, the Committee adopted the first, second
and fourth paragraphs of the French draft with some minor
drafting amendments. Italso declded to dslete the third
parégraph of the French texta ' : '
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The Committee next adopted sub;paragraph'(l) as
contained in the United States draft, amending "minor
- modifications" to read "certain modifications'. It further
decided to substitute this text for sub-paragraph (L) of the
French text,

The CHAIRMAN wished to call the Committee s attention
to a diff;culty which, in his opinion, would arise from
the statement in sub=paragraph (2) of the United States
draft to the effect "that the partles concerned should
themselves reach agreenent on such a demarcation linel
He considered that it would be a complicated matter to
decide who were the partiles to deci&e on such a demarcation
line.

Mr, BARCO agreed that, although it was of course a
serious consideration to decide who the jpartles were, any
agreement which could be reached would of. course be very
desirable from the point of view of the Commission.
Moreover, he thought it would be unfortunate to make a
statement such as that contained in sdb~pafagreph (2) of
the French draft saying that the defihitive delimitation
of the zones should not take place before the final settle-
ment of the Palestine problem, since that might appear as
if the Commission were standing in the way of the parties
reaching agreement, , \

After considerable discussion, the Committee approved
the following redraft of sub-paragraph (2):

WTn view of the fact that the question of the demar-
cation line between the Arab and Jewish zones of the area
of Jerusalem (Article 2) is intimately connected with the
final settlement of the Palestine problem, the Commisslon
“has not deemed it advisable at the present stage to make any
proposals as to the actual demarcation 1ineq The Commission

:; hopes that this matter will be settled by agreement. Pending

“such a settlement, the Commission beliewes that the
Instrument can be put into effect with the present armistice
line as a prov131ona1 demarcation llne, without prejudice
to the’ establishment of a definitive line, at a later stage"
The CHAIRMAN, cdnmenting on sub-paragraph (3) of the
French draft, explained that his delegation de31red such a
statement to be included since if no date wemaspecified
in Article 25 of the Instrument, that might well lead the
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.:parﬁles concerned to believe that 1t was the ‘Commission's
,oplnlon that the Jerusalen question would not .be discussed

by the General Assenbly at 1ts forthcomlng sessione This.
might lead to serious consequences, for example the ereation
by the Israeli authoritiss of a fait gccompl with regard
to the New City, which would greatly hamper the work of the
Conc1liation Commission. His delegation thought therefore -
that to include such a referenoe would tend to make them
adopt a more conciliatory attitude. » |

Mr. ERALP agreed with the Chairman fhat it was neces=
sary for the Committee on Jerusalenm to make some recommen~
dation as to the procedure to be followed, though the |
statement could possibly take a different form from that |
_ proposed by the French representative. It was his dele~ ?
gation's view that a reference should be rmade to the desir- ;
ability of deferring consideration of the,Jerusalem question
by the General Asseﬁbly‘in order not‘to‘jeepardise the work
of the Conciliation Commission, at the sane time, however, |
in some way strengthening the authority of the United Natlons
representative in the City. S

Mr. BARCO could not agree with the procedures suggested
by the two previous speakers. He fully appreciated thelr
motives, but did not consider that it was either possible
or dcsirable for the Commission to 1ndicate to the General ’i
Assenbly what course it should follow concernlng discussion
of the Jerusalem question short of taking the major decision
of recommending that its discussion be deferred pending a
final settlement of the Palestine problem as a whole. His
delegation did not at present favour taking such a declsion i
and to make a statement such as that proposed by the represen— f
tative of France would merely serve to cast doubts on the |
acceptability of the proposals contalned in the Instrument, g
and would weaken its chances of adoption by the General
Assembly if the Instrument were discussed, He reminded the
Committee that, in any case, it was the Geheral Committee -of
the Gegneral Assembly which would propose to the Assembly the
time when the Jerusalem question would be discussed and this
might well be at the latter stage of the Assmﬂﬂy‘s proceedings.

Egg_ggmgiﬁggg_gggggg therefore to delete subsparagraph (3)
of the French draft and to submit the approved draft to the
Conciliation Commission in the form of a report.
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Presentation of the draft declaration corcerning- the Holy
Places, religious buildings and sites in Palestine:to the
political authoritics of the areas concerned.

After discussion, the nggittée agroed to refer to
the next rieeting of the Cormission the question of the
procedure to be followed with regard to theipresentation to
the authorities concerned of ‘the draft declaration con~
cerning Holy Places, religious buildings and sites in
Palestine, and to ‘recommend to the Comﬁiséion‘that the
‘declaration should be transmittéd to the ‘delegation of
Israel and to those of all the Arab Stateéiimmediétely,
accdmpanied by covering letters sbating that such a course
did not in any way prejudge the final teffitorial settlement.
A copy of the declaration would also be transmitted to the
Secretary-General for information'purposes, and when replies
were recelved, they too would be cormunicated to the
Secretary-Géneral for transnission to thé_GQneral Assembly.




