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SPECIAL DOCUMENT FILE

THE TABA NEGOTIATIONS (JANUARY

2001)

Three months after the outbreak of the al-Aqsa intifda and several

weeks before the Israeli elections brought Ariel Sharon to power, Is-

raeli prime minister Ehud Barak gave the green light for a last-ditch

Palestinian-Israeli effort to reach a peace agreement. The negotia-

tions—following tens of meetings between Israeli and Palestinian

negotiators, mostly in Jerusalem, almost from the collapse of the Camp

David summit in July 2000—took place at the Egyptian resort town of

Taba on the Red Sea from 21 to 27 January 2001. In contrast to the

talks at Camp David, where the Americans played a preponderant

role, no outsiders participated in the Taba talks. The Israeli delega-

tion, led by Foreign Minister Shlomo Ben-Ami, included Yossi Beilin,

Israel Hassoun, Amnon Lipkin-Shahak, Yossi Sarid, and Gilad Sher.

The Palestinian delegation was headed by Ahmad Qurai‘ (Abu Ala’),

speaker of the Palestinian Council, and included Yasir ‘Abid Rabbuh,

Hassan Asfour, Muhammad Dahlan, Saeb Erakat, and Nabil Shaath.

The talks, in which the Israelis moved considerably beyond the posi-

tions they had presented at Camp David as “red lines” beyond which

they could not go “without jeopardizing the state,” were nevertheless

largely based on President Bill Clinton’s parameters of 23 December

2000 (see JPS 119, Doc. D1). The negotiations were called off by

Prime Minister Barak on 27 January, on the eve of the Israeli elec-

tions held on 6 February 2001.

Compared to the Camp David summit, which produced a number

of accounts from members of the Israeli, Palestinian, and American

delegations (see special documents in JPS 118 and 121; Docs. D3 and

D4 in JPS 121), little has been written about the Taba talks. The most

comprehensive account was perhaps that of Alain Gresh in Le Monde

Diplomatique of September 2001, which also reproduced the official

Israeli and Palestinian position papers on the issues discussed (see

Doc. B4 in JPS 122 for the Israeli and Palestinian position papers on

refugees). The following two texts are the only documents on the Taba

talks accepted by both sides.

The Israeli-Palestinian joint statement at Taba was released on 27

January 2001 and published by the Jersualem Post the following day.

The document as presented here is from Le Monde Diplomatique’s

Web site at MondeDiplo.com/focus/mideast.

Journal of Palestine Studies XXXI, no. 3 (Spring 2002), pp. 79-89.
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The Moratinos “nonpaper” was compiled by the special envoy of

the European U nion to the Middle East, Miguel Angel Moratinos, at

the request of the two parties—“not just for history, but because sooner

or later there would have to be more talks” (Le Monde Diplomatique,

September 2001). Moratinos, the only outsider present at Taba,

though not at the meetings themselves, interviewed the negotiators af-

ter each session, according to Akiva Eldar in Ha’Aretz (14 February

2002), and prepared the document on the basis of their reports. The

final document, successive drafts of which were sent to both sides for

comment and correction, was completed and approved by both sides

in summer 2001. It constitutes a kind of minutes, a summary of the

positions of each side at the time the talks ended. The document,

which was not to be published, was leaked and published by Ha’Aretz

on 14 February 2002.

TH E  IS R A E L I-PA L E S T IN IA N  JO IN T  ST A T E M E N T A T  TA B A , 27
JA N U A R Y  2001

The Israeli and Palestinian delegations conducted during the last six days

serious, deep and practical talks with the aim of reaching a permanent and

stable agreement between the two parties.

The Taba talks were unprecedented in their positive atmosphere and ex-

pression of mutual willingness to meet the national, security and existential

needs of each side.

Given the circumstances and time constraints, it proved impossible to

reach understandings on all issues, despite the substantial progress that was

achieved on each of the issues discussed.

The sides declare that they have never been closer to reaching an agree-

ment and it is thus our shared belief that the remaining gaps could be

bridged with the resumption of negotiations following the Israeli elections.

The two sides take upon themselves to return to normalcy and to estab-

lish [a] security situation on the ground through the observation of their

mutual commitments in the spirit of the Sharm al-Shaykh memorandum [i.e.,

the Mitchell Committee recommendations; see DOC. A2 in JPS 120].

The negotiation teams discussed four main themes: refugees, security,

borders, and Jerusalem, with a goal to reach a permanent agreement that will

bring an end to the conflict between them and provide peace to both

people.

The two sides took into account the ideas suggested by President Clinton

together with their respective qualifications and reservations.

On all these issues there was substantial progress in the understanding of

the other side’s positions and in some of them the two sides grew closer.

As stated above, the political timetable prevented reaching an agreement

on all the issues.
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However, in light of the significant progress in narrowing the differences

between the sides, the two sides are convinced that in a short period of time

and given an intensive effort and the acknowledgment of the essential and

urgent nature of reaching an agreement, it will be possible to bridge the

differences remaining and attain a permanent settlement of peace between

them.

In this respect, the two sides are confident that they can begin and move

forward in this process at the earliest practical opportunity.

The Taba talks conclude an extensive phase in the Israeli-Palestinian per-

manent status negotiations with a sense of having succeeded in rebuilding

trust between the sides and with the notion that they were never closer in

reaching an agreement between them than today.

We leave Taba in a spirit of hope and mutual achievement, acknowledg-

ing that the foundations have been laid both in reestablishing mutual confi-

dence and in having progressed in a substantive  engagement on all core

issues.

The two sides express their gratitude to President Husni Mubarak for

hosting and facilitating these talks.

They also express their thanks to the European Union for its role in sup-

porting the talks.

TH E  MO R A T I N O S  NO N P A P E R O N T H E  TA B A  NE G O T I A T IO N S ,
SU M M E R  2001

Introduction

This EU nonpaper has been prepared by the EU special representative to

the Middle East process, Ambassador Moratinos, and his team after consulta-

tions with the Israeli and Palestinian sides present at Taba in January 2001.

Although the paper has no official status, it has been acknowledged by the

parties as being a relatively fair description of the outcome of the negotia-

tions on the permanent status issues at Taba. It draws attention to the exten-

sive work which has been undertaken on all permanent status issues like

territory, Jerusalem, refugees, and security in order to find ways to come to

joint positions. At the same time it shows that there are serious gaps and

differences between the two sides, which will have to be overcome in future

negotiations. From that point of view, the paper reveals the challenging task

ahead in terms of policy determination and legal work, but it also shows that

both sides have traveled a long way to accommodate the views of the other

side and that solutions are possible.

1. Territory

The two sides agreed that in accordance with the UN Security Council

Resolution 242, the 4 June 1967 lines would be the basis for the borders

between Israel and the state of Palestine.
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1.1 West Bank

For the first time both sides presented their own maps on the West Bank.

The maps served as a basis for the discussion on territory and settlements.

The Israeli side presented two maps, and the Palestinian side engaged on

this basis. The Palestinian side presented some illustrative maps detailing its

understanding of Israeli interests in the West Bank. The negotiations tackled

the various aspects of territory, which could include some of the settlements

and how the needs of each party could be accommodated. The Clinton pa-

rameters served as a loose basis for the discussion, but differences of inter-

pretations regarding the scope and meaning of the parameters emerged. The

Palestinian side stated that it had accepted the Clinton proposals but with

reservations.

The Israeli side stated that the Clinton proposals provide for annexation of

settlement blocs. The Palestinian side did not agree that the parameters in-

cluded blocs and did not accept proposals to annex blocs. The Palestinian

side stated that blocs would cause significant harm to the Palestinian inter-

ests and rights, particularly to the Palestinians residing in areas Israel seeks to

annex.

The Israeli side maintained that it is entitled to contiguity between and

among their settlements. The Palestinian side stated that Palestinian needs

take priority over settlements. The Israeli maps included plans for future de-

velopment of Israeli settlements in the West Bank. The Palestinian side did

not agree to the principle of allowing further development of settlements in

the West Bank. Any growth must occur inside Israel.

The Palestinian side maintained that since Israel has needs in Palestinian

territory, it is responsible for proposing the necessary  border modifications.

The Palestinian side reiterated that such proposals must not adversely  affect

the Palestinian needs and interests.

The Israeli side stated that it did not need to maintain settlements in the

Jordan Valley for security purposes, and its proposed maps reflected this

position.

The Israeli maps were principally based on a demographic concept of

settlements blocs that would incorporate approximately 80 percent of the

settlers. The Israeli side sketched a map presenting a 6 percent annexation,

the outer limit of the Clinton proposal. The Palestinian illustrative map

presented 3.1 percent in the context of a land swap.

Both sides accepted the principle of land swap but the proportionality of

the swap remained under discussion. Both sides agreed that Israeli and Pal-

estinian sovereign areas will have respective sovereign contiguity. The Israeli

side wished to count “assets” such as Israelis “safe passage/corridor” propo-

sal as being part of the land swap, even though the proposal would not give

Palestine sovereignty over these “assets.” The Israeli side adhered to a maxi-

mum 3 percent land swap as per [the] Clinton proposal.

The Palestinian maps had a similar conceptual point of reference stressing

the importance of a nonannexation of any Palestinian villages and the conti-
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guity of the West Bank and Jerusalem. They were predicated on the princi-

ple of a land swap that would be equitable in size and value and in areas

adjacent to the border with Palestine and in the same vicinity as those an-

nexed by Israel. The Palestinian side further maintained that lands not under

Palestinian sovereignty, such as the Israeli proposal regarding a “safe pas-

sage/corridor” as well as economic interests, are not included in the calcula-

tion of the swap.

The Palestinian side maintained that the “No-Man’s-Land” (Latrun area) is

part of the West Bank. The Israelis did not agree.

The Israeli side requested an additional 2 percent of land under a lease

arrangement to which the Palestinians responded that the subject of lease

can only be discussed after the establishment of a Palestinian state and the

transfer of land to Palestinian sovereignty.

1.2 Gaza Strip

Neither side presented any maps on the Gaza Strip. It was implied that the

Gaza Strip will be under total Palestinian sovereignty, but details have still to

be worked out. All settlements will be evacuated. The Palestinian side

claimed it could be arranged in six months, a timetable not agreed [to] by

the Israeli side.

1.3 Safe Passage/Corridor from Gaza to the West Bank

Both sides agreed that there is going to be a safe passage from the north

of Gaza (Bayt Hanun) to the Hebron district, and that the West Bank and the

Gaza Strip must be territorially linked. The nature of the regime governing

the territorial link and sovereignty over it was not agreed.

2. Jerusalem

2.1 Sovereignty

Both sides accepted in principle the Clinton suggestion of having a Pales-

tinian sovereignty over Arab neighborhoods and an Israeli sovereignty over

Jewish neighborhoods. The Palestinian side affirmed that it was ready to dis-

cuss an Israeli request to have sovereignty over those Jewish settlements in

East Jerusalem that were constructed after 1967, but not Jabal Abu Ghunaym

and Ras al-Amud. The Palestinian side rejected Israeli sovereignty over settle-

ments in the Jerusalem Metropolitan Area, namely of Ma’ale Adumim and

Givat Ze’ev.

The Palestinian side understood that Israel was ready to accept Palestinian

sovereignty over the Arab neighborhoods of East Jerusalem, including part

of Jerusalem’s Old City. The Israeli side understood that the Palestinians

were ready to accept Israeli sovereignty over the Jewish Quarter of the Old

City and part of the Armenian Quarter.

The Palestinian side understood that the Israeli side accepted to discuss

Palestinian property claims in West Jerusalem.
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2.2 Open City

Both sides favored the idea of an open city. The Israeli side suggested the

establishment of an open city whose geographical scope encompasses the

Old City of Jerusalem plus an area defined as the Holy Basin or Historical

Basin.

The Palestinian side was in favor of an open city provided that continuity

and contiguity were preserved . The Palestinians rejected the Israeli proposal

regarding the geographic scope of an open city and asserted that the open

city is only acceptable if its geographical scope encompasses the full munici-

pal borders of both East and West Jerusalem.

The Israeli side raised the idea of establishing a mechanism of daily coor-

dination and different models were suggested for municipal coordination

and cooperation (dealing with infrastructure, roads, electricity, sewage,

waste removal, etc.). Such arrangements could be formulated in a future de-

tailed agreement. It proposed a “soft border regime” within Jerusalem be-

tween al-Quds and Yerushalayim that affords them “soft border” privileges.

Furthermore the Israeli side proposed a number of special arrangements for

Palestinian and Israeli residents of the open city to guarantee that the open

city arrangement neither adversely affect their daily lives nor compromise

each party’s sovereignty over its section of the open city.

2.3 Capital for Two States

The Israeli side accepted that the City of Jerusalem would be the capital of

the two states: Yerushalayim, capital of Israel, and al-Quds, capital of the

state of Palestine. The Palestinian side expressed its only concern, namely

that East Jerusalem is the capital of the state of Palestine.

2.4 Holy/Historical Basin and the Old City

There was an attempt to develop an alternative concept that would relate

to the Old City and its surroundings, and the Israeli side put forward several

alternative models for discussion, for example, setting up a mechanism for

close coordination and cooperation in the Old City. The idea of a special

police force regime was discussed but not agreed upon.

The Israeli side expressed its interest and raised its concern regarding the

area conceptualized as the Holy Basin (which includes the Jewish Cemetery

on the Mount of Olives, the City of David, and Kivron Valley). The Palestin-

ian side confirmed that it was willing to take into account Israeli interests and

concerns provided that these places remain under Palestinian sovereignty.

Another option for the Holy Basin, suggested informally by the Israeli side,

was to create a special regime or to suggest some form of internationaliza-

tion for the entire area or a joint regime with special cooperation and coordi-

nation. The Palestinian side did not agree to pursue any of these ideas,

although the discussion could continue.
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2.5 Holy Sites: Western Wall and the Wailing Wall

Both parties have accepted the principle of respective  control over each

side’s respective holy sites (religious control and management). According

to this principle, Israel’s sovereignty over the Western Wall would be recog-

nized although there remained a dispute regarding the delineation of the

area covered by the Western Wall and especially the link to what is referred

to in Clinton’s ideas as “the space sacred to Judaism of which it is part.”

The Palestinian side acknowledged that Israel has requested to establish

an affiliation to the holy parts of the Western Wall, but maintained that the

question of the Wailing Wall and/or Western Wall has not been resolved. It

maintained the importance of distinguishing between the Western Wall and

the Wailing Wall segment thereof, recognized in the Islamic faith as the

Buraq Wall.

2.6 Haram al-Sharif/ Temple Mount

Both sides agreed that the question of Haram al-Sharif/Temple Mount has

not been resolved. However, both sides were close to accepting Clinton’s

ideas regarding Palestinian sovereignty over Haram al-Sharif, notwithstand-

ing Palestinian and Israeli reservations.

Both sides noted progress on practical arrangements regarding excava-

tions, building, and public order in the area of the compound. An informal

suggestion was raised that for an agreed period, such as three years, Haram

al-Sharif/Temple Mount would be under international sovereignty of the P5

plus Morocco (or other Islamic presence), whereby the Palestinians would

be the “Guardian/Custodians” during this period. At the end of this period,

either the parties would agree on a new solution or agree to extend the ex-

isting arrangement. In the absence of an agreement, the parties would return

to implement the Clinton formulation. Neither party accepted or rejected the

suggestion.

3. Refugees

Nonpapers were exchanged, which were regarded as a good basis for the

talks. Both sides stated that the issue of the Palestinian refugees is central to

the Israeli-Palestinian relations and that a comprehensive and just solution is

essential to creating a lasting and morally scrupulous peace. Both sides

agreed to adopt the principles and references that could facilitate the adop-

tion of an agreement.

Both sides suggested, as a basis, that the parties should agree that a just

settlement of the refugee problem in accordance with UN Security Council

Resolution 242 must lead to the implementation of UN General Assembly

Resolution 194.

3.1 N arrative

The Israeli side put forward a suggested joint narrative for the tragedy of

the Palestinian refugees. The Palestinian side discussed the proposed narra-
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tive and there was much progress, although no agreement was reached in an

attempt to develop an historical narrative in the general text.

3.2 Return, Repatriation, and Relocation and Rehabilitation

Both sides engaged in a discussion of the practicalities of resolving the

refugee issue. The Palestinian side reiterated that the Palestinian refugees

should have the right of return to their homes in accordance with the inter-

pretation of UNGA Resolution 194. The Israeli side expressed its understand-

ing that the wish to return as per wording of UNGA Resolution 194 shall be

implemented within the framework of one of the following programs:

A. Return and repatriation

1. to Israel

2. to Israel swapped territory

3. to the Palestine state.

B. Rehabilitation and relocation

1. Rehabilitation in host country.

2. Relocation to third country.

Preference in all these programs shall be accorded to the Palestinian refu-

gee population in Lebanon. The Palestinian side stressed that the above shall

be subject to the individual free choice of the refugees and shall not

prejudice their right to their homes in accordance with its interpretation of

UNGA Resolution 194.

The Israeli side, informally, suggested a three-track fifteen-year absorp-

tion program, which was discussed but not agreed upon. The first track re-

ferred to the absorption to Israel. No numbers were agreed upon, but with a

nonpaper referring to 25,000 in the first three years of this program (40,000

in the first five years of this program did not appear in the nonpaper but was

raised verbally). The second track referred to the absorption of Palestinian

refugees into the Israeli territory that shall be transferred to Palestinian sover-

eignty, and the third track referr[ed] to the absorption of refugees in the

context of a family reunification scheme.

The Palestinian side did not present a number, but stated that the negotia-

tions could not start without an Israeli opening position. It maintained that

Israel’s acceptance of the return of refugees should not prejudice existing

programs within Israel such as family reunification.

3.3 Compensation

Both sides agreed to the establishment of an International Commission

and an International Fund as a mechanism for dealing with compensation in

all its aspects. Both sides agreed that “small-sum” compensation shall be

paid to the refugees in the “fast-track” procedure, claims of compensation

for property losses below a certain amount shall be subject to “fast-track”

procedures.

There was also progress on Israeli compensation for material losses, land

and assets expropriated, including agreement on a payment from an Israeli
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lump sum or proper amount to be agreed upon that would feed into the

International Fund. According to the Israeli side the calculation of this pay-

ment would be based on a macroeconomic survey to evaluate the assets in

order to reach a fair value. The Palestinian side, however, said that this sum

would be calculated on the records of the UNCCP, the Custodian for Absen-

tee Property, and other relevant data with a multiplier to reach a fair value.

3.4 U NRWA

Both sides agreed that UNRWA should be phased out in accordance with

an agreed timetable of five years as a targeted period. The Palestinian side

added a possible adjustment of that period to make sure that this will be

subject to the implementation of the other aspects of the agreement dealing

with refugees and with termination of Palestinian refugee status in the vari-

ous locations.

3.5 Former Jewish Refugees

The Israeli side requested that the issue of compensation to former Jewish

refugees from Arab countries be recognized, while accepting that it was not

a Palestinian responsibility or a bilateral issue. The Palestinian side main-

tained that this is not a subject for a bilateral Palestinian-Israeli agreement.

3.6 Restitution

The Palestinian side raised the issue of restitution of refugee property. The

Israeli side rejected this.

3.7 End of Claims

The issue of the end of claims was discussed, and it was suggested that

the implementation of the agreement shall constitute a complete and final

implementation of UNGA Resolution 194 and therefore ends all claims.

4. Security

4.1 Early Warning Stations

The Israeli side requested to have three early warning stations on Palestin-

ian territory. The Palestinian side was prepared to accept the continued op-

erations of early warning stations but subject to certain conditions. The exact

mechanism has therefore to be detailed in further negotiations.

4.2 Military Capability of the State of Palestine 

The Israeli side maintained that the state of Palestine would be

nonmilitarized as per the Clinton proposals. The Palestinian side was pre-

pared to accept limitations on its acquisition of arms and be defined as a

state with limited arms. The two sides have not yet agreed on the scope of

arms limitations but have begun exploring different options. Both sides

agree that this issue has not been concluded.
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4.3 Air Space Control

The two sides recognized that the state of Palestine would have sover-

eignty over its airspace. The Israeli side agreed to accept and honor all of

Palestine’s civil aviation rights according to international regulations but

sought a unified air control system under overriding Israel control. In addi-

tion, Israel requested access to Palestinian airspace for military operations

and training.

The Palestinian side was interested in exploring models for broad cooper-

ation and coordination in the civil aviation sphere, but unwilling to cede

overriding control to Israel. As for Israeli military operations and training in

Palestinian airspace, the Palestinian side rejected this request as inconsistent

with the neutrality of the state of Palestine, saying that it cannot grant Israel

these privileges while denying them to its Arab neighbors.

4.4 Timetable for Withdrawal from the West Bank and Jordan Valley

Based on the Clinton proposal, the Israeli side agreed to a withdrawal

from the West Bank over a thirty-six-month period with an additional thirty-

six months for the Jordan Valley in conjunction with an international force,

maintaining that a distinction should be made between withdrawal in the

Jordan Valley and elsewhere.

The Palestinian side rejected a thirty-six-month withdrawal process from

the West Bank expressing concern that a lengthy process would exacerbate

Palestinian-Israeli tensions. The Palestinian side proposed an eighteen-

month withdrawal under the supervision of international forces. As to the

Jordan Valley the Palestinian side was prepared to consider the withdrawal

of Israeli armed forces for an additional ten-month period. Although the Pal-

estinian side was ready to consider the presence of international forces in

the West Bank for a longer period, it refused to accept the ongoing presence

of Israeli forces.

4.5 Emergency Deployment (or Emergency Locations)

The Israeli side requested to maintain and operate five emergency loca-

tions on Palestinian territory (in the Jordan Valley) with the Palestinian re-

sponse allowing for a maximum of two emergency locations conditional on

a time limit for their dismantling. In addition, the Palestinian side considered

that these two emergency locations be run by international presence and not

by the Israelis. Informally, the Israeli side expressed willingness to explore

ways that a multinational presence could provide a vehicle for addressing

the parties’ respective concerns.

The Palestinian side declined to agree to the deployment of Israeli armed

forces on Palestinian territory during emergency situations, but was pre-

pared to consider ways in which international forces might be used in that

capacity, particularly within the context of regional security cooperation

efforts.
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4.6 Security Cooperation and Fighting Terror

Both sides were prepared to commit themselves to promoting security

cooperation and fighting terror.

4.7 Borders and International Crossings

The Palestinian side was confident that Palestinian sovereignty over bor-

ders and international crossing points would be recognized in the agree-

ment. The two sides had, however, not yet resolved this issue, including the

question of monitoring and verification at Palestine’s international borders

(Israeli or international presence).

4.8 Electromagnetic Sphere

The Israeli side recognized that the state of Palestine would have sover-

eignty over the electromagnetic sphere and acknowledged that it would not

seek to constrain Palestinian commercial use of the sphere but sought con-

trol over it for security purposes.

The Palestinian side sought full sovereign rights over the electromagnetic

sphere, but was prepared to accommodate reasonable Israeli needs within a

cooperative framework in accordance with international rules and

regulations.
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