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Introduction

The Israeli separation barrier (hereafter “the Vyalhder construction in the West

Bank violates numerous international human rigltsventions, threatens to prolong
the severe economic decay that has plagued the Béest in recent years, and is

contributing to further degradation of social seed, particularly in the districts

through which the Wall passes. Construction of Wall already has destroyed or
isolated thousands of dunuhsf land in the West Bank and its completion could
undermine the viability of any future Palestinidats.

Conceived by Israeli political leaders as a “sdgysrecaution” after the outbreak of
the secondntifada, the Wall will impose prohibitive restrictions dime movement of
Palestinians within the West Bank. Its route, cwmily modified by Israeli
authorities, falls well within the boundaries ofethWest Bank and is designed to
incorporate as many Israeli West Bank settlemesitpagsible within Israel proper,
while at the same time encircling Palestinian papoh centers. In doing so, the Wall
isolates thousands of Palestinians on both sides their land, communities, and
social networks. Although uncertainty about thalfiposition of the Wall makes its
overall impact difficult to gauge, conservative imsttes place the number of
Palestinians directly harmed by the Wall in thedreds of thousands.

Construction of the Wall violates widely acceptedntan rights norms and
contravenes several outstanding agreements to vdriaél is a signatory. In addition
to property rights and freedom of movement, the IVW&ringes on the right to
education, work, and adequate health. It also $lingtaties under which Israel agreed
that the status of the Palestinian territories wawdt be changed during negotiations
or Israeli occupation. At the time of this writingremained unclear how negotiations
over the Road Map, which calls for the establishno¢m viable Palestinian state with
contiguous territory, will affect the constructiohthe Wall.

The most alarming element of the Wall's construti® perhaps its likely economic
impact. The Wall will effectively institutionalizéhe system of closure and restriction
that has paralyzed the West Bank economically slate 2000. With merchants
unable to transport goods either internally or leetwthe West Bank and the outside
world, and with Palestinian workers unable to seekk in Israel, the Palestinian
economy has sunk into depression. The existentbeotWall promises to maintain
these conditions indefinitely, hobbling the econofay the foreseeable future and
increasing Palestinians’ reliance on donor fundee &conomic impact of the Wall is
particularly acute in the northwestern districts tbé West Bank because of the
importance of agriculture—a sector that is unigualinerable to the effects of the
Wall—in that region.

Social conditions in the West Bank also are likelyworsen after the completion of
the Wall. The deterioration of health, educatiang ather social services in the West
Bank due to restrictions on movement during recgsdrs mirrors that of the

economy. Palestinian communities isolated by thdl \Aleeady have experienced a

! One dunum = 1000 square meters.

2 See B'Tselem, “Behind the Barrier: Human Rightolgiions as a Result of Israel's Separation
Barrier,” Position Paper April 2003, p. 3; or Nadav Shragai, “Fence Pr@pdsires Controversy
Among Settlers,Ha’aretz Daily, 4 February 2003.



dramatic decline in social conditions that coul@rppt migration away from the
affected areas.

Little historical precedent exists for the constimt of a barrier on the scale that the
Israeli Wall encompasses. The Gaza Strip is perhgst illustrative of the degree to
which the West Bank population would be isolated egstricted in both internal and
external movement. There is every reason to belibag as in the Gaza Strip, the
poverty and disillusionment that accompany the tanson of the Wall will lead to
further radicalization of the Palestinian populatiand greater opposition to peace
efforts.

Background
Political Genesis

The establishment of a separation barrier betwden West Bank and Israel
traditionally has been an objective of the LabatyRane that Likud Party politicians
supported only grudgingly or opposed outright uStiring 2003. Between 1996 and
2000, Labor governments approved and began impli@mgeplans that increasingly
restricted the passage of Palestinians betweenAtast Bank and Israél.Labor
politicians cited the Wall's popularity with Israeloters: polls consistently have
indicated that 60-70 percent of Israeli voters supjits constructiorf. The Wall
continues to constitute an important part of Labsegcurity platforni.

Likud’s reluctance to fully endorse the Wall wasedn part to pressure from more
than two hundred thousand West Bank settlers amgbalitical parties they suppdtt,
who feared the completed Wall would cut them offnir Israel and eventually
demarcate the borders of a Palestinian state. Hénlaed leaders have emphasized
continually that the Wall's sole function is to pide security against Palestinian
attacks and that it should not be interpreted aslihg credence to Palestinian
demands for political sovereignty.

Despite these political differences, constructibthe Wall began in June 2002 in the
northwestern West Bank governorates of Jenin, TatkaQalqgiliya, and Salfit. Work
also began on the “Jerusalem envelope,” a secfioheoWall that separates greater
Jerusalem from surrounding Palestinian afddswever, the pace of construction was
uneven during the remainder of 2002 in part becaofsd.ikud’'s halfhearted
commitment to the plah.

% State Comptroller, “Audit Report on the Seam AreReport No. 2July 2002, p. 12, in B'Tselem,
“Behind the Barrier,” p. 4.

* Ha'aretz Daily, 9 January 2003, p. 1.

® “Mitzna says Labor Party will not join Sharon-ledity government,'Ha’aretz Daily, 14 January

2003.

® See, for example, B'Tselem, “Land Grab: Israel'stt®ment Policy in the West Bank,”
Comprehensive Repoivlay 2002.

 Akiva Eldar, “DefencelessMa’aretz Daily, 9 January 2003.

& Amos Harel and Gideon Alon, “Construction of SéyuFence Begins,'Ha'aretz Daily, 17 June

2002.

® Akiva Eldar, “No Decision, No Money, No Fencéja’aretz Daily, 14 January 2003.



March 2003 marked a turning point in the politichinamic associated with the
Wall's construction. Numerous observers assess Wit momentum building in
Europe and the United States for the creation Bélastinian state, Israeli authorities
calculated that the existence of the Wall in anaaded stage of construction would
constitute a significant deterrent to full withdi@virom the West Bank, as demanded
in the Road Map® Accordingly, the second major phase of construetistill in its
planning stages as this report was written—was figoldsignificantly to include the
settlements of Ariel, Qedumim, and Immanuel. Theepaf construction also
accelerated measurably. The new planned route degp into the West Bank,
including at least 50,000 more settlers and 3,00€erPalestinians on the Israeli side
(see Appendix 1, Map 1). An additional phase ohpk construction was introduced
on the eastern side of the West Bank in the Jordahey, completing the
encirclement of Palestinian populations into namheand southern pockets and
leaving more than half of the West Bank outside\ire!.

These changes in the route nullified the concefisggaificant numbers of West Bank
settlers and reduced the political risk to Likudifimans. At the same time, political
rhetoric over the broad justification for the Wellanged to allow for the possibility
that the Wall eventually could become a politicaubdary, albeit of a Palestinian
state vastly reduced in size and divided into septeckets of territory. Israeli Cabinet
ministers who took part in a tour of the partiatignstructed Wall in March 2003
acknowledged to reporters that Sharon intendethfoiwall to serve as the border of
any temporary state that arises out of negotiativer the Road Map: Yedioth
Aharonotquoted one minister as saying, “This won't leathe= [Palestinians] a lot of
territory.” Another remarked, “Sharon is simply itadg away their state?

Physical Dimensions

The terms “Wall” and “separation fence” (the phrésaeli authorities use) both fail
to convey the extent to which the Wall impacts téreitory through which it passes.
The Wall consists of a series of security measties collectively cut a swathe
through Palestinian farms, aquifers, and villagé® portions of the Wall now under
construction include some or all of the followirigraents, moving from its eastern to
western sides (see Appendix 2 for images of thewarsecurity elements and the
completed concrete barriéf):

e quintuple-coiled concertina wire;

* a roughly four-meter deep trench, intended to prewveotor vehicles from
crashing into the Wall;

* a service road on which unauthorized passage wouite Israeli Defense
Forces (IDF) fire;

» an electronic fence pinpointing the location of asturbance to the Wall;

10 See Jonathan Cook, “Thwarting the Statl?Ahram Weekly27 March — 2 April 2003 or Aluf
Benn, “Defense Ministry Wants Fence Moved Deep#n West Bank,”"Ha'aretz Daily, 23 March
2003.

1 Benn, “Defense Ministry Wants Fence.”

12 As quoted in Cook, “Thwarting the State.”

3 This description derives from both visual survefsthe Wall in progress by PICCR staff and
information provided in the State’s response in HZ84/02, Abd al-Hadi et. al. vs. Commander of
IDF in West Bank, sec. 23, in B'Tselem, “Behind Barrier.”



» the Wall itself, concrete and rising as high ahergeters, topped with barbed
wire, and surveyed by guard towers roughly evefy i3@ters;

* a “trace road” that would reveal the footprintsaofyone who crosses over the
Wall;

» apatrol road for IDF vehicles;

» athird road for armored vehicles;

* and afinal barbed-wire fence on its westernmalg.si

These elements add up to an average width of sneters, according to the IDF’s
own court statements. The IDF has acknowledgedttieatvall could be narrower or

wider—as many as 100 meters—depending on topograginditions. Palestinian

residents whose property lies adjacent to the Walle been told that the IDF will

create a “no-man’s land” alongside the Wall, extegdbetween thirty and 100

meters, through which residents will not be allowegass’ The IDF also plans to

construct a series of “depth barriers”"—complexestrehches with barbed-wire

fences—to direct foot and automobile traffic thrbugheckpoints into major

Palestinian towns. The “footprint” of the first @eaof the Wall (the area confiscated
for construction alone) is approximately 11.5 sgudlometers.

The total length of the Wall is difficult to ascairt because of the frequency of

changes to its route and the ambiguity of planngdré phases. The Israeli Cabinet

originally approved 116 kilometers for the firstgsle, which mushroomed to 150

kilometers as construction progressed. Includingré phases, such as the eastern
section in the Jordan Valley, the completed WE#ll will exceed 650 kilometers.

Land Confiscation and I sraeli Rationale'®

The methodology Israeli authorities employ in ceaditing land for construction of
the Wall has left Palestinian landowners with \aftyino recourse for the loss of their
property. This legally dubious process relies hHgawen seizure of land due to
“military necessity” pursuant to the 1949 Israedind Seizure in Time of Emergency
Act, under which the Ministry of Defense is thelarity responsible for ordering the
requisition of land and arbitrating disputes.

Seizure of land for the Wall is carried out throubk issuance of military orders that
become effective on the date they are signed. éorih landowners are notified
through the posting of paper notices on their prigpend they are given one week
from the date of issuance to file an objection vathmilitary appeals committee. If an
objection is filed within the one-week deadlinenswuction is delayed and the
committee convenes to consider the objection. Thi#aky Commander of the West
Bank then reviews the committee’s recommendatidse€ions that are denied may
be appealed to the Israeli High Court of Justice.

14 PICCR field visits, 8 — 20 May 2003.

15 Mazal Mualem, “Avoiding the B-Word Ha’aretz Daily, 9 May 2003, p. B5.

18 For a more detailed description of the land rdtjais process, see The World Bank and the Local
Aid Coordination Committee (LACC), “The Impact dfrhel's Separation Barrier on Affected West
Bank Communities,Report to the Humanitarian and Emergency Policy @al May 2003, pp. 16 —
19.



Israeli Secrecy and the Construction of the Wall

One of the most serious impediments to mitigatingdamage of the Wall or even
gauging its overall impact is Israeli governmentreey. Israeli authorities have
refused to publish maps of the Wall's route, norenthey responded to numerols
requests for clarification of the future alignmeritthe Wall. The Israeli humanp
rights organization B'Tselem has repeatedly atteshpto gain a cleare
understanding of government plans through Freedolmfarmation Act requests
The Israeli Ministry of Defense and the Prime Mieis office have denied the
requests on intelligence or military grounds. Theseials are unreasonable given
the irrelevance of intelligence information to @@nstruction of the Wall and the
fact that, once construction begins, the routehef Wall can hardly be hidden
from observers.

=

The secrecy and delaying tactics appear designegdsen resistance to the Wall
by prolonging the extreme ambiguity surroundingtdtal impact. Existing mapg
of the Wall have been cobbled together by examimxgropriation orders that
have already been issued for the un-built portiokwever, delays in issuing
these orders make understanding the Wall's exaderoearly impossible until
construction begins. As noted above, landowners Haund that without priot
notification of the seizure of their land, they aleft powerless to delay
construction or file an appeal.

More broadly, Palestinian authorities and inteorai aid groups have been
unable to anticipate the impact of the Wall as tiagjons over the Road Ma
begin. The lack of transparency on the part oflsh@eli government on an issue
of such profound importance to the status of thestWBank is at best a
manipulative attempt to establish “facts on theugdi that subsequently can be
used to influence negotiations. The fact that coctibn of the Wall accelerate
as momentum gathered for implementation of the Rdap bears witness to thi
assessment.

=]

n o

See B'Tselem, “The Israeli Government Concealsrinéion About the Separation Barrier,”
B'Tselem Newspaper, 18 May 2003 for more on Isig@liernment secrecy surrounding the Wall.

In reality, the process rarely conforms to the a&bdescription. PICCR discussions
with affected landowners indicated that in manyesafese landowners learned of the
seizure of their land only when bulldozers begastrdging it, often long after the
expiration of the one-week deadline for filing aof@st or forcing a delay in
construction. The Israeli military also reserves tight to seize land retroactively,
before the issuance of orders and after construdhas begun, precluding the
possibility of filing an objection’

As the World Bank report to the Humanitarian and efgency Policy Group

(commonly, the “donor report”) notes, the Militagommander can reverse the
decision of the appeals committee, making the amjlithe party both issuing orders
and reviewing objections, obviously not an unbiase8iter. Furthermore, the
rejection rate for appeals against requisitionargdl for the Wall remains 100 percent;

7 bid., p. 16.



each case brought before the committee—of a tstahated in the hundreds—has
been denied®

The Israeli High Court of Justice has proven noenoredible an arbiter than the
military appeals committee whose decisions it leagered. Palestinian landowners
have appealed to the High Court of Justice for iséverms of relief from property
destruction associated with the Wall, including adlation of military orders,
modifications in the route of the Wall, or delay oonstruction to allow for
preservation or transport of agricultural commaditon the land. In each case, the
High Court of Justice has ruled against the landawwh

Part of the Israeli government’s stated justificatior these extraordinary measures
relies on the supposed temporary nature of the :Walbperty is officially
requisitioned for the three-year period throughCacember 2005. Military appeals
committees and the High Court of Justice have demany of the objections to land
requisition on the basis that the status of thd laitl be reviewed after this three-year
period, and that owners have the right to demandpemsation in the interim.
However, the requisition orders are renewable indefy, a strategy the Israeli
government has used successfully to commandeer ftangettlement construction
while avoiding legal objections to the initial lasdizure. Nearly all Palestinians who
have lost property due to the Wall have not regaeesbmpensation—at the urging of
the Palestinian Authority—in order not to legitirithe seizure of the land.

Moreover, the extensive construction, property dgnand extraordinary expense
involved in erecting the Wall clearly indicate thatis intended as a permanent
structure. The construction costs associated wighWall are staggering: the initial
phases cost an estimated NIS 1.3 billion (USD 3@0om) and the entire project is
expected to total NIS 6 billion (USD 1.4 billiof).The notion that the Wall is a
temporary structure to serve security purposesenpermanent border is negotiated
appears laughable in light of these expenses.

In another remarkable display of legal legerdemtsrgeli authorities have invoked
the Ottoman Land Law of 1858 in declaring as d&td any ground that has not been
farmed or otherwise cultivated for three yearsigita The Israeli High Court of
Justice has upheld decisions related to this psoemrding land confiscated for the
construction of settlements.Palestinian who have lost land for Wall constrarmti
worry that the Ottoman law will be applied to thpnoperty at the end of the initial
three-year period, during which their land will i@ve been cultivated.

18 AW, “Israel's Apartheid Wall,” http://www.lawsaety.org/wall/wall.html#_edn6.
¥ The World Bank and LACC, “The Impact of Israel'sgaration Barrier,” p. 18.

20 Meron Rappaport, “A Wall in the Heartyedioth Aharongt23 May 2003, p. M16.
2 See B'Tselem, “Land Grab,” p. 2.



The Jerusalem Envelope and Bethlehem

The first phases of the Wall include constructibthe Jerusalem envelope, a 21
kilometer Wall that separates most of metropolitarusalem, including its
predominantly Palestinian areas, from the resh@M/est Bank. The Jerusalem
envelope is not connected with the rest of theé firmses of construction; it is
meant to reinforce security measures and restradss to Jerusalem. Its current
alignment, which may be expanded to consume mdestitaan areas, leaves
more than 200,000 Palestinians on the Israeli side.

The implications of constructing the Jerusalem @peare far-reaching. Aside
from isolating hundreds of thousands of Palestsfaom their government, social
services, and extended families, the envelope plaeportant religious sites in
Jerusalem outside the reach of Palestinians ireiteof the West Bank. The
envelope also makes the establishment of a futalesthian capital in Jerusalen
much more difficult and will prevent significant mbers of Palestinian residentg
of communities near Jerusalem from reaching thenkplaces inside the
envelope.

Israeli authorities modified a planned portiontod lerusalem envelope in
September 2002 to place Rachel’'s Tomb, which iBiviBethlehem, on the
Israeli side, isolating several hundred Palestingsdents from Bethlehem. This
change essentially prioritized Israeli access ¢ottimb over the livelihoods of thg
hundreds of Palestinians that will be cut off frdme markets and services on
which they rely. Changes of this sort call into spien Israeli authorities’
contention that the Wall is being built solely &&rcurity purposes.

Destroyed or Isolated Palestinian Land

It is difficult to imagine how the Wall, once corepdd, would not affect each of the
more than two million Palestinian residents of théest Bank. Restriction of

movement and destruction, confiscation, or isofatmf land promise to be so
pervasive as to leave few Palestinians untouchkdo#gh significant portions of the

Wall remain in their planning phases at the timehad writing, the sections that are
nearing completion provide some insight into thegrde of damage that the
completed Wall will affect.

Completed Portions of the Wall*

Almost the entire Wall in its first phases depéirten the Green Line, cutting into the
West Bank by as many as seven kilometers and geaflirthe most populous areas of
the northwestern governorates. Twelve Palestineayns or villages, with at least
12,000 Palestinians among them (see Table 1), be®e isolated between the Wall
and the Green Line, in many cases cut off fromsitt@ols, clinics, and markets on

22 The IDF initiated patrols on at least forty kilomes of the Wall in May 2003, and the remainder of
the first-phase is slated to become operationdiiip 2003.



which they rely, but left without comparable accesservices in Israel. Ten Israeli
settlements, with roughly 19,000 inhabitants, are focated west of the Wall.

Table 1

First Phases: Palestinian Entities West of the Wall

The following jurisdictions have been isolated betw the Wall and the Green

Line:
Town or Village Estimated Population
Baga al-Sharqgiya 3,900
Barta’a al-Shargiya 3,400
Nazlat ‘Issa 2,400
Umm al-Rihan 400
Khirbet Jubara 300
Ras al-Tira 400
Arab al-Ramadeen al-Janubi 200
Khirbet al-Dab’a 300
Khirbat al-Sheikh Sa’ad 200
Khirbat Dhaher al-Malah 200
Nazlat Abu Nar 200
Khirbat Abdullah al-Younis 100
Total 12,000

Source: 2003 population projections according te Balestinian Central Bureau of Statistics

(PCBS), 1997 census.

The fact that the Wall adheres as closely as plessib population centers—often
enveloping or “shrink wrapping” these cities—meatisat roughly 147,000
Palestinians will be surrounded on at least thigessy a combination of the winding
route of the Wall and the depth barriers desigmedontain populations close to the
Wall (see Table 2 and Appendix 1, Map?2A further 68,000 Palestinians live in
communities east of the Wall that rely on farmlanv west of i* The first phases
of the Wall thereforalirectly impact the livelihoods and living conditions oflaast
227,000 Palestinians, over 11 percent of the pdipunlaf the West Bank.

The most cursory visual survey of the Wall's aligsmhindicates a concerted effort to
cut into Palestinian territory. Even in the abseot®pographic constraints or Israeli
settlements, the Wall skirts Palestinian towns silldges and bulges to the east
between them. The first phases leave 238,350 dun(@3%&.3 square kilometers)
isolated between the Wall and the Green Phéncluding the 11,500 dunums

% The World Bank donor report and B'Tselem's “Behthe Barrier” arrive at slightly different
population totals for this group of communitiesthaugh both estimate the number to be around
130,000 Palestinians.

24 See The World Bank and LACC, “The Impact of Issa&leparation Barrier,” p. 35, or B'Tselem,
“Behind the Barrier,” p. 10.

% The World Bank and LACC, “The Impact of Israel'sgaration Barrier,” p. 33.



destroyed for construction, the Wall already hasrpsd nearly five percent of the
West Bank.

Table 2

First Phases: Palestinian Entities | solated East of the Wall

The following jurisdictions have been surroundedtoee sides by the Wall in

combination with depth barriers, cutting them offrh adjacent areas and the

West Bank:
Town or Village Population
Tulkarem 43,000
Qalgiliya 41,600
Tulkarem Refugee Camp 12,700
Dhannabeh 8,000
Nur Shams Refugee Camp 7,400
‘Illar 6,500
Habla 5,700
‘Anin 3,300
Rummana 3,000
Far'un 3,000
Zeta 3,000
Al-Taybeh 2,100
Iktaba 1,800
‘Azun ‘Atma 1,500
Ras ‘Atiya 1,500
Al-Nabi Elyas 1,100
‘Izbat Shufa 900
Kafa 300
Khirbet al-Tayyah 300
'‘Akkaba 200
‘Izbat Jalud 100
Total 147,000

Source: 2003 PCBS population projections, 1997 ugns

The land that the Wall dissects is particularhhragriculturally; 57 percent of it is
cultivated, compared with 25 percent in the WesikBas a wholé® The prominence
of agricultural assets in this region has meant timnstruction of the Wall has
destroyed at least 8,400 dunums of olive treesr(8@000 individual trees), 615
dunums of irrigated land and greenhouses, andefifteilometers of agricultural
roads?’ These figures do not include assets that have ibekated from the rest of the

% palestinian Agricultural Relief Committees (PARCAgricultural Needs Assessment Study for
Villages Affected by the Wall in the Districts oérdin, Tulkarem, and Qalqiliya,” December 2002, in
The World Bank and LACC, “The Impact of Israel'sp@eation Barrier,” p. 33.

T bid., p. 12
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West Bank. The amount of cultivated land west & Wall is unclear, but could
exceed 130,000 dunums.

Construction of the Wall has involved destructidribosiness and residential assets in
addition to agricultural land. The Israeli govermméas issued over 280 demolition
orders for homes and other buildings along the Watlute on the pretext that they
lack permits’® Over 110 businesses in Nazlat ‘Issa and Barta%hatqiya—villages
now isolated between the Wall and the Green Linevehbeen destroyed (see
Appendix 2 for an image of the destroyed busingssesl residents near the Wall
have been warned that their homes will be destrdyghuse they encroach on the
ambiguous “no man’s land” along the eastern fada®fVall*®

The issue of access to water is extremely impottattie heavily agricultural regions
that the first phases of the Wall affect. Aread theve been cut off from the West
Bank already are experiencing difficulties accegsime water necessary for irrigation.
Two-thirds of the West Bank’s water sources arated in its northwestern regions,
allowing the irrigated land in these regions to-prdduce all other rain-fed land in
the West Bank® The blocking of access to water, combined withlai$on of
agricultural land, could have profound economicsamuences for the northwestern
governorates (see later section on economic impuctise Wall). Already, twenty-
eight wells have been isolated beyond the Wall rmmderous water lines have been
damaged during constructiéh.

Planned Sections of the Wall

While the already completed sections of the Wafiresent severe political and
economic misfortune for Palestinians living nearfull completion of the Wall
according to the plans outlined in the spring 0d2@vould amount to imprisonment
of most of the population of the West Bank. Thesticachanges in the Wall’s
alignment approved between January and March 200&n¢elose Palestinian cities
within sealed northern and southern pockets. Jerittte only major city left outside
either of these pockets (with the significant eximepof East Jerusalem), apparently
will be enclosed in its own mini-pocket. As many 430,000 Palestinians, almost
one-fifth of the West Bank’s population, most i threater Jerusalem area, could be
left outside both of the major pockets of territtingt the Wall would establisf.

This alignment of the Wall would effectively institonalize the system of closure
that has crippled the West Bank during the last amd a half years. The already
prohibitive restrictions on freedom of movement time West Bank would be
exacerbated; to travel between Bethlehem and Ramdibr instance, a Palestinian
would have to traverse two border crossings. Neavigry major Palestinian city
would be left without room for expansion and humidreof square kilometers of

% B'Tselem, “Behind the Barrier,” p. 26.

# Residents of Qalgiliya, Tulkarem, and other tovipstbordering the Wall told PICCR staff they had
been warned of possible demolition of their hontf€CCR has not yet been able to determine the
extent of demolitions that have been carried out.

30 Meron Rappaport, “A Wall in the Heart,” and The KdoBank and LACC, “The Impact of Israel's
Separation Barrier,” p. 11.

! bid.

% |pid.
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additional land would be either destroyed or madmvailable for cultivation.
Reversing the effects of the Wall—should it eveliyjudbe conceded as an
encroachment on Palestinian territory—would prowumentally challenging.

Human Rights Violations as a Result of the Wall

The Wall in its current form—and to an even greabaent in its anticipated form—
violates a panoply of widely accepted human rigitans governing the activities of
an occupying power. As a pervasive presence iNtbst Bank, the Wall will infringe
upon the rights of both the Palestinian people,athy defined as an occupied
population, and the rights of individual citizensedtly affected by the existence of
the Wall.

The Israeli government traditionally has attemptedjustify violations of human
rights in the West Bank and Gaza Strip by defirtimg situation in the territories as
“armed conflict,” obviating the relevance of stupts related to occupying powers
and applying those related to warfare ofilylt has continued to apply this
classification to the territories in support of g@nstruction of the Wall. International
bodies such as the United Nations and the IntenmaltiCommittee of the Red Cross
have argued repeatedly that this definition doets fnee Israel from its basic
obligations as an occupying power, even in the wake&he increased violence
associated with the secohdifada.®*

Most broadly, the Wall constitutes collective punmeent of the occupied Palestinian
population, a practice that is clearly and expiicjproscribed under human rights
norms. Article 33 of the Fourth Geneva ConventioglaRve to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War, to which Israelassignatory, stipulates that “no
protected person may be punished for an offenserhshe has not personally
committed.”

Property Rights

One of the most obvious violations of Palestinianghts associated with the Wall is
the fundamental right to property, even under cion$ of warfare or occupation.
This right is clearly enshrined in various intefoal agreements to which Israel
subscribes®

3 According to B'Tselem, “Behind the Barrier,” p. 27this argument has been advanced to and
supported by the Israeli High Court of Justice ases such aBublic Committee Against Torture in
Israel et. al. vs. Government of Israel et, 8upplemental Response of the State Attorney's@ff

% For example, UN Security Council Resolution 13g@ssed on 7 October 2000, calls on Israel, “as
the occupying power, to abide scrupulously by égal obligations and its responsibilities under the
Fourth Geneva Convention.”

% Article 53 of the Fourth Geneva Convention alsalradses the issue of property rights: “Any
destruction by the Occupying Power of real or peat@roperty belonging individually or collectively
to private persons...is prohibited, except where siestruction is rendered absolutely necessary by
military operations.” Israeli arguments in favor tfe “absolute necessity” of the Wall should be
considered in light of extensive disagreement wittlie Israeli political establishment about the
purpose, effectiveness, and overall necessity @\Wall, as discussed in the “Background” section of
this report.

12



* Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Article 12):(“No one shall be
arbitrarily deprived of his property.”

« The Hague Convention Respecting the Laws and Cusadrivar of 1907°
Article 46 (relating to occupation): “Private prapecannot be confiscated.”

As outlined in previous sections, the constructainthe Wall involves extensive
destruction andle factoconfiscation of private land throughout the ocedpiVest
Bank. The Israeli authorities’ contention that thall is a temporary measure does
not square with the reality that it is a multi-lmfi dollar project, one that entails
alteration of property to an extent at which itgioral state cannot be restored without
incurring comparable costs.

In addition to the land already confiscated andtrdged for construction of the

Wall—11.5 square kilometers, and as many as fiffiyase kilometers if the Wall is

completed—much larger swathes of land have bedatésbon the Wall’s Israeli side,

rendering them either inaccessible to owners ocodisected from the resources
required to sustain them. This property is at asklecay and eventual expropriation
through Israel’s invocation of the Ottoman Land Laef1858 (see Background/Land
Confiscation and Israeli Rationale).

Palestinian landowners also have been deprived alear and credible legal

mechanism for contesting the destruction. The igad& process of landowner
notification, legally dubious system of military @gals courts, and clearly one-sided
decisions of the lIsraeli High Court of Justice haemented the process of land
seizure and left Palestinian property owners withieoourse.

Freedom of Movement

Restriction of freedom of movement is probably ti@st egregious violation of rights
associated with the Wall, and various other violadi derive primarily from the
movement restrictions that the Wall is most likelyimpose. The right to freedom of
movement is among the most fundamental guarante@sdupied populations, as
outlined in international agreements:

» Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Article IBveryone has the right to
freedom of movement and residence within the berdéeach state.”

* International Covenant on Civil and Political Righ/Article 12: “Everyone
lawfully within the territory of a State shall, \wih that territory, have the
right to liberty of movement and freedom to chobseresidence.”

The Wall severely restricts freedom of movementseveral ways. The most
problematic restrictions will occur—and are alreadgcurring—along the areas
bordering the Wall on both sides. Israeli authesithave remained characteristically
secretive about the planned procedures for crossiagWall, but have promised
vaguely that, “reasonable crossing arrangementsdwimade.®’ It is clear, however,

% |srael has invoked this convention regularly istifiying its actions in the West Bank and GazapStri
37 What little information on crossing arrangemertie israeli government has provided is found
mostly in the State’s response in HCJ 7784/02, Abidadi, et. al. vs. Commander of IDF in the West
Bank.
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that the land between the Wall and the Green Liileb& a “closed military area,”
patrolled by the IDF and accessible only with splegermits. Israeli authorities claim
that Palestinians isolated west of the Wall wilt need a special permit to cross back
into the West Bank, but that Palestinians easthefWall will need proof of land
ownership in the isolated areas to cross into tHeraeli administrators promised to
incorporate five principal crossings and thirty fiagltural gates” into the first phase
of the Wall.

Not only do these procedures, if implemented, cetod thede factoannexation of the
land west of the Wall, but they also place prohbkitburdens of additional transit and
uncertainty on Palestinians forced to comply witle tprocedures. The resulting
system would approximate that which has prevaitetthé West Bank since late 2000,
under which arbitrary closure, roadblocks, and inmutdenial of access to cities,
villages, and farms has crippled the Palestiniamnemy and ruptured the fabric of
Palestinian society. The system relies on the éliser of IDF soldiers in permitting
movement throughout the Palestinian territoriegnefor citizens with legitimate
identification, and has resulted in well-documerdbdses of Palestinians’ righfs.

Moreover, there is little indication that even themeasures will be implemented.
PICCR field visits along the first phases of thelMfund few, if any, of the planned
crossings incorporated into the sections undertogetgon. Israeli Defense Minister
Mofaz corroborated this during a Knesset sessiaying, “At this time there is no
budget for the farm crossing®” Nezach Mashiach, head of the Seam Area
Administration responsible for Wall-related issuglsp admitted that the 2003 budget
does not include provision for the five main crogsi®® Residents of affected areas
confirmed that sections of the Wall slated to idelltas many as eight agricultural
crossings do not contain any, and that farmer$oaced either to pass covertly across
the incomplete portions of the Wall or travel twauhs in each direction to reach their
fields opposite the Waff:

The Wall also will have a more global effect oneflem of movement in the West
Bank. For the hundreds of thousands of residentswit find themselves inside one
of the encircled cantons, the snaking route of \Well will preclude direct travel
between destinations. For example, those travdletgzeen Ramallah and Qalgiliya
or Tulkarem would have to add significant distaniceransit, avoiding the portions
of the Wall that wrap around the settlements oEAQedumim, and Immanuel.

The effects of such restriction of movement arewlsed at greater length in sections
below addressing economic and social impacts ofNa#. Clearly, lack of access to
agricultural land will rob thousands of Palestirsiaof their means of subsistence at a
time in which employment in Israel is unavailabledahe Palestinian economy in
shambles. The overall effect of the Wall on movehveill be to sustain indefinitely

3 See, for instance, PICCR’s Eighth Annual Repa®0@) for more on Israeli violations of Palestinian
rights associated with checkpoints and border argss

39 Meron Rappaport, “A Wall in the Heart.”

0 Akiva Eldar, “The great Failure of the Separatience,”Ha’aretz Daily, 31 October 2002, in
B'Tselem, “Behind the Barrier.”

“1 See Gideon Levy, “Apartheid WallPia’aretz Daily, 30 April 2003, for more on areas affected
negatively by crossing procedures.
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the debilitating system of closure that has charamtd the West Bank since the
outbreak of the secordtifada.

Freedom to Work and Maintain an Adequate Standard of Living

The loss of property and restriction of movemesbagted with the Wall bring about
various other serious violations of rights, mostedily the freedom to work and
maintain an adequate standard of living. Thesesiglgain are clearly recognized in
international agreements Israel has signed:

* International Covenant on Civil and Political RighArticle 1 (2): “In no case
may a people be deprived of its own means of stdrsis.”

* Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Article 2Bveryone has the right to
work, to free choice of employment, to just andofa@ble conditions of work
and to protection against unemployment.”

* International Covenant on Economic, Social, andZal Rights, Article 11:
“The States Parties to the present Covenant rezeghe right of everyone to
an adequate standard of living for himself andfamily, including adequate
food, clothing and housing, and to the continuowmprovement of living
conditions.*?

With work no longer available in Israel and majecters of the Palestinian economy
not functioning because of restrictions associat#d the secondntifada, thousands
of Palestinians have turned to farming, a typidarmmomenon for societies in crisis.
This is particularly true for the northwestern W8sink governorates, where nearly
40 percent of the West Bank’s agricultural landbisated?® Agriculture not only has
enabled these Palestinians to subsist, but alsedmsued to provide the rest of the
West Bank with adequate food sources.

The Wall already is depriving Palestinians of atipor of this means of subsistence.
The hundreds of thousands of dunums of rich adtirail land already destroyed or
isolated constitute the livelihoods of thousand$aofers. Even if the Israeli system
of agricultural gates were implemented, the inadasravel time and expense
involved would drive up transaction costs signifite. The uncertainty about the
future status of the land also discourages cultwadnd may result in even higher
prices for agricultural products. The required baxkack gate procedure, in which
farmers are forced to unload products at checkpaand reload them on the other
side, is extremely burdensome and allows prodacépoil during transit.

As is evident, however, the system of gates iseatg implemented. This obviously
portends even more difficulty for farmers affecbgdthe Wall. Those who live east of
the Wall but own land west of it may simply be ofitvork; those who live and tend
land west of the Wall will be unable to transpolneit products to important
markets—such as Qalgiliya, Tulkarem, or Jenin—tieate become enclaves east of
the Wall.

“2 The ICESCR also addresses the right to work ifcker, and the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights addresses the right to an adequate stanflivihg in Article 25.
*3The World Bank and LACC, “The Impact of Israel'sfaration Barrier,” p. 11.
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Residents and municipal leaders in several affeetexhs told PICCR staff that
unemployment had exceeded 70 percent since thérgotsn of the Wall began in
summer of 2002. Unemployment for the West Bank @hale stands at 53 percéfit.
Unemployment clearly translates into a declinehe standard of living in affected
areas; this will be discussed in further detaitha sections below on economic and
social impacts of the Wall.

Right to Health and Education

Just as restriction of movement infringes on thghtrito work and maintain an
adequate standard of living, it also leads to viotes of other fundamental rights,
such as adequate health and education. Each iscfgdtby various human rights
conventions:

* International Covenant on Economic, Social, andtu®al Rights, Article12:
“The States Parties to the Covenant recognize itiie¢ of everyone to the
highest attainable standard of physical and méwalth.”

* Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Article 2Bveryone has the right to
a standard of living adequate for the health anliHveeng of himself and of
his family...”

* International Covenant on Economic, Social, andual Rights, Article 13:
“The States Parties to the present Covenant rezeghe right of everyone to
education.”

Isolation of communities along the Wall's routgpr®mpting a serious degradation of
health services. At least nine of the isolated comities do not have their own
medical clinics and rely on those now east of thallWor traveling health
professionalé® Without access to these facilities, residents moge vulnerable to
sanitation problems, water-borne diseases, high&ant mortality, and lack of
emergency services. Throughout the West Bank arzé G#ip, closure, curfew, and
general restriction of movement have resulted inatarming decline in health
indicators; the Wall promises to continue this treand exacerbate it for the
communities it isolates.

Construction of the Wall has damaged educationalitias along its route, and its
proximity to some schools—in some cases as closenaseters—places students at
risk of injury from IDF patrols or watchtowers. Morsignificant, however, is the
increased difficulty teachers and students arenfpon reaching schools because of
the Wall. According to the donor report, a monthsohool time has been lost this
year in Tulkarem governorate and at least 650 964l teachers regularly encounter
difficmielsty traveling to schools because of movemesgtrictions associated with the
Wall.

“ The World Bank, “Two Years ofntifada, Closures, and Palestinian Economic Crisiéyi
Assessmenb March 2003, p. 1.

45 palestinian Ministry of Health, in B'Tselem, “Beldi the Barrier,” p. 17.

* Interviews with Palestinian Ministry of Educatiafficials in The World Bank and LACC, “The
Impact of Israel's Separation Barrier,” p. 40.
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Case Study: The Village of Jayyous

Jayyous, a farming community with 3,000 inhabitant®Qalqgiliya Governorate
provides an excellent example of the Wall's effenisvillages along its route. The
village of Jayyous lies just east of the Wall, six kilogrstfrom the Green Line
Three quarters of its land—or 8,600 dunums—has Isdated west of the Wall.

In July 2002, the IDF imposed curfew on Jayyous famchers later found notices
on their property indicating that the Wall wouldsttey 292 dunums of local
property. The affected farmers filed a collectivpp@al with the military
committee and the High Court of Justice, but bulidg began before the court
reached a decision. The actual amount of land aexstrfor the Wall exceeded
600 dunums.

The land isolated beyond the Wall is particularbhy nearly all of it is irrigated
with water from seven wells, all of which are nout off from the village. The
land also includes 120 greenhouses; each produgesd35 tons of tomatoes per
year. Of the 550 families that live in Jayyous, 2068 completely dependent on
farmland that is now isolated beyond the Wall. eha$ho have been able to reach
their land have complained that they cannot trarigpoducts to market.

More than a third of the children in the local e@artary school have begn
dismissed because their parents had been unablkeyttees since October 2002,
when the Wall first began to impact the community.

Case Study: Qalgiliya
Qalqiliya is perhaps the urban center in the WemtkBthe Wall threatens most
(see Appendix 1, Map 2). Completely encircled bg Wall, Qalqiliya is now
comparable to a prison with over 41,000 Palestsiaside. Access into and oyt
of the city is limited to a single checkpoint, omiijne meters wide, that is open
between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. daily. Qalgiliya and @urding villages—with &
population totaling over 60,000 Palestinians—hasenballotted the same amount
of territory as the 3,000 Israeli settlers in ngaklie Menashe.

The problems that Qalqgiliya faces differ from thosté smaller agricultural
communities. Aside from being completely sealecinithe Wall, with no spacs
for natural urban growth and development, the itgut off from surrounding
villages that constitute important consumers forkets and services. According
to the district governor, 85 percent of the locebreomy has ground to a halt
because the city is separated from its commereise In this way.

11

Over 700 businesses—of roughly 1,200—have closetl lmtween 6,000 an
8,000 residents already have left the city, seekmgployment elsewhere in th
West Bank. Fifteen percent of the Qalgiliya’s muypad land and 50 percent of it
agricultural land has been lost to the Wall. Restgs and businesses near
Wall are now threatened with demolition if the I@Rforces the 60-100 mets
“buffer zone.”

=2

D—r+
=

Source: The above information derives from PICCR( stisits to the communities and meetings
with municipal leaders. See also James Norton aicdl®l Gaouette, “Palestinians Say Wall is|a
Noose,” Christian Science Monitor, 27 February 2003
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Economic Impact of the Wall

It is difficult to overstate the negative repercass that the completed Wall will have
on the economy of the West Bank. Even if the sedotithda were to cease and
political stability to return to the region, the WMaould leave in place the system of
closure and restriction that has crippled the Ralas economy and forced it into
severe depression since autumn of 2000. The dekedamage wrought by the Wall
through destruction of property, lack of accesadacultural and commercial assets,
and inability to transport goods either internatyexternally could reach hundreds of
millions of dollars annually, a significant lossrfan economy with a prtifada
gross domestic product (GDP) of USD 5-6 billin.

The Wall already is having disastrous economicotffen the areas through which it
passes. The global impact of the Wall if it werenpteted according to the current
plan is more difficult to estimate because of themuity that remains over crossing
procedures and the degree of internal mobility twatld be allowed. However,
current economic problems associated with the \Afadl with closure and restriction
in the Palestinian territories during recent yezmus serve as indicators of the extent to
which the completed Wall will debilitate the Wesirik.

I mpact in the Northwestern Governorates

The Wall has already reinforced a precipitous enunaecline in Jenin, Tulkarem,
and Qalqgiliya Governorates. Before the secdmifada, these governorates were
typically more prosperous than the rest of the Wemihk because of both their
proximity to Israeli coastal cities—which providéstaeli consumers for Palestinian
goods and employment in Israel for about 30 pera#nthe workers in these
districts—and their unusually fertile agricultudaind, which employed about one
quarter of the workforce in these regioffs.

With the advent of the secondtifada in autumn of 2000 and the IDF-imposed
restrictions that accompanied it, many of the wslk&ho had previously relied on
employment in Israel turned to agriculture as &ldatk mechanism in a time of
economic crisis. This partly enabled the northwestgovernorates to remain
economically viable despite extreme restrictionsrmvement and economic activity.
The Wall has now begun to undermine this agricaltiwafety net by rendering
inaccessible the West Bank’s most valuable landaamitultural assets. The result is
that the northwestern governorates are now expenigneven greater economic
hardship than the rest of the West Bank, partlabse of the Wall.

The World Bank donor report identified the folloirfour principal economic
consequences of the Wall in the northwestern gavates:

a) the destruction of agricultural land and assetd water resources; b)
inaccessibility to agricultural land and assetgluding water resources; c)
added limitation on the mobility of people and gsodnd therefore higher

*"The World Bank, “Two Years dhftifada,” p. 1.
*8 The World Bank and LACC, “The Impact of Israel'sgaration Barrier,” p. 26.

18



transaction costs; and d) uncertainty about theirédutand a consequent
dampening of investment in economic activitiesudahg agriculturé?

Destruction and isolation of land and wells aretipalarly damaging to the
northwestern governorates because of their reliamteagriculture: one square
kilometer of land yields income twice that of a #&narea elsewhere in the West
Bank Irrigation from the relatively plentiful wells ithe northwestern districts is
also critical to its economy. Five percent of thed is irrigated, but that five percent
produces more than all the normal, rain-fed landhim regiort’ Isolation of wells
therefore endangers significant portions of theoregj productivity.

As mentioned above, whereas the West Bank unemglolysverage is 53 percent,
unemployment in many parts of the northwestern gowates has exceeded 70
percent? mainly because of the existence of the Wall irs¢haistricts.

Social Impact of the Wall

Just as immobility, isolation, and restriction obwvement contribute to economic

decay, they also endanger the social well-beirgffetted populations and could lead
to “the creation of pockets of very isolated andhevable population clusters with a
highly inadequate social infrastructur&.Social conditions already are deteriorating
near the completed Wall. As with the economy, ttegerioration provides us with a

glimpse of the conditions that would be likely te@yail throughout the West Bank if

the Wall were completed.

Declining social conditions create a risk that Bahéans will migrate away from the

areas most adversely affected by the Wall. As aftevi 2003, as many as 8,000
residents of Qalgiliya had left the city to seekrkvelsewhere in the West Bank.
Internal migration of this sort could further eratie local economies of communities
near the Wall, while stressing the social serviaed infrastructure of the areas that
are more insulated from the effects of the Wall.

Health

The Wall has separated thousands of Palestinians &dequate health services. As
mentioned above, nine of the communities west eftrrier rely exclusively on the
services of traveling health professionals. Thew fiod that the Wall has made such
travel nearly impossible. The clinics that do exstcommunities west of the Wall
provide only basic care, leaving residents unaertditheir ability to cross the Wall
for complex or emergency procedures.

Communities close to the Wall on its eastern saae similar problems. Thousands of
residents in these towns an villages rely on tiagdhealth workers who now cannot
reach them as often because of increased travel &ind costs involved with the

“9bid., p. 11.

0 See Meron Rappaport, “A Wall in the Heart.”

*1 The World Bank and LACC, “The Impact of Israel'sgaration Barrier,” p. 11.

%2 This estimate is based solely on reports from oipal leaders that PICCR contacted in the region.
%3 The World Bank and LACC, “The Impact of Israel'sgaration Barrier,” p. 37.
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Wall’s winding route. For instance, residents okth ‘Atma, a village of 1,500 east
of the Wall, now have less frequent access to lirayéealth workers and cannot get
into Qalgiliya for emergency services.

Sanitation is also a significant concern for comrtes bordering the Wall on either

side. Many of these communities employ truckingvisess that periodically remove

sewage and garbage from local holding facilitidse Wall has prevented the trucks
from accessing some villages and raised the cadbiofy so for others, increasing the
risk of waste-related disease in these communities.

Education

Isolation and restrictions associated with the Wak also impacting education.
According to the World Bank, 7,400 students in tloethwestern governorates have
been directly affected by the Wall. At least 15@cteers in Tulkarem Governorate
now face severe difficulty reaching their schooés)d problems in Qalgiliya
Governorate are particularly acute because of itiggescheckpoint in Qalqiliya city
and the winding alignment of the Wall théeConstruction of the Wall has involved
physical damage to educational facilities nearly laraeli authorities have prevented
other schools from adding space to relieve overdnogy

In many Palestinian villages, students attend pynszhool inside the village but
must travel each day to a neighboring village fecomdary education. The Wall is
disrupting this system of consolidation and leavsggondary students in smaller
villages without options for continuing their schiog. Secondary students in Umm
al-Rihan in Jenin Governorate, for example, caneath the school on which they
rely in Tura al-Gharbiya because the Wall separtiiie$swvo communities.

Increased poverty rates associated with the Walb dlave a ripple effect on
education. Some of the families that have lost warrkncome from their land due to
the Wall have been unable to pay educational féasinstance, more than a third of
the elementary level children in the Jayyous, aroamty that has been dramatically
affected by the Wall, have been dismissed becawese parents could not afford to
continue their schooling.

In addition to health and education, the Wall figantly impacts other aspects of the
social fabric of the West Bank, such as traditicaradl kinship ties. Family members
are now isolated from each other, and villages tratitionally inter-married have
been unable to do so. The Wall is also taking alpsipgical toll on Palestinians
affected by the Wall, many of whom have expressesgregse of hopelessness with
regard to the future of their communiti&s.

> Ibid., p. 42.
> The World Bank and LACC, “The Impact of Israel'sgaration Barrier,” p. 40.
% See Gideon Levy, “Apartheid Wall,” for more on th&ychological impact of the Wall.
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Conclusion

The completion of portions of the first phase @& Wall in spring 2003 lends urgency
to the issue of whether and where the remainingiqggee will be built. The well-
documented negative impacts of the existing Wadktipularly when extrapolated
throughout the West Bank, should serve as powenfgliments against the Wall's
completion. Opposition efforts should emphasizet tharrent widespread human
rights violations, economic deprivation, and sodetay would characterize the entire
West Bank indefinitely—not just the northwesternvgmorates—if the Wall were
completed.

International awareness is critical to marshaltpgosition to the Wall. The issue has
received some attention from international orgaiona and media. United Nations
Special Rapporteur John Dugard in March 2003 catlemhges to the Wall's route
“creeping annexation” that amount to “illegal terial gain.®’ In June 2003 the
United Nations Undersecretary-General for Politidffiairs called on Israel to halt
construction of the Wall, citing not only its negat humanitarian and human rights
implications, but also its contravention of variocmmponents of the Road Map.
However, international attention of this sort has lbeen focused enough to stimulate
a sustained discussion of the Wall outside Israélthe Palestinian territories.

Various non-governmental organizations and civicugs in the West Bank have
mobilized to address the impact of the Wall. Thde§tmian Agricultural Relief
Committees (PARC), the Palestinian EnvironmentalONEetwork (PENGON), and
the Palestinian Hydrology Group have cooperateckctifely in disseminating
information and tracking the Wall’'s progress. As WWorld Bank donor report argues,
however, information about the Wall still suffersrh the lack of a monitoring system
that is widely recognized as objective and constste

Permanent Status Negotiations and the Road Map

Various UN Security Council resolutions and bilatemgreements Israel has signed
with the Palestine Liberation Organization havefmeaed the goal of a Palestinian
sovereign entity along 1967 lines. In the 1995 rinteAgreement, the 1998 Wye
Memorandum, and the 1999 Sharm al-Sheikh Agreensagl agreed that the status
of the West Bank and Gaza Strip would not be aitggending the outcome of
permanent status negotiations.

The construction of the Wall beyond the 1967 bormdside the West Bank flouts this
body of international agreements and calls intosgjae the veracity of the Israeli
government’s claim that the Wall serves securitsppses only. Israel could allay its
security concerns by constructing a Wall along &reen Line, but instead it has
chosen to unilaterally alter and divide the occdpierritory significantly before a
permanent resolution of the conflict has been redch

" Reuters News Service, “UN Accuses Israel of llldgand Grab,” 28 March 2003.

%8 The Associated Press, “UN Official: Israel ShoHidlt Construction of W. Bank Security Fence,”
Ha'aretz Daily, 14 June 2003.

%9 The World Bank and LACC, “The Impact of Israel'sgaration Barrier,” p. 20.
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The broad applicability of the Wall to the implentetion of the Road Map provides a
crucial opportunity to confront the issue. Becaasestruction of the Wall is highly
relevant to the first and second phases of the Rtsgdl it should be addressed before
negotiations over these phases draw to a closeseRbae calls for the restoration of
the status quo as it stood in the Palestiniantoeies on 28 September 2000, and for
the Israeli government to end actions “underminingst, including..confiscation
and/or demolition of Palestinian homes and propemhase Two involves the
establishment of a Palestinian state with “maximterritorial continuity.” The
existence and continued construction of the Wallloundermine both of these
phases.

Faced with international pressure to accept thedRdap during spring of 2003,
Israeli authorities appear to have hastened castgiruof the Wall’s first phase in
part to establish “facts on the ground” that subsedjy could be used to influence the
course of negotiations, a strategy Israel has wmeaessfully in the past with
settlements in the Palestinian territories. Througiteased international awareness
and consistent monitoring of the Wall and its intpatternational pressure may also
be brought to bear in ending the construction ef\Wall inside the West Bank. There
need not be a trade-off between security and dealt contiguity: Israel could
establish an effective barrier along the Green lwiout annexing vast tracts of
Palestinian territory.
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Appendix 1: Maps of the Wall's Route

Map 1: Current and Projected Alignment

West Bank 'Security' — wall Under Coustion as of March 2003
Wall Alignment proposed by Israeli Militarlapners

-------- Green Line

Sources: NAD Field Surveys. Media Reports, Intevgie
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Map 2: Qalgiliya and Environs

ISRAEL

Source: NAD-JTF
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Appendix 2: Images of the Wall Under Construction

The Wall under construction near Tulkarem.

The winding route of the Wall near the village et&Z
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The nearly completed Wall, with watchtower in tistathce, surrounding Qalgiliya
(Source: PENGON).

Businesses in Nazlat ‘Issa destroyed for consionadf the Wall (source: PENGON).
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