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TRUCE SUPERVISION ORGANIZATION
Jerusalen, 20 October 1953.

Sir,
I have the honour, as requested by Your Excellency

in the last paragraph of your letter dated 2i September 1953,
to forward my comments on the considerations you have set

 forth in relation with sy decision of 23 September. In owr
meeting, on 28 September, you had suggested that these :
comments should be delayed while we would continue to look
together for a solution. At the end of our meeting, on
‘15 October, we agreed that the matter might be pursued in the
Security Council after I had submitted my report. 1 am
accordingly forwarding my comments to-day. I intend to annex
them to my report to the Security Council, together with my
decision and your letter of 2 September.

Each of the following paragraphs contains my
comments on the corresponding paragraph of your letter of
24 ~ You have stated that the substance of my views and
their underlying assumptions appeared to be "at marked variance
with the position so far maintained by the competent organs of
the United Nations as regards works of this nature in the
Demilitarized Zone", I have studied the relevant decisions and
statements by the competent organs of the United Nations since
1949, when the General Armistice Agreement between Israel and
Syris was negotiated, and I think that my position with regard
to the present Israeli canal project is consistent with thems
A8 you have mentioned, I have referred in my decision to &
document which both Parties to the (Jeneral Armistice Agreement

 have agreed to consider as authoritative, vis: the Acting
Mediator's conment on Article V, the text of which was o

~ incorporated in the Security Council resolution of 18 Hay 1931
(8/2157)« You yourself have referred o another text, ViZ,
a para, in the Acting Mediator's letter of 26 Juns 1949,
addressed to the Government of Israsl, in which Dr. Ralph Punche
stated: *I may also assure both Parties that the United Hations,

 through the Chairman of the proposed Israeli-Syrian Mixed

. Armistice Commission, will also ensure that the demilitarized
‘gone will not be a vacuum or wasteland, and that norsal civilian
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1ife under woTmal civilian administration and polieing will
be operative in the zone." The same paragraph is contained
 in the Acting Hediator's letter, also dated 26 June 1949,
sddressed to the Syrian CGovernment., The assurance thus given
by the Acting Mediator to both Parties with regard to normal
eivilian life confirms the provisions of the General Armistice
Agreement and his suthoritative comment on Article V. :

: After visiting the area and studying the present
Israeli project in the light of the explangtions given o me,

I have found not only that there has already been some inter-
ference with normal civilian life, but also that the completion
of the project, by deriving from the flow of the Jordan in the
pemilitarized Zone the water necessary to generate electric
power of 24,000 kilowatts, was likely to bring about greater
disturbances unless definite obligations were entered into with
a view to avoiding them., In the sbsence of such obligstions,
some Arab lands, which for many years have depended on the
water of the Jordan for irrigation, might become, in the Acting
Hediatorts words, "a vacuum or wasteland".

e I have noted your statement that "under the Israele
 Syrian General Ammistice Agreement, the sole concern of United
Nations representatives throughout has been to ensure that in
the course of the execution of development projects, established
private rights in the Zone should be adequately protected®. As
indicated in the previous paragraph of this letier, I have taken
into account the obligation to ensure such protection. 1 do not,
however, agree that under the Genersl Armistice hgreement;
protection of established private rights in the Zone has been
"the sole concern of United Hations representatives throughout®,
A study of the decisions taken in connection with the Huleh
drainage s to which you huve referred in paragrayh 4 of
muzw,um,xqummm :

Le I shall recall in this connection that at a meeting
of the IsraeleSyrian Mixed Armistice Commission held on 21
February 1951, one month after the execution of the Huleh
drainage scheme had started, the two Parties agreed to seek the
opinion of my predecessor, General We E. Riley, on the question
whether the execution of the scheme would give Israel a military
: « After studying the terrain along the demarcation :

: / Palestine
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Palestine in the vicinity of the Huleh marshes, Ueneral Riley
concluded that inm draining lake Huleh, the lsraelis would not
enjoy any military sdvantages not equally applicable to the
Syrians (Document §/2049, Part IV, paragraph 3)e The question
of the military advantages which the execution of the scheme
might give to lsrael was thus setiled in the negative,
following an agreed procsdure between the Parties (request
addressed to the Chief of Staff). The absence of an agresd
procedure in the case of the present lsraeli project, which
would considersbly alter the flow of the Jordan in the ;
Demilitarized Zone, does not, in my view, relieve the Chalrman
of the Mixed Armistice Uomaission of the responsibility of
considering the military consequences of such a project in the
1light of the provisions of the General Armistice Agreemsnut,

A8 regards protection of established private rights,
Your Excellsncy has quoted excerpts from a reply made by my
 predecsssor to one of the questions put to him during the
meeting of the Security Council held on 2 May 195le The question
was: "Would you consider the question of the righte involved

~ in the concession of the Palestine Land Development Company to

be a question which might fall within the Jurisdiction of the
Mixed Armistice Commission?" Geuneral W. E. Blley's answer wass
“Only where it involves land within the demilituriged sone which
is the property of Arab refugees. That is the ouly part of the
concession with which we have anything 1o dOessees otCee™ That
answer concerning work already begun or projected by the Palestine
Land Development Company in the Demilitariszed Zone should, it
seems, be considered in its context: at that time the question
of a possible military advantage had already been disposed of,
anti as regards the protection of mormsl civilian life, it g
appeared that only some seven or eight acres of land owned by
Arabs in the Demilitarised Zone would be affected. Similarly,
1 ean state today that the question of the rights invelved in
‘the concession by the kigh Commissioner for Palesiine
to the Palestine Electrie Corporation Limited on 5 March 1926
does not fall within the jurisdiction of the Mixed irmistice
Commission or its Chsirman, but that I am only concernsd with
 the implementation of Article V of the General irmistice Agree-
ment. The provisions of Article V inelude the protection of
 the rights of irab owners whose lands should not be worked wpon,
 flooded or deprived of water without their consent, and also the
protection of acquired rights to the water of the river Jordan




which flows in the Demilitarised Zone and which has been -
used up to now for irrigating lands, watering ca.tth,
operating mills,

As regards this question of the waters of the Jordan,
there is betwsen the Huleh drainage scheme and the present
canal project, a considerable difference. fThe execution of the
Huleh drainage scheme has not diminished the quantity of water
flowing in the bed of the Jordan in the Demilitarigzed Zone,
nor caused damage to irrigated lands - except temporarily.
(I have referred in paragraph 8 (d) of my decision of 23 September
1953 to the temporary damage caused in Uetober 1951 and April
1952 by the operation of cheeking gates.) The construction of
the projected canal would, on the other hand, alter the flow of
the Jordan permanently und, unless definite obiigations were
 entered into, it would, in all likelihood, adversely affect,
particularly during the dry season, the life of the people
-~ depending on the waters of the river. in the case of the Huleh,
 my predecessor stated, at the end of the passage you have guoted:
"] am only involved in the normal restoration of life within the
Demilitarized Zone which affects the thirty, forty or fifty
Arabs that own the approximately seven or eight acres of land
within the Demiliturized Zone." The present canal project, the
exscution of which would result in considerably lowering the
waters of the Jordan, affects w nore mbl and W wore
acres of land.

5, As indicated in tho pmaé.’mg pmamph, righ’u ;
of the Palestine Electric Corporation or the other private
rights within the Demiliterised Zome to which you have referred
are not in question. What is in question is the right to start
work in the Demilitarized Zone in comnection with the present
canal project, when the present provisions of the General =
Armistice Agreement are in force, As stated in the first para-
 graph of the Acting Hediator's authoritative comment: “Civil

 administration, including polieiny, will be on a local baais,

- without raising general questions of mumuon, Jw&.’mmn, '
‘eltigenship and mrdmtam : ‘

: xwanumznthmmwwmm'
\thatmmahmmmmwwmommpﬂuuw _
land in the arsa, nor curtail the use of water for irrigation
‘hy mrsmdeulﬁ.uma umxmm.nmnmm i‘-am‘* ‘
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and that "in these clrcumstances it was but natural that the
Chairman of the Israsl-Syrian Mixed Armistice Commission,
- when informed of the commencement of the projset on 2 :
September 1953, should have expressed his concurrence with
ite" The Acting Chairman (there was at that time no Chairman
‘designated by me in conformity with Artiecle VII, paragraph 1,
of the Armiztice igreement, and I had not yet returned from
New York) was informed of the commencement of the project on
2 September; when the work had already started. After
another conversation, on 3 September, he received a lutm
- from the Senior Israeli Delegate, dated 4 September, which
reads: “Following our meetings on 2 and 3 September 1953,
I would like to confirm in writing the following: Chairman
concurs with the Northern Irrigation Project which started on
- R September 1953, as outlined to hiam during the above meetings,
it being understood that no digging will be efiected on Arab=-
owned land, unless an arrangement is resched between the
Projeet Authority and the lsndowners.” The Acting Chairman
asked for more data about the project and was shown on 7 :
Septenber the proposed route of the canal. (n 9 September he
sent to the Senlor Israeli Delegate the following note: “in :
_ answer to your letter dated 4 September 1953, I wish to inform
~you that due to the importance of this so-called 'Horthern
Irrigation Project' and to the fact that I am only Acting
- Chairman, I put the whole matter in the hands of the Chief of
Staffees” It does not result from the above that the necessary
concurrence was expressed with regard to the canal project. The
letter from the Senior Israeli Delegate dated L September, !
following the conversations on 2 and 3 September, when the
- ®Northern Irrigstion Project™ was ocutlined to the Acting Chairman,
cannot replace formal concurrence expressed after a study of the
plan and its consequences. As Chairman of the Mixed Armistice
- Commission, I have had to undertake such a study and, in i
 eonnection with it, 1 have, as you lndicate, ralged points far :
clarification, while reserving my conclusions as to the T
~ legitimacy or illegitimacy of the project until I had examined
- the matier under its mrioua upac‘ka. Gar i s ;

A I agree with your ataumt that ny eenelmim are

~ based on the examination of the three points you have swumarized
in your paragraph 6 I should 1ike %o add in this comnection
that they are based on no other consideration. There are in
xm letter two passages (me mb-pumgmph of paragraph 5, and

/ second
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second sentence of paragraph 9) which seem to imply that my
conclusions may have bsen influenced by "open threats of the
Syrian Government", I should like to repeat here the
assurance already given to you that no kind of threats have
influenced or will influence my decisions 48 (hief of Staff
or as Chairman of a Mixed Ammistice Commission, You have
accepted my assurance "without reserve® and it is no longer
necessary for me to deal with the matter,

Te I shall now submit my comments on the obscmﬁim
contained in sub-paragraphs 7 (a) to 7 (£) of your letter.

‘ (a) and (b): I had indicated in paragreph 7 (a) of
my deecision that the moot point whether work in connsction
with the canal project had been started on Arabeowned lands on
the West bank of the Jordan would have to be investigated and
that United Hations observers would study land titles in the
possession of Arabs and in the Land Office in Safads United
Hations observers would also investigate the question of the
- ownership of the island which, near the site of the work,
divides the river Jordan into a right and a left branche 5
- United Nations observers had reported that, &s & result of the
sonstruction of a dyke across the right branch the island had
been partially floodeds In paragreph 7 (a) of your letter
~you have recalled Israeli representatives’ assurances that
"the project has not so far involved, nor will it invelve in
the future, the use of Arab-owned land in the Demilitarised
Zong, and that it has not otherwise affected, nor will it in

~ the future affect, such land." You have alsc stated that my

representatives would receive the full co-operation of the
Israeli authorities in their examinstion of the files of ihe
relevant Land Registry Office. 7The results of the examination
may be sumarized as follows: the island, whose shape and size
 are variable (it was, when I saw it, approximately twenty times
 the sige mentioned by Your Excellency) does not appear on the
Safad land map or land books and the Arab refugses who claim
ownership have produced no titlese It has, on the other hand,
been proved that they own four plots of land (nearly 20 dunams
altogether) which are located on the right bank of the Jordan,
where it bends and flows in an Bast-West direction (around
MR+ 208,950 - 267,600). It is between that part of the right
bank and the island that the Israell engineers have constructed
~ the dyke necessary to start the canal project., According to
the assurances by lsraeli representatives, to which you have
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referred, such Arab land should have been neither “used" nor
fotherwise affected” and it should in the fulure neither be
used nor affected. It has however bsen used: Israsll worke
men have crossed it to build the dyke in the western branch
of the river, their power shovels, placed in the river bed
and also on Arab land, have piled up boulders and soil on
it (these have besn to date removed to a large extent); heavy
machinsry has overturned the groundy trees have been felleds
 Israeli police guarding the site have used an old Arab mill
as & bivouacs ' :

: ¢ When, on 14 September, I visited the east
bank of the J¢ ny 1 was shown two Arab mills whieh had ceased
working and an Arab land which had ceased being irrigated.

1 mentioned in puragraph 7 (b) of my decigion that the
explanation given, viz. "that lack of water resulted from -
~ Israsli work in the bed of the river, appeared to me, after a
rapid investigation, plausible", In paragraph 7 (c) of yowr
letter you state that the two mills shown to me on 14 September
as having ceased to work owing to lack of water 'have actually
not been in operation for years and that, moreover, the canal
mequummmmzmm&m%«
the point from which the contested new cangl is being dug, so
that the digging of the canal and the diversion of water into
itemduwmpesaﬁhdtutwmmm.* As 1
had indicated, my investigation on li September had been

 tpgpid" and I had accepted the explanation given to ms as
merely "plausible”, I am mow in a position to comment both
on my statement and on your observations con¢erning it, Your
observations are correct with regard to one of the two mills,
viz. the one which I did not enter on 14 Septesber bui saw from
a short distance. (It is moreover quite possible that I
misunderstood what was said to me about this mill,) On the

~ 4n operation this season. When I visited it, I found that the
eansl leading to it did not contain enough water for its :
operation, United Hations observers have confirmed that the
‘water level had fallen to 1/3 of its former level following
the destruction of the dyke which had been built in the river
bed to divert water into the canal, In digging out the bed of
the river and constructing the new dyke across iis western bra:uch,
Israeli workmen destroyed the dyke constructed by the owner of
the mill, They have at the same time deprived of water the
irrigated plot of iand to which I have referreds




{d) : The question of definite assurances by the

Israel Covernment "that the volume of Jordan waler now used
by Arab landowners or cultivators for irrigation purposes
will remaln available in the future" is one of the questions
which, in my view, should have been discussed before starting
- work on the new project., After the explanations given by

Israeli officers and engineers, I am convinced that unless
definite obligations are entered into to protect existing
water rights, the project to derive froum the Jordan enough
water to gensrate electric power of 24,000 kilewatts, would
leave the present river bed with very little, if any water,
during the dry season, when the lands would be most in need
of irrigation. This can be substantiated by the following
figures supplied by Israeli engineers: in the rainy season
the flow of the Jordan in this area is 36 cubic meters per
second; 1ttamwseubiempwmmsw
and 7 cubic meters in October.

{e) : I agree that respect for the demilitarigzation
provisions relating to the Zone is essentisl so long as they
exist, However, the value of the Demilitarised “one as a buffer
sone would be different if one Party controlled the flow of the
Jordan in the Zone by means of a canal. I have only considered
the question of the altered military value of the flow of the
Jordan in the Demilitarised Zone, resulting from the construction
of such a canal, You have considered another question, that of
the military velue of the canal in which the water derived from
the river would flow. The caval, in your opinion, would only
constitute an obstacle for a party bent upon aggression. You
add that "for its part, the Government of Israel has consistently
abjured aggression, Were it nursing aggressive designs, it would
be thwarting its own purpose”™ by digging the canal, From a purely
technical point of view, it is not quite clear to me how the
Government of Israel "were it nursing aggressive designs, would be
thwarting its own purpose” by digging, in an area not affected by
the demilitarisation provisions of Article V, a canal ruihning
parallel to the Jordan river bed. From a purely militury point
of view, the existence of such a canal would permit the Party
Mm&ttommitatmmmmmimm
them elsewhere. :

2 I have nattd your interpretation of Article Ii.
paragraph of the Armistice Agreement which reads as followss
"The principle that no military or political advantage should be

/ gained
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gained under the truce ordered by the Security Counecil is
recognized.” Another interpretation seems to have been
accepted in February 1951, when, as reported to the Security
Council by General We Ee Riley (5/2049, Part IV, paregraph 2),
"both delegations agreed mutually to seek the opinion of the
United Hations Chief of Staff on the guestion as to whether
the work undertaken by the Israeli authorities (the ¢

of the Huleh marshes) constituted a contravention of Article II
(military advantage) of the Ueneral Aruistice Agreement®,
However, I have not in my decision referred to artiele 1I,
paragraph 1, and such reference was not, in my ocpinion,
necessary. Lake Huleh and the Huleh marshes are outside the
Demilitarised Zone, while the Jordan, between Lake Huleh and
Lake Tiberias, flows in the Zones 4s Chairman of the Mixed
Armistice Commission, entrusted with special responsibilities
in the Demilitarized Zone under Article V, 5 (¢), of the
General Armistice Agreement, I have considered the military
aspect of the diversion of a considerable quantity of water
from the present river bed with reference to the provisions
of Article Vo

B With regard to the question of Buteiha Farm, you state
that "the decisive consideration here is that the Armistice
Agreement provides for the restorstion of eivilian life = and
by implication for the protection of private rights -- only
within the Demiliturized done, and not outside it, sither in
Syria or in Israel®, I agree with this statement, It implies
that Arab private rights, including Syrian property in the
Demilitarized Zone and existing water righis for such property,
shall be protected. This settles the question of the water
rights of the owners of buteiha Farm in so far as their
property in the Demilitarized Zone is concerned, There remains
the question of the irrigation of the lands of Buteiha Farm
in Syrise, The following provision in the Franco-fritish -
Agreement respecting the boundary line between Syria and
Palestine (7 March 1923) refers to Syrian water rights as
follows: "Any existing rights over the use of the waters of
the Jordan by the inhabitants of Syria shall be maintained
unimpaired.” This is the basis of the Syrian contention that
they have water rights outside the Demilitarized Zone not ;
depending on what, in your opinion, "was an sx-grabia act" on
the part of lsraele, e 5 S
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~In this connection you refer to the operation of
the checking gates south of Lake Huleh in April 1952 and
you characterize such operation as being "a matter of the
internal administration of the Demiliturized Zone and not
one of concern to Syria; it was not subject to agresment
betwsen lsrael and Syria, but was carried out solely with
the concurrence of the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice
Commission." Allow me to quote in this connection the
following passages from (eneral y's report to the Security
ggt;mu, dated 30 Uctober 1952, (8/2833, paragraphs 59 and

H g o

"59» The work of the Palestine Land Development Company
has continued throughout the period covered. As reported
in document §/2389, paragraph 22, a test, in October 1951,
of the checking-gates of the Jordan River just scuth of
Lake Huleh showed that a reduction in the flow of the
Jordan sufficient te permit the operation of equipment
in the river bed would result in a considersble loss of
water in the irrigation system of buteiha Farm which
lies in Syrian territory, Bast of the Jordan River and
immediately North-Bast of Lake Tiberiss. On 22 Jawuary
1952, the Chairman reached an agreement with both parties
whereby the checking-gates could be operated for a period
~of about three weeks in order to effect emergeucy repairs
to the Banat Yacoub Bridge. On 9 April 1952, emergency
repairs to the bridge having been effected, and in view
of strong representations on the purt of the owners of
Buteiha Farm, the Chairman withdrew his concurrence to
further use of the checkingegates until another agreement
should be reached by the two parties, Use of the checking-
- gates, except in minor instances and for very short
perdods, has been discontinued, e -

u60, In a further effort to arrange for the operation
of the checking-gates, a conference was held between
representatives of the Palestine Land Development :
Company and the owners of Buteiha Farm, the delegations
to the Mixed Armistice Comuission of both parties and
the Chairman. At this conference, the farm owners
pointed out that the estimated value of the 1952 ecrop
was approximately US §750,000 and that about 18,000
dunams of land would be under irrigation during the
sesson. Loss of irrigation water in Buteiha Farm would

/. wanl
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result in & serious financial loss to the farm owners,
and indirectly, to the Syrian Covernment. The owners
of Buteiha Farm, with the conewrrence of the Senior
Syrian Delegate, offered to agree te controlled use
of the checking-gates if proupt payment for resuliing
damage was made by Israel. This offer was not :
acceptede® : f

9+ You have sumsrized in paragraph 9 of your letier the
reasons why you have refused to comply with the request
contained in paragraph 9 of my decision, that the lsraell
authority which started work in the Demilitarized Zone on

2 September be instructed "to cease working in the Zone so
long as an agreement is not arranged"s The comments
contained in the preceding paragrayhs of this lebier explain
why my request was mades :

10s 1 welcome the statement that "it remains the firm poliey
of the Government of Israel to adhere strictly to its
obligations under the Armistice Agreement™s You refer at
the same time to your Covernmentds conception of the powers
and functions of the Chairman of ths Mixed Armistice :
Commission under the terms of the Armistice te You
guote, in this connection, a passage from the israel
representative's statement at the 547th mseting of the
Security Uouncil on 18 May 1951, I quite agree thal, as
stated by Ambassador Ae Eban, “if either party had not _
wished the Chairmsn to have certain functions, then he would
not have had them®, I am sure, however, that this cannot be
taken to imply that it remsins for either Party to decide
whether the Chairman acts in confermity or not with the
functions conferred upon him by both Parties, That would

. mean anarchy in the Demilitarized Zoms, in which both Parties
have agreed to confer special powers upon the Chairmsn under

~ the provisions of Article V of the Armistice Agreement, If

~ there is a difference on the interpretation of these provisions,
the two Parties have provided a remedy,. Artiele V is not one
of the Articles which the Mixed Armistice Cemmission may not
interpret, since Article VII, paragraph 8, reads as followss

g, Where interpretation of the meaning of a particular
provision of this Agreement, other than the preamble and

Arvticles I and II, is at issue, the Commission's inter-
pretation shall prevail, 'he Commission, in ite discretion

'/kl\ﬂ‘»ﬂ




and as the need arises, may from time to time recomaend
to the Parties modifiecations in the provisions of this
Agreement,” :

o  With regard to the idea, ruled out by your represent-
ative, that the Chairmen of the Mixed Armistice Commission
should operate by “mandatory requests" directed to the very
governmsnts which have defined his functions, i should like to
- point out that the Chairman has been operating by "requests” in
‘the past and that, apart from the objection raised by your
 pepresentative in the passage you have quobed, there has been
neither on the Israeli side nor on the Syrian side any
 objection in principle to such procedure. My predecessor,
in his reports to ths Security ¢il; has mentioned that such
requests have been made from time to times I shall give only
. two instances, which refer to the period following Ambassador
Ao HEban's statemente On 7 August 1951, General iiley wrote a
letter to Your Zxcellency which is reproduced in his report
to the Security Uouncil dated 16 August 1951 (8/2300, para-
greph 7)e At that tims, the Palestine lLand Development Lompany,
nmma:m«mmnermm_mam,
‘was contemplating to employ a survey team on the Bast bank of
the Jordan, south of Lake Huleh, and to emplace bstween the two
banks a dam which, according to information received, would stop
the flow of the river between Lake Huleh and Lake Tiberias about
5 days a week for a considerable period of time, The last
paragraph of the letter which my predecessor wrote in this
connection to Your Excellency reads as follows: ' ‘

"Therefors, in view of the responsibility given to the
Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission by Article V
of the General Armistice Agreement and in sccordsnce with
instructions contained in the Seeurity Counecil resolution
/2157 dated 18 May 1951 which authorizes the Chief of
staff ‘to take such measures to restore peace in the area
and to make such representation to the Uovernments of
mwmuumm'mepmmmh
view of the consultations on outstanding problems
envisaged in Mr. Eban's letter to me of 4 August 1951,

I urge strongly that the Falestine Land Development

‘ » be restrained from dispatching a survey team to
the east bank of the Jordan and from proceeding with the
proposed esplacing of the dan across the Jordane"

'/ There
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There was, it seems, no objection to his issuing such requesi.
It was spparently complied with, since the following paragraph
of his report (paragraph 8) states: "I have just been informed
that the Palestine Land Development Youpany has submiited a
project which, it is claimed, can be carried out with
encroaching on the east bank of the

with normal irrigatione” L

: . ‘Imxﬁwmmmmo,mtotmcmtet
the checking gates south of Lake Huleh, on 8 and 9 October
1951, In this comeetion, General Riley has reported to the
Security Council as follows (paragraph 22 of his report dated
6 November 1951 [3723637): |

 "the water loss in the irrigation system of Buteihs
Farm (in Syrian territory) was estimsted by United Hations

Observers to have been as much as 70 per cent. The teat

was terminated and the project to reduce the flow of water

by means of the checking gate abandoneds It is a matter
of satisfaction that, in this case, requests to cease the
:gmgiom»dnbybhn@:drmmmuly complied

11, The above are the couments you had requested on the
‘considerations you have set forthe I apologime for thelr
lengthe I have, however, thought it necessary to '

; as possible the motives of sy decision, especially in
view of the fact that the issue has been submitted to the
~ Security louncile o e

Yours imirﬂ&.

Miajor General Vagn Bennike
Chisf of Staff

His Excellency r. Hoshe Sharett,
Minister for Foreign Affairs,
Government of lsraele




TRUCE SUPERVISION ORGANIZATION

Jerusalem, 20 Uctober 1953.

8ir,

: xmhummu opportmityto cﬂlywr
attention to several errors in the mmeript of our :
conversation of 15 ﬁetober 1953

: First paragraph, page 1, "you started the
work and you are still working on Arab-owned land, If
the work now affects Arab-owned land it will do so in
the future. And the work will more and more change the
value of the demilitarised zone from the military point
of view - separating the two parties. And I fear it is
necessary for me to repeat my request to stop the work
until an agreement is reached", should read: "You
started the work on Arub-owmd land and you are still
working on Arabeowned land, ZThe work affects Arabecwnsd

- land and will do 8o in the future. The work will more
and more change the value of the demilitarized zons from
a military point of view for separating the two parties,
Syria and Israel. I therefore find it necessary to repeat
ny reguest to stop work untﬂ. an agreemsnt iz rmch‘d. ot

Page 3, General Bemnike's atat.mutz ”&beut. ‘

the military question, there are many things to say, many

details to menticn, If you want to attack, it is always e
good to have your front protected and attack from the flank,
it is good to have an cbstacle in front of you while you -
attack from the side." This should read: "About the
military situation, there are many things to say, many
details to mention. If you want to attack, it is always
good to have your n&nk mwattd tor m}u, £ yeu
wanted to at \ ‘
time build bridge

._o!’ve' on your sid 3

Mr!um' bed, than a vcr vi'l’.h uw.

m»rmo Mr. Tekoa's mtmxxt, page 10, wharam Se

he refers tc Dr. Bunche's letter of 26 June 1949: "..o From

 the beginning of these negotiations our greatest difficulty
hu been to meet 1mol'a unqaaufhd desand t.mt swm 2

e forcu




forces be withdrawn from Palestine. We hau now, with
very great effort, persuaded the Syrians to agree to this,
I trust that this will not be undone by legalistic demands
about bread principles of sovereignty and administration
which in any case would be worked out satisfactorily in
the practical operation of the scheme..." 1 au sorry to

. gtate thub after having checked Dr. Bunche's letter of

26 June 1949, I am unable to find tho cxtmt Mr, Tekoa
QWM' : ;

Finally, as to m passage ruterred to in the
toct-noto on page 5, 1 have no recollection of the last
sentence, "It is not my job to decide who is to blame for
there being no negotiationa" and it therefore should be

dtlctnd.

~ Yours t.‘:ncmly,

&jor chml?agn ﬂcnnﬁcu
: Ghicf of gtaff

 His Excellency dre mm Shamt&,
 Minister for Foreign iAffairs;
 Government of Israel, '




