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Addendum

1. In his report to the Gpneral As~emhly of 11 March 1988 (A/42/915/Ac1d.2), the
Racretary-General informed the Assembly of a letter dated 11 March 1988, handed to
him by the Actlnq Permanent Representative of the united States of Americ~, in
which he WnS informed of the determination hy the ",ttornoy General of the United
Rtates that he is required by the Anti-Terrorism Act of 1987 to close thp office of
the Permanent Ohs~rver Mission of the Palestine Liheration Organization to the
trnit~c'l Nations in New York "irrespective of 4ny obligations the United States may
have under the Aqreement hetween the United Nations and the United Rtates reqardinq
the Headquarters of the United Nations".

2. On 1, March HAR, thp. 8ecretary-General handed tn the Actinq Perman'!nt
Representative of the United States a letter in" reply to the communication that he
had received. The full text of the Secretary-GeneralIs letter is reproduced in
annex T.
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ANNEX I

Y,etter dated 11) March 1988 from t;\fl S8cretary-Genera1 addressed
to the ~r:ting Permanent Representative of the United Rtat~

the United Nations

I wtsh to rp.feor to .'our letter dated 11 March 1988 in which you int'urmed me ot'
the determination made by the Attorney General of. the United States that he is
rAquired hy th~ Anti-TerroriRm Act of 1987 to close the off.ice ,,~ the Pa1Astlne
(,ibAration Orqanization Observer MiBsion to the (Inited Nations in New York.

An t told you at our meetinq on 11 March 1988 on receiving this letter, t did
90 under protest because in the view of the United Nations the deci?Jion taken by
the !Jnited States <1overnment as outlined in the letter is a clel1r violation of t.he
Hp.adqu~rters Agreement between the United Nations and the United State~. In
particul~r, I cannot accept the statement c~ntained in the letter that the United
~tateB may act irrespective of its obligations under the Headquarters Aqroement,
and r would ask you to reconsider the serious implicationA of thlB statement qiven
the reF1ponAihi Hties of. the United States as the hORt countr.y.

T mlJRt dlAO take issue with the conclueol,')n rec'iched in your lettf!'r' that the
United Rtates believe~ that submission of ~hiB matter to arbitration would not
A~rve a useful purpose. The United Nation" continues to believe that the machinp.ry
prnvided for in the Headquarters Agreement ia the proper framework for the
!~ttlement of this ~ispute and I cannot agree th~t ~rhitr.ati~n wnul~ eerve no
useful purpc>se. On thE" contrary, in the present case, it would serve the very
purposp. for which the provisions of section 2J w~r~ included in th~ Aqreement,
namely the settlement of a dispute arising from th~ interpretation or ~pplication

oE the Agreement.

UHgnec:l) Javier PERF.Z m: CrJF.LT,AR


