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The Responde

Summary Arguments on behalf of the Respondents

In accordance with the writ for summary argumented July 28, 2009 and the extensions grante
respondents hereby submit their summary arguments.

The matter of the appeal

1.

The appeal before us revolves around the questithrednterpretation of the judgment of this
honorable court in AdmA 5569/Q8inistry of Interior v. ‘Aweisat and the question of the
interpretation of Section 3a(1) of the Citizenshiy Entry into Israel Law (TempayaOrder), un
which the Minister of Interiomay grant a minor resident of the Area under tleeaid 4, an Israe
residency permit.

Both in his interpretation dflinistry of Interior v. ‘Aweisat and in his interpretation of the
Temporary Order, the gpllant is cynically and disproportionately twigfinase law with the pur
of having less children granted permanent residstatys in Israel and more children harmed
Temporary Order.

Before we address the appellant’'s arguments onnieits,we move to have the argumentmac
in sections 49-58 and section 62 of the notice qfeal rejectedin limine as they were not
previously raised in the court below.

Factual background




Respondent 1 is a resident of the State of Isrhelsides in Jesalem with her spouse, respo
2, originally a resident of the West Bank, and thgitdren. The couple has seven children, inc
B, respondent 4 (hereinafter also: the respondeht), was born in Jerusalem on September 30,
1991. The respondentsided in the Territories until the age of 18 monthes later moved with h
family to Jordan and lived there for some five gedte then returned to the Territories and lived
there until the age of 10, when he moved to Jeeusdlhus, the sum total of the time the
respondent resided in the Territories is only fiveyears For the full description of the facts
regarding the respondents’ residene@esopy of the petition (without the appendicesittached ¢
markedR/1.

The respondents returned to Jerusalem in SepteshBO01. First respondent 1 took action to
arrange her statugs-a-visthe National Insurance Institute (NIl). On Janu2@y 2004, after the [
recognized her as a resident, she turned to reiggtieer children in the population registry.
Respondent 4 was 12 years and six months old &ntlee At that time, under the Citizenship and
Entry into Israel Law (Temporary Order) hereinaftae Temporary Order or the Law) prior to
amendment, it was not possible to secure statuzhftsiren who were defined as “residents of the
Area” and who were over the age of 12.

The registration application was refused as earllyebruary 20, 200due to lack of proof of cen

of life and some of the children (including thepesdent) being restered in the Area. On July
2005, respondent 1 filed an application to register of her daughters, A and S, who were bot
Jerusalem, in the population registry. On Septer@p2005, the registration of the girls was
approved. The bottom of the approval letter coetdia comment reading: “inquiries regarding the
girl, (error in original, L.B.), B, have not yetd&e completed”. A copy of the letter is attached and
markedR/2. At that time, B was under 14 years of age.

It shall be noted that on August 1, 2005, the TemauyoOrder was amended. According to the
amendmentchildren between the ages of 12 and 14 wouldlzdsable to obtain permanent res
status. On November 21, 2005, the appellant invégsdondent 1 to file an application for family
unification for the respondent and two of his sig Respondent 1 acted accordingly and on [
15, 2006, the appellant notified that approval been given tdhe registration of the responder
temporary resident for two years.

On March 162008, respondent 1 filed an application to upgrée respondent’s status to perr
status. In June 2008, the appellant decided tmdxttee respondent’s temporary status. It shall be
stated at this point that the respondents’ positidhat the appellant’s decision to extend the
respondent’s temporary status rather than upgtadanot stand. According to Regulation 12 ¢
Entry into Israel Regulations, as the Israeli bswn of an Israeli resident, the respondent isled
receive his mother’s status and be registeredp@sraanent resident in Israel. The fact that the
respondent was initially registered in the Teriésrhas no relevance in this matter and it does not
make him a “resident of the Area”. The followingswailed by this honorable court in AdmA
5569/05Ministry of Interior v. ‘Aweisat (hereinafterthe ‘Aweisat casg At least with respect
children for whom a registration application wdsdiprior to the amendment — they must not be
considered “residents of the Area” and therefdre, iemporary Ordetoes not apply in their me
As the application to register the respondent wed in 2004, he must be granted permanent

in Israel. This issue shall be further examineaweln view of this position, theespondents ser
objection letter on July 13, 2008, in which theyaded their arguments.

The appellant’s letter stating that the decisiorefase the status upgrade remains intact wasw
on October 13, 2008; the reason cited as:



... the members of the family resided in Ni'ilin @tje in the Area, and B was also
registered in the population registry of the Ai®a.April 9, 2006, the son B was
registered with an A/5 temporary status for tworgeAt the end of these two years
age was over 14 years and, in accordance withnlem@ment to the Citizenship and
Entry into Israel Law of August 1, 2005, it is nuissible to upgrade his temporary
to a permanent residency status. Rather, he wi tareceive A/5 temporary status
extensions in accordance with Ministry procedures.

A copy of the response to the petition (withoutdppendices) is attached and markégl
10. Due to the refusal to upgrade the respondent’astatpetition was filed on November 4, 2008.

The legal framework

Granting of status under Regulation 12: the judgment ofthis honorable court in the ‘Aweisat cas

11. Regulation 12 of the Entry into Israel Regulati@insreinafterRegulation 12 applies in the mat
of the respondent, who was born in Jerusalem. &helation stipulates that the Israeli status of a
child born in Israel to residents “shall be the sas the status of his parents”. Case law has
established that the purpose underlying Reguldtis to prevent a discrepanibgtween the sta
of a resident parent and that of his child bortsmel.

12. On August 10, 2008, this honorable court delivétefudgment in a number of appeals filed b
appellant against judgments of the Court for Adstnaitive Affairs. TheAweisat judgment
addressed the following questiots it sufficient for an Israeli born child of an Israeli resident
be registered in the population registry of the Ara for him to be considered a “resident of th
Area” to whom the provisions of the Temporary Orderapply?

13. It shall be noted that the judgment addressed aalsese the applications to register the children
were submitted prior to the amendment to the Teargddrder At the time, the original definitic
“resident of the Area” under the Law applied. Tlefimition reads: “Resident of the Areainclud
those who live in the Area but are not registerethé Area’s population registry, and excludes
who are residents of Israeli communities in thea&r&ince the application to register the resp
was filed in Januargf 2004, indeed the findings in the aforesaid judgt apply to the present ¢

14. This honorable court rejected the state’s apperlgaed, in§15 that: “[T]he judges of the
Jerusalem Court for Administrative Affairs werereat in finding that the dinition of “resident ¢
the Area” in its original version prior to the andement to the Law, should be interpreted such that
does not ‘automatically’ apply because of the meneegistration of a person in the registry of 1
Area’”.

15. This honorable court has ruled that the term “esidf the Area”, as it relates to a minor, must be
examined in accordance with the security purpogbef.aw and considering the restrictions
imposed by the Law on human rights. This honorablat was not convinced thagfistration in
population registry of the Area, when the caselire®a minor whdas proven he was born in
Israel and that his center of life is not effectivly in the Area, does not in and of itself establis
security threat which underlies the purpose offtemporary Order law."§10). Therefore, this
honorable court ruled that the security purposi@fiaw ‘would not be frustrated if its provisior
do not apply to minors who were registered in the fea and who have proven that their cent
of life is not in the Area” (811). It was thus concluded that the interpretatibfresident of the
Area” in its previous version refers to: “anyonéeefively residing in the Area (even if he is not
registered in the Area’s registrghd not anyone regstered in the Area’s registry (even if he dc
not reside in the Ared.” (813). The interpretation of the term “resident of the Area” such tha



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

does not necessarily apply to anyone who is registel in the Area’s registry but only to those
actually residing in the Area, is the interpretatian least injurious to the right of the Israeli
resident family member to lead a family life in Isiael with his minor children.” (ibid) (emphas
added, L.B.).

Thus, this honorable court set the legal frameviioriexamining applications for status under
Regulation 12 as in the case of respondeht later judgments, the Court for Administrative
Affairs inserted content into this framework. We shall refer to this below.

This was the situation in the case reviewed ircthrgext of Adm.Pet. 311/0@urar v. Minister of
Interior (delivered on August 21, 20080 (hereinafter:Nhear case). This judgment related to a
girl who had been born in Jerusalem to a resideortthe first 13 years of her life, she resideth
Territories and later moved with her mother andirgiis to Jerusalem. The mother’s application to
register her daughter in Israel was filed priotht® child’s reaching the age of 18 and as suct@
ruled her application was to be reviewed in acooeelavith Regulation 12 despite the fact the ¢
had been previously registered in the registrhefTerritories. It was ruled that despite the child
having resided in the Territories for most of hgg, lif she did prove she was residing in Israe!tl
date the application was submitted and around theasne time—indeed, she should be grante
status pursuant to Regulation 12.

Another case was that of the petitioner in Adm.B285/08Mashahra v. Minister of Interior
(delivered on November 24, 2008) (hereinaftiee: Mashahra casg¢ That case involved a child
in Israel to a resident. He lived in the Territgrfer most of his life and was registered in the
population registry there. Two years prior to sugsitn of the application to registeém, he mow
to Israel with his mother. In that case too, it waled that the child was to be registered in lsrae
pursuant to Regulation 12, despite his previoustegion in the Territoriesince, upon submis:
of the application for his registration, his overal ties were to Israel

In theMashahra case, the Honorable Judge, Vice President Adietloded that the minor’s cer
of life was in Israel at the time the applicatioasifiled, based othe appellant’s position in othe
cases The judge explained:

An examination of the respondent’s position in otteses reveals that, according t
the existence of a center of life in Israel for agriod of two years preceding the d:
on which the application for permanent residency irsrael is submitted is sufficie
for considering the applicant as a person whose ctem of life is in Israel. This is th
position of the respondent which was determineatitordance to his procedures on
reinstating an expired permanent residency pertmithvstipulates conditions regarc
residency in Israel... this is also his position witlgards to applications for status 1
foreign spouse where the inviting spouse is requineprove center of life at the tim
application is submitted.’88) (emphasis added, L.B.).

Is summary thus far, case law on this issue is unaiyocal: with regards to applications to rec
the Israeli born children of residents, indeedrth@re registration in the Territories does not
automatically apply the Temporary Ordetthem. For the purpose of applying Regulation hés
children’s overall ties must be examined. If ilamonstrated that on the day the application was
submitted their overall ties are effectively toukalem, they must be registered as permanent
residents in Israel, like their parents.

This is how the court belowled in the case at bar. The application forggiion was filed befc
the definition of “resident of the Area” was amedd€&herefore, the court examined the aforesaid
question in accalance with the original definition of the law amisthonorable court’s interpret



in the‘Aweisat case. Indeed, the court below enumerated a nuofilbeis which connect the
respondent to Jerusalem and refute the presumpigdme is a “resident of the Area”. 817, the
court ruled that:

There is no dispute that petitioner 4 was borrenugdalem, that his mother and sorr
his siblings are permanent residents of Israelthatiat the time the application was
submitted he had lived in the Area for only fiveni$ 12 years. Moreover, there is no
dispute that at the time the application was suleahitpetitioner 4 had been living w
his family in Jerusalem for over two years andefane, his center of life was in Isr:
This, as per the procedures of the respondent,mdintains thafthe existence of a
center of life in Israel for a period of two yearspreceding the date on which the
application for permanent residency in Israel is sbmitted is sufficient for
considering the applicant as a person whose centef life is in Israel....” (the
Mashahra judgment, §8). Therefore, it appears that theieapl has several ties
connecting him to Israel rather than to the Areeluding maintaining a center of lif
Israel at the time the applicatiovas submitted. Thus, it is highly doubtful thatdoul
be considered a “resident of the Area”... Under tlesmimstances... petitioner 4 n
be granted a permit for permanent residency irelsneaccordance with Regulation

22. As we have observed in thdashahra case, the central consideration is the respondeatiter of
life. Where a center of life in Israel for a periofitwo years preceding submission of the applb
has been demonstrated, the minor is not to beeatkfis a “resident of theréda”. This, as explain
in theMashahra case, based on the appellant’s position “detergnim@ccordance to his procet
on reinstating an expired permanent residency pevhich stipulates conditions regarding resi
in Israel... this is also his pdion with regards to applications for statusddoreign spouse whe
the inviting spouse is required to prove centdifefat the time the application is submitted.”

Granting of status under the Temporary Order

23. Assuming the case involves a minor whas been defined as a “resident of the Area’naiger i
be examined in accordance to Section 3a of the ®deampOrder (amendment dated Augus2dQ
According to the amended section, the Interior btEn may, at his discretion:

1. Grant a minor who is a resident of the Area and under 14 years ofje, a pern
to reside in Israel in order to prevent his separabn from his custodial parent
who is lawfully present in Israel;

2. Approve a request that a stay permit for Israel be ganted by the commander
the Area to a minor who is a resident of the Arearad is over 14 years of age
order to prevent his separation from his custodiaparent who is lawfully prest
in Israel, provided that said permit shall notbe extended if the minor does nt
reside permanently in Israel.

24. The maximum age regarding which it is possibleramgan Israeli residency permit was raisec
12 to 14 in order texpand the pool of beneficiaries such that a childnder the age of 14 wou
receive permanent status

In order to understand the history of the law, sepy of the proposed law dated June 4, 2003,
attached and markd®l4; copy of the Temporary Order dated July 31, 2@@3ched and marked
R/5; copy of the proposed law dated May 16, 2005¢ch#d and markeR/6; copy of the propose

law submitted for second and third reading, attecred marked/7; copy of the amendment to

Temporary Order dated August 1, 2005, attachedvaarétedR/8.



25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

The purpose of Section 3a(1) may be deduced frbngaistic interpretatio of the section as we
by an examination of the legislative procedure tnaated the amendment. According to Secti
of the original version of the law, the decisiveagas 12 and the Minister of Interior or the Area
commander, as the case may be, was empowereditoegigermit for residency in Israel arstay
permit for Israel.” In the proposed law for amending the Temporarge® submitted by the
government which was published in the official gezen May 16, 2003he government propos
to leave the decisive age at 1Zhildren under the age of 12 would receive a fidonresidency
Israel_orstay permits and children over the age of 12 woedgive_stay permit#\ copy of the
proposed law is attached as apperrii&

The Knesset refused to approve the governmentjgoged and entered two significant tions,
First, the Knesset raised the maximum age for grgmn Israeli residency permit by the Interior
Ministry from 12 to 14. Second, the Knesset revalkedpossibility to pprove military commanc
issued temporary stay permits for Israel to childrader the age of 14. The Knesset determin
children under the age of 14 would be entitled tollaresidency permit.

On August 1, 2005, the date of the amendment wisisled the maximum age from 12 to 14, the
appellant formulated a “table for decisions on granlsraeli status to minors only one of whose
parents igegistered as an Israeli resident.” Accordinghiotable, children under the age of 14
were registered in the Territories would first barged temporary status (type A/5) and only after
two years, will their status be upgraded to permastatus. However [i]f the minor turns 14 wt
on the A/5 status, he shall remain in said statusithiout being upgraded” A copy of the table
dated August 1, 2005 is attached and maf&d

The aforesaid table was not made public. In thexéssork of the hearings in the petition, the
respondent argued that the above policy was fotedilanly on June 1, 2007 withetlamendmen
thechild registration procedure. A copy of the child registration procedure of ddn 2007 is
attached and markeé®f10. However, the timing of the decision, concomitaith the Knesset's
refusal to approve the phrasing of the Temporade®as the respondent wished speaks for itself.
The respondent’s decision to initially grant thddren temporary status rather than the statub
parents, as stipulated by Regulation 12, appedrave been designed for the future from the ¢

so that when the children reach age 14, it wouldiipessible to upgrade their status to permanent
status. The judges of the District Court were adrire finding that this is a policy which frustrati
legislator’'s purpose.

The child registrationnecedure was struck down by the Jerusalem CoudAdoninistrative Affair
which is well versed in the matter of registerihg thildren of East Jerusalem residents, ina r
of judgments: théashahra case, Adm.Pet. (Jerusalem) 8336Zataika v. Minister of Interior
(judgment dated December 2, 2008) (hereinafiter Zahaika casg; the judgment around whick
appeal at bar revolves, and, after judgment wagedeld, Adm.Pet. (Jerusaledybran v. Ministe
of Interior (judgment dated August 19, 2009) and Adm.Pet. é2dem) 8386/08\I-Sawahra v.
Minister of Interior (judgment dated December 14, 2009).

812 of theMashahra case ruling establishes:

As a result of the procedure set by the respondentrding to which permits for
permanent residencyeanot to be given in the first stage regardlessphly tempora
stay permits for Israel for a period of two yeansd according to the respondent’s
interpretation of the provision of the aforesaidt®m 3a of the Temporary Order Li
has been fond that in practice, the respondent prevents ther@nting of permaner
residency permits to anyone who, at the time the itial application was filed, was
over the age of 12The respondent achieves this by first grantimgpirary residenc



permits in Isael for two years, which results in the applicaetessarily being over :
years of age at the end of this period, at whidhtpaccording to the respondent’s
interpretation of Section 3a of the Temporary Old®w, he is no longer able to grant
him a permit for permanent residency in Isrhebnsider this result unreasonable ¢
find it defeats the purpose of the legislation whit was meant to allow the grantin
of permanent residency permits to minors under thege of 14

31. The court repeated these arguments irZtiteaika case irg4 of the judgment, where it was furt
ruled that $ince no statement to the contrary was made, one stunterpret the consent to
re[gister the petitioner] with an A/5 status as cosent to a procedure at the end of which he
would be granted the status of permanent resideht

32. The state did not appeal these judgments to thierdadle court. At the same time, it did not co
its procedure on this matter. Thashahra andZahaika judgments speak for themselves: the
respondetis procedure which denies status upgrades foetbbddren who received an A/5 [ste
and subsequently turned 14s-unlawful and serves to “defeat the purposéefiégislation inten
to allow granting permanent residency permits toars under the age of 14.”

33. The court below was correct in finding, beyond iezgment, that even if we assume that the
respondent does fall under the terms of “residétiteArea”, he is to be granted permanent
residency status under the amended Section 3afhg dfemporary Order. The court belogyecte
the appellant’'s argument that the Temporary Ordsts/him with power to grant a “permit for
residency in Israel” to a minor under the age obditidoes not stipulate what type of permit ist
given to sameninor, and therefore, the appellant acted accortdirije provisions of a procedur
formulated and granted temporary residency (A/®)Yynd nothing more.

34. The court below provided the following reasoningife rejection:

First, the language of the amended version of sectiorc&n, in fact, lead to the
conclusion that the respondent must grant a permamg permit rather than a
temporary one. Under the original version of the section, thepandent had the po'
to grant the respondersif] a permit for permanent residency in Israel cerapiorary
stay permit for Israel, whereas in the amendedaerthe power relates only to a
“permit for residency in Israel”’. One may assunmfrthis omission that the sectior
relates only to a permanent permit and not a teangane Second the respondent’s
practice of granting applicants over the age od ¥*@mporary stay permit for two ye
in accordance with the proceduhas already been struck down by this court in th
Mashahra judgment, after it was determined that itfoils the purpose of the
Temporary Order Law ...Third , this practice of the respondent contradicts not
the purpose of the Temporary Order Law, but also tle purpose of Regulation 12
which the respondent must consider when he detidgant status to minors§Z0)
(emphasis added, L.B.)

35. The court belowunderstood well that the appellant’s procedurefiects creates a situation whe
“it is impossible to grant permanent status indsta applicants who are over the age of 12. They
only receive temporary status, in contrast to thaus of their parents, who are permanent resi
Israel.” (bid)

The appellant’s position

Absurd interpretation of the ‘Aweisat rule



36. The appellant presents the court with a “descriptaf the ‘Aweisat rule which twists the judgm
and puts it at odds with the judgment of the cbetbw. In theé Aweisat case, it was ruled that the
interpretation of the term “resident of the Arestich that it does not necessarily applangone \
is registered in the Area but just to those acjualbiding therés the interpretation which is leas
injurious to the right of the Israeli resident family member to lead a family life in Israel with
minor children. Yet, the appellant allows himself to igeahis finding. The only question he fil
relevant is whether, aside from registration, thermny sort of ti¢o the Territoriesince the minc
birth. The appellant argues that according to'#veeisat rule, it is sufficient for a child who was
registered in the Territories teside in the Territories for one month onlyin order to consider
a “resident of the Area.”

37. Yet the appellant refuses to call this by its prameme -a legal dispute regarding the interpret:
of the‘Aweisat judgment, pure and simpl&he appellant does not bother to refer to thetfeat t
MashahraandMurar judgments clarified that this court did not intébdthe test of ties to inclt
a review from infancy to the time the applicatisrsubmitted. The appellaalso does not bother
notify the court that no appeals were submittedresgghese judgments. As ruled in tashahra
case, if the minor’s center of lifen the day the application was submitted and two s prior
thereto, was in Israel, the appatlit is to grant him permanent status as per Reégula®. Therefc
the court below ruled, in accordance with theveisat, Murar andMashahra judgments, that th
respondent, who resided in the Territories for diMg of his 12 years, and moved withstiamily 1
Israel more than two years prior to submittingdpelication, would not be considered a “resid
the Area” and be granted permanent status as gri&ion 12.

Granting of temporary residency to children under the age of 14 — frustration othe provisions o
the law

38. Despite the fact that the child registration pragechas been struck down by the Court for
Administrative Affairs, the appellant continuesit@zenly trample the rule of law. The appellant
pretends that the procedure, whinktructs that any child who turns 14 while stitl A/5 status, v
not be upgraded to permanent stains/few of the provisions of the Temporary Order lav”.
(Section 32 of the notice of appeal).

39. The appellant raises a number of arguments to stpigdnnovative interpretation of the amen
to Section 3a(1) of the Temporary Order which s&fms the granting of permanent statusttibdr
under the age of 14. Yet, all these arguments wexgented for the first timanly in the framewo
of this appealWe therefore move to have the arguments made in g&ms 49-58 and 62 of the
notice of appeal rejectedn limine as they had not been presented to the court beloWhe noti
of appeal may be compared to the appellant’s pusvimsition which ggears in the response tc
petition, the respondent’s notice, the hearingquaittand the judgment of the court belodvcopy
the respondent’s notice of May 14, 2009 and theitga@rotocol are attached and mark/d1 an
R/12.

40. In addition to our request for rejectionlimine, we wish to address each of these claims.

41. The appellant’s main allegation is that SectiorlBaf the Temporary Order allows him to grant a

child any of the permits defined in the Entry itgoael Law, including a touristisa, according to
sole discretion, in which this court tends notrieifere. Whereas in the proceedings beforethe
belowthe respondent claimed he was “bound by speechdy the procedure he formulated, nc
alleges broad discretion in the framework of whaclything is possible: including a tourist visa.

42. As we have demonstrated above, and as the Di€toiatt ruled in a number of judgments, this
interpretation contradicts both the purpose ofiélgéslation and the legislative history.
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44,
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Thelegislature made a clear distinction between cbiicbver the age of 14, who will be grante
permits (which resemble tourist visas in their eletgristics) and children under the age of 14 who
will be granted permits for residency in IsraeleTegislature took pains to add a provision reg
extending stay permits for children above age B£t{6n 3a(2), final clause)a-provision it did n
see fit to insert into Section 3a(1) which addresdeldren under the age of 14. The implied
assumption is that these children would receivenpeent residency permits which do not require
extension one way or another.

The appellant is attempting to claim that his iptetation conforms with the purpose of the
legislation which is to “prevent the septon [of a child] from his custodial parent whdasvfully
present in Israel”. However, this expression cafobed both in Section 3a(1) which deals witt
granting of residency permits to children under &¢e@nd in Section 3a(2) which deals with the
granting of stay permits tchildren over age 14. Therefore, this expressamot be used to exp
the distinction drawn by the legislature betweersthtwo cases.

The distinction drawn by the legislature is clednildren under the age of 14 wilbt be harmed t
the provisions of the Temporary Ordéhildren over the age of 14 will be harmed, boterately

effectively creating a third category, not foundtie Temporary Order, of children agi2ito 14 v
will only get temporary permits.

The appellant further alleges that the distincbetween Sections 3a(1) and 3a(2) relates only
competent authoritynder each of the sections. However, the divisfguowers originates from
types of permit®ach authority is empowered to grant, and, asave keen, the legislature mac
clear distinction in the matter of the type of pasnchildren of different ages are to get.

of the Temporary Order is purely security relatad aot demographic. The provision exempting
children under age 14 from the rule which deniesels residency permits to residents of the
Territories originates from thenderstanding that the same does not pose a sedskiaind that, \
regards to [these children] one should not deviata the rule that the status of a child must be as
the status of his custodial parent (Regulationri®the Carlo judgment cited the judgment of t
court below).

The court belowuled in accordance with these purposes, existrsg law and the language of
Law.

The appellant’s position conforms neither to theusigy purpose of the Temporary nor to the rule
established in the Carlo case that the statusbildwhose custodial parentiis Israel must be tl
same as the status of his parent.

The appellant’s position conforms only to an exti@us consideration which is to employ any
possible legal maneuver in order to prevalestinian children from obtaining permaneatust ir
Israel.

The appellant’s claim that he had acted beyondetairements of the law and that traurt below
“entirely ignored the fact that the Interior Mimgshould have, in the first placeafly rejected [tt
respondent’s] application” (Section 63 of the netif appeal), was answered in detalil in the
judgment and there is no need to add.



48. In conclusion: the right to grant status to children, protectidithe family unit, safeguarding the
child’s best interest, these do not concern thekgm in this case. The appellant has exceeded all
limits in the pursuit of his unacceptable goal: mgksure children of residents of Israel do not
receive permanent status in their country.

49. The court below was also correct in its interpietabdf the’Aweisat case and in its interpretatio
Sedion 3a(1) of the Temporary Order, according tockithe appellant must grant permanent
to respondent 4. Therefore, this honorable courdsiested taphold the judgment and instruct
rejection of the appeal.

Jerusalem, 14 November 2010

Leora Bechor, Att.
Counsel for the respondents

(T.S. 38247)



