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Method, Oppositeness and Adjacency, and
Proportioriality in Maritime Boundary

Delimitation

LEONARD LEGAULT AND BLAIR HANKEY

I INTRODUCTION

A The Background

The history of maritime boundary law is marked by two conflicting trends.
The first seeks a synthesis of legal principle and practical method that would
provide a clear, conclusive, and equitable rule for the delimitation of over-
lapping or converging maritime claims. The second denies the possibility of IV
any such synthesis and insists that the only equitable rule is one that allows
virtually absolute freedom of method.

The flaw in both approaches is readily apparent. Baldly 'stated, the first
holds that method dictates result, while the second holds that result dictates t./

method. Thus, the first tends to automaticity and rigidity, the second to
subjectivity and unpredictability: method becomes paramount, or method
becomes almost irrelevant (except, perhaps, from a purely technical point
of view). . .

The 'methodist' approach has taken on various guises at various times.
Chief among these are: (a) the thalweg or line of deepest water; (b) the median~1
or equidistant line, equally distant throughout its course from the nearest \:
point on each of the coasts involved in the delimitation; (c) the perpendicular
to the general direction of the coasts, which represents in fact a specialized
application of equidistance; (d) the use of a parallel of latitude or meridian
oflongitude; and (e) the so-called 'natural boundary' concept, which does not
incorporate a method as such but rather posits that the course of the boundary
may be indicated by geomorphological or geological factors for the conti-
nental shelf, or by ecological factors for the exclusive fishing zone or exclusive
economic zone.

In fact, equidistance has been the only serious contender for acceptance as

)
a preferred or privileged method under the law. Only equidistance - tempered
by the notion of 'special circumstances' to give equity elbow room and allow.
the use of other methods where they seem justified - has come close to. " ~
achieving the desired synthesis and attracting a consensus. So close did it
come that this 'combined rule,' as it has been called, was adopted in Article

J./. Chamey and L.M. Alexander (eds), International Maritime Boundaries,203-241.
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12 of the 1958 Convention on the Territorial Sea and Contiguous Zone and

r

Article 6 of the 1958 Convention on the Continental Shelf.1
The emergence of equidistance-special circumstances in the early treaty

law may be explained by the fact that this formula struck a balance of some
sort between predictability and flexibility, objectivity and discretion. Moreover,
the combined rule generally respected the principle of equal division of the
area of converging or overlapping claims, in the absence of inequities resulting
from aberrant coastal features or major differences in coastal lengths. Finally,
it took account of adjacency or proximity to the coast as the legal basis of
title for the territorial sea and as an integral part of the basis of title for the
continental shelf. Later, with the appearance of the economic zone doctrine,
this factor of adjacency was dubbed the 'distance principle' and assumed
even greater theoretical importance for delimitation purposes as it became
the single common element in the basis of title to all offshore zones within
the 200-mile limit.

/:

In the end, however, the defects of the virtues of the equidistance method,
even tempered by the notion of special circumstances, led to its undoing. The
first blow was struck in 1969 in the North Sea Continental Shelf cases,2 when
the International Court of Justice held that the equidistance method did not
form part of customary international law and put forward instead a loosely
defined rule of equitable principles. Equidistance was given a reprieve in
1977 by the Court of Arbitration in the Anglo-French Continental Shelfaward
which sought to unite the conventional and customary branches of the law
by holding that 'the combined "equidistance-special circumstance rule" gives
particular expression to the general norm that. . . the boundary between states
. . . is to be determined on equitable principles.'3 The Court, however, rejected
any presumption in favor of equidistance. The retreat from equidistance was
then resumed in the Tunisia/Libya Co~tinental Shelf case 4 in 1982, the Gulf
of Maine case5 between Canada and the United States in 1984, the
Guinea-Guinea-Bissau case6 in 1985, and, also in 1985, the Libya/Malta
Continental Shelf case.?

r
The result of these cases was to strip equidistance of any preferred or priv-

ileged status, even as a kind of trial step in establishing a line of delimitation.
The law of maritime boundaries, as embodied in judicial decisions, has thus

. been boiled down to a matter of applying a range of equitable principles or
equitable criteria with a view to achieving an equitable result in the light of
the relevant circumstances of each delimintation. The United Nations Law of

1 See also Art. 15 of the 1982 Convention on the Law of the Sea.
2 North Sea Continental Shelf cases, 1969 LC.J. REp. 3.

3 A~glo-French Continental Shelf award, 1977 LC.J. REp. 48, para. 70.
4 Libyatrunisia Continental Shelf case, 1982 LC.J. REp. 18.
5 Gulf of Maine Maritime Boundary case (Can. v. U.S.), 1984 LC.J. REp. 246.
6 Guinea-Guinea-Bissau Maritime Boundary award, 14 February 1985, 25LL.M. 252 (1986)

Eng. trans.
7 LibyalMalta Continental Shelf case, 1985 LC.J. REp. 13.
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the Sea Convention of 1982, for its part, adds nothing to the jurisprudence
and simply confirms the primacy of an 'equitable solution' for the delimita-
tion of the exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf.s

While the judicial decisions and the 1982 Law of the Sea Convention have
relegated equidistance to the status of a method like any other, in practice.
states have preferred the equidistance method to all others. Presumably this
is because they have found that it achieves an equitable result in a great number
of diverse situations. Moreover, until the 1969 judgment in the North Sea
cases, most policy-makers assumed the existence of a binding legal pre-
sumption in favor of the equidistance method, whether under treaty law or
customary law. The equidistance method therefore tended to predominate in
boundary agreements concluded before 1969.9Even after 1969, a preference
for equidistance remains evident in agreements between states parties to the
1958 Continental Shelf Convention, at least until the 1982 judgment in the
Tunisia/Libya case.

Another, and probably more important, reason for the preponderance of
equidistance in state practice, and its virtual absence in judicial awards, is
that, except where economic considerations such as oil and gas exploitation
or fishing activity have militated in favor of early delimitations, states have
tended to negotiate boundary settlements where the geographical and other
circumstances are 'normal' and where, as a result, the parties to the delimi-
tation can often accept the application of the equidistance method. In such
straightforward situations, agreements based on equidistance may be more
easily reached. These cases would tend to be settled first. Where the situa-
tion is less straightforward and involves claims of special circumstances, a
solution may be less easily reached and the issue more likely to be postponed
or referred to third party settlement.

Equidistance has been largely spurned in judicial proceedings because it
is the hard cases that end up in litigation, and in the hard cases pure equidis-
tance will seldom, if ever, produce an equitable result. Many of the boundaries
not yet settled are probably hard cases in this sense, although many others,
including some where equidistance may be acceptable to all parties, remain
undelimited because of the absence of economic or other motives for an early
settlement, or because of technical charting and datum problems.

B The Present State of the Law

The move to freedom of method in the judicial decisions in the treaty law

8 It does, however, leave intact the old combined rule of equidistance-special circumstances
for the territorial sea. See GenevaConvention on the Territorial Sea and ContiguousZone (1958),
Art. 12.

9 See, for example, Northern and Western European Maritime Boundaries, in which D.H.
Anderson notes that of 13 post-1958 boundary agreements in force in this region, the 6 con-
cluded before 1969 were based on equidistance, while the 7 concluded since 1970 were based
'to a greater or lesser extent' on equitable principles.



v

206 L. Legault and B. Hankey

has produced a legal situation that was aptly described in the following terms
in the Joint Separate Opinion of Judges Ruda, Bedjaoui and Jimenez de
Arechaga in the Libya/Malta case:

. . . it has to be faced that the law governing maritime delimitations is still
affected with a degree of indeterminacy, in the sense that the reasons put
forward do not invariably and automatically 'produce' a delimitation line.
Often, even a regrettable but doubtless inevitable gap can be observed
between the arguments expounded in a judicial decision and the concrete
findings as regards the choice of delimitation adopted. However well-
founded, the reasoning does not necessarily, mathematically 'issue' in the
conclusion adopted.IO
The black letter of the law, however, has not been swallowed up in the

! black hole of equity. The jurisprudence has winnowed and shed light upon the
I circumstancesrelevantto delimitation.The legalbasis of title remainscentral

}

to
.

the idea of an equitable result. Geography retains- or rather, has regained
- its primacy over all other factors. And natural boundary concepts have been
laid to rest, probably for all time.

For decision-makers, the choice of means or methods for translating the
relevant geographical and other circumstances into a precise line is, as ever,
the most difficult issue in the law of maritime boundaries.

C The Scope of This Study

The present chapter addresses the question of method largely from the per-
spective of state practice. It also considers whether the oppositeness or
adjacency of the coasts is one of the principal geographic factors that deter-
mine when a given method will indeed produce an equitable result. And finally,
it discusses whether proportionality of the respective lengths of the coasts is
treated as a relevant circumstance in the process of delimitation or as a test
of the equity of the result. The analysis that follows is based almost entirely
on the information contained in the individual boundary reports prepared for
this Maritime Boundary Project.

II METHODS

A Equidistance Method

1 Strict Equidistance

The Territorial Sea Convention defines equidistance as 'the line every point
of which is equidistant from the coastlines from which the breadth of the

10 Libya/Malta case, Joint Separate Opinion of Judges Ruda, Bedjaoui, and Jimenez de
Arechaga, supra note 2, at 81, para. 37.
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territorial sea of each of the two States is measured'.11 The Continental Shelf
Convention contains a similar definition. This latter convention employs the
term 'median line' for an equidistant line between opposite states and refers
only to a 'boundary. . . determined by application of the principle of equidis-
tance' in the case of adjacent states.12

Geometrically, a line that is equidistant between any two points is the per-
pendicular bisector of the line joining the two points. Since almost all coasts
involve some elements of irregularity, a straight line will seldom remain
equidistant to the relevant coasts for very long. In order to retain its equidis-
tant and perpendicular character, the equidistant line - that is, the initial
perpendicular bisector - must therefore change its course to reflect the altered .

\

geographical reality represented by a changing relationship between the nearest
points on the coasts of the parties. A true equidistant line is, in effect, a series
of segments of perpendicular bisectors of straight lines joining the nearest
points on the coasts of the parties.13 .

2 Simplified Equidistance

On many coastlines, a true or 'strict' equidistant line - one constructed using
all coastal base points permitted under international law for the delimitation
of the territorial sea - will involve a multiplicity of turning points and numerous
short straight-line segments. The resulting boundary is complex and can create
practical difficulties for mariners and developers of seaboard resources, par-
ticularly oil and gas concessionaires.

Consequently, states frequently simplify the equidistant line by reducing
the number of turning points, thereby decreasing the number and increasing
the length of the straight-line segments forming the boundary. Such simplifi-
cations typically result in the exchange of equal areas between the parties.

Examples of simplified equidistant lines are found in the Mexico-United
States agreement of 4 May 1978 (No. 1-5) (not yet entered into force) and
the Sweden-Norway agreement of 24 July 1968 (No. 9-14). .

The Mexico-United States boundary in the central part of the Gulf of
Mexico contains eight turning points (including terminal points). The line was
simplified by deleting three turning points. The simplification did not produce
any measurable net area exchange. On the Pacific coast, the precise equidis-
tant line boundary beyond the territorial sea considered during the negotiations
contained 16 turning points (including terminal points); this line was simpli-
fied to four points without any measurable net area exchange.

/

11 Geneva Convention on the Territorial Sea and Contiguous Zone (1958), Art. 12.
12 Geneva Convention on the Continental Shelf (1958), Art. 6.
13 This description of the construction of an equidistant line is adapted from Hodgson and

Cooper, The Technical Delimitation of a Modern Equidistance Boundary, 3 OCEANDEVELOPMENT
AND INTERNATIONAL LAW 316 (1976).
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3 Modified Equidistance

A modified equidistant line is one based on equidistance principles but
composed of segments connecting points whose position is not strictly equidis-
tant from the territorial sea baselines because certain features, such as islands,
rocks, or low-tide elevations have not been used or have been given reduced
effect. Such a line generally involves a greater departure from strict equidis-
tance than does a simplified equidistant line. Moreover, and more to the point,
whereas a simplified line typically involves an equal exchange of areas, a
modified equidistant line generally involves the allocation of maritime space
to one party at the expense of the other, when compared to the allocation
effected by a strict equidistant line. As is demonstrated below, the possibili-
ties for modifying an equidistant line are almost limitless and the resulting
modifications can be so substantial that the final boundary may bear only a
tenuous relationship to the notion of equidistance.

a Selection of Basepoints

(

Of the numerous methods for modifying an equidistant line in order to elim-
inate or reduce the disproportionate effect of particular geographical features,
the most frequently utilized is selectivity in the choice'of basepoints. A strict
equidistant line is drawn from all the basepoints required by law;.including
the mean low-water line of the mainland, islands, and rocks and low-tide ele-
vations lying within the system of straight baselines or the territorial seas of
the parties. When basepoints are selected or negotiated, the parties agree to
ignore certain basepoints in constructing the boundary line on the basis of
the equidistance method.

Examples of agreements where equidistant lines were modified by the selec-
tivity approach include: Saudi Arabia-Bahrain, 22 February 1958 (No. 7-3);
Italy-Yugoslavia, 8 January 1968 (No. 8-7(1»; Iran-Qatar, 20 September
1969 (No. 7-6); Italy-Tunisia, 20 August 1971 (No. 8-6); Denmark-Canada,
17 December 1973 (No. 1-1); Iran-Oman, 25 July 1974 (No. 7-5).

Sometimes the effect of a feature, typically an island, is discounted because
sovereignty over that feature is in dispute. In the agreement between Canada
and Denmark (Greenland) (1973) No. 1-1, Hans Island was ignored in the
drawing of a simplified equidistant line boundary because it was claimed by
both countries.

(

b Partial Effect
Another variation of the same approach is to give a feature, typically an island,
rock or low-tide elevation partial effect, most frequently half effect. There are
several methods of achieving this.14One approach, used in the A},Lglo-French
Continental Shelf arbitration, is to reduce the features to be discounted to a

14 These methods and the different results achieved by their use are described in Beazley,
Half Effect to Equidistance Lines, 56 INTERNATIONALHYDROGRAPHICREVIEW153 (1979).
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single representative basepoint and construct an eqUidistan

.

t line using that

)
basepoint and a single representative basepoint on the coast of the other party.
A second equidistant line is then constructed, also from a single representa-
tive basepoint on the coast of each party, without reference to the feature in
question. The angle between the two lines so constructed is then bisected. This
method, which may be called the 'bisector method' equally divides the area
between the two equidistant lines. It was used to give half effect to the Scilly
Islands in the Anglo-French case and can be applied between adjacent coasts
or, as in the A,nglo-Frenck.case, between coasts combining aspects of both
adjacency and oppositeness.iS

Another method of giving partial effect to particular features is to construct
two equidistant lines, one utilizing the features in question, the other ignoring
them, and then drawing a third line equidistant from the first two lines or
otherwise dividing the space between them equally or in some other propor-
tion. This method is appropriate for use between opposite coasts. It was used
to give half effect to the Iranian island of Kharg in the Iran-Saudi Arabia
agreement 1968 (No. 7-7).16 . .

In the Sweden-USSR agreement of 18 April 1988 (No. 10-9), the Swedish
islands of Gotland and Gotska Sandon appear to have been given three-quarters
effect. Two hypothetical equidistant lines were constructed, one between main-
lands and the other giving full effect to the islands in question. A third line
was then constructed between the two equidistant lines, effecting a 75-25
percent division of the disputed area to Sweden's advantage. The method for
construction of this final boundary line is not disclosed. The agreement simply
provides that the line shall 'relate to the outer contours of the area [i.e., to
the two equidistant lines delimiting the disputed area] in a symmetrical
manner.'

Other agreements in which the partial effect method was used are: Greece-
Italy 1977 (No. 8-4), in which three-quarters effect was given to the islands
of Fanos and Samothrake and half effect to the Strofades group; Iran-Oman,
25 July 1974 (No. 7-5), in which the island of Umm al Fayarin was given
half effect for turning point 19, although disregarded for turning point 18; and
Ireland-UK, 7 November 1988 (No. 9-5), in which half effect was given to
the Scillies.

The half-effect approach for islands also has been used in non-equidistance
delimitations. Thus, Canada's Seal Island was given half effect in determining .

\the crucial middle segment of the line in the Gulf of Maine case (No. 1-3).
In the Tunisia/Libya case (No. 8-9), half effect was given to the Tunisian
Kerkennah Islands is determining the angle of the outer segment of the
boundary.

15 Id.

16 This agreement was superseded by the agreement of 24 October 1968. See also Beazley
supra note 14, 153-55 for further explanation of the half-effect method between opposite coasts.



210 L. Legault and B. Hankey I
c Bisection of Angles Representing Coastal Fronts
Another means of modifying the equidistance method in order to discount
the effect of incidental coastal features and configurations on the course of
the boundary is to construct two lines, each representing the coastal front of
one of the parties, and then to bisect the angle between the two construction
lines. In the Sharjah-Umm al Qaywayn agreement, 1964(No. 7-10), the parties
constructed lines between the terminal points of adjacent land frontiers and
then bisected the angle formed by the two construction lines.

In its judgment in the Gulf of Maine case between Canada and the United
States (No. 1-3), the Chamber rejected the use of equidistance in the inner-
most part of the Gulf because of the numerous isolated rocks and islands
along the coast and because of the dispute over Machias Seal Island. The
Chamber therefore constructed two lines representing the general direction
of the coasts of each of the parties (Cape Elizabeth to the international
boundary terminus on the United Stales side, the Cape Sable to the same
terminus on the Canadian side), bisected the angle formed by perpendiculars
to these construction lines, and then transposed the Tesulting azimuth to the
point of commencement established by the parties in the Special Agreement.17

d Ad hoc Modifications
Equidistant lines are sometimes modified to take account of economic inter-
ests such as navigation, as in the Sweden-Denmark agreement of 9 November
1984 (No. 10-2). Such modifications are typically ad hoc negotiated solutions
that do not apply any systematic methodology. In the Iran-Saudi Arabia agree-
ment of 24 October 1968 (No. 7-7), a portion of the boundary where the
parties had granted overlapping concessions was modified into a series of
straightline segments that apportion a petroleum structure by zigzagging back
and forth across an equidistant line already modified to give half effect to
the Iranian island of Kharg. In the Denmark-German Democratic Republic
agreement of 14 September 1988 (No. 10-11), a deviation from the other-
wise equidistant boundary was negotiated in the area south of the Danish
island of Bornholm in order to allocate to the GDR part of the geologically
promising shallow bank known as Adler Grund. Considerations of coastal pro-
portionality also played a role in the agreement to depart from equidistance.

e Use of Third State Basepoints
A variation of the equidistance method frequently used in delimiting areas
in which more than two states have a potential claim is the use of basepoints
on the coasts of third states which are not parties to the delimitation. This
modification is required when one of the states party to the delimitation has
already established a non-equidistance boundary with one or more non-party
states. Failure to modify the equidistance method in this way would result

17 1984 LC.J. REp. 89-91, paras. 209-213.
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in delimitations that would be incompatible with the non-equidistant, third
party delimitations. Alternatively, the states party to the delimitation in question
may have decided on a boundary that is non-equidistant between themselves,
but is constructed by means of the equidistance method, using basepoints on
the coasts of one or more third states.

Examples of the use of basepoints on the coasts of third, non-party states
are found in the following agreements: FRG-UK, 25 November 1971 (No.
9-12), which uses basepoints on the Danish and Netherlands coasts (the
Denmark-FRG and Netherlands-FRG boundaries are non-equidistant);
Venezuela-USA, 25 March 1978 (No. 2-14), which uses basepoints on the
coasts of the Netherlands Antilles (the Venezuela-Netherlands Antilles
boundary is non-equidistant); Venezuela-Netherlands Antilles, 30 March 1978
(No. 2-12), which uses some basepoints on the coast of the Dominican
Republic (this boundary is non-equidistant between the parties); and the
Dominican Republic-Venezuela, 3 March 1979 (No. 2-9) which uses base-
points on the coast of the Netherlands Antilles (the Venezuela-Netherlands
Antilles boundary is non-equidistant).

B Other Methods

1 Parallels and Meridians

Among the methods other than equidistance, the most common is the use of
parallels of latitude and meridians of longitude. Between adjacent states this
method sometimes takes the form of a parallel or meridian drawn from the
point where the frontier reaches the sea. Examples are found in the following
agreements: Chile-Peru, 18 August 1952 (No. 3-5); Peru-Equador, 23 August
1952 (No. 3-9); Ecuador-Colombia, 23 August 1975 (No. 3-7); Spain-
Portugal, 12 February 1976 (No. 9-7), not yet in force; Mauritania-Morocco,
14 April 1976 (No. 4-6); Senegal-Gambia, 4 June 1975 (No. 4-2). In other
instances, the portion of the boundary close to the coastline follows an equidis-
tant line, but further out to sea a meridian or parallel is utilized. This approach
was adopted in the following agreements: Colombia-Panama, 20 November
1976 (No. 2-5); Kenya-Tanzania, 9 July 1976 (No. 4-5); Tanzania-Mozam-
bique, 25 December 1988 (No. 4-7).

In the case of adjacent states, the use of the parallel or meridian method
can avoid the cut-off 18that might result from the use of equidistant bound-
aries on concave or eonvex coastlines or in areas where islands or rocks are
present. The cut-off phenomenon can be particularly troublesome where several
states are situated along a continental coastline, as is the case on the Pacific
coast of South America and the Indian coast of Africa. However, the use of
parallels or meridians is effectively limited to situations where the general

18 See infra, p. 216, for definition of the "cut-off' effect (Section III on "Relevance of
Oppositeness and Adjacency).
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(

direction of the coasts in question is roughly north-south or east-west. In
other situations this method will produce precisely the result it is meant to
avoid: the inequitable cut-off of the maritime extensions of one or more of
the parties. The same unanticipated result can also occur if all the states along
a given stretch of coast are not willing to adopt this method, so that an equidis-
tant boundary might cut across a boundary following a parallel or meridian.

As Judge Jimenez de Arechaga has explained in the regional overview on
'.South American Maritime Boundaries,' the origin of the parallel or meridian
method in modern state practice is apparently not explained by the search for
a means of overcoming the inequitable effects of equidistance:

In 1952 the States parties to the Tripartite Declaration [Chile, Peru, Ecuador]
were opening entirely new ground in the Law of the Sea by making their
200 nautical mile claims. In the absence at that time of known principles
or agreed rules of delimitation they chose the method of the parallel of
latitude drawn from the point where the land frontier reaches the sea. Such
a method would seem to be the logical corollary of the fundamental ground
invoked in support of their maritime claims, namely, the direct and linear
projection of their land boundaries and land territories into the adjacent
seas.19

2 Enclaving

Another method, which may be used independently or in conjunction with

i

' some other method such as equidistanceis 'enclaving': that is, attributinga
maritime belt to an island by means of a boundary consisting of arcs of circles

. drawn from appropriate headlands. This method invariably results in a reduced
area of maritime space for the state whose island is enclaved, relative to what
that state would have obtained if the island had been used as a basepoint in

\

drawing an equidistant line.
The enclaving method can produce either a full enclave, where the maritime

belt accorded to the island is wholly separated from the offshore zone of the
mainland coast of the state to which the island belongs, or, alternatively, a

I semi-enclave, where the maritime zone appertaining to the island merges with
: the maritime zone of the mainland coast. The semi-enclave effect occurs when

the island is situated on or close to the equidistant line.
Although, in principle, enclaves may be of any breadth, in practice they

have invariably been 3 or 12 miles, representing the breadth of the territorial
sea, or 13 miles, to allow an additional mile of economic zone or continental
shelf beyond the territorial sea.

Examples of full enclaves are found in the Australia-Papua New Guinea
agreement of 18 December 1978 (No. 5-3) and the 1977 Anglo-French
Continental Shelf award (No. 9-3). In the Australia-Papua New Guinea agree-
ment, twelve Australian islands lying close to the coast of Papua-New Guinea

19 Jimenez de Arechaga, South American Maritime Boundaries.

i
I
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were accorded 3-mile territorial sea enclaves. In the Anglo-French award, V
the British Channel Islands, which lay within 12 miles of the French coast,
were accorded 12-mile enclaves (3 miles of territorial sea and 9 miles of con-
tinental shelf and contiguous fishing zone).

Examples of delimitations using semi-enclaves are: Italy-Yugoslavia, 8
January 1968 (No. 8-7), in which the Yugoslav islands of Pelagruz and Kajola
were accorded 12-mile belts; Italy-Tunisia, 20 August 1971 (No. 8-6), in
which the Italian islands of Pantellaria, Linosa and Lampedusa were accorded
13-mile belts and the Italian island of Lampone was accorded a 12-mile belt;
Saudi Arabia-Iran, 24 October 1968 (No. 7-7), in which the Saudi Arabian
island of AI' Arabia and the Iranian island of Farsi were accorded 12-mile
belts; Qatar-UAE (Abu Dhabi) (1969) No. 7-9, in which the Abu Dhabi islet
of Daiyina was accorded a 3-mile belt; Iran-UAE (Dubai), 13 August 1974
(No. 7-8), in which the Iranian island of Sirri was accorded a 12-mile belt;
and the 1981 award in the Sharjah-Dubai Continental Shelf arbitration (No.
7-4), in which the island of Abu Musa (claimed by Iran but treated in this
arbitration as undisputed territory of Sharjah) was accorded a 12-mile belt.

3 Perpendiculars

Another method of delimitation is the perpendicular, generally a perpendic- '\
ular to the general direction of the coast, although perpendiculars to the closing 1

lines of coastal indentations have also been used.

The rationale for this method is that it constitutes a simplified form of
equidistance. Its use is limited by the fact that the relevant coasts of the parties
can rarely be generalized as a simple straight line, a necessary precondition
for the use of this method. The perpendicular solution also possesses an impor-
tant element of arbitrariness, as there is nearly always considerable room for
argument as to what constitutes the general direction of the coast.20

In the Gulf of Maine case (No. 1-3), in establishing the third segment of \
the boundary, which divides the Atlantic area seaward of the Gulf of Maine, \
the Chamber drew a line perpendicular to the closing line of the Gulf. This \
method was used instead of equidistance because the Chamber did not wish I

the line in this area to commence from the midpoint of the closing line, which!

would have been the approximate result if the equidistance method had been I
employed. By using the perpendicular, in conjuction with other methods for !
the segments inside the Gulf, the Chamber had more freedom to adjust the!
starting point of the outer segment of the boundary.

In the Brazil-Uruguay agreement of 21 July 1972 (No. 3-4), a single line
'nearly perpendicular to the general direction of the coast' was used. In a Joint

20 For a discussion of the problems involved in deterimining the general direction of the
relevant coasts, see Gulf of Maine case (Canada-D.S.), Canadian Counter-Memorial, 1983 LC.J.
Pleadings 38-42, paras. 90-101.
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Declaration of 10 May 1969, Brazil and Uruguay had recognized the appli-
cability of the equidistant line as the lateral limit of their maritime jurisdictions.
They appear to have regarded the perpendicular line, which deviates only
slightly from the strict equidistant line in this case, as an application of the
equidistance method.

In the award of 14 February 1985 in the Guinea-Guinea-Bissau arbitra-
tion (No. 4-3), the tribunal delimited the greater part of the boundary by
means of a line perpendicular to the macrogeographical general direction of
the continental seaboard. This general direction was established by drawing
a line between salient points on the coasts of the third countries of Senegal
and Sierra Leone. In using this method, the tribunal was influenced by the
potential effect of claims by third states on the West African coast to the
north and south of the parties to the delimitation.

4 Parallel Lines

(

Another method, found in two delimitation agreements to which France is a
party, is the use of two parallel straight lines producing a long, narrow band
of maritime space. This technique avoids the cut-off effect produced by the
convergence of equidistant lines in front of the coast of one of the parties. It

\ was used in the France-Monaco agreement of 16 February 1984 (No. 8-3)
and in the Dominica-France agreement of 5 May 1987 (No. 2-15).21

III THE RELEVANCE OF OPPOSITENESS AND ADJACENCY

Of the 134 instances of state practice examined in the present study, the
equidistance method - whether strict, simplified, or modified - has been
followed in 103 boundaries, or 77 percent of the total. In 63 boundaries, or
47 percent, the strict or simplified equidistance method was adopted for the
whole or the greater part of the boundary. In 40 boundaries, or 30 percent, a
modified equidistant line was employed. In some 42 boundaries, or 31 percent,
a method other than equidistance was used.22

21 Although several maritime boundary claims have been based on ge()physical factors, and
geophysical factors have sometimes influenced the location of a boundary, it is doubtful whether
the disparate approaches used to take account of these factors are sufficiently systematic to
constitute a delimitation 'method'. For a discussion of the boundaries where geophysical factors
influenced the delimitation, see Weil, Geographic Considerations in Maritime Boundary
Delimitation. Two territorial sea boundaries in the Baltic Sea, the Federal Republic of Germany-
Germany Democratic Republic agreement of 29 June 1974 (No. 10-5) and the Denmark-Sweden
agreement of 9 November 1984 (No. 10-2) and one in the Adriatic Sea, Italy-Yugoslavia, 3
April 1977 (No. 8-7(2)) were influenced by navigational factors. Again, however, these factors
do not seem to have been applied in a sufficiently systematic manner to qualify as a method.

22 Note that these percentages do not add up to 100 percent. This is because, in certain
instances, the equidistance method (strict, simplified or modified) is used for a substantial portion
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The choice of method has been significantly influenced by the geograph-
ical relationship of the coasts abutting the ocean areas at issue, characterized
in terms of oppositeness or adjacency, or mixed oppositeness and adjacency.
While a coastal relationship of pure oppositeness or pure adjacency is easy
to conceptualize, a situation involving, in varying degrees, elements of both v
oppositeness and adjacency is more complex. The difficulty arises not so
much from the relationship between the coasts themselves, but rather from
the geographical relationship of the coasts to each other vis-a.-vis the marine
area to be delimited. For, as the Angle-French Court of Arbitration stated,
'in determining whether two states are to be considered as "opposite" or
"adjacent", for the purpose of delimitating a continental shelf on which each
of them abuts, the Court must have regard to their actual geographical relation
to each other and to the continental shelf at any given place along the
boundary'23 (emphasis added).

The relationship of the coasts of the abutting states may be one of pure
lateral adjacency, mixed oppositeness and adjacency, or pure oppositeness in
relation to any particular part of the area to be delimited. Thus, the relation-
ship of these coasts to each other relative to an imaginary or real line drawn
through the maritime area can progress by stages from one of essential oppo-
siteness, through one that combines elements of oppositeness and adjacency
in varying degrees, to one of predominant adjacency.24

Sixty-two of the boundaries examined involve delimitations between I
opposite coasts. Of these, 55 boundaries, or 89 percent, are based on the (
equidistance method, while only 8 boundaries, or 13 percent, are based on a
method other than equidistance for a substantial portion of their length. The
55 opposite coast delimitations employing the equidistance method are almost
equally divided between those using a strict or simplified equidistant line
(28 boundaries) and those using a modified equidistant line (27 boundaries).

In delimitations involving geographical situations of mixed oppositeness
and adjacency, the equidistance method is again the most frequently used,
but the use of non-equidistance methods for substantial portions of the

;;

of a boundary, while a non-equidistance method is used for a different and substantial portion
of the same boundary. In such instances the boundary is classified under more than one method.
An example is the France-Spain continental shelf boundary in the Bay of Biscay where a strict
equidistant line is used for the first 90 miles (or 39 percent) of the boundary beyond the terri-
torial sea, while a negotiated line was used for the remaining 61 percent of the boundary (No.
9-2). This boundary has been classified as both a strict/simplified equidistance and a non-
equidistance boundary. Boundaries where a particular method has been used for a minor or
insignificant portion of the boundary have been classified under the method used for most of
the boundary. Thus, for example, the Argentina-Chile boundary of 29 November 1984, in which
the equidistancemethodwas used for only one turning point, has been classified as a non-equidis-
tance boundary (No. 3-1).

23Anglo-French Continental Shelf award, 1977 LC.J. REP.58, para. 94.
24 For a discussion, illustration and mathematical analysis of the differences between situa-

tions of coastal oppositeness, adjacency and mixed elements of oppositeness and adjacency,
see Gulf of Maine case,.Canadian Counter-Memorial, LC.J. Pleadings 45-48, paras. 108-112.
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boundary is much more common in these cases than in delimitations between
essentially opposite coasts. Of the 43 boundaries involving mixed coastal
relationships, some 37 boundaries, or 86 percent, use the equidistance method
for a substantial portion of the boundary. Twenty-nine of these, or 67 percent,
are based on the strict or simplified equidistance method, while 8 bound-
aries, or 19percent, use the modified equidistance method. Thirteen boundaries,
or 30 percent, are based on a method other than equidistance for the whole
or a substantial part of the delimitation. Six boundaries, or 14 percent, utilize
both equidistance, whether strict or modified, and some other method for
substantial parts of the boundary.

i The picture alters radically when the focus shifts to boundaries with coastal

\

situations characterized essentially by lateral adjacency. Of the 30 bound-
aries delimited between adjacent coasts, only 12, or 40 percent, follow the
equidistance method. These are evenly divided between 6 boundaries, or 20
percent, that use the strict or simplified equidistance method, and another 6
boundaries, or 20 percent, that employ modified equidistance. Methods other
than equidistance are employed in 20 boundaries, or 67 percent of the adjacent
coast delimitations. Eight of these boundaries, or 27 percent, follow parallels
of latitude or meridians of longitude for a substantial portion of the boundary.

One reason why the equidistance method has been relied upon by states as
the method of choice in opposite coast situations, but not in cases of lateral
adjacency, was explained by the International Court of Justice in the North
Sea cases. There the Court stated that the equidistance method generally
produced an equitable result in situations of oppositeness:

These [natural] prolongations [between opposite states] meet and overlap,
and can therefore only be delimited by means of a median line; and ignoring
the presence of islets, rocks, and minor coastal projections, the dispropor-
tional distorting effect of which can be eliminated by other means, such a
line must effect an equal division of the particular area involved.25

The Court believed that this was often not the case in instances of lateral adja-
cency since the effect on an equidistance line of a protrusion or convexity on
the coast of one of the parties, or a concavity on the coast of another, is pro-
gressively magnified as the boundary extends seaward. A relatively minor
feature on the coast of one of the parties, particularly when situated in the
vicinity of the land boundary terminus, thus has a disproportionate effect on
the delimitation. This phenomenon causes the equidistant line to swing out
across the coast of one of parties to the delimitation, cutting off that state from
the continental shelf lying in front of its coasts. This cut-off effect has been
recognized in the jurisprudence of the ICJ and other tribunals as creative of
inequity. In situations involving three or more states, the convergence of
equidistant lines in front of a state abutting a concave portion of the coast
between two states with convex coastlines can result in the middle state being
'shelf-locked' or 'zone-locked'; its maritime zone will be prevented from

v

25 1969 I.e.l. REp. 36, para. 37.
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reaching the full extent of its seaward limit by the lateral converging equidis-
tant boundaries of the states on either side.26

IV THE ROLE OF PROPORTIONALITY

Proportionality is fundamental to the law of maritime delimitation. This concept
is based upon the relationship between the relative lengths of the coasts of the
parties abutting the maritime area to be delimited and the relative areas of
maritime space allocated to each of the parties by means of the delimitation.
These relationships may be expressed in terms of mathematical ratios.

Proportionality has a double role. In one role, a comparison of the coastal I
and areal ratios is sometimes used as a test of the equity of a provisional delim-
itation. In the other role, an assessment of the relative lengths of the coastlines
may be one of the factors taken into account in determining the method used
to effect the delimitation.

The distinction between these two aspects of proportionality was set out
clearly in the judgment of the International Court of Justice in the Libya/Malta
case:

In connection with lengths of coasts, attention should be drawn to an impor-
tant distinction. . . between the relevance of coastal lengths as a pertinent
circumstance for a delimitation and use of those lengths in assessing ratios
of proportionality. . . It is . . . one thing to employ proportionality calcu-
lations to check a result; it is another thing to take note, in the course of
the delimitation process, of the existence of a very marked difference in
coastal lengths, and to attribute the appropriate significance to that coastal
relationship, without seeking to define it in quantitative terms which are
only suited to the ex post assessment of relationships of coast to area. The
two operations are neither mutually exclusive, nor so closely indentified
with each other that the one would necessarily render the other supereroga-
tory. Consideration of the comparability or otherwise of the coastal lengths
is part of the process of determining an equitable boundary on the basis of
an initial median line; the test of a reasonable degree of proportionality,
on the other hand, is one which can be applied to check the equitableness
of any line, whatever ,the method used to arrive at that line.27
The similar extent of the maritime fronts was the decisive factor behind

the rejection of equidistance in the North Sea cases. The broad comparability
of the mainland coasts of England and France, coupled with the dispropor-
tion that might have been created by the relatively minor features of the
Channel and Scilly Islands, was the crucial factor in the choice of the delim-
itation methods adopted in the Anglo-French award. The broad comparability.
of the coasts was treated as a relevant circumstance in the Guinea-Guinea-

,,/

26 1969 LC,J. REp. 18-19, paras. 7-8; 50, para. 89.
27 1985 LC,J. REp. 49, para. 66.
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Bissau award. Significant differences in the 1engths.of the relevant coasts
helped to decide the choice of methods in the Gulf of Maine and Libya/Malta
cases. In the former case, the mathematical ratio for the lengths of the relevant
coasts formed an integral part of the method used to determine the course of
the line in the crucial middle and outer segments ofthe boundary '(No. 1-3).28
Only in the Tunisia/Libya case was a mathematical proportionality calcula-
tion used to test the equity of a provisional line ex post facto.29

The jurisprudence thus points clearly to the conclusion that the assess-
ment of proportion and disproportion has generally been qualitative rather
than quantitative. In the words of the Anglo-French award, 'it is dispropor-
tion rather than any general principle of proportionality which is the relevant
criterion' .30

One of the factors inhibiting the more frequent use of proportionality cal-
culations is the difficulty of defining the extent both of the coasts relevant to
the delimitation and of the area of overlap or convergence. In the Gulf of
Maine case, both issues were hotly contested by the parties. While the method
used by the Chamber did not require it to define an area of overlap or con-
vergence, it did have to define the extent of the coasts relevant to the
delimitation. It resolved this issue by using only the coasts facing the Gulf
of Maine itself, thereby excluding the coasts of Nova Scotia and New England
facing the open Atlantic on either skie of the entrance to the Gulf. Canada
had argued for the inclusion of these outer coasts in any proportionality cal-
culation on the grounds that these were the relevant coasts for the delimitation
of the crucialouter area where GeorgesBank- the real object of the dispute
- was situated. Another issue contested by the parties was whether the coasts
of the Bay of Fundy, a subsidiary indentation of the Gulf of Maine into the
Canadian coast, should be included. Setting aside an argument over the rele-
vance of the legal status of the Bay of Fundy, the Chamber decided to include
the coasts of the Bay up to the point where it narrowed to 24 nautical miles.3l

In the Tunisia/Libya case, the Court's use of proportionality calculations
to test the equity of the judgment, particularly its use of a meridian of longi-
tude and a parallel of latitude to define the area of overlap, was the object of
much criticism both in the dissenting opinions32and later in the learned com-
mentaries.33

While proportionality has figured in one form or another in all the maritime

28 1984 LC.J. REP. 334-37, paras. 218-23.
29 1982 LC.J. REP. 123-25, paras. 116-23.
30 Anglo-French Continental Shelf award, 1977 Le.J. REp. 61, para. 101.
31 1984 LC.J. REp. 94, para. 221.
32 1982 LC.J. REP. Dissenting Opinion of Judge Oda, at 260, para. 164; Dissenting Opinion

of Judge Gros, at 152, para. 17; Dissenting Opinion of Judge Evensen, at 311, para. 23.
33 See for example, Zoller, Recherches sur les Mithodes de Delimitation du Plateau

Continental: a.propos de l'Affaire Tunisie-Libye, 86 REVUEGENERALEDEDROITINTERNATIONAL
PUBLIC(1982), 645 at 644.
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boundaries settled by judicial means, it is difficult to determine with any
degree of precision what role it plays in negotiated boundaries. The agree-
ments themselves never disclose this information, and it is rarely available
from other sources. Thus, it is not surprising that the issue of proportionality
was mentioned explicitly in only a few of the individual boundary reports
forming part of this study.

The evidence in the individual reports suggests that in state practice, as in
the jurisprudence, the use of proportionality is often more subjective and
impressionistic than mechanical and precise. Where mathematical formulas
have been advanced in the course of the negotiations, the evidence has not,
for obvious reasons, been made publicly available. To do so would furnish
potential critics with powerful ammunition to criticize politically sensitive
boundaries that frequently represent compromise solutions.

In cases where equidistance was employed, the reports sometimes indicate
that proportionality may have played an implicit role. For example, Report
No. 8-7(1) on the Italy-Yugoslavia agreement of 8 January 1968 states that
'the principal elements which influenced the delimitation are the comparable
lengths and configurations of the two countries' coasts. . . " but goes on to
state that 'no modifications based upon. . . proportionality were made by the
parties.' Report No. 3-3 on the Brazil-France agreement of 30 January 1981
states that 'the relevant coasts in the delimitation area are roughly of the
same length, so no question of proportionality seems to have arisen. . .'
Report No. 3-4 on the Brazil-Uruguay agreement of 21 July 1972 states that
'the coasts of the two states in the vicinity of the initial segment of the delim-
itation line are roughly equal in length so no question of proportionality arose.'
Report No. 2-10 on the France (Martinique)-Saint Lucia agreement of 4 March
1981 suggests that an implicit and subjective consideration of proportion-
ality may have influenced the choice of the equidistance method: 'the islands
are of comparable size, and the general configuration of their opposite coasts
relevant to this delimitation is quite simple and short. . .'

Only two of the reports state that proportionality played a role in the sense
that a disproportion between the length of the relevant coastlines was a key
factor in the choice of a method other than strict equidistance.

The best-known instance of state practice where proportionality has deci-
sively influenced the choice of methodology used to determine the course of
the line is the France-Spain agreement of 29 January 1974 on the delimita-
tion in the Bay of Biscay (No. 9-2). There the territorial sea boundary is
constituted by two straight lines that approximate equidistance. The first
segment of the continental shelf boundary is an equidistant line drawn from
normal baselines. This method is used for 90 miles to a point 68 miles off
the two coasts. Thereafter the boundary consists of a single straight line drawn
as far as a closing line across the mouth of the Bay of Biscay.

While the precise methodology used to construct the outer portion of the
line is unclear, an account published by an advisor to the Spanish negotiating.
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team34and other commentaries indicate that the greater length of the French
coast and the greater breadth of the French continental shelf were decisive
factors in the delimitation. As part of the delimitation exercise, straight lines
were drawn representing the French and Spanish coastal fronts facing onto
the Bay of Biscay. These were calculated to be respectively 213 miles and
138 miles, a ratio of about 1.54:1. The segment of the boundary seaward of
the equidistant segment divides the maritime space in the outer part of the
Bay of Biscay (roughly that part lying seaward of the equidistance portion of
the boundary) so as to leave about 22,000 square miles to France and 13,500
square miles to Spain, a ratio of about 1.63:1 (No. 9-2).

Another delimitation which has been the subject of considerable study
and in which proportionality played a key role is the Netherlands
(Antilles)-Venezuela agreement of 31 March 1978 (No. 2-12). The coastal
perimeter of the Netherlands Major Antilles measured along its sinuosities
was calculated at 70 miles on the north where the islands face the open sea
and 67.5 miles on the south where they face Venezuela. The portion of
Venezuela's coast facing the Major Antilles measured 156 miles, thus estab-
lishing a ratio of 7:3. Using various methods, including strict and modified
equidistance and meridians and parallels, the parties agreed upon a boundary
that allocated to the Netherlands Antilles 56 percent of the maritime space
that would have been allocated by strict equidistance. Political geography -
the considerable population of the Dutch islands (almost a quarter-million)
and their autonomy and expectation of eventual independence from The
Netherlands - was also of the 'utmost importance' in this delimitation and
appears to have operated to increase the area allocated to the Netherlands
Antilles.

Report No. 6-3 on the Burma-India agreement of 23 December 1986
suggests that proportionality may have played a role in the decision to modify
the otherwise equidistant boundary between turning points 4 and 9, in order
to give approximately half effect to India's Barren and Narcondam Islands.
The ratio of the lengths of the coastlines of the Burmese mainland and India's
archipelago has been calculated to be 3.5:1. It should be noted, however, that
while proportionality may have played a role in the negotiation of the boundary,
it is also possible that the decision to give partial effect to the Indian islands
was the only factor that motivated the parties to depart from strict equidis-
tance in this sector.

Report No. 10-11 on the Denmark-German Democratic Republic agree-
ment of 14 September 1988 states that in pressing for the deviation from
equidistance represented by the deviation into part of Adler Grund, the German
Democratic Republic argued that attention should be paid to a proportion-
ality calculation based on the length of the opposite coastlines of the Danish

34 de Azcarraga, XXVIII REVISTAESPAOLADE DERECHOINTERNACIONAL131-38, English
translation by US State Department in Gulf of Maine case (Canada-U.S.) D.S. Counter-Memorial
Analytical Annexes, I.e.J. Pleadings, Vol IV, Annex 10, Appendix A.

-
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island of Bornho1m and the GDR mainland. This deviation, which was moti-
vated by economic considerations, can also be rationalized by the theory of

giving islands less than full weight, bearing in mind, however, that the devi-
ation was a purely ad hoc negotiated solution and was not based on a systematic
discounting of the effect of the island on the equidistant line.

V CONCLUSION

This brief review of the methods of maritime delimitation will settle no bound-

aries. Indeed, perhaps the most important point it makes is that there is no
magic formula in this field. Blind insistence on method - any method - is an
abdication of judgment that is inconsistent with the very idea of law. Principles
must still dictate methods, and equity can never be reduced to a matter of geo-
metric, cartographic or other techniques. Even that most useful of methods,
equidistance, gains its strength from a grounding in principle rather than
system.

It is possible, however, to formulate a number of practical conclusions
from this study. These are summarized below.

1. Therelationshipof the coasts- opposite,adjacentor mixed- is an impor-
tant factor in determining the choice of method.

2. In situations of oppositeness, equidistance is employed very often. Inequities
are typically handled by modifying the application of equidistance (selec-
tion of basepoints or partial effect).

3. In situations of adjacency, equidistance is used less frequently. It is typi-
cally abandoned in favor of some other method when irregularities in the
geography are perceived as creating inequities.

4. In mixed situations the methods used vary depending upon whether the
relationship is one of adjacency or oppositeness in that segment of the
boundary.

5. While equidistance is by far the most widely used method, other methods
that do enjoy wide use are (a) medians of longitude and parallels of latitude,
and (b) enclaving of islands.

6. Other non-equidistance methods (perpendiculars, parallel straight lines, the
application of geological or geomophological criteria) have been used in
only a handful of cases and do not appear to have found general accep-
tance.

7. Proportionality has often been a decisive factor in judicially determined
boundaries and is therefore an important element in the law of maritime
delimitation. Direct evidence of its use in state practice is scanty, but this
does not necessarily mean that it has not influenced the course of negoti-
ated boundaries. Apart from the judicially determined boundary in the Gulf
of Maine area, there is no evidence whatever that proportionality calcula-
tions have been incorporated into the method actually used to determine
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the course of a boundary. It is probable that questions of proportionality
or disproportionality are more often taken into account as relevant factors
and equitable considerations influencing the overall result and, implicitly,
the choice of method used, rather than as a basis for a mathematical ex post
facto test of that result.

The law of maritime boundaries is clearly still in the process of evolving but
may not be as primitive as it is sometimes painted. To some observers at
least, the very fact that so many boundaries have been settled by agreement
suggests otherwise, as does also the willingness of states to submit their
maritime boundary disputes to judicial determination.

.~
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2-13(1) Trinidad and Tobago/Venezuela The boundary appears to effect an equal exchange
....

26 February 1942 X X X of areas in relation to a true equidistance line. ""

3-5 Chile/Peru The boundary follows the parallel of 180 23' 03"
""

18 August 1952 X X X south latitude.

3-9 PerulEcuador The boundary follows the parallel of 030

18 August 1952 X X X 23'33.96" south latitude. .

9-6 NorwayfUSSR The boundary is 24 l/4 miles in length. For
(")
(1:>

15 February 1957 X X X aproximately half its length the boundary (")
delimits the terrritorial sea. :.<

Selective equidistance between random basepoints7-3 Saudi ArabialBahrain

22 February 1958 X X X on both coastlines.

5-16 United Kingdom (Sarawak, North Brunei contests application of these boundaries CS

Borneo, Brunei) X X X X X fixed by British Orders in Council. Boundaries
'"\:J
C)

11 September 1958 are partly modified equidistance and partly a
""1.....

perpendicular to the general direction of the coast.
C)

4--4 SenegalJGuinea- Bissau The boundary follows an azimuth of 2400 through "- .

26 April 1960 X X X the territorial sea and continguous zone to the
limit of the continental shelf.

N

* Equidistance explicitly mentioned in the text of the agreement.
N
\J..)
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8-1 CyprusfUnited Kingdom Simplified perpendiculars to general direction

16 August 1960 X X X of the coast.
'-<::

9-11 NetherlandslFederal Republic of The boundary is a 26-mile extension of the

Germany X X X territorial sea boundary from the Ems estuary.
1 December 1964

7-10 SharjahfUmm al Qaywayn The boundary, which follows the angular bisector
Undated 1964 X X X of lines drawn to terminal points of adjacent

land frontiers, illustrates a different form of

the equidistance method. After 1970, the seaward
segment of the boundary was amended
to follow the outer limit of the territorial sea

extending from the island of Abu Musa.

9-15 NorwayfUnited Kingdom The boundary is 359 miles in length. It
10 March 1965 X X X X commences at the Norway/Denmark/UK tripoint

and terminates at the lOO-fathom contour. The

Norwegian Trench was disregarded.

10--4(1) FinlandfUSSR (Gulf of Finland) Within the territorial sea the boundary has been

20 May 1965 X X X X determined by the 1940 treaty and the 1947

Treaty of Peace. Beyond the territorial sea the
boundary is equidistant.



LV May 1':10:> A A A A oeterrruneo oy me l~;lqVtreaty ana me l~'U

Treaty of Peace. Beyond the territorial sea the
boundary is equidistant.

C"''';;''''''.""''",""'k'&'''''-,,,,,

9-8 Denmark/Federal Republic of Germany The boundary commences at the outer limit of the
(North Sea) X X X territorial sea and extends in a straight line
9 June 1965 for 26 miles.

10-1 Denmark/Federal Republic of Germany The boundary is 65 miles in length and has been
(Baltic Sea) X X X derived from straight baselines in addition to
9 June 1965 the normal baselines.

9-13 NetherlandslUK The boundary is a simplified equistance line
6 October 1965 X X X X 225 miles in length.
Amended 25 November 1971 a

9-9 DenmarklNorway (North Sea) The boundary is 255 miles in length commencing
.fl..

8 December 1965 X X X X at the Norway/Denmark/Sweden tripoint. The
Amended 24 April 1968 Norwegian Trench was disregarded. "1:5

ac.,
9-10 United Kingdom/Denmark The boundary is an arc of a great circle 16

..........

3 March 1966 X X X X miles in length. ;::s

Amended 25 November 1971 c.,
c.,

10-4(2) FinlandlUSSR (Baltic Sea and Gulf The boundary is an extension of the boundary ;::s

of Finland ext.) X X X X established in the 1965 agreement and is 45
5 May 1967 miles in length.

8-7(1) Italy/Yugoslavia Near-shore islands given full effect. Selective (")

8 January 1968 X X X treatment for offshore islands. Pelagosa group ;::s
(")

given partial effect. :<

7-1 Abu DhabilDubai The boundary has been displaced 10 kilometers ;::s

18 February 1968 X X X southwest from the land boundary terminus. '"i:j

9-14 Sweden/Norway The boundary has been simplified resulting in an <3
'1:::!

24 July 1968 X X X X exchange of equal areas between the parties. a
'1

The Norwegian Trench was disregarded.
....."".a

7-7 Saudi ArabialIran Excluding both the adjustment to follow the
;::s
"-

24 October 1968 X X X outer limit of the territorial sea in the vicinity .
of Farzi, and the area surrounding the Feridoon
oilfield, the boundary effects an equal exchange of N
areas in relation to the equidistant line. N

VI
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10-6(1) Poland/German Democratic Republic G.D.R straight baselines have been disregarded ;:::
;>:;-

29 October 1968 X X X X for purposes of delimitation. '<

7-9 Qatar/UAE (Abu Dhabi) Turning points A, B, and D are equidistant, point
30 March 1969 X X X C is non-equidistant. The island of Daiyina

has been awarded a 3-mile territorial sea.

10-8 Poland/USSR The boundary is 77 1/2 miles in length and
28 August 1969 X X X terminates 3 miles short of the

Poland/SwedenlUSSR tripoint.

7-6 IranJQatar The boundary is 130 miles in length and
10 September 1969 X X X disregards Iranian, Qatari and Abu Dhabi islands

as basepoints.

5-9 MalaysiaJIndonesia (Malacca Strait, The first and second segments of the boundary
Western South China Sea) X X X are 399 and 310 miles in length, respectively.
27 October 1969 Straight baselines have been utlilized for

purposes of delimitation.

5-9 MalaysiaJIndonesia (Eastern South The Indonesian Natuna Island group has been
China Sea) X X X given partial effect.
27 October 1969

1-5 Mexico/USA 12-mile sea boundary in Gulf of Mexico and
23 November 1970 X X X X Pacific. Simplified equidistance.
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27 October 1969

1-5 Mexico/USA
23 November 1970 x x x x

12-mi1esea boundary in Gulf of Mexico and
Pacific. Simplified equidistance.

9-8 Federal Republic of Germany/Denmark The boundary is 169 miles in length and was
28 January 1971 X X X negotiated on the basis on the judgment of the

Court in the North Sea Continental Shelf cases.

9-11 NetherlandsIFederal Republic of The agreement was negotiated on the basis of the
Germany X X X judgment in the North Sea Continental Shelf
28 January 1971 cases. The boundary is 151 miles in length.

6-2(2) Australiallndonesia (Timor and In the Arafura Sea two segments combine to form
Arafura Seas) X X X a boundary 506 miles in length, which terminates
18 May 1971 at the lOO-fathom contour. C)

6-2(1) Australiallndonesia (Pacific Ocean) The boundary segment in the Pacific Ocean is 30
18 May 1971 X X X miles in length. It became a maritime boundary '1::j

C)
by virtue of Article 7 of the 1973 agreement. c..,.

7-2 IranIB ahrain Points 1 and 4 are non-equidistant between Iran ;::s
17 June 1971 X X X and Bahrain but coincide with point 1 of the c..,

c..,

Saudi Arabiallran and point 2 of the QatarlIran
boundaries.

8-6 ItalylTunisia The Italian islands of Pantellaria, Linosa and
20 August 1971 X X X X Lampedusa were awarded 13 miles and Lampione

12 miles of territorial sea and shelf.
(')

;::s

9-12 Federal Republic of Germany/United The boundary is controlled by basepoints on the
Kingdom X X X Danish and Netherlands coasts.
25 November 1971

6-13(1) ThailandlIndonesia The boundary is 89 miles in length. It was
C3

17 December 1971 X X X extended four days later (21 December) to a '1::j

IndonesialThailandlMa1aysia common point. The
C)

boundary was completed by the agreement of s.
11 December 1975. ;::s

.......
5-9 Ma1aysiallndonesia (Malacca Strait The boundary is 35 1/2 miles in length. It is

.

ext.) X X X an extension of the 1969 boundary to the
21 December 1971 MalaysialThailandlIndonesia common point. N

N-J
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5-13(1) Malaysiaffhailand (Andaman Sea) The boundary commences at the
21 December 1971 X X X MalaysiaffhailandJIndonesia common point and

extends inshore for a distance of 90 miles.

1-2 Canada/France (St. Pierre and Miquelon) Roughly equidistant between mainland coasts. 5
27 March 1972 X X X X turning points equidistant, 4 negotiated. Many

potential turning points disregarded because of
offlying islets, rocks, low-tide. Actual
basepoints negotiated.

3-4 Uruguay/Brazil The boundary is a rhumb line approximately
21 July 1972 X X X perpendicular to the coast as represented by a

line joining Cabo Plonio to Albarado.

lO-3 Finland/Sweden The agreement states that the boundary shall in
29 September 1972 X X X X principle be a median line taking account of

special circumstances.

6-2(2) Australia/lndonesia (Timor and The boundary is an extension of the 1971 line to
Arafura Seas ext.) X X X the land boundary terminus.
26 January 1973

8-lO( 1) USSR/Turkey The boundary follows an azimuth of 290 degrees

17 April 1973 X X X from the land boundary.



8-10(1)

26 January 1973

USSRffurkey
17 April 1973 x x x

The boundary follows an azimuth of 290 degrees
from the land boundary.

5-11 Indonesia-Singapore Three turning points on the east are generally
25 May 197 X X X equidistant and two on the west are slightly

closer to Indonesia.

3-2 ArgentinalUruguay The boundary is an equidistant line constructed
19 November 1973 X X X X from the common baseline from which the

territorial sea is measured.

1-1 Denmark/Canada The modified portion of the boundary effects an
17 December 1973 X X X X exchange of equal areas between the parties. ;:;.

C)
9-2 SpainlFrance (Bay of Biscay) Two methods were used. The boundary is

29 January 1974 X X X X X equidistant for 39 percent of its length to the foot of
the continental slope. The Cap Breton Trench
was disregarded.

C)
..,-.....

5-12 Japan/South Korea The boundary is 264 miles in length. The island
30 January 1974 X X X of Tsu Shima, which lies closer to Korea than to ..,

Japan, has been given full effect as a
..,

basepoint.

8-5 Italy/Spain The boundary consists of nine geodesic lines
19 February 1974 X X X X' connecting turning points and is 137 miles in

<B-:

length.
()

6-10(1) India/Sri Lanka Divides historic waters in Palk Bay and Palk
26-28 June 1974 X X X Strait.

10-5 Federal Republic of Germany/German Boundary takes account of established
Democratic Republic X X X navigational route so as to place entire '"tj

CS29 June 1974 navigational route to FRG port on FRG side of

boundary.
C)
""'!
....-.

7-5 Iran/Oman Dmmal Fayarinhasbeen disregardedas a C)

25 July 1974 X X X basepoint for turning point 18 but given half- ......

effect for turning point 19.
-.

6-6(1) IndialIndonesia The first of two agreements. The boundary is 47

8 August 1974 X X X 1/2 miles in length.
N
N
1.0
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The northern boundary follows the parallel of 130

35'36" north latitude and the southern boundary

follows the parallel of 130 03'27" north
latitude.

The agreement established a 10-mile wide
fisheries buffer zone on either side of the

boundary which follows the parallel of 010
27'24" north latitude.

This portion of the boundary is an extension of
that established in the 1971 agreement.

Divergence from equidistance appears to be based
on seabed morphology. .

The northern boundary follows the parallel of
410 51'57" north latitude and the southern boundary
follows the meridian of 07023'48" west longitude.
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7-8 IranlUnited Arab Emirates (Dubai) The equidistant line has been modified between
13 August 1974 X X X turning points 3 and 4 to follow the outer limit

of the territorial sea measured from the island
of Sirri.

4-1 Cameroon-Nigeria
30 May-1 June 1975 X X X

4-2 SenegalfThe Gambia
4 June 1975 X X X

3-7 Co10mbiaJEcuador

23 August 1975 X X X

6-13(2) Indonesiaffhai1and (Andaman Sea)
ext.) X X X
11 December 1975*

9-7 PortugalfSpain
12 February 1976* X X X



9-7 Portugal/Spain
12 February 1976* x x x

""''''''5'''1'''' »VUI CYUJUJMau\.,c"ppC"" LVVCuascu
on seabed morphology.

The northern boundary follows the parallel of
41° 51'57" north latitude and the southern boundary
follows the meridian of 07° 23'48" west longitude.

- u -- '-

6-10(2) India/Sri Lanka In the Indian Ocean the boundary is 292 miles in
23 March 1976 X X X length and terminates at the India/Sri

Lanka-Maldives tripoin!. The Bay of Benegal
boundary is 214 miles in length.

4-6 MauritaniaIMorocco The boundary follows the 24th parallel of north
14 April 1978* X X X latitude.

4-5 Kenya/Tanzania The boundary divides the 50-mile territorial sea ;;.
9 July 1976 X X X X claimed by Tanzania from the 200-mile EEZ C)

claimed by Kenya. Boundary follows a parallel .

of latitude and prevents equidistance cut-off of

Kenya coast by Pembla Island. 'i:5
a

6-9 India/MaldiveslSri Lanka Fixes trijunction between 3 states in Gulf of
c:.,....

23,24, 31 July 1976 X X X X Manaar. ;:os
c:.,

2-8 CubalMexico The boundary is 350 miles in length and extends
c:.,

26 July 1976 X X X X from the Gulf of Mexico to the
E.

CubalMexicolHonduras tripoint.

2-5 ColombiaJPanama (Caribbean Sea) The equidistant portion of the boundary is 229
20 November 1976 X X X X miles in length. Thereafter the boundary is a

("')

modified equidistant line givning half effect to cays.
;:os

2-5 ColombiaJPanama (Pacific Ocean) Two methods were used. The boundary is
20 November 1976 X X X X X equidistant for 39 percent of its length. The E.

remaining 61 percent follows the parallel of '\:J
5 degrees north latitude. C3

'i:5
6-8 IndialMaldives The boundary commences at the India/Sri a

"'I
28 December 1976 X X LankalMaldives tripoint and is 496 miles in length.

....
X ....

a
;:os

6-6(2) India/Indonesia The agreement extends the boundary northeastward ......

14 January 1977 X X X and southeastward for a total length of 296 miles.
....

N
*Agreement not yet entered into force.

UJ
.......
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3-6 Colombia/Costa Rica Albuquerque Cays appear to have been given full
17 March 1977* X X X X effect for purposes of delimitation. The

"'"
Cl>

meridian of 82° 14' west conflicts with the
'<

terms of the Colombia-Nicaragua Treaty of 1930.
The use of meridian/parallels was influenced by
third country boundary considerations.

8-4 Italy/Greece The equidistant boundary line has been modified
24 May 1977 X X X X to give partial effect to small Greek islands.

9-3 France/UK Decision of Court of Arbitration. Modified
30 June 1977 X X X X equidistance (half effect to Scilly Islands) in

Western Approaches area. 12-mile enclave
(fishing zone limits) on seaward side of Channel
Islands.

2-7 Haiti/Cuba Navassa, a small island under US sovereignty,
27 October 1977 X X X X has been disregarded as a basepoint in the

construction of the meridian line. The Cayman

Trench was disregarded.

1-4 US/Cuba The boundary is a compromise equidistant line
16 December 1977* X X X based on two equidistant lines constructed

respectively between normal baselines and
straight baselines.



1-4 US/Cuba

16 December 1977* x x x
The boundary is a compromise equidistant line
based on two equidistant lines constructed
respectively between normal baselines and
straight baselines.

2-2 Colombia/Dominican Republic The boundary is 103 miles in length.
13 January 1978 X X X X

2-3 Colombia/Haiti The boundary utilizes the equidistance method
17 February 1978 X X X X but denies Morant Cays status as a basepoint for

Jamaica. Described as simplified.

2-14 VenezuelalUS 65 percent of the boundary is equidistant between
28 March 1978 X X X Venezuela (Aves Island) and US Virgin Islands.

The Netherlands islands of Curacao and Bonaire

have been utilized by Venezuela as basepoints for a
the remaining 35 percent. The Muertos Trough was
disregarded.

"1::J
2-12 VenezuelaIN etherlands Proportionality was decisive factor in adapting a

(Netherlands Antilles) X X X X X modified and non-equidistance methods which
"'.

30 March 1978 allocated to Netherlands Antilles 56 percent of space ;::-J

that would have been allocated by strict
equidistance. Aves Island, which cannot sustain
human habitation without external support, has S.
been given full effect as a basepoint.

1-5 USlMexico (Caribbean Sea) Arrecife Alacran, an extensive reef containing
4 May 1978* five islets situated 66 miles off the Yucatan

(")
X X X

;::-J
peninsula, has been given full effect as a basepoint.
The Sigsbee Deep was disregarded. Same boundary
as 1976 Exchange of Notes. S.

1-5 USlMexico (Pacific Ocean) The boundary is 270 miles in length and has been
4 May 1978* X X X simplified by reducing the turning points from C5

"1::J

thirteen to three. Equal exchanges of areas a
resulted from the simplification. :4.....

a
6-11 IndialThailand The boundary is equidistant between India and

;::-J

22 June 1978 X X X Indonesia from turning point 1 to 2, and between
.........

India and Thailand between points 2 to 8. The

boundary disregards a submarine depression tV
between India and the boundary. VJ

VJ
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10-7 Sweden/Gennan Democratic Republic The boundary terminates to the east and to the
22 June 1978 X X X X west at the Denmark/Sweden/GDR tripoints. '-<

8-10(2) Turkey/USSR The boundary is 448 miles in length and
23 June 1978 X X X X terminates 30 miles short of the

USSRlTurkey/Romania tripoint.

5-3 Australia/Papua New Guinea The equidistance method has been utilized for
18 December 1978* X X X the first three points in the Arafura Sea.

Thereafter the boundary is non-equidistant.

9-15 Norway/UK The boundary is an extension of the 1965
22 December 1978 X X X boundary, 142 miles in length terminating at the

UK/Denmark/Norway tripoint.

2-9 Venezuela/Dominican Republic The boundary comprises two segments. Venezuela

3 March 1979 X X X has utilized Curacao on the east and Aruba on

the west as basepoints for determining the
boundary.

1-3 Canada/US (Gulf of Maine) Adjudicated. Equidistance played some role,
29 March 1979 X X X particularly in inner area (bisector of angle

formed by lines representing direction of
coasts). Proportionality applied to
middle/outer areas.



2') March 1')7<) x x x particularly in inner area (bisector of angle
formed by lines representing direction of
coasts). Proportionality applied to
middle/outer areas.

':1"

9-9 Denmark (Faroes)/Norway The boundary is 33 mies in length an<.extends
15 June 1979 X X X X from the UK/Denmark/N orway tripoint toa. point

200 miles from Denmark and Norway.

5-13(1) Malaysiatrhailand (Gulf of The boundary is 90 miles in length and
and (2) Thailand) X X X X terminates at the IndonesialMalaysiatrhailand

24 October 1979 commom point.

5-8 France/Tonga The agreement stipulates that the delimitation
11 January 1980 X X X X be in accordance with the equidistance method

and in conformity with the application of fair St-
principles.

C)

2-6 Costa Rica/Panama (Caribbean Sea) In accordance with the agreement, the boundary
2 February 1980 X X X X is a 'median line whose points are all '"1:5

equidistant from the points nearest the base
C)
v.,-.

from which the width of the territorial sea of .....
(1:>

each State is measured'. (1:>
v.,

2-6 Costa Rica/Panama (pacific Ocean) In accordance with the agreement, the boundary
v.,
$:)

2 February 1980 X X X X is a 'median line whose points are all

equidistant from the points of land nearest to
the base from which the width of the territorial
sea of each State is measured.' $:)

\)
(1:>

10-4(3) Finland/USSR Applies 1965 continental shelf boundaries to \)
25 February 1980 X X X X fisheries jurisdiction. Adds further segment of

19 miles. $:)

6-5 MauritiusIFrance (Reunion) The boundary is 362 miles. '"tj
2 April 1980 X X X X CS

'"1:5
5-5 US (American Samoa)/Cook Islands Rose Island and Suvorov Island are unihabited C)

11 June 1980 X but have been given full effect as basepoints.
.....X X 5'

2-11 Venezuela/France The boundary is constituted by the meridian of $:)"-
(Guadaloupe and Martinique) X X X 62°48'50" west longitude. It appears that the

.

17 July 1980 boundary is formed of two segments to allow
for delimitation with Dominica. The Grenada Basin N
was disregarded.

u.:J
lJ1
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6-4 BumalThailand The boundary terminates short of the ;::s
25 July 1980 X X X X BurmalThailancl/India tripoin1.

"'"
(1:,

'<
5-14 New Zealand/(Tokelau)/US

(American Samoa) The boundary, 318 miles in length, has been
2 December 1980 X X X simplified by reducing the number of turning

points from 22 to 8. Virtually no exchange of
areas was involved.

5-10 Indonesia/Papua New Guinea The boundary is an extension of the 1971
13 December 1980 X X X boundary to 200 miles from the baselines from

which the territorial sea is measured.

3-3 France (French Guiana)/Brazil The outer limit of the boundary is not
30 January 1981 X X X specified. The boundary to 200 miles effects an

exchange of areas of approximate equivalence.

2-10 S1. LucialFrance (Martinique) The boundary commences at the S1.
4 March 1981 X X X X LucialFranceN enezuela tripoint and terminates

at the S1. LucialFrance/Barbados tripoint.

9-4 Norway (Jan Mayen)/Iceland Where the distance between Island and Jan Mayen
22 October 1981 X X X is less than 400 nautical miles, the continental

shelf boundary is constituted by the outer limit of the
Icelandic EEZ. A submarine depression between the
Jan Mayen Ridge and Iceland was disregarded.
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22 October 1981 x x x is less than 400 nautical miles, the continental
shelf boundary is constituted by the outer limit of the
Icelandic EEZ. A submarine depression between the
Jan Mayen Ridge and Iceland was disregarded.
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5-1 France (New Caledonia)/Australia The boundary in non-equidistant between turning
(Coral Sea) X X X points Rl8 and R19, where the boundary traverses
4 January 1982 Lord Howe Rise beyond 200 miles from the coasts

of the parties.

5-1 France (New Caledonia)/ Australia The line delimits the boundary between the
(Indian Ocean) X X X French EEZ and the Australian 200-mile fishing
4 January 1982 zone.

8-9 Libya/Tunisia X X X Judgment of ICJ. Inner segment based on "modus ....
24 February 1982 vivendi" line. Outer segment, based on general a

direction of Tunisian coast, gives half-effect
to island of Kerkennah.

9-3 France/UK Permanent harbor works and low-tide elevations '"\5

24 June 1982 within 12 miles of the coasts of the parties
a

X X X ;::.
were utilized as basepoints.

....
;:s

5-7 France (Polynesia) - UK Strict equidistance line between two small, r..,
(Pitcairn) X X X distant islands. r..,

25 October 1983

8-3 France/Monaco Boundary formed of parallel azimuths in order to
16 February 1984 X X X prevent cut-off of Monaco continental shelf by

converging boundaries with France on either side. (')

2-1 Costa Rica/Colombia ;:s
(')

6 April 1984 X X X X :<

10-2 Denmark/Sweden Equidistance has been modified to take account ;:s

9 November 1984 X X X X of ecomomic (navigation and fishing) interests. "\j
3-1 Argentina/Chile Negotiated on basis of papal mediation. One d

'"\5
29 November 1984 X X X turning point is equidistant Most of boundary a

""'t

foHows meridians and parallels. Prevents cut-
....
6.

off of Argentinian coastal front by equidistant line. ;:s
.....

4-3 Guinea/Guinea-Bissau Established by arbitral tribunal. Utilizes (a)
.....

14 January 1985 X X X thalweg, (b) parallel of latitude ('historic
boundary') and (c) straight line perpendicular N
to general direction of the coast. UJ

-..I
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10-4(4) FinlandJUSSR Refers to their earlier boundary agreements and
5 March 1985 X X X X states line contained therein delimits ?;-<

(I:>

continental shelf, fishery zone and EEZ.
'<

3-8 Costa RicaJEcuador
12 March 1985 X X X X

5-15(1) USSRJNorth Korea Boundary appears to be the bisector of an angle
17 April 1985 X X X formed by artificial straight baselines, the

bisector then being adjusted by 4 degrees in the
direction of the Korean coasts.

10--12 Poland-Sweden-USSR Modified equidistance boundary give 3/4 effect
30 June 1985 X X X to Swedish island of Gotland.

10--8 PolandJUSSR

12 July 1985 X X X

2-13(2) Trinidad and TobagalVenezuela The boundary consists in varying parts of
4 August 1985 X X X X X meridans and parallels, strict equidistance and

modified equidistance, and includes technically
rectified version of the boundary agreed in 1942.

5-15(2) USSRJNorth Korea Negotiated line drawn in two straightline
22 January 1986 X X X segments approximates in part an equidistance

line drawn from hypothetical straight baselines.
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22 January 1986
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x x x Negotiated line drawn in two straightline
segments approximates in part an equidistance
line drawn from hypothetical straight baselines.
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2-4 Colombia/Honduras Uses stepped parallels and meridians for geo-
2 August 1986 X X X political reasons. Two turning points are

equidistant. Other states in area use same method.

8-8 Libya/Ma1ta Negotiated settlement based on ICJ judgment of
10 November 1986 X X X 3 June 1985. Taking account of need to avoid

excessive disproportion between lengths of
relevant coasts and sea area appertaining to
each party, the Court found an equitable result ...
to be achieved by transposing median line c:,
through 18 minutes of latitude northward, thus
giving 1/4 effect to Malta beyond hypothetical
equidistant line between Libya and Sicily. "1j

c:,
8-2 France/Ita1y ....

28 November 1986 X X X X
;:os

""
6-3 Burma/India Southern part of boundary is equidistant. In

""

\::)
23 December 1986 X X X northern part Narcondam Islands (claimed by ;:os

India, disputed by Burma) were generally

disregarded, although is some sections given

half-effect. Proportionality may have played a role. \::)
()

8-10(3) USSR/Turkey In an exchange of notes, the parties agreed that ;:os
()

23 December 1986 X X X the line delimiting their continental shelves in ::
6 February 1987 the Agreement of 23 June 1978 shall also delimi t \::)

;:os
their EEZs.

"t:;
2-15 Dominica-France The boundary between Guadaloupe to the north and C5

5 May 1987 X X X X Martinique to the south is a simplified '"1j
c:,

equidistant line where the coasts are opposite, "I...
and quasi-parallel straight lines in the S.

;:os
Atlantic region where the relationship of the \::)

......

coasts is adjacent.
.....

q-

10-9 Sweden/USSR Gave 3/4 effect to 2 large, populated Swedish N
18 April 1988 X X X X islands. V)

\D
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5-4 Australia-Solomon Islands Equidistant lines drawn from two control points
13 September 1988* X X X on Australian's Mellesh Reef and six on Solomon

Islands Indispensable Reef. Point V (only
'<

turning joint in line) is slightly off strict
equidistance.

10-11 Denmark/German Democratic Republic Most of boundary is simplified equidistant
14 September 1988 X X X line; a deviation consisting of an indentation

into Adler Grund was based on coastal

proportionality and giving less than full effect
to the Danish island of Bomholm.

9-3 France/UK Agreement modifies status of boundary in Straits
2 November 1988 X X X of Dover from continental shelf to territorial

sea boundary.

9-5 IrelandlUK Negotiated line follows medians and parallels.
7 November 1988 X X X X

4-7 Tanzania/Mozambique Follows median line for 22.5 n.m, then parallel
28 December 1988 X X X X X of latitude.

10-10 Poland-Sweden Modified equidistant boundary gives 3/4 effect
10 February 1989 X X X to Swedish island of Gotland.



10-10 Poland-Sweden

10 February 1989 x x x
Modified equidistant boundary gives 3/4 effect
to Swedish island of Gotland.

10-6(1) German Democratic Republic-Poland
22 May 1989 x x x x

This boundary replaces and departs from a
continental shelf boundary agreement signed in
1968. It departs from equidistance in order to
take account of the navigational interests of
Poland.

6-2(5) Australia-Indonesia
11 December 1989 x x x

Establishes a provisional joint zone of
cooperation pending the delimitation of a
boundary . ~
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