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(D North Sea Continental Shelf Cases (Federal Republic of Germany v. Denmark; Federal Republic of
Germany v. Netherlands), Judgment, ICJ Reports 1969, pp.33-34, para.47.

2 See Case Concerning the Continental Shelf (Tunisia v. Libyan Arab Jamahiriya), Judgment, ICJ Re-
ports 1982, pp.78-79, para.109.

(3  See Youshifumi Tanaka, Predictability and Flexibility in the Law of Maritime Delimitation 393 (
Hart Publishing 2019). 5 48 [& W & 87 35 4 : 1969 48 Ak v & [ 42 5 H ok 5 % 48 ;1969 45 4b i A I 28 %
AL (Jessup) B B9 4 3L & W55 66,72 £ 5 1982 45 % B 3 U Al th T % /N W % (Oda) 3% B 89 T/ & W
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© See M. D. Evans, Maritime Boundary Delimitation, in Donald R. Rothwell, et al. (eds.), The Ox-
ford Handbook of the Law of the Sea 269 (Oxford University Press 2015); Stephen Fietta & Robin Cleverly,
A Practioner’s Guide to Maritime Boundary Delimitation 88 (Oxford University Press 2016).
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(@D  Prosper Weil, The Law of Maritime Delimitation: Reflections 263-264 (Cambridge University
Press 1989).

(2 See North Sea Continental Shelf Cases (Federal Republic of Germany v. Denmark; Federal Repub-
lic of Germany v. Netherlands), Judgment, ICJ Reports 1969, p.55, para.101(D)(2).

(3  See Territorial and Maritime Dispute (Nicaragua v. Colombia), Judgment, ICJ Reports 2012, p.706,
para.223.

(@)  See Case Concerning Sovereignty over Pulau Ligitan and Pulau Sipadan (Indonesia v. Malaysia),
Judgment, ICJ Reports 2002, p.664, para.79.

(® See Land and Maritime Boundary between Cameroon and Nigeria (Cameroon v. Nigeria: Equatori-
al Guinea intervening), Judgment, ICJ Reports 2002, pp.447-448, para.304.

© See Territorial and Maritime Dispute between Nicaragua and Honduras in the Caribbean Sea (Nica-
ragua v. Honduras), Judgment, ICJ Reports 2007, p.659, para.258.

(D  See Arbitral Tribunal Constituted Pursuant to Article 287, and in Accordance with Annex VI, of the
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea in the Matter of an Arbitration between Guyana and Suri-
name, 2007, 30, RIAA 1, pp.125-126, para.390.

See Case Concerning the Continental Shelf (Tunisia v. Libyan Arab Jamahiriya), Judgment, ICJ Re-
ports 1982, pp.83-85, paras.117-119.

@ FRKRFT:(EREN G G152 8 5l 2B R AR R 02 m), (BoE®Rn)2019 58 224,
#1337,

10 See Arbitration between Newfoundland and Labrador and Nova Scotia Concerning Portions of the
Limits of Their Offshore Areas, Award of 26 March 2002, 128 International Law Reports 46, para.3.21.

@ See Dispute Concerning Delimitation of the Maritime Boundary between Ghana and Céte d’ Ivoire
in the Atlanic Ocean, Judgment, ITLOS Reports 2017, pp.46-48, p.147.
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(@D Dispute Concerning Delimitation of the Maritime Boundary between Ghana and Céte d’ Ivoire in
the Atlanic Ocean, Judgment, ITLOS Reports 2017, pp.125-126, p.128.

@ See Dispute Concerning Delimitation of the Maritime Boundary between Ghana and Cote d’ Ivoire
in the Atlanic Ocean, Judgment, ITLOS Reports 2017, pp.128-129, paras.452-453.

(3 Case Concerning Delimitation of the Maritime Boundary in the Gulf of Maine Area (Canada v.
United States of America), Judgment, ICJ Reports 1984, p.246, para.237; Delimitation of the Maritime Areas
between Canada and France, Award of 10 June 1992, 31 International Legal Materials 1149, para.84; Arbitral
Tribunal Constituted Pursuant to Article 287, and in Accordance with Annex VI, of the United Nations Con-
vention on the Law of the Sea in the Matter of an Arbitration between Barbados and the Republic of Trinidad
and Tobago, 2006, 27, RIAA 147, p.100, para.328; Award in the Matter of the Bay of Bengal Maritime
Boundary Arbitration between the People’ s Republic of Bangladesh and the Republic of India, 2014, p.124,
para.423.

(@) See Arbitral Tribunal Constituted Pursuant to Article 287, and in Accordance with Annex VI, of the
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea in the Matter of an Arbitration between Barbados and the
Republic of Trinidad and Tobago, 2006, 27, RIAA 147, p.73, para.241; Stephen Fietta & Robin Cleverly, A
Practioner’ s Guide to Maritime Boundary Delimitation 85 (Oxford University Press 2016).

(B See Maritime Delimitation in the Area between Greenland and Jan Mayen (Denmark v. Norway),
Judgment, ICJ Reports 1993, p.72, para.76.

© See Maritime Dispute (Peru v. Chile), Judgment, ICJ Reports 2014, p.59, para.151.

(D See P. Birnie, Delimitation of Maritime Boundaries: Emergent Legal Principles and Problems, in
Gerald Blake (ed.), Maritime Boundaries and Ocean Resources 24 (Croom Helm Publishers 1987).
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(D  See Fisheries Jurisdiction (United Kingdom v. Iceland), Merits, Judgment, ICJ Reports 1974, p.3;
Fisheries Jurisdiction (Federal Republic of Germany v. Iceland), Merits, Judgment, ICJ Reports 1974, p.175.

(@  See Delimitation of the Maritime Areas between Canada and France, Award of 10 June 1992, 31 In-
ternational Legal Materials 1149, para.87.

3 See Award of the Arbitration Tribunal in the Second Stage of the Proceedings (Maritime Delimita-
tion) in the Matter of an Arbitration Pursuant to an Agreement to Arbitrate Dated 3 October 1996 between
the Government of the State of Eritrea and the Government of the Republic of Yemen, 1999, 22, RIAA 335,
para.72.

@)  See Arbitral Tribunal Constituted Pursuant to Article 287, and in Accordance with Annex VI, of the
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea in the Matter of an Arbitration between Barbados and the
Republic of Trinidad and Tobago, 2006, 27, RIAA 147, p.83, para.267.

(® See Continental Shelf (Libyan Arab Jamahiriyia v. Malta), Judgment, ICJ Reports 1985, p.41, pa-
ra.50.

© See Maritime Delimitation in the Area between Greenland and Jan Mayen (Denmark v. Norway),
Judgment, ICJ Reports 1993, pp.73-74, paras.79-80.
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See Stephen Fietta & Robin Cleverly, A Practioner’s Guide to Maritime Boundary Delimitation 89
(Oxford University Press 2016).
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2 See Thomas Cottier, Equitable Principles of Maritime Boundary Delimitation: The Quest for Dis-

tributive Justice in International Law 537 (Cambridge University Press 2015).

@ BRI, FAAALTEUNERALSSNEENREPRABEFN AL L 250 Tty

@ See Malcolm Shaw, International Law 451 (Cambridge University Press 2017); Youshifumi Tana-
ka, Predictability and Flexibility in the Law of Maritime Delimitation 425 (Hart Publishing 2019); Maritime
Delimitation in the Area between Greenland and Jan Mayen (Denmark v. Norway), ICJ Reports, p.211, Sepa-
rate Opinion of Judge Weeramantry, para.228.

(® See Case Concerning the Continental Shelf (Libyan Arab Jamahiriyia v. Malta), Judgment, ICJ Re-
ports 1985, p.42, para.51.

© See Arbitration between Newfoundland and Labrador and Nova Scotia Concerning Portions of the
Limits Their Offshore Areas, Award of 26 March 2002, 128 International Law Reports 91, para.5.15.

(D See Case Concerning Delimitation of the Maritime Boundary in the Gulf of Maine Area (Canada v.
United States of America), Judgment, ICJ Reports 1984, p.342, para.237.
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(D  See Guinea/Guinea-Bissau Maritime Delimitation Case, Decision of 14 February 1985, 25 Interna-
tional Legal Materials 251.

(@ Maritime Delimitation in the Area between Greenland and Jan Mayen (Denmark v. Norway), Judg-
ment, ICJ Reports 1993, p.38, para.81.

3 See Award of the Arbitration Tribunal in the Second Stage of the Proceedings (Maritime Delimita-
tion) in the Matter of an Arbitration Pursuant to an Agreement to Arbitrate Dated 3 October 1996 between
the Government of the State of Eritrea and the Government of the Republic of Yemen, 1999, 22, RIAA 335,
para.157.

@  See Maritime Delimitation in the Black Sea (Romania v. Ukraine), Judgment, ICJ Reports 2009,
p-61, para.204.

(B  See Maritime Delimitation and Territorial Questions between Qatar and Bahrain (Qatar v. Bahrain),
Judgment, ICJ Reports 2001, p.104, para.218.

©® See Territorial and Maritime Dispute (Nicaragua v. Colombia), Judgment, ICJ Reports 2012, p.706,
p.708.

(D See Final Award in the Maritime of an Arbitration under the Arbitration Agreement between the
Government of the Republic of Croatia and the Government of the Republic of Slovenia, Signed on 4 No-
vember 2009, 2017, pp.305-306, paras.985-986.
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(D  See United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland/French Case, 1977, 18 RIAA 3, para.188.

2  See Delimitation of the Maritime Areas between Canada and France, Award of 10 June 1992, 31 In-
ternational Legal Materials 1149, para.§88.

(3 See Case Concerning Delimitation of the Maritime Boundary in the Gulf of Maine Area (Canada v.
United States of America), Counter-Memorial of Canada, para.162; Land and Maritime Boundary between
Cameroon and Nigeria (Cameroon v. Nigeria: Equatorial Guinea Intervening), Counter-Memorial of the Fed-
eral Republic of Nigeria, para.20.19.

@  See Daniel Yergin, Ensuring Energy Security, 85 Foreign Affairs 69-70,76 (2006).

(®  See Daniel Yergin, Ensuring Energy Security, 85 Foreign Affairs 69-70,76 (2006).

© N. Llein, et al. (eds.), Maritime Security: International Law and Policy Perspective from Australia
and New Zealand 27 (Routledge 2010).
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i S B ELE TS AR (2 240 ), R 52 MR K1) 53 RE AR TR 3R AT O ) 8 Ao 2 O 2R
Je HHEEA . 5 (A L) ER 74 (83 Z5 AN ok VAR R o) BORH 418 B 1 I 5 b B

O BRIMEF (P HREAGEERNRE R E AT E), RIXAZEH R 201945 K, % 137,

Q@ % NIMEF (EFREERNR Z NI TR ERGB), CGEFIF)2016 5 6 1, % 1137,

@ (ABEEAA)VFEOFMEMARREINRZMERCAFEE 12K TELE"UREIAN
VR RHIERAL" (ALY E T4 4G5 EAKNAE T i # A\ RAL" F 4.
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T T, ARG A L) Bt idi v, (5 FE By () mIVE AU 7R 52 b 3 7
DA 515 R, X i ) 5 ] i SR A s 0 AR AN Al /NI B R S i T B ] vk
SRR, SRR R A I N R AR, AL e A AR T T 7 6 2R
51 B, AR QN2 T U A5 A M B N R RE XTI I S AR AR —
M Al DL AN RESE 4 2 AL M B R Z AR I ) B R B AT, A OB L AT
R 50 2% RG], 75 WU A 4RI B P A R S

A2 BN AR B AR R AR TR RN AR AR 5 TR . TR
TR P () w3 ML) B 2ORE A i B DR R 9 A HC S PG L A BB S8 S s A 22, {HLIR
A Z GRG0 B PR A M S R R AR S 25 IR L RS AT [ B ik
Bt Bt 1< B9 S R R A RV [ B i B A O 5 T AT O A4 155 D02 B AT DG 1Y
{H 3 SR BT A PO A5 AR s B N S n] BB IE . * A0 i B & 4 - fF - L 2 (Busta-
mante Y. Rivero) WU B i , kB A E R R , 7E R RE AR &= AR Z I, HAT) o
J& O i [ B TR R R 2R v F AR WA AT RE RO R I T A A 5 A T
R o BRI EE ICVRIE [ 58 rp bl ) 0[] 22 3 PR 3R T 10 3 3 S v 4 AR
Mo BRI ABEAF-R A 58 i Bt 2 M2 55 R, 75 WRRE 38 R RESE e
b XA R T 22 B IX S5 & A TR B R RO e 1 SR B AL, Sl = S A ) 4
AT TAMEVESZ )" ST A 1 VA, BT B (Ajibola) B B ARGR I, <R
PR 3E LIS, RSOGO I A N AU a4 YTt AT . O
2012 4F e NPT 3 PR 52 o, [ Baie P ik 1k B 10 A K 3 (Nelson ) (7B (Rao ) FIRHF
(Cot) 24 WA 323545 FLLe AR sy B AN ARG B0 B 25 3, A HAB AR S 1% B0

(D See Thomas Cottier, Equitable Principles of Maritime Boundary Delimitation: The Quest for Dis-
tributive Justice in International Law 99 (Cambridge University Press 2015); M. D. Evans, Maritime Bound-
ary Delimitation, in Donald R. Rothwell, ef al. (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of the Law of the Sea 274-276
(Oxford University Press 2015); Stephen Fietta & Robin Cleverly, A Practioner’ s Guide of Maritime Bound-
ary Delimitation 84 (Oxford University Press 2016).

Q@ e HEE (ERERAGTOEFEXR), GEEAEI2011F5 128,117,

@ 1969 F B AEEEABEESN, - F-EFFRENBIELES K. s, 7% H + (Tana-
ka) & B 8 B 2L E 172 B DA K 1982 4F 5 & 3 5 Al b T % [ F 25 A (Arechaga) i B 8 44 5L % L& 70
BRETHENE

@ See Delimitation of the Maritime Areas between Canada and France, Award of 10 June 1992, 31 In-
ternational Legal Materials, Dissenting Opinion of Judge Weil, para.34. B REE AL AR E L FHEF| AT
G P R AR 5 83,84 Lo

(® See Maritime Delimitation in the Area between Greenland and Jan Mayen (Denmark v. Norway),
ICJ Reports 1993, p.280, Separate Opinion of Judge Ajibola, p.301.
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TE L BRI Y B8 TR 2 P e 4N R

(Z) AL 6ES - SR 38 R R WA B Frig i 2] R B w47

UNHIT RT3 , A SRR R F A T s ) 06 ) phe i ke R T 2 ] (9 7 5 B
SR AR BN R — A K AR BT o (H: R 25 2 [ e Uk W AR 4 DL
SR A AR T AR PR A 2 B KR i, ASHERSR [ B (o) RIRE LA A F R M 5 7 S vl 77
VI & TS 2, RV B AR BN 2R — AN B (o) m ik MR A0 A T 4 S
CREIRAR DL ARSNGB, (H 22 A B DR 3R AT g SR AR e I A F R 45, AT
JECA R MR EE 30 P BB R

S QALY )H 15 25 W ML E A0 R0 SR P 25 B g /RS R A 0™ R i e Js 22
T XA P15 Rt ) S B T S T3 92 , AN JC > B Bk T b3, A AR R KR
gt " AAR IR SO IR o RV Pk e 55 Rl AU sSCH A E R AL
TESZ R P AN K AR AR b DA 20 R A0 (B B0 50 2 i B R R
RIFPE R o SBR[ PR (HE) RIRE LR S 2 AN AR 3t B DR 2\ D 52 MR I 30
FERYARSCAROL ™, 32 2R R O [ B (o ) RIVABILRG ZER AT T IR i v sl = 7 $ 4t
FIESRE AR AN 2, 1A [ B (V) w32 AR — R A M PR 3R A ) 5 v 14
BEAIE R o 2B L, BB (o) w2 AIUAS 7 o BHRE A Rl 4 i SR PR IR L 22 35 8 M 5 8
TARM BN R RS A TR AT R

— AL, — FE R AR EAGEE A Y 05 5K BORA 4R . R ikl
Z WIS C 29 ) 5 120 25 15 W5 il B2 2 1k D >0 5 B ik , L 5 A ¥ 3 ) S v
LR AN IR o B, — 07 BRI FR R, 55— T S 05 B R 54k ) e 9%
%32 BIBR M o SEBR L, 8 =B Bl SRR e B 05 AN {RE R i 2 — B B At A i
I AR B LR AL T ELTE SR — I BOIR mT AR S I R i i A B R B TR R . R
P (V) F1E MR TR 2 B W5 1 TR A0 5 b 0 5 S PR TN, R0 F-75 2875 18— ARSI
KAF L, A2 IRSL o3 B B — DR R B2 o A (] ol 3 vk 1k E T 2012 4F

@D Bangladesh v. Myanmar Case, Judgment, ITLOS Reports 2012, p.134, Joint Declaration of Judges
Nelson, Chandrasekhara Rao and Cot, p.135.

(@ See P. Bimie, Delimitation of Maritime Boundaries: Emergent Legal Principles and Problems, in
Gerald Blake (ed.), Maritime Boundaries and Ocean Resources 33-34 (Croom Helm Publishers 1987).

(3 See Thomas Cottier, Equitable Principles of Maritime Boundary Delimitation: The Quest for Dis-
tributive Justice in International Law 58 (Cambridge University Press 2015).

@ See Massimo Lando, Maritime Delimitation as a Judicial Process 155 (Cambridge University Press
2019).

(® See Massimo Lando, Maritime Delimitation as a Judicial Process 185-186 (Cambridge University
Press 2019).
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() AL S B e S R R

SE = B B R AU T 5, AR AE B B B AN R T b B PR 255 R A R I B A
P 4 1T S 4 22 AL At S b B PR 2R B AEAE L AT BB X VA T A A T A SR A
[ A, B 2 0% B JE s R D AN S BN AR A5 R (B2 AN R S
TG XA 25 R i WA ZS /N . 5 2, B R A 25 7 7R R R A i) & $50E
e Ho— , e 555 — B B 22 A I Bk 25 B B £ R Bl 3% 5 H e A 0 R A 1
T, R I B A RE B R I B2 5 B ORI 257 1 [ S0 R R . SRR b R 2002 AR
ZPEVRIE H R ZE (2007 4F £ IR R 75 BLEG 2 L S 2017 AN gl Bl BLZE LIS,
HoAthiz HI = B B0 S0 9 S8 AR 70 55 B Bl L2 — [ B e 14 i B 452 R 5 4%
AT TR

AL UL, T R L ) A v Vi R B w) AL 1) H 02 A e F AR Y
SFBCIRET, B R R AR TR A AR o e A (R, RIRALR IR e e HE
BRI A R ) JE B R 2R SR N R E— B DR Re R HAEA . FeilE,
FEAE 5 05 150 LT ) B s vk g Rk B AN SR, =% 1 FE i 3L PR 22 (] g 0, 17 %5
HAthig ZAE M 2R, DA W2 S 5% S ER B A “E AR 47, Bk, FEA
SEnth b, i — 25 4 A b P PR 2R ARV R A P i s e S5 FORA T 43 b i EL5E
oI E

= ViEEBEEERREEEREFFEPNNT LB SN ARIER

UNHTRT A, B~ b 3 PR 2R ARV R Ao DL R FE L A o (HR S AT
ZAJE N R H S5 % 5 — Y= 5 A R R 25 B, A SRR H o B —
i B PR 2R I AR AT, SR 2 R M 1 AR

(=) B E R BZRE AN ERM R Z SR

“HL K H %57 (major interests) FAHE & T W 28 1977 AF 5k K2R ZE , L, 32
TEANPRVE Z IRk P T X — S, S ve 2 7E SRR A 2 DL e i IAE Je hn
PLRVFEHES H W 2 i 5|« 5K F 35 7 K 3 sk HORE AR

(D See Dispute Concerning Delimitation of the Maritime Boundary between Bangladesh and Myan-
mar in the Bay of Bengal (Bangladesh v. Myanmar), Judgment, ITLOS Reports 2012, p.46, para.147; p.86,
para.317.

@ 1977 F AR ER A F 96 B 1984 47 47 [H 7 F k4 % 59 B (1992 4F fw & K i i B
ERZBE24BHAEMREAR,
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RS Rl A S v, 90 R 0 3 B 0 3 M g e =2 i T L 8 4 1 [l B =+
55 2507 MR RFIR M A o PREEE A , i T 55 AR Al 55 T Hih AR 56 21 =R [ AE N
(47 22 16 5 1) 25 2 [ B Uk, D3 vl 5K A AL AT 22 2 R [ 977 38 55 1) o 1k
DRSS o FPROBEAE X 58 TS ), AR A% T3 55 R AR S e 2300 R il e AN LA Bk
SEVEVE R, AT R B SR BN 5 A 2 A4 1 3 BRI R A 45y TR 179 2% HE T A 1Y
P 2518 AR T LIS E . VAR, 905125 KR AR UG R R 10 &, e
THE R ZIE T 2500 e 1 e 45 3 B AR5 75 MRk A T RR £, 1 7 vk AR
T TR T A L 4 R A

Gl UM SEES /s e 81 a2 U (B e wb i R = o 22 e S 7 S E D R U X
BN FUAT L2 — AN R LR A B S, AN REXHAR 30 57 A S B
S o fRARRIEE RN ROA, B BN TR WA B B R R B IR BE R W
R ETEIZH AR ORI AR o IR T - BT P4 (David Attard) BT, B R
R AT Fze e 5 YA KRG 5L AT RE” % il , (HZ I LITEAR S H A 5 E,
e PRI DAy 585 ) T I e ] A e o RIS A , PR ATS AR5 B8 1 1 1 )
KM g, TR SR T [ T IR 5 1 M ™ A P, A AN 3k e o5 R
e R P L X A E KA o SRR ARBEAE 1% 58 PP 40 T IR B 8T R 2 (e [l 1
VA R A 7 A AT T T AP AL, T 0 Tk I 55 MR e R B R A 2

SEP b 1 BRk Be A H ) 3 SE e O aE H  E OB £ T TR T AR S Y AR
(ERVU ORI o Nl ONES R R PN L I B RS NS (/A B4 S
L BRI BA R . FER S IIRM LS ik Be R Y, “AHSENT L I AR
T B A A S S, P SR 255 SR BT B ASRIE OL”  CIE AN S TS S
UL S5 AW AT 55 [l Pk e M JRE 75 4% “ AR SR 00 ™ 77 T S 3t 1 R iy ml 28 =5
(8] (LAl . PR P S, SRRy A BESE T R LSO IR IX R A i

(O See United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland/French Case, 1977, 18 RIAA 3, pa-
ra.188.

(@ See Thomas Cottier, Equitable Principles of Maritime Boundary Delimitation: The Quest for Dis-
tributive Justice in International Law 382-383 (Cambridge University Press 2015); Youshifumi Tanaka, Pre-
dictability and Flexibility in the Law of Maritime Delimitation 391 (Hart Publishing 2019).

(3 David Attard, The Exclusive Economic Zone in International Law 269-270 (Clarendon Press
1987).

@ See United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland/French Case, 1977, 18 RIAA 3, pa-
ras.198,202.

(& See North Sea Continental Shelf Cases (Federal Republic of Germany v. Denmark; Federal Repub-
lic of Germany v. Netherlands), Judgment, ICJ Reports 1969, p.51, para.93.

© See Case Concerning the Continental Shelf (Tunisia v. Libyan Arab Jamahiriya), Judgment, ICJ
Reports 1982, pp.64-65, para.81.

(@ See P. Birnie, Delimitation of Maritime Boundaries: Emergent Legal Principles and Problems, in
Gerald Blake (ed.), Maritime Boundaries and Ocean Resources 33 (Croom Helm Publishers 1987).
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i Bl A8 T BB 1) B AT 28 B LR XS AE “ R 257 . Vb Ab, € EA AR 45
TR KR 4 7 BT 5 09 BB AR & AR META A, RIVEE7E 22 Wil il Bh 53 e isf AN 25 SR 261
B, W ZERS G B BOM LA &, LIRAS P2 . @8 B ik B Rl o3 B A ] 55 5]
FER AL DX IRy rh i 7 7 AP R B Y 3 S A, (H R 2T A S A 3R [ R B 3
ko T 2, TR AR IA SE LRG0 PR S ) A L XA AR BRI 2R H T R R £
WA 78 T B DX, FH I, 58 Y 32 R i 2R B AR B E IE S8 o

FERRG R AL, o 2 R RRCHAE AR DG X S HAT ORI 257, XA A 25 (AR B
BERS AT AR R DA A T B AR, ER, T S 5 2R
UL R 347 LA i L 500 Ay Al T e L b B0 AN 2 KR " M A ZE 2R PRI oK g
PAFEPRIEBE RIS BLAh, Je B AE e AR F8HE L 22 b g5 | 1“8 H|
fi 3K — B (H R T A I ) 32 5K T L fef 0 Vg o 3 — MR PRI 3R T AR A e =2
Fro CRAEHIAA LB IR 55 " e AR R R A B — e R LR T
KAz "X — WS Ak S & J . FERTIE SO YR e o v, 3R % 1 T d& 4
A TR ZEFE N BT “FHIG L, EE R85 18T BT SCE R 28 5% AR
B R HER ST “B2 A X (junction area) , “E - [ B T & SR I “ B RF R .

IR ZEGIRI, IR M PN 2R 2 & IS AT RE A — A AR, TR i RE
eV A R 25 7 0 — MOk U, R 23 AR S A B AE T, B R bR R R
A VLM B o, (H 2 AR B R R 4 “Ho AT J5 RE 7= AR B K B A 2500 i
SR TTT (68T e i A ) S e R R S E M B R R B A s 5RO . 9
77K (Fischer ) IE B FEH S AEZE hdg Y, AN FROITAN B b P PR 3R 2 A5 S5 TR VR R A
FHOCIE AT [, ) AR T2 A5 R AR PR TPl R X 6 R 22752 I, 7245
g e PR T S AR, LA fin s H X 4 B S R i B A A R F2 5K R

(D See Case Concerning Delimitation of the Maritime Boundary in the Gulf of Maine Area (Canada
v. United States of America), Counter-Memorial of the United States of America, paras.7, 104, 329, 411.

@ See Case Concerning Delimitation of the Maritime Boundary in the Gulf of Maine Area (Canada
v. United States of America), Counter-Memorial of the Canada, para.540.

(3 See Case Concerning Delimitation of the Maritime Boundary in the Gulf of Maine Area (Canada
v. United States of America), Judgment, ICJ Reports 1984, p.246, paras.233-235.

@ See Maritime Delimitation in the Black Sea (Romania v. Ukraine), Oral Hearings, 12 September
2008, para.81.

(® See Territorial and Maritime Dispute (Nicaragua v. Colombia), Memorial of Nicaragua (Volume I),
p-169, para.2.240.

© See Final Award in the Maritime of an Arbitration under the Arbitration Agreement between the
Government of the Republic of Croatia and the Government of the Republic of Slovenia, Signed on 4 No-
vember 2009, 2017, pp.305-306, paras.985-986; p.345, para.1080.

(D Maritime Delimitation in the Area between Greenland and Jan Mayen (Denmark v. Norway), Judg-
ment, ICJ Reports 1993, p.304, para.14.
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FT LG R, o AN EAT s B A B, 38 0 DR SR AR AL 4t il ik 52 B P i HEBR AR 17
TEX A5 JEIENEZ A o SRTIT, TSRS S 3 DA 2K REZH A PR R AR, 2 [ s ) ¥
HURRRE AT B AR5 1, WA T BEIE B 396 [ A 7 B 2, 20k o g ) 5™
AR . AN, — ok, HUA EAUE A R 51 ORA 6 X — M, 1T L B
PR A m i i 51 o BE 2, B bt AN REIA D 7 1 7 v 1 4o 3 ) P g I X 4k
X NJEILTR] 387, DL 51 3 RM) 4 7 o BHL 1k FE A S 2 ) 2 5K 200 7 1L
PAS B KRBl 2R A8 BEAN o 2303 (Evans ) A0y, “ B R M £ * B9 (R B R 3 19 &
e, BTEMER G — TR — 4 M L 55 — T A R AR 70 VN e AR
R A 7R i AR AR Z O R B R A R AR S AR, R MR T 4% 21 B )
AIBME . 2, — FE R P AR/ A5 BE B 28 DL N 5 BT IR Y — R U5 3l , 28l i W3
I 5 S 0 B T REHH A e AR 4, 3K BUF1 £ 283 B N5 1 — 20 TR WY TR A5 1 B
FEAE R £, R AR A3 rh A5

ML BRZ KR R A A B E TR A 505 30 LA SRR, 75 [ Prk 4
ST ANEE DL [5] Bk B R HC A mIREATUAS L B AP LA 7 G o B A S8 R v 2R
CHAFRBURIN " e, (RGO BRANEAT O B ST A R 58 5 15 2556 1 300
SE « g — I SO ANIEAT I — R SR FIAE o ida 1 [ P SC55 i PR =
e Az T A R RN g e A= B Ik 20 324 SR RS D o TR AR B A RN N
T, B LA SO TEAT 7O mT L, [ GORE T I [ B 55 B SEAR T F A — 7 2 —A17
G, AR RERE T — R IMWE N SAE R o 85 2, WA S QAR K 4 R
T bl 7 e NSRS R AT O, W 20 A 2 S 547 o s T SR D AR
NI KA o WA, FEPRikZE 5 2x Wk R, 2 023 i 25 5 R L B ~J 503 O 44
PEARHEAEA], Gl an S A0 R S A 0] . R SR — AR R, RV ATV Uk ~)
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(D Maritime Delimitation in the Area between Greenland and Jan Mayen (Denmark v. Norway),Coun-
ter-Memorial of Norway, para.673.

@ M. D. Evans, Maritime Delimitation and Expanding Categories of Relevant Circumstances, 40 Tn-
ternational and Comparative Law Quarterly (1991).

(® See M. D. Evans, Maritime Boundary Delimitation, in Donald R. Rothwell, et al. (eds), The Ox-
ford Handbook of the Law of the Sea 275-276 (Oxford University Press 2015).

@ M. D. Evans, Relevant Circumstances and Maritime Delimitation 208 (Clarendon Press 1989).

(® See Nicholas A. Toannides, The Legal Framework Governing Hydrocarbon Activities in Undelimit-
ed Maritime Areas, 68 International & Comparative Law Quarterly 23 (2019).

© xF. B ERES:(ERETRER), T 6B 2004 F 1, % 73 7.

@ % N(EFR*EZE R 2 F 8 )% 24 4, https:/legal.un.org/ilc/texts/instruments/english/statute/statute.
pdf,2022 43 A 9 H 7 [4.
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R EHAT R, T BN X S 5 KA 0 S R a3 M. @538, 78 2005 4F
KFAENIREE N EFAT s Z v, EBRIEBEE T8 A i kIR B 32 ) B "%
Tk & S B 3 F R R AN E T gt . vEBE RS #HoE , B — R 514
R T AT ARy B (cumulative) 7, (H B A TSRS BEVA TR 5 R
LR O 2575 R R R R (S A R 22 2 E RSP b ), M40 (S 29 ) Bt
P AR AR S T SRR R R, R R LR A A A T X2 EX B S H
b T 1 9 SR SR IR — R B it , A R i B it 5 AR (A 290 3 49 S EAE K
T AU RS AT, @

SN AN 7R S [l ==y A = 3| w1 e o B R e S T Rl £
BT AN SRR T LA B = W B w0

(DR RERZRFERN BERAEMEANAFERMRRER

DFJ 5 R A0 B2 H R R A IR FEas SR . R, ASEE SR U] A
ST 1k B i g o o A ¢ B B TIE LR 11 A i DR SR BE TS SR A AR 1
M54 T (Shahabuddeen ) v B 7E 40 RS 28 R g N 122 32 9 A 00 ik JHE 1 o 1 1) e o
Yo NBESRJE RIRAT N o PHESE IR M B, Sk o i IR S IE R R RS AR B B
(M) FIEHLAL AT BB ) T 0FAh B R R LIS A R 2, ©

TEGN PRS2 v, [ Bk B 4 il o3 e S48 i Je 45 48 7% T Al £ il A R RS
TR BFEWEIE DL R 2 i by DA SRR TE R — RGNV AE R 2, (H [R] B 7 i

(D See Military and Paramilitary Activities in and against Nicaragua (Nicaragua v. United States of
America), Merits, Judgment, ICJ Reports 1986, pp.119-120, paras.231-233.

@ See Oil Platforms (Islamic Republic of Iran v. United States of America), Judgment, ICJ Reports
2003, pp.191-192, para.64.

(3 Armed Activities on the Territory of the Congo (Democratic Republic of the Congo v. Uganda),
Judgment, ICJ Reports 2005, pp.222-223, para.146.

@ See Duzgit Integrity Arbitration (Malta v. Sdo Tomé and Principe), 2016, paras.256-261, https://
pcacases. com/web/sendAttach/1915, visited on 10 March 2022.

(® See Maritime Delimitation in the Area between Greenland and Jan Mayen (Denmark v. Norway),
Judgment, ICJ Reports 1993, p.130, Separate Opinion of Judge Shahabuddeen, p.193.

© See Prosper Weil, The Law of Maritime Delimitation: Reflections 260 (Cambridge University
Press 1989).
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INEAHE UL, AE AT LR VEAS S ARG F AR FBIA b AR A G ) SR AP @
o BRI U A s, i) o BEAE 1 58 Pk R, VA TR AT AN 22 7 A ORI 2 T ™ (1Y
LSRR A ERER . TR R EE S B 2R T RN R
JCARAT {8, R 7R NN SRR [ 58 P SR BA i 5 38, iy 30077 294 H Uk 3
BEPR , 3 2 X6 HAT F AR 5 41l #1507 A S 24 0 52 T AR Y 28 B A, Pl eE
ANREXS I B P T o e AR A B R R AL W e A TS 55 i A E AR
HY B DRIT AR RAA A7 0 VA FE VR S HAR S v [ PR B )RR
TR e R A — LA, AR ARG I R 2 75 o CBURXT A « X2 4 BUR P
S HABAR IR R A9 5 1, T 208 MIETE L PP SR A e 1 HA 20 X SRR
3 B PR B 125 RS AR AL S () S0 22 )2 A DTG " O e 4 TR v [ PRk B
O R Ot PR R T R A [ Pk B 4 4% R 200 T HLAY I A
TEAR B2 22 AR VR S0 E B2, B A JEE 7 ] BE LUARE P [B] 2 4] 5 iy SR ol 28
- O RTE B8 T RO R IE R 2 5o B, XA R i i i 2k
YoXE - RN VIR TR R % AT I Q000K 45 TR R 22 KT 2 R R
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(D See Delimitation of the Maritime Boundary in the Gulf of Maine Area (Canada v. United States of
America), Judgment, ICJ Reports, p.278, para.59.

(@ See Delimitation of the Maritime Boundary in the Gulf of Maine Area (Canada v. United States of
America), Judgment, ICJ Reports, p.340, para.232.

(3 See Delimitation of the Maritime Boundary in the Gulf of Maine Area (Canada v. United States of
America), Judgment, ICJ Reports, pp.342-344, paras.237-241.

@ See Delimitation of the Maritime Areas between Canada and France, Award of 10 June 1992, 31
International Legal Materials 1149, para.84.

(® See Case Concerning the Continental Shelf (Libyan Arab Jamahiriyia v. Malta), Judgment, ICJ Re-
ports 1985, p.46, para.60.

© See Prosper Weil, The Law of Maritime Delimitation: Reflections 265 (Cambridge University
Press 1989).

(@ See Maritime Delimitation in the Area between Greenland and Jan Mayen (Denmark v. Norway),
Judgment, ICJ Reports 1993, p.38, para.70.
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On the Active Role of Non-geographical Factors in the
Practice of International Maritime Delimitation

Abstract: In the practice of international maritime delimitation, single
non-geographical factor such as economy, security or defense, navigation and ener-
gy security is difficult to play a role in affecting the position of the boundary.
When a party has multiple non-geographic factors and accumulated “major inter-
ests” to it, ignoring the effect of multiple non-geographic factors will impede the
equitable delimitation of the sea. It is necessary to incorporate non-geographical
factors into the consideration of maritime delimitation. “Major interests” has creat-
ed a broader concept for it, which fully considers the national interests of coastal
states arising from non-geographical factors to the utmost extent, to play the cor-
rective function of fair results after accumulation of non-geographic factors. The
role of “major interests” generated by the accumulation of non-geographical fac-
tors is negative and defensive, and its effect in maritime delimitation should not
be infinitely magnified. International (quasi) judicial bodies should make basic
judgments on maritime boundaries based on the geographical features of the rele-
vant countries, while taking into account the cumulative impact of multiple
non-geographical factors on maritime delimitation, so as to achieve an equitable
solution.

Key words: non-geographical factors; maritime delimitation; major interests;

equitable results
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