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Issues concerning on the continental shelf and in the exclusive economic zone between Turkey and the Greek 

Cypriot Administration (GCA) have been more controversial. This study answers the following questions: (a) What 

is the main arguments of the Parties? (b) How the exclusive economic zone could be declared? (c) Does median 

line applicable to the delimitation law without taken the related circumstances in the Eastern Mediterranean? (d) 

Can any maps on claimed exclusive economic zone borders publish without maritime boundary delimitation agreements, 

officially? The main intent of the study is to evaluate the different perspectives of the Parties on maritime 

delimitation and to evaluate the boundaries of the exclusive economic zone bounded by the European Union on the 

European Asia and Europe Africa Interconnected Cable Network Projects maps in the Eastern Mediterranean. 
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Introduction 

The disputes concerned the delimitation of the maritime jurisdiction zones of the Eastern Mediterranean as 

between the Greek Cypriot Administration (hereafter the GCA) and Turkey continue. Turkey which had not 

accepted the 1982 Convention is not legally related by the provisions of Convention on related issues. Whereas 

the “Republic of Cyprus (ROC) (hereafter the Greek Cypriot Administration)” is not recognized by Republic of 

Turkey, it is a part of the United Nations Convention on the Law of Sea (hereafter the UNCLOS). The question 

is too complex because that has not been found any solution to the Cyprus issue yet.  

Eric R. Eissler and Gözde Arasil point out that while a military conflict is a distant possibility, it is likely 

to continue the impasse (2014). Nicholas A. Ioannides, accusing Turkey activities in the western part of the 

Eastern Mediterranean, evaluated Turkey’s delimitation and licensed agreements with Turkish Republic of 

Northern Cyprus (TRNC) on continental shelf as illegal (2014). Nevertheless, geopolitical analyst, F. William 

Engdahl comments, “energy-rich resource management led to dispute between two main borders. One of  

them, neighboring with Turkey and Southern Cyprus and Greece, the second between Israel and Lebanon” 

(citied Newman, unknown). Charles Ellinas argues that South Cyprus is a part of UNCLOS that have the right 

to use full sovereignty in the Eastern Mediterranean (2017). Andrew Jacovides accuses Turkey that “arbitrarily 

and unjustifiably, declared an area in the sea west of parallel 38 16’ 18” to be its continental shelf, part of 

which overlaps with part of the GCA’ exclusive economic zone and continental shelf” (2018) and points out 

“Cyprus Republic” as a part of UNCLOS has the right to exercise its activities in the Eastern Mediterranean. 
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Achilles Skordas claims that  

the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) Agreement of February 17, 2003, between the GCA and Egypt is effected by the 

median line of which every point is equidistant from the nearest point on the baseline of the two Parties, is consistent with 

international case-law, customary law and the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea. (2007) 

Hence, the European Union’ policy supports the GCA’ claimed exclusive economic zone and cable and 

pipeline projects by giving financial aid. On the other side Teoman Uykur states that  

The case law suggests that the islands may or may not have limited border areas, depending on the particular 

characteristics of any case. It has never been endorsed by international law on maritime restriction to cut off a coastal state 

from access to open seas. This point becomes even more important when the islands are close to the mainland of another 

country. (2014)  

Turgut Kaymal mentions that “Turkey may be not a party to the agreement but has adopted practices of the 

common law. In this context, the continental shelf and the exclusive economic zone practices have become 

common law” (2017). Fuat Aksu takes the issue in the context of EU’s affect to Turkey and states GCA’ policy 

of making exclusive economic zone agreements in the Eastern Mediterranean is an implemented de facto 

strategy (2013). Kütükçü and Kaya claim that if “diagonal line” adopted by Turkey, it will increase Turkey’s 

maritime jurisdiction (2016). Çağatay Erciyes stresses that “islands do not generate full maritime zones when 

they are competing directly against continental land areas. Median/Equidistance line is not applied. Islands 

receive partial or no effect/are enclaved or partially enclaved” (2012). Sertaş Hami Başeren explains the claims 

of maritime jurisdictions of Parties and points out that crisis has being increased by the discoveries of 

hydrocarbons (2013). Cahit Yayci examined the issue on delimitation of the area with historical value of the 

importance of Cyprus and the Eastern Mediterranean, taking into account the strategic and economic aspects 

have been detailing the rights of Turkey’s maritime jurisdiction (2012).  

All above mentioned studies do not examine the EU’s stance with its published maps such as EuroAsia 

Interconnector Cable Project. The aim of this studies to fulfill this gap in the academic fields with concentration 

on delimitation law. In this context, the paper begins with a review of the brief principles of delimitation rules 

of maritime law in the exclusive economic zone and on the continental shelf, than focusing the dispute between 

Turkey and the GCA on maritime jurisdiction concerns around increases tension in the Eastern Mediterranean; 

drawing on arguments of both sides to assess the origin of problem in the Eastern Mediterranean. Final part 

examines the maps of the EuroAsia and EuroAfrica Interconnector Cable Projects and analyzes the European 

Union’ published maps related to the maritime borders of the Mediterranean. The author acknowledges in 

addition to dispute concerns, linked with Cyprus problem, security and hydrocarbon activities but that is largely 

outside the scope of this paper.  

Article 74(1) and Article 83(1) of UNCLOS 

Maritime boundary delimitation has been very crucial topic which creates the potential security risks and 

threats on overlapping maritime boundaries. In other words, maritime boundary delimitation disputes in the 

Eastern Mediterranean have demonstrated that the region remains an important zone for determining the 

geopolitical and geoeconomic relations in world politics. Adjacent or opposite coastal states need to determine 

their maritime space by bilateral or multilateral agreement to exercise their jurisdictions in the Eastern 

Mediterranean.  
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In fact, the GCA draws the maritime boundaries with neighboring States; Egypt (2003) and Israel (2010) 

caused the dispute as separately with Turkey and Lebanon. The subjects of dispute between the GCA v. Turkey, 

the GCA v. Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC), Turkey v. Egypt, Turkey v. Greece, Turkey v. 

Libya, Lebanon v. Israel, Israel v. Gaza, Turkey v. Syria, Syria v. Lebanon, Egypt v. Israel, Israel v. Libya, 

Greece v. Libya, and so on are still pending about the determination and delimitation of opposite and adjacent 

maritime borders. “Each dispute in maritime delimitation has its own characters which makes it sui generis” 

(Aksar, 2013).  

Under the 1982 UNCLOS, three types of maritime delimitation are identified: delimitation of the 

territorial sea (Article 15), delimitation of the continental shelf (Article 83), and delimitation of the EEZ 

(Article 74). Articles 74(1) and 83(1) of the UNCLOS state that  

In order to achieve an equitable solution, maritime boundary the delimitation between States with opposite or 

adjacent coasts in the exclusive economic zone [on the continental shelf] shall be effected by agreement on the source of 

international law. This is referred to in Article 38 of the Statute of the International Court of Justice (I.C.J.). (UNCLOS, 

1988, Article 74, Article 83)  

As it can be seen, both articles formulate same rules for the delimitation that is governed for exclusive 

economic zone and continental shelf, although there has been not defined mandatory principle that limits 

methodology. I.C.J. Reports of 1985 states that “the two institutions, the continental shelf and the special 

economic zone are interconnected in modern law; and ultimately, it is necessary to pay more attention to 

elements common to both concepts, such as the distance to the coast” (Paragraph 33). However Courts note  

that  

the delimitation between states with opposite or adjacent coasts on the continental shelf and in the exclusive economic 

zone to be effected by agreement… in order to achieve equitable solution that statement of an equitable solution as the aim 

of any delimitation process reflects the requirements of customary law as regards the delimitation both of continental shelf 

and exclusive economic zones. (I.C.J, 1993, Paragraph 48)  

In fact, the I.C.J. acknowledges that the principles of maritime delimitation in Articles 74 and 83 of 

UNCLOS reflect Customary international law (Qatar and Bahrain Case, I.C.J., 2001, Paragraph 167; Nicaragua 

and Colombia Case, 2012, Paragraph 139). These articles have provision that how overlapping boundaries 

related to the exclusive economic zone and continental shelf for delimitation would be taken into consideration. 

Many international court decisions (Libya and Malta Case, I.C.J., 1985, Paragraph 51; Eritre and Yemen Case, 

1999, Paragraph 116; Romania and Ukrania Case, 2009, Paragraph 120) stress the equitable solution is main 

target which makes it necessary order in its character. For that the maritime boundaries shall to be determined 

by agreement with consistence of the rules of international law.  

While, the international courts have not so far shared a fair list of related circumstances. Withal, the lists 

of related circumstances are generally explained by geographic and non-geographic components. The following 

components firstly were taken into consideration in geographical that are: the configuration of the coasts 

(concave-convexity, opposition or advocacy, the general direction of the coasts), geography of the region, 

coastal length difference and proportionality, the presence of islands, promontories, baselines, presence of third 

States and regional practices; or the non-geographical components which are: geological and geomorphologial 

factors, historical rights, economic factors, security interests, conduct of the parties, navigational (shipping 

interests) factors, environmental factors, unity of deposits. 
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Results and Discussions: Claims and Conduct of the Parties in the Eastern  

Mediterranean Over Maritime Boundary Delimitations 

Does Median Line Alone Applicable for Delimitation? 

The legal framework of the 1982 Convention creates jurisdictional regime to the maritime space. Some of 

the Mediterranean States have signed and ratified UNCLOS, whereas, UNCLOS have not ratified by the Israel, 

Turkey, Syria, TRNC, Palestine, even though Libya or Morocco which has signed but not endorsed. On the 

contrary, Egypt, the GCA, and Lebanon are the sides of the UNCLOS in the Eastern Mediterranean. 
 

 
Figure 1. Dispute arguments on median line with arrow diagram.  

 

The Figure 1 concentrated the perspective of both sides on the median line as shown by arrow diagram. 

According to the arrow diagram firstly, GCA’s favour of median line is alone used in Eastern Mediterranean 

without taking relevant circumstances. On the contrary Turkey does not favour of median Line as alone which 

can be used in the Eastern Mediterranean. Both sides define their position in their domestic laws. Therefore, the 

Egypt and the GCA’ claimed “EEZ Agreement of 17 February 2003” was the first signs of the maritime 

delimitation dispute of the Turkey and GCA. Turkey, in written, expressed its objections and stated the 

agreement was unfounded in the context of the international law. 

The principle of “opinio juris sive necessitatis” where only median line without relative circumstances 

could be applied in the Eastern Mediterranean has not been existed, which is not mandatory on Turkey 

automatically. Coastal State rights on continental shelf are situated on its ab initio and ipso facto, stated article 

77 of UNCLOS as upper sovereignty, for instance. Court states always “the land dominate sea” such as in 1969 

I.C.J. Case or in 2001 I.C.J. Case, whereas “Cyprus” is an island State and unresolved issue continues. Hence 

“post hoc is not proter hoc may only serve to unclear the real issue” (such as I.C.J. Case, 1969, Paragraph 40). 

In fact, equidistance/median line method of delimitation cannot be drawn without taking into consideration 

relevant circumstances.  

Y
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“ICJ and other internaional courts taking the related/special 
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line in order to reach equitable result” 
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Various methodologies shall be determined in accordance with equitable principles which stated in the International 

Law Commission of the United Nations. The Commission addressed several other possibilities, as having if not superior 

status, like delimitation by general direction of coasts, by agreement, by drawing lines of perpendicular to the coast and so 

forth and so on. (I.C.J. Case, 1969, Paragraphs 48-51)  

The Commission’ latter adopted the Committee Expert’ which brought an exception in favor of “special 

circumstances”. This was not officially recommended. In the light of this report of Commission, it is clear that 

the notion of equidistance or median line could not take alone which never really envisaged dismissing the 

relevant circumstances. Hence Commission gave precedence to “delimitation by agreement in favour of 

special/relevant circumstances” (North Sea Continental Shelf Case, ICJ Case, 1969, Paragraph 53). This makes 

the status of the EEZ agreement of Egypt and “Cyprus” null and void because both sides did a delimitation 

without taking into consideration relevant/special circumstances that creates the overlapping maritime borders 

with Turkey. A code was of course concretized in Articles 83 and 74 of the 1982 Convention that equitable 

result is necessary without giving details of the delimitation methodologies. 1982 Convention does not 

crystallize any abuse of rights of other States. Any agreement between States must be in conformity with 

Convention. The notion of relative circumstances is relative to the principle of equitable in the article of 74 and 

83. Still unresolved controversies between Parties continue. On the other hand, with regard to those, States have 

not started negotiations. Egypt’s unwillingness to negotiate Turkey, or Greek Cypriots’ unwillingness to accept 

Turkish Cypriots as equal partner of the island as whole actions can only be problematical and remain 

speculative. The essential point in this connection is that Turkish Cypriots also have its own governance that 

there is no single authority on the island. Even though, Cyprus problem continues. Explicitly Turkey in practice 

abstained from tension with Greek Cypriots but Greek Cypriots claimed it is “unique authority”.  

Refashion the nature of the sea unacceptable. Turkey coastlines are in fact comparable in length; if the 

equidistance or median line method is used, an inequity is created. In fact determination must be equitable 

rather inequity. They are free to agree on a method or different methods if they wish to side. Several aspects 

should be reckoned with other methodologies, because each geography by its coasts has distinctive character. 

In this context, from geographical to the nongeogrphical aspect of the situation they must be evaluated. But 

encroachment on maritime expanses or cut off effect would not be part of equitable result of delimitation. For 

that in any delimitation, the Parties shall make some steps such as look to the geographical configuration of the 

coastline of the country, the length of their respective coastlines, concave or convex coasts, and the baselines.  

On the contrary, unity of deposit constitutes non-geographical circumstances. Another factor is 

proportionality which delimitation effected according to equitable principles that stated in Truman declaration 

which states “the maritime boundaries shall be determined by the United States and the State concerned in 

accordance with the equitable principles” (I.C.J. Case, 1969, Paragraph 47).  

In the situation of a concave coast such as that of the Turkey on Eastern Mediterranean, different points on 

concave coasts cause the continental shelf area enclosed and cutting off effect. The effect of coastal projections 

ignored in the Eastern Mediterranean by the “Cyprus”.  

Additionally, the “principle of nes inter alios acta” seems to be claimed by Turkey. Since the beginning of 

the dispute of 2003, Turkey notified the UNSG that the agreement could not have any effect on the parts of the 

Turkish continental shelf, accepted as null and void. 

The Egypt and the GCA are in the same interests within the meaning of the median line, but not a priori in 

international delimitation law. Geographical features present more than two delimitations are in question 
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because of the semi enclosed character of the Eastern Mediterranean geography. In fact, Parties up till now 

have claimed up very distinctive positions. The GCA position supports the Article 6 of the Convention on CS 

of 1958. The Greek Cypriot and Egypt are together with the view that a rule of median line without relevant 

circumstances is binding on the Turkey Republic. Additionally both Parties claimed that agreement of EEZ 

reflects erga omnes and must be accredited by Turkey Republic. The GCA advocates in its law also in the 

absence of agreement that only median line or equidistance line could be used without taking into account the 

relevant circumstances. Turkey rejects Convention’ compulsory stature for States which are not hand to the 

Convention. Toward eight points settled on the median line between the GCA and Egypt overlapped with 

Turkish continental shelf area, of which Turkey complains, would be avoided. Configuration of the Eastern 

Mediterranean coasts constituted a relevant circumstances/special circumstances. For that “delimitation is not 

the determination de novo of such an area” (I.C.J. Case, 1969, Paragraph 18). 

Any dispute about boundaries which creates contentious, most convenient way dealing with this problem 

will be on the grounds of international law, either by a customary law or by equitable result. The GCA claims 

that Turkey is under a licit duty to settle for the application of the median line which resulted an agreement 

between Egypt and the GCA. They claimed that this is suitable of the international law. Whereas, Pacta tertiis 

nec nocent nec prosunt as a principle of international law shows that either to be UNCLOS or not to be member, 

the rule is treaties (neither harm nor benefit) which does not create obligations or liabilities for a third State. No 

person has no right to force the other to obey its own agreements. Whereas, dispute deals with the following 

questions: Why the GCA and Egypt are unable to enter into negotiations? Why before the settlement of Cyprus, 

Greek Cypriots act to draw maritime boundary delimitation lines with neighbors? Why Turkish Cypriots 

consents do not take? Yet these factors show that if there is rule of law, why these steps create dispute? It 

would however be ignoring the realities partly the reasons given above. As a result, it was revealed that the 

median line was not decisive alone and each was negative or inconclusive. It would be thing to infer from the 

violation of international law. Moreover, in the present dispute any such result would be nullified by Turkey 

and Turkish Cypriots.  

Arguments by the Parties 

Greek Cypriot Administration’ Arguments
1
 

Claim 1: “All EEZ agreements could only be drawn with equidistance or the median line, if not find any 

special circumstances to modify the delimitation in the Eastern Mediterranean” (A Law to Provide 

Proclamation of the Exclusive Economic Zone Law, 2004). 

Claim 2: “Cyprus as an island State has entitlement to maritime jurisdiction areas under the 1982 Convention”.  

Claim 3: “The GCA uses its rights arising from Article 77 of the UNCLOS, that has the right in its 

proclaimed in the EEZ and on its continental shelf such as, exploration and exploitation”.  

Claim 4: “The wealth of the natural resources belonged to whole Cypriots”.  

Claim 5: “UNCLOS is a part of the customary law and is binding upon non States parties to the 

Conventions as well”.  
 

                                                        
1 All claims’ sources are shown in the references, in different part, named the Letters from GCA to UNGS. 
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Figure 2. Map 2: The claimed maritime zones of GCA (in white blue) and Greece (in dark blue). Source: 

https://www.defence-point.gr/news/theodoros-karyotis-giati-lysi-einai-i-oriothetisi-aoz-me-tin-aigypto/aoz-egypt-gree

ce-karyotis. 
 

Turkey Arguments
2
 

Claim 1: “Egypt and the GCA’ ‘EEZ Agreement’ is null and void, 32 16’ 18” in regions falling beyond 

the western part of longitude which Turkey has ipso facto and ab initio legal and sovereign rights in these 

region”.  

Claim 2: “Turkey mentions that there is no single authority on the island; the Greek Cypriots do not 

represent the Turkish Cypriots, consequently Cyprus as a whole”.  

Claims 3: “Without any solution of the Cyprus issue, the Greek Cypriot administration activities such as 

exploration or delimitation maritime law are not valid in international law. For that GCA’ violates the TC’s 

inherent fundamental rights and interests”.  

Claim 4: “The revenue to be collected as a result of such a mutually acceptable arrangement shall be 

beneficial for the economies on both sides of the island”. 

Claim 5: “The Greek Cypriot’ last round of the international tender areas lies directly on the Turkish 

continental shelf, which is not acceptable”.  

Claim 6: “The delimitation in the Eastern Mediterranean should be effected by agreement of all related 

parties on the basis of the principle of equity so as not to prejudice the sovereign rights and jurisdiction of other 

interested States/entities”.  

Claim 7: “The concepts like land dominates the sea (I.C.J., 1969, Paragraph 96) and cut off effect are 

shown as the essential principles of the international law”. 

Claim 8: “It has never been sanctioned by international law on maritime delimitation to cut a coastal State 

off from its access to the high seas”. 

Claim 9: “In international court rulings are that islands do not necessarily generate full maritime 

jurisdiction zones (continental shelf and/or exclusive economic zone) when they are competing against 

continental land areas”.  

                                                        
2 All sources are shown in the references, in different part, named the Letters from Turkey to UNGS. 
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Comparing the arguments shows that there is blurry future about the maritime delimitation dispute 

between Parties because political climate is so poor. Even though, there are any official claims over the cable or 

pipeline projects which are planning lying through Turkish continental shelf.  

EuroAfrica and EuroAsia Interconnector Cable Project Maps 

“In 1988 the GCA approved the UNCLOS” (Law of 1988, No. 203) on 12 December 1988, efficient on 16 

November 1994. With this step, the GCA pursued a policy to transfer the Cyprus dispute into the maritime 

areas, and has started to take steps to advance international Conventions, in the maritime and coastal areas 

ignoring the rights of the Turkish Cypriots, bereft of good will.  

The GCA formulated the Exclusive Economic Zone Proclamation Law on 2 April 2004 and entitled its 

authorities to proclaim exclusive economic zone. The relevant law stated that the exclusive economic zone 

proclamation shall be 200 nautical miles (Article 3(1)), and in the event of overlap with other States’ 

boundaries, the agreement means shall be resorted to, and in if it fails, the delimitation shall be done by 

measurements based on only median line or equidistance line principle (Article 3(2)). The GCA stated that, 

with this law, they were entitled to exercise some economic rights on the living and non-living natural 

resources in the maritime areas, on the seabed and subsoil within 200 nautical miles. After the formulation of 

the relevant law, in 2003 they put the “exclusive economic zone agreement” they had signed with Egypt into 

force. When the details of this legal regulation of the GCA are considered, it is seen that Article 3, in which the 

delimitation is anticipated, states that a delimitation shall be possible in the case of overlap between opposite 

coasts (Contiguous Zone Proclamation Law, 2004). This situation poses an obstacle for the British Bases and 

the Turkish Cypriots in the delimitation lateral boundaries in the areas belonging to them, with regard to both 

the Exclusive Economic Zone Proclamation Law and other laws referring to the issue.  

The GCA made a new law reformulating in a combined way, named 2004 and 2014 Law which includes the 

issues on the Exclusive Economic Zone and Continental Shelf. “By this Law, there shall be proclaimed an 

Exclusive Economic Zone, the outer limit of which is defined to a distance of 200 nautical miles from the 

baselines” (Article 3(1)). Also, “Section III brings regulations regarding the exploring and exploiting the EEZ 

and the continental shelf” (Article 7(1)). Also, “it is indicated that no person shall have the right to conduct 

activities on the non-living resources in the EEZ or the CS, without licensing of the Minister of Energy, 

Commerce, Industry and Tourism” (Article 8(1)). Along with anticipating substantial penalties, the statement in 

the previous exclusive economic zone law that “all states have the right to lay submarine cables and pipelines” is 

reformulated more stringently under this section and it is stated that “no person shall have the right to lay and/or 

maintain any submarine cables or pipelines in the claimed ‘EEZ or the CS’, these could be granted by the 

Minister of Communications and Works” (Article 8(1)), and “any event contravening this provision shall be 

liable to strict penalties” (2(a)(b)).  

For instance, GCA, Greece, and Egypt have signed the EuroAfrica Interconnector Agreement in 2017 and in 

accordance with the relevant agreements, the relevant pipeline is passing through Turkey’s continental shelf 

emerged as desired. In the above-mentioned 2004 and 2014 GCA law, the relevant consent regime is mandatory. 

The same conditions are valid for the East Med Gas Pipeline project. Similar disputes are also applicable to the 

EuroAsia Interconnected Cable Network Agreement (Greek-Greek Cypriots and Israeli). These attitudes 

appreciated by European Union. Especially European Union (E.U.) published the routes of these cable project 

maps as officially in their web sites.  
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Figure 3. Map 1: EuroAsia Interconnector Cable Project Map by E.U. (shown with maritime delimitation borders). 

Source: https://www.euroasia-interconnector.com/at-glance/the-route/. 
 

Above mentioned publication of EuroAsia which shows the maritime boundary delimitation is drawn with 

blue dark lines which do not abide by the relevant provisions of UNCLOS. Because of Article 75 it is related of 

charts and lists of geographical coordinates in UNCLOS. In accordance to this article  

…The external boundary lines of the exclusive economic zone and the boundary lines drawn according to Article 74 

will be shown in the scale or scale graphs to determine their position. Where appropriate, the list of geographic coordinates 

of the points specifying the geodetic data can be substituted for such external boundary lines or boundary lines of 

delimitation. (75(1))  

Additionally, the Coastal State should define these charts or geographical coordinate lists and shall submit a 

copy of these charts or lists to the Secretary-General of the United Nations” (75(2)). Whereas, there is no any 

charts and graphics over the whole Eastern Mediterranean which agreed by regional countries including 

between Turkey and Greece, the GCA and Turkey, the GCA and Greece, Egypt and Greece etc.  

In this context, International Court of Justice made a clear expression how any maritime delimitation can 

be drawn. For instance, the 1984 Case of International Court of Justice, related to Gulf of Maine stated that  

The maritime delimitation between states with an opposite or adjacent coast cannot be carried out unilaterally by one 

of these States. Such delineation must be sought and affected by means of an agreement, following negotiations conducted 

in good faith and with the genuine intention of achieving a positive result. However, in the absence of such an agreement, 

the delimitation shall be carried out by applying to a third party with the requisite competence. (Paragraph 112(1))  

The Court’s judgment stipulates that no State or institution shall be able to publish maps in the Eastern 

Mediterranean as if it had been maritime delimitation. For maritime delimitation, first the negotiations and the 

settlement path should be followed in good faith. The Court clarified with Paragraph 112 (2) how the structure 

of this agreement should be. In accordance to the Paragraph 112(2) of the Gulf Maine case, “In either case, 

delimitation should be achieved by applying equitable criteria and using practical methods to ensure an 

equitable result in the geographic configuration of the zone and other relevant circumstances”. In other words, 
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the states that will go the way of delimitation should act in the light of fairness principles and take into 

consideration all the relevant situations and reach a just equitable result. 

In the Case of 1982, the I.C.J. declared in Paragraph 87 that the first two lines were not expressly agreed 

upon, but established initially by unilateral action. The Court would therefore observe at the outset that  

an attempt by a unilateral act to establish international maritime boundary lines regardless of the legal position of 

other States is contrary to recognized principles of international law, as laid down, inter alia, in the Geneva Conventions of 

1958 on the Law of the Sea, especially the Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone and the Convention 

on the Continental Shelf, which provide that maritime boundaries should be determined by agreement between the Parties. 

(I.C.J., 1982, Article 87, pp. 52-53)  

This principle has been preserved in the draft law of the Sea Law. The Case of 1951 points out that  

the limitation of marine areas is always of an international dimension; it cannot depend solely on the will as stated in 

the municipal law of the coastal state. While it is true that the act of delimitation is necessarily a one-sided act, only the 

coastal State is entitled to undertake it, the validity of the delimitation for other States is subject to international law. (p. 

132)  

Undoubtedly, this strict nature of the delimitation leads to the need to adopt the appropriate procedure in the 

maritime delimitation as a result of the negotiations of the parties in order to give fair opportunity to participate 

in possible disputes. But this is not the meaning of unilateral borders which can be drawn without agreements.  

Conclusions 

In 2010, Professor Juan Luis Suárez de Vivero has prepared a report on maritime jurisdiction and fishing 

in the Eastern Mediterranean and the Black Sea. The report states that “In the Mediterranean basin, no state can 

declare the maximum 200 nautical mile breadth of exclusive economic zone or fishery zone because at no point 

is the Mediterranean more than 400 miles wide” (Vivero, 2010, p. 30). This perspective accepts the principle of 

the supremacy of geography and is important in terms of describing that it cannot have an area of 200 nautical 

miles that GCA and EU imply in its applications and which it foresees in its limitations. 

Accordingly, without limitation agreements between the regional states, without the resolution of the 

current disputes, the median line delimitation methodology will not be legally binding on the following map. 

The related attitude of the parties is a political approach that highlights the unacceptable logic in law and 

ignores the principles of international law. 

The other subject is related to the defined way of the submarine cables on the condimental shelf by EU. In 

accordance to Article 79(3) of the UNCLOS, submarine cables and pipelines on the continental shelf of any 

state (Turkey) are dependent to the consent of the coastal State. This means that the Parties should receive a 

consent from Turkey, because pipelines and cables are planning to pass through Turkish continental shelf. In 

other words, when the provisions of Article 79 of the UNCLOS are considered, in the event of any passing of a 

pipeline of another state such as through Turkey’s continental shelf, Turkey should be informed and her consent 

should be sought. It is seen the condition that the consent and permission are necessary. If both parties are 

planning to lie cables through Turkey’s continental shelf, they should be seeking permission and consent from 

Turkey. Whereas, as it is seen that the GCA and EU are ignoring the international law which neither Turkey has 

been informed nor her consent has been sought. This situation shall appear in the future as a separate controversy 

between the parties in the Eastern Mediterranean. Although as regards the laying of pipelines, the GCA’ domestic 

law stipulates that other states have to obtain consent from their respective authorities in laying any pipes or 
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cables. Unfortunately it does not show the same respect and good will towards Turkey. In sum, whole steps 

followed by EU and the GCA, in other words either median line applications alone or lying cable and pipeline 

projects through Turkey, are not in compatible with the international law.  

References 

A law to provide for the proclamation of the exclusive economic zone by the “Republic of Cyprus”. (2014, April 2). 

Aksar, Y. (2013). Uluslararası Hukukta Deniz Alanlarının Sınırlandırılması: Doğu Akdeniz Uyuşmazlığı, 21. Yüzyıl Yayınları. 

Retrieved from http://www.21yuzyildasosyalbilimler.com/assets/uploads/files/yusuf-aksar-pdf_18032013.pdf 

Aksu, F. (2013). Doğu Akdeniz Deniz Yetki Alanları Sorunu ve Türkiye—AB İlişkileri. In S. H. Başeren (Ed.), Doğu Akdeniz’de 

Hukuk ve Siyaset (pp. 159-196). Ankara: A.Ü. SBF Publication. 

Antoniou, A., & Demetriadi, A. (2015). Cyprus: Legal aspects of conflicting views on Cyprus’ exclusive economic zone. Mondaq 

News. Retrieved from http://www.mondaq.com/cyprus/x/402490/Oil+Gas+Electricity/Legal+Aspects+Of+Conflicting+ 

Views+On+Cyprus+Exclusive+Economic+Zone 

Başeren, S. H. (2013). Doğu Akdeniz Deniz Yetki Alanlarının Sınırlandırılması Sorunu: Tarafların Görüşleri, Uluslararası Hukuk 

Kurallarına Göre Çözüm ve Sondaj Krizi. In S. H. Başeren (Ed.), Doğu Akdeniz’de Hukuk ve Siyaset (pp. 253-306). Ankara: 

AÜSBF. 

Christofias, D. (2012). Cyprus, UN session, 67th, 25 September 2012. Retrieved 2 May 2016 from 

https://gadebate.un.org/en/67/cyprus 

Contiguous Zone Proclamation Law by the “Republic of Cyprus”. (2004, April 2). 

Continental Shelf Law, Law No. 8 of 5 April 1974, Cyprus. (1974). Retrieved 3 October 2018 from 

http://www.un.org/Depts/los/LEGISLATIONANDTREATIES/PDFFILES/CYP_1974_Law.pdf 

Eissler, E. R., & Arasil, G. (2014). Maritime boundary delimitation in the Eastern Mediterranean, a new conflict between Cyprus, 

Turkey, Greece and Israel? The RUSI Journal, 159(2), 74-80. doi:https://doi.org/10.1080/03071847.2014.912809 

Ellinas, C. (2017, July 25). Turkey false claims on Cyprus exclusive economic zone (EEZ). International Maritime News Forum. 

Retrieved from https://maritimecyprus.com/2017/07/25/turkey-false-claims-on-cyprus-exclusive-economic-zone-eez/ 

Erciyes, Ç. (2012). Maritime delimitation and offshore activities in the Eastern Mediterranean, legal and political perspectives, 

recent developments, TUROGE, 21 March 2012. Ankara. 

Ioannides, N. A. (2014). The law of the sea dimension of the Cyprus problem. Cyprus Center for European and International 

Affairs, 12(4). Retrieved from https://cceia.unic.ac.cy/volume-12-issue-4-n-ioannides/ 

Jacovides, A. (2018, February 11). Turkey and the law of the sea: Some facts. Cyprus Mail. Retrieved from 

https://cyprus-mail.com/2018/02/11/turkey-law-sea-facts/ 

Kaymal, T. (2017, July 28). Doğu Akdeniz’de Deniz Yetki Alanlarının Sınırlandırılması Sorunu. Bahriye Institute. Retrieved from 

https://bahriyeenstitusu.org/2017/07/28/dogu-akdenizde-deniz-yetki-alanlarinin-sinirlandirilmasi-sorunu/ 

Kütükçü, M. A., & Kaya, S. İ. (2016). Uluslararası Deniz Hukuku Kapsamında Doğu Akdeniz’deki Petrol ve Doğalgaz 

Kaynakları ile Türkiye’nin Hukuki Durumu, Batman University. Journal of Life Sciences, 6(2/1), 81-96. 

Law of the Sea Bulletin No. 57, “ROC and Egypt Delimitation”. (Division of the Oceans and Law of Sea, UN). (n.d.). Retrieved 

from http://www.un.org/Depts/los/doalos_publications/LOSBulletins/bulletinpdf/bulletin57e.pdf 

Newman, N. (n.d.). Maritime boundary disputes. ENIday News. Retrieved from 

https://www.eniday.com/en/human_en/maritime-boundary-disputes/ 

Skordas, A. (2007, March 29). Oil exploitation in the Eastern Mediterranean: Cyprus, Turkey and International Law. Wilson Centre. 

Retrieved from https://www.wilsoncenter.org/event/oil-exploitation-the-eastern-mediterranean-cyprus-turkey-and-international-law 

The continental shelf delimitation agreement between Turkey and “TRNC”. (2014, May 26). EJIL Analysis. Retrieved from 

https://www.ejiltalk.org/the-continental-shelf-delimitation-agreement-between-turkey-and-trnc/ 

The United Nations Conventions on the Law of Sea (Ratifying) Law of 1988, Law No: 203/1988. (1988). 

The Exclusive Economic Zone and the Continental Shelf Laws 2004 and 2014. (2014, October). 

Uykur, T. (2014). Settlement of maritime delimitation disputes within complex geographical settings. ILSA Journal of 

International & Comparative Law, 20(2), 370. Retrieved from https://nsuworks. 

nova.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://www.google.com/&httpsredir=1&article=1872&context=ilsajournal 

Vivero, J. L. S. (2010). Jurisdictional waters in the Mediterranean and Black Seas, Directorate General for Internal Policies Policy 

Department B: Structural and cohesion policies. European Parliament, 1-133. 

https://nsuworks/


KICK OFF MARITIME BOUNDARY DISPUTES 

 

429 

Yaycı, C. (2012). Doğu Akdeniz’de Deniz Yetki Alanlarının Paylaşılması Sorunu Ve Türkiye, BİLGESAM yayınları. Retrieved 

from http://www.bilgesam.org/Images/Dokumanlar/0-159-2014040713bs-2012-1-1-70.pdf 

Cases 

Continental Shelf (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya/Malta). Judgment of 3 June 1985, I.C.J. Retrieved from 

https://www.icj-cij.org/files/case-related/68/068-19850603-JUD-01-00-EN.pdf 

Fisheries (United Kingdom v. Norway). Judgment of 18 December 1951. Retrieved from 

https://www.icj-cij.org/files/case-related/5/005-19511218-JUD-01-00-EN.pdf 

Maritime Delimitation and Territorial Questions Between Qatar and Bahrain (Qatar v. Bahrain). Judgment of 16 March 2001, I.C.J. 

Retrieved from https://www.icj-cij.org/files/case-related/87/087-20010316-JUD-01-00-EN.pdf 

Maritime Delimitation in the Area Between Greenland and Jan Mayen (Denmark v. Norway). Judgment of 14 June 1993, I.C.J. 

Retrieved from https://www.icj-cij.org/files/case-related/78/078-19930614-JUD-01-00-EN.pdf 

Maritime Boundary Delimitation Between Eritre and Yemen Second Stage of Proceeding. Judgment of 17 December 1999, 

Permanent Court of Justice (P.C.A.). Retrieved from http://legal.un.org/riaa/cases/vol_XXII/335-410.pdf  

Maritime Delimitation in the Black Sea (Romania v. Ukraine). Judgment of 3 February, I.C.J. Retrieved from 

https://www.icj-cij.org/files/case-related/132/132-20090203-JUD-01-00-EN.pdf 

North Sea Continental Shelf (Federal Republic of Germany/Netherlands) and (Federal Republic of Germany/Denmark). Judgment 

of 20 February 1969, I.C.J. Retrieved from https://www.icj-cij.org/files/case-related/52/052-19690220-JUD-01-00-EN.pdf 

Territorial and Maritime Dispute Between Nicaragua and Colombia Case. Judgment of 19 November 2012, I.C.J. Retrieved from 

https://www.icj-cij.org/files/case-related/124/124-20121119-JUD-01-00-EN.pdf 

Letters from GCA to the UNSG 

Statement dated 28 December 2004 of the position of the Government of the Republic of Cyprus with respect to the information 

note by Turkey, concerning the latter’s objection to the agreement between the Republic of Cyprus and the Arab Republic of 

Egypt on the delimitation of the Exclusive Economic Zone of 17 February 2003 (Law of the Sea Bulletin No. 57).  

Note verbal dated 19 October 2006 from the Permanent Mission Republic of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General of the United Nations concerning the communication dated 4 October 2005 from Turkey (Law of the Sea 

Bulletin No. 62).  

Letter dated 15 June 2012 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General 

A/66/851. 

Letter dated 17 October 2013 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/68/537–S/2013/622.  

Letter dated 29 October 2013 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/68/555–S/2013/634.  

Letter dated 12 November 2013 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/68/593–S/2013/662.  

Letter dated 5 December 2013 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/68/644–S/2013/720. 

Letter dated 13 February 2014 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/68/759.  

Letter dated 19 May 2014 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General 

A/68/883. 

Letter dated 6 October 2014 from the Chargé d’affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed 

to the Secretary-General A/69/425–S/2014/723.  

Note verbal dated 13 November 2014 from the Permanent Mission of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/69/582. 

Letter dated 29 February 2016 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/70/767. 

Letter dated 8 March 2016 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/70/780.  

Letter dated 7 April 2016 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General 

A/70/825-S/2016/329. 



KICK OFF MARITIME BOUNDARY DISPUTES 

 

430 

Letter dated 5 August 2016 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/70/1008. 

Letter dated 6 September 2016 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/70/1032.  

Letter dated 10 November 2016 from the Chargé d’affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of Cyprus to the United Nations 

addressed to the Secretary-General A/71/611-S/2016/955. 

Letter dated 4 May 2017 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General 

A/71/900–S/2017/392.  

Letter dated 1 October 2018 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/73/406. 

Letter dated 15 June 2012 from the Permanent Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General. 

Letters from Turkey to UNSG 

Turkey: Information note dated 2 March 2004 concerning Turkey’s objection to the agreement between the Republic of Cyprus 

and the Arab Republic of Egypt on the delimitation of the Exclusive Economic Zone, 17 February 2003 (Law of the Sea 

Bulletin No. 54). 

Turkey: Communication dated 4 October 2005 from the Government of Turkey concerning the statement of position by the Greek 

Cypriot Authorities with respect to the information note by Turkey, concerning Turkey’s objection to the agreement between 

the Greek Cypriot Authorities and the Arab Republic of Egypt on the delimitation of the Exclusive Economic Zone of 17 

February 2003 (Law of the Sea Bulletin No. 59). 

Letter dated 25 April 2014 from the Permanent Representative of Turkey to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/68/857.  

Letter dated 30 May 2014 from the Chargé d’affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of Turkey to the United Nations addressed to 

the Secretary-General A/68/902. 

Letter dated 17 March 2016 from the Permanent Representative of Turkey to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/70/788-S/2016/257.  

Letter dated 28 April 2016 from the Permanent Representative of Turkey to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/70/855-S/2016/406. 

Letter dated 15 June 2016 from the Chargé d’affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of Turkey to the United Nations addressed to 

the Secretary-General A/70/945–S/2016/541.  

Letter dated 14 December 2016 from the Permanent Representative of Turkey to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/71/693–S/2016/1067. 

Letter dated 20 October 2016 from the Chargé d’affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of Turkey to the United Nations addressed 

to the Secretary-General A/71/562-S/2016/890.  

Letter dated 14 December 2016 from the Permanent Representative of Turkey to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/71/693–S/2016/1067.  

Letter dated 12 April 2017 from the Permanent Representative of Turkey to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/71/875–S/2017/321. 

Letter dated 27 March 2018 from the Permanent Representative of Turkey to the United Nations addressed to the 

Secretary-General A/72/820.  


