North Sea Continental Shelf (Federal Republic of Germany/Netherlands)
(1969)
Facts
a. The case involved the boundary of the continental shelf in the North Sea amid the Federal Republic of Germany and Netherlands, which was presented to the court through a distinct agreement.
b. The coastal region of Germany is concave, while those of Netherlands and Denmark are convex. This led to disagreements between the countries as a result of the equidistance rule in which Germany was to receive the smaller segment of the shelf. Germany claimed that the coastline length could determine delimitation. Thus, Germany expected the international court to divide the coastline in view of the adjacent land owned by a state, which is considered to be just rather than by the use of the equidistant rule. Netherland wished that the law of equidistant to be applied according to Article 6, p.2. The court was to decide on the rules and principles which could be used in the delimitation. By doing this, the court was to determine if the policies advocated by the parties via agreements or the international law were abiding. The case was presented to the court on 26 April 1968, and the verdicts were made on 20 February 1969.
Questions
a. Could Germany accept the equidistance principle under the legal requirement, which is contained in Geneve Convention Article 6 of 1958, being customary ether law or based on the Geneva Convention?
Decisions
[bookmark: _GoBack]According to Article 6 of Geneva convection, equidistance is the method to be applied unless the parties involved have agreed on the approach to be used in the delimitation. Germany did not endorse the Geneva Convention, although it had signed for it while Netherlands fully supported the Geneva Convention. The court found that Germany did not assume the responsibilities that were under the protocol. The court rejected the argument of a treaty between the two parties since it could not agree to the informal way of agreements. Also, the court noticed that Germany approved the treaty and had the option of using the reservation, which is in Article 6.The existence of estoppels situation, according to the court, would have permitted Article 6 to be obligatory to Germany. The court concluded that Germany did not act to suffer obligations present in Article 6 of the Geneva Convention. Thus, the rule of equidistance could not be made compulsory for Germany.
Netherland argued that Article 6 was also reflecting on the known regulations of the international law about continental shelf delimitation, which was independent of the convention. Therefore, the argument was that Germany was bound to Article 6 via the customary laws. The court concluded that the equidistance principle in Article 6 was not part of the conventional rules that were in existence when the convention was being developed. The court decided that the policy of equidistance was not compulsory for Germany via customary laws or treaties. At the time when Germany entered the Geneva Convention, the principle had not achieved the status of customary law. Therefore, the court concluded that the equidistance principle was not compulsory in the delimitation process.
Principles
a. The central tenet of the issue, in this case, was the rule of equidistance contained in the Geneva Convention of 1958 versus delimitation concerning the length of the coastal region of the states.
b. The delimitation process is followed conferring to the customary laws but putting into consideration the International law court's decisions.
Conclusions
The principle of equidistance is confined in the Geneva Convention Article 6, which was developed in 1958. This law is used by the international law court to solve conflicts about the shore boundaries between different nations. This law is relevant to some countries; while others are not affected by it makes it challenging to solve boundary issues. The act of sea delimitation has developed over time with several cases that played a significant role, for example, in such instances as Eritrea/Yemen (1999), Cameroon/Nigeria (2002), and Barbados/Trinidad and Tobago (2006). Equidistance has been proved to be the supreme law used in maritime delimitation due to the rate of consistency achieved by the international law courts in solving the boundary conflicts between nations. The use of this principle is relevant up to date.
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