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(4 On Friday, 28 May 2021, The Honorable Prokopios Pavlopoulos, Past
President of the Hellenic Republic spoke during a virtual event of
Chapter HJ-10, AHEPA HELLAS. His speech dealt with the most impor-
tant issue of the maritime zones for Greece in accordance with the interna-
tional law of the sea (Montego Bay Convention, 1982). His speech was
witnessed live on FACEBOOK and subsequently on YOU TUBE thus pro-
viding a well-informed and objective message about this most important
issue for our country.
Along with District 25 AHEPA HELLAS we made available the English
text to this most significant speech. It will be sent to a wide range of do-
mestic and international recipients in the hope that the just case of our
country will find ‘friendly’ ears.
We are honored to have been given the opportunity to host this event.

Nick Papadopoulos, PSG
Order of AHEPA
Chapter President, HJ-10"



H«AHEPA-HELLAS» OErovtoc vor oupBaiel oty evnuépwan , OxL KO-
YOV TWY UEADY TNG 0pYAVWOTNG LS O TOYXOOWULO ETLTTESO OAAG oL
GANWY QOPEWY XAl 0PYOVWOEWY TS Atelvolg xowdtntag , yio TG bvixég
uog Béoeig avapopxd pe 1o Aixoro g Oaidoong, avélafe v TEwTO-
BoLALa Vou TTPOYWENOEL OTNY EXB00Y, TNG OYETLXYG ELONYNONS TOL TEWOMY
MMpoédpov g EAAvixtg Anpoxpatiog xodnynTtod Tov mavewioTyuiov
AOnvov x. Mpoxdmy MavAomTOLVAOL, GTNY EAANYLXN XOL OYYALX YAWTOO.

Oérw va ouyyopw to TuNuae g AHEPA-HELLAS «HJ 10 PERICLES»>
%o LOLALTEPO TOY TTPOESPO TOL XOL TEWMY OVWOTHTO XLPeEVNTY Evpddtng
%x. Nux6Aoo [MamaddmovAo yLor ™y TEWTOBOVALX TOV YO OQYOVWOEL TNV OL-
odxtvoxn exdniwon pe Bépa «To xabeotg Twv OaAdooitmy Zwvoy
g EANGdag xath To AteOvég Aixaro g Odraocooag (ZopBacn Montego
Bay tov 1982)», mov amotéAcos Ty apeTnoior aLTNG NG TEWTOBOLALXG.

Eriong, 0éAw va evyoptotnon to Metappootixd Tunpo tov Iéviov Ia-
VETUOTAULOL YLOL TNV APOYN UETAPEOON TWY XELUEVWY Xal LOLOITEQX TOY
Yevxo yooupotéo tov opyoviopod Nixo AnuntpdmovAo OLddxTwE TOL
Tunuotog Zévwy I'\woowy, Metdgpaong xal Atepunveiog tou loviov Ilo-
vemtotnuiov xo tov Opdtipo Kabnyntn tov loviov Tavemiomuiov Nuxo-
Ao TTomadnunreiov, péAn tov tpnpotos tg AHEPA-HELLAS « HJ 34
CORCYRA »

Axoéum, ex pépovg g owxoyévetag g AHEPA HELLAS 6éAw vo amtev-
BOvw éva peydro evyoplotew otov Wy [lpdedpo g EAAnvixng Anpo-
xpatiog xoOnynty %. [poxdnn [TawAdmovAo Yo Ty ddeLd Tov Vo TTEOYW-
PNoovUE GTNY €XD00M TNG ELOTYNONG TOL * Yl éval TOGO onuovTixd BEpa.

Boapodapng Kwvetavtivog
KuBepvitne AHEPA-HELLAS
HHEPI®EPEIA 25



(X4 HEPA-HELLAS”, wishing to contribute to the briefing, not only of

the members of our organization at a global level but also of other
bodies and organizations of the international community, on our national
positions regarding the Law of the Sea, took the initiative to proceed with
the publication of the relevant recommendation of the former President of
the Hellenic Republic, Professor of the University of Athens, Mr. Prokopis
Pavlopoulos, in Greek and English .

I would like to congratulate the AHEPA-HELLAS chapter «HJ 10 PERI-
CLES» and especially its president and former Supreme Governor of Eu-
rope Mr. Nikolaos Papadopoulos for his initiative to organize the online
event on «The Status of the Maritime Zones of Greece under the Interna-
tional Law of the Sea (Montego Bay Convention of 1982)», which was the
starting point of this initiative.

I would also like to thank for the excellent translation of the texts the
general secretary of the organization Nikos Dimitropoulos, PhD of the De-
partment of Foreign Languages, Translation and Interpretation of the Io-
nian University and Professor Emeritus of the Ionian University Nikolaos
Papadimitriou, both members of the AHEPA-HELLAS «HJ 34 CORCYRA »
department.

Furthermore, on behalf of the AHEPA HELLAS family, I would like to
address a big thank you to the former President of the Hellenic Republic,
Professor Prokopis Pavlopoulos, for his permission to proceed with the
publication of his report on such an important issue.

Konstantinos Varsamis,
District Governor AHEPA-Hellas 25



MMpoAoyog

nv 281 Maitov 2021, n <kAHEPA-HELLAS» opydvwoe €t8uxn Stodixtu-

o exdNAwon -mov peTadodnxe xow atig HITA- oty omola etonynon-
xa 10 0épo: «To xabeotddc Twy Oalacoiwy Zwvwy tns EAAadas xoto
T0 Alebvéc Alxaro s Odlacoag (XouPaon Montego Bay tov 1982)». Ag
onuelwbel, 6Tt To BEpar g eLoNYNONG KoL ETEPRAAE N TOTE ETUXOLPOTNTO
NG ETAVEXXIVNOYG TwY AtgpevynTixwy ETtopdy petaEd EAAGSag xow Tovp-
xloc. Eiye 8e wg Paotxd otdyo v evioyvorn tng voulxyg BepeAinwong twy
eTLYELONUETWY LTIEPdoTLoNG Twy EOvixdy pog Ofoswy avapoptxd pe Tig
Ooidooteg Zwdveg g EANGDag. H ex pépoug pouv amodoy avthg g, LOL-
altepa TLuNTLXNG, TEOoxANonS s «AHEPA-HELLAS» amoteAoboe xou
EVaL EAGYLOTO «avTidwPOo» YLoL TNV ELPANUOTIXT GLVELGQOPA TYG «AHEPA »,
€V YEVEL, WG TTPOG TNV OTNPLEN Twv Efvixwy pog Ospudtwy xot twv Efvixody
uog Awcalowy, xor LEALOTO SLOXEOVIXKG. LUVELGQOPA TNy omola PBlwon
oty TPAEN, oe 6A0 To LEYEDOG TNG avexTIiLNTNG GLEBOANG TNG, LOLWE XUTA
™V dtapxela TG Onreiog pov wg [poédpou g Anuoxpatios. H «AHEPA-
HELLAS» avélofBe v mpwtoBovAio voo exdwoet, otar EAAnvixd xow Ay-
YALXE, TO TTANPEG KELUEVO EXELVNG TNG ELONYNONG OV, UE TOY (Lo axpLBug
Titho.  Exppdlew tng Oepudtateg evyoplotieg pov mpog v «AHEPA-
HELLAS», do0évtog 6Tt pe tnv €xdoom auTn Lov JiveTar v evxaLplor vo
XOTOUOTNOW EVLPVTEPR YYWOTES TLS ATTOPELS OV YLar Evar xopvaio EOvixd
Ocpoa. OAw dc va eATtilw OTL oL amdPeLg mov avTég Bo Poavody YENOLUES
%0l GTOV aywvo Tov divovy EAAGSa xor Kompog i var xotadetEovy, TG00
pog v Atebvn Kowvdtnta 660 xow tpog v Evpwmoixn Evwon, To amdi-
uevo Bpdoog g TovpxrLxNg TTEOXANTIXITTOS. BPd&o0og TO OTTolo GGO Yive-
Tl aveXTO, TG0 TEPLoTHTEPO TNV 0dMYel TNy Tovpxio oe axdun mo wuég
mopofiaoetg Tov Atebvodg xar Tov Evpwmaixod Avxaiov.

IMpoxoxiov MMoavAoTodAov

téwe [poédpov tng Anuoxpatioc

Enitipwov KaOnynry g Nouwaic Xyolic

Tov EOvixob xow Kamodiototaxod Havemiotnuiov Adnvay



Preface

On May 28 in 2021, “AHEPA-HELLAS” organized a special online
event, which was also broadcast in the USA. In that event, I presented
the topic: “The status of the Maritime Zones of Greece under the International
Law of the Sea (Montego Bay Convention of 1982)”. It should be noted that
the subject of my presentation was imposed by the then topicality of the
resumption of the Exploratory Contacts between Greece and Turkey.Its main
goal was to strengthen the legal basis of the arguments in defense of our
National Positions regarding the Maritime Zones of Greece.My acceptance
of thisparticularly honorableinvitation of “AHEPA-HELLAS” was the least
“reward”for the broader emblematic contribution of “AHEPA”, concerning
theover time support of our National Issues and our National Rights. It has
been an action that I experienced in practice, in all the magnitude of its
invaluable contribution, especially during my term of office as the President
of the Republic. “AHEPA-HELLAS” took the initiative to publish, in the
Greek and English language, the full text of that paper of mine, with the
exact same title. I express my warmest thanks to “AHEPA-HELLAS”, given
that through this publication I am given the opportunity to express broadly
my already presentedviews on a National Issue of major importance.l hope
that my views will be still useful in the struggle of Greece and Cyprus, trying
to demonstrate, both to the International Community and to the European
Union, the bottomless audacity of the Turkish provocation. It is considered
to be an audacity, which the more it is being tolerated, the more it leads
Turkey to even grosser violations of International and European Law.

Prokopios Pavlopoulos

former President of the Hellenic Republic

Honorary Professor of the School of Law

of the National and Kapodistrian University of Athens



A" Mépog

Enocvsxxivnoocv ot Atepevyntixég Emagéc petad EANGSag xor Tovpxi-
0G. OL TPOOTTTLXES PULOG, OTTWAONTTOTE ELXTALOG, TTPOOIOL WG TTPOS TO
ovTXelLEVS Tovg eppavilovtal LaAAoy duooiwveg, oy avahoytobel xaveig
oPEVOS TNY OAY, ®OTUINAWS TTPOXANTLXY, 0Tédom TN Tovpxiag evavtiov Tng
EAANGSag xow tng Kompov, tdiwg xata v dtdpxeta tov 2020, pe TLg yw-
plc xvog evdoLaopol TapofLdoels, ex LEPovg TNg, Tov Atebvolg xon Tov
Evpwmaixod Awxaiov. Kat, apetépon, 10 yeyovdg ot eivor axptfcdg n wg
avw TPoxAnTLxY otdom s Tovpxiog N omola YEVWE, eLAGYWS, TNV LTTOYin
TS N 0Py «Tpobouio» g vo otépkel o’ emavexxivnon Twy Alepevvy-
TGOV ETTaQy LdAAOY 0QEiAETAL OTNY «OTOATNYIX]» TGV OTTOPVYEL TOV,
0p0TO TTPO TTOAAOD, %{YSLYO XVPWOEWY XAUTA TNV 2VV0d0 Tov Evpwmaixod
ZovppovAiov Tov Tpooeyods MapTiov xal vo «xepdioet x00vo» BoMS0oKS-
TINONG TNG EVOVTL TNG TOALTLXYG TovL véou [1poédpouv twv HITA Tlo Mmdur-
VTEY XOlL TNG XLPEPVNONG ToV.

A. Tyy 77 AexcpfBptov 2017, vrodeyduevog tov Ipdedpo g Tovpxiog
Tayim Epvtoydy xotda tv toTe emtionuy enioxedhm tov oty EAAGSa
%Xl oTNY aE)N, LOALG, TWY TPOG AVTOY SNAWOEWDY KOV, TOL SLELXPLVL-
oo 6T gpelc, o' EAAveg, TLoTEVOLE TTOAD GTNY TToPOLULAL, «Ot XorAol
AOYOOIGUOL XOYOLY TOVG XOAODS @IAOVS». AxoloVbweg de xoté-
oTNoo CoPES OTL 1] EAAGSor aTtopPITITEL, XOTYOPNULATIXGG, TLG «X Ot~
VOQPOVELS>» RO XOUTOPAVWOS OOTNPLXTES, UE PBaan To Aebvég Aixoro,
Béoelg Tov Evavtt g Xwpog pag, tdiwg o exelveg mtepl, dNbey, avd-
TG «avabeddpnons» g Lovinung g Awldvng. Ty avtipetdmL-
on owt) Tov Tayim Epvtoydy oty Abva emtéPBaie N TANENG ETTLYVL-
o1 NG TAUPASOOLAXNG «TaAXTIXNS» TNg Tovpxiag vo Oétel véa {nth-
poTor LTTEP AL TNG Xat €L Bépog g EANGDag, pe atdyo vo «xepdilet
E8apog», E0Tw XoL ULxPd, 0TO TEDLO TWVY JLoPXWS SLOYXOVUEVLY, O



Part A~

he Exploratory Contacts between Greece and Turkey have recom-

menced. The prospect of a, definitely wishful, progress concerning their
subject appears rather ominous, if one considers, on one hand, the obvi-
ously provocative attitude of Turkey towards Greece and Cyprus, especially
during 2020, with the violations, on behalf of Turkey, of the International
and European Law without a trace of hesitation. On the other hand, the
fact that it is exactly the above mentioned provocative attitude of Turkey
that raises the suspicion that Turkey’s late “willingness” to consent to a
recommencement of the Exploratory Contacts is rather due to the “strate-
gy~ to avoid the, long ago visible, danger of sanctions during the Meeting
of the European Council next March and “save time” to gauge the policy of
the new President of the United States Joe Biden and his government to-
wards Turkey.

A. On December 7" 2017, I received the President of Turkey Tayyip
Erdogan during his official visit in Greece and at the beginning of
my statements towards him, I made it very clear that we, Greeks
believe deeply in the proverb “short reckonings make long friends”.
Then, I also made clear that Greece explicitly rejects the “novel” and
manifestly unsubstantiated, according to the International Law, po-
sitions towards our State, especially those about, the alleged need of
the “review” of the Treaty of Lausanne. This attitude towards Tayy-
ip Erdogan in Athens was imposed by the full awareness of the
traditional “tactics” of Turkey to pose new issues in favour of Tur-
key and against Greece, with the aim of “gaining ground”, even a
little, in the field of the continuously inflated, unacceptable, even
unthinkable “claims™ of Turkey, according to the International and



TO KAOEXTQY TON OAAAAXION ZONQN THY EAAAAAY
KATA TO AIEONEX AIKAIO THY OAAAXYAY

TAPASEXTWY EWS adLovONT®Y xotd To Atebvég xor to Evpwmaixd Al-
%xoo, «oEexdxnoewy» tg. H lotopio pog éyet StddEel 6tL pe Ty
Tovpxio «Eexabopileic To tomio» evbbg POAG Eextvd oLoodNToTE
LoPPG oLLNTNOYN XaL, TTOAD TTEPLOGOTEPO, SLATTPAYLATEVDY], TTEOOOL-
0p(lovTag |1’ ELXPIVELOL TLG «XOXKLVES YOOUUES », WG TIPOG TLS OTTOLESG
JeY YOE(TOL (YVOS LTTOYXWENONG N LTTAVOYWENONG, AVUPOPLXE UE OGO
owxarovtal N EAAGSo xotd o Aebvég xo 1o Evpwmaixd Alxato.

. Evéer twv avotépw, Ty (dtar ToxTixy opeiier  EAAGSo vor viobetn-
OEL XOL TNV OEYN TNG ETAVEXXIVNONG TWY TPEXOLOWY ALEPELYNTLXWY
Emopdyy. To emiyeipnuo avtd toydet a fortiori, av avoroyiobel xaveig
ot etvor BéBato mwg N Tovpxio O Tpoomabnoer «vor ytioet» vLTEP
OVTNG ETLYELONLOTO. XL LOVOY ATTO TNV YEVLXY] OLOTOTIWwOoY TPl «Bor-
Adoawy Zwyey», | orolor Tpoxpldnxe yio vor optobethioel to TAaioLo
ovTY TV Atepeuyntixdy Emopoy, 6mtwg Oa emeEnynbel oty ovvé-
yeLo. Me dihheg AéEgtc, MO amd ot Ty Paon twy Acpevvnuixeyv E-
TPy TEETEL Vo Stevxpwvtobel, Y’ eEonpetinn ocopnvela, LeETaED &A-
Awv, Toto dtaopd viototon peTaEd EAAGSag o Tovpxiog xat, ov-
voxorovba, T elvor exelvo, To omoio umopel v’ oxbel Tpog exdixoon -
dlwg evidmoy Tov Atebvodg Auxaotnpiov g Xayng, av xow £@béooy
@bHaoovue og avtd 10 oNuEio. LTNY TEXUNELWON ULOG TETOLOG OLELXQL-
VLOYG XOTOTELVEL 1] GUYVOTTTLXY] OVAAVGY] TTOL OXOAOLDEL:

I. H pia, xot pévy, dtagopd petakd EAAGIag xat Tovpxiog

Y16 tar Sedopévar LTA TEETEL, NON ATO TO TEWTO GTESLO TOV VEOL XV-
xAov TV AtgpsvvnTindy Emopdy, voo xataotel copég PO TNY TOLEXLXN
TIAELPG GTL pe TNV Yevxy] dtatiTtwon Tepl «Oaidootwy Zwywy» dev dLo-
(POPOTIOLELTOL, EGTW XOL XUT EAAYLOTO, M TtayLoe EOvixy] yoopun po, odp-
PWYO UE TNY OTOLOL LD, XOL ROVY], OLo@opd velotatol HeTaEd EAA&Sog
xat Tovpxiog: H optobétnom g ynolwtixng veoroxpnmidag -n EuEoo
OTOV 00 «YNOLWTLXN» EXEL LOLOLTEPYN onuacio, a@od pévov 1 opLofétnom
OTNG TNG LOPPNG LYPOAOXPENTLOG ATTOTEAEL AV TLXELLEVO GLLNTNOYG UE TNV
Tovpxio- xol g avtiotoryms AmoxAstotiung Owovoulxng Zwvng, oTto At-
Yoto xaL oty AvatoAxn Meodyeto.

o 16 =



THE STATUS OF THE MARITIME ZONES OF GREECE
ACCORDING TO THE INTERNATIONAL LAW OF THE SEA

European Law. History has taught us that with Turkey you “make
things crystal clear” as soon as any form of conversation and, what
is more, negotiation begins, specifying clearly the “red lines” beyond
which no trace of retreat or withdrawal can be considered regard-
ing to what Greece is entitled to, according to the International and
European Law.

B. In view of the above mentioned, Greece has to follow the same tactics
in the beginning of the current Exploratory Contacts. This argument
remains valid a fortiori, considering that Turkey will certainly try to
“build” in their favour arguments solely by the general wording about
“Maritime Zones”, which has been chosen to define the framework of
these Exploratory Contacts, as will be later explained. In other words,
it must be explicitly clarified, even at this point of the Exploratory
Contacts, among others, what the difference between Greece and Tur-
key is and, subsequently, what can be brought to Court, especially in
the International Court of Justice in Hague, if we reach this point. The
brief analysis that follows points to the documentation of such a
clarification:

I. The one and only difference between Greece and Turkey

Taking all these into consideration, it has to be made clear to Turkey,
from the very first stage of the new round of the Exploratory Contacts, that
the general wording about “Maritime Zones” does not change, even in the
slightest, our fixed National directive, according to which there is one and
only one difference between Greece and Turkey: the delimitation of the
insular continental shelf — the emphasis on the term “insular” is especially
important, since the delimitation of only this form of continental shelf is to
be discussed with Turkey — and the corresponding EEZ in the Aegean and
the Eastern Mediterranean.

e 17 =



TO KAOEXTQY TON OAAAAXION ZONQN THY EAAAAAY
KATA TO AIEONEX AIKAIO THY OAAAXYAY

A. H otabepn mwpooniwon otny dtatdTwon g «ulog, xort
©ovyg, otopopdag puetat EAAadog xot Tovpxiog»

H xotéd T avertépw tomobétnon elvor 1600 TePLaadTEQD avoryxala, L3i-
WG OTNY TAPOVOA PAoT Ty Atcpevvntixwy Emapwy, éco civor xétt mo-
pamavw omd BéRato dt n Tovpxio Bo emiystpost, eExXUeETHAAELOUEYY TOY
TANOLYTLXS ToL GpoL «Balddootes ZWVeG», V' «avafLioet» xal TLG YVW-
otég Béaelg g epl VTTaPENG «Staxpopwy» TG e TV EANGSa, OTtwg eiye
ovpfel Tpo Tov 2004. ALdTL TOTE, VGTEPO ATTO TOVG ATUYELS YELPLOUOVCS TNG
eEWTEPLUNG LG TTOALTLXYG LETE TNV TeaYwdio Tng xplong Twv Ipiwy, Tov I-
ovoudpLto Tov 1996, opLopéveg TPOBANUATIXWG OOAPELS JLATLUTTWOELS, OF
Otebvn xow evpwTaixd xelpeva, eiyoy «evloppvver» v Tovpxiow vor vLO-
Oetnoel awtN Y ToxTixy. Eidixdtepar

1. To «Kotvo Avaxotvwléy» EANGSag — Tovpxiog oty
Moadptty, To 1997

To mpwto amd ta xelpeva avTtéd elvor exeivo Tov «Kowod Avaxowwle-
v106» EANAGSag — Tovpxiog otmv Madpitn, v 8" IovAlov 1997. Ipdxetton
Yoo T0 «Kowo Avaxowwley» N «Keluevo Apxedy», To omtolo cuppwvidnxe
LETOED Ty Koaoto Xnuitn xow ZovAetpday NteplpéA oty Madpity, oto me-
ptbopto g Xvvédov Kopvprg tov NATO. e avtd yivetar Adyog mEpay
TV GAAWY xow Yo, ON0ey, «vouuor, {wTixd CUUPEQOVTO XouL EVOLAPEQO-
vta» g Tovpxiog 010 Avyaio, «ta omolo Exovy ueyddn onuoacio yiow Ty
ac@aleior xow TV e0Ve) xvpLapyior TS .

2. Ta ovpmepdopoto g Xovédov tov Evpwmaixod
YvpBoviiov oto EAcivxt, To 1999

To 3ebtepo amd Tor xelpevo aVTA E(VOL EXEIVO TWY LUUTEPATUATMY TOV
Evpwmaixod ZvpfovAiov, to omoio cuvnAbe oto EAcivxt petakd 10™ o
117 AexepPpiov 1999. Xto cvumépaopo 0. 4 -xaL oe 600 AAAX CUUTIEQA-
OLOTOL TTOROTIELTIOVY OE OUTO- YIVETOL, PNTWG, ADYOS, LE TTPOCQPULYY] OTNV
SLOTOTWOY EVOG VOULXWOG QONPOVS XOL XOTE TOVTO GXPWE ETULXIVILYOL
TANOLYVTIXOD, Tepl «xdbe exxpeUOVS cLYOPLOXNG OLAPOPAS Xot AAAWY
ovvapwy Oeudtwys» pe v Tovpxio.

o 18 =



THE STATUS OF THE MARITIME ZONES OF GREECE
ACCORDING TO THE INTERNATIONAL LAW OF THE SEA

A. Our consistent focus on the expression “one and only one
difference between Greece and Turkey”

The position expressed above is so much more necessary at the present
stage of the Exploratory Contacts, as it is more than certain that Turkey will
attempt, taking advantage of the plural number of the term “Maritime
Zones”, to “revive” their well known positions about the existence of “dif-
ferences” with Greece, as they had done before 2004. Because back then,
after the unfortunate handlings of our foreign policy that followed the trag-
edy of the crisis at Imia, in January 1996, certain problematically vague
wordings, in international and European texts, had “encouraged” Turkey to
adopt these tactics. More specifically:

1. The “Joint Communiqué” of Greece and Turkey in Madrid,
1997

The first of these texts is that of the “Joint Communiqué” of Greece and
Turkey in Madrid, on July 8" 1997. It is the “Joint Communiqué” or “ Text
of Principles” which was agreed between Kostas Simitis and Siileyman
Demirel in Madrid, in the margins of the NATO Summit. Alleged “legal,
vital interests” of Turkey in the Aegean Sea are discussed in it, among
other issues, “which are of great importance for their safety and national sover-
eignty”.

2. The conclusions of the Meeting of the European Council in
Helsinki, in 1999

The second of these texts is that of the conclusions of the European
Council that met in Helsinki between 10™ and 11" December 1999. In the
conclusion no. 4 — and all the other conclusions that refer to it — there is
an explicit reference to the use of a legally vague and, therefore, extremely
dangerous plural number, about “every pending boundary difference and other
relevant issues” with Turkey.
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B. Abo xopoxtnoLtoTnd, TEOINAMG AEVNTIXA, TTHPASELYLATO TNG
otdorg tg Tovpxiag Evavtt Tov AteOvodg Awxaiov xot Tov
AteOvodg Atraotneiov g Xayng

T7V TEOUVNULOVELOULEYT ETULTOXTLXY] AVAY XY AULECTG OLELXPIVLONG OTL UE-
Ty EANGSag xow Tovpxiag vpiotator pia, xot povn, Stoa@opd, outn g
0pLobETNOMG T™NG VNOLWTLXNG LYAAOXENTLIOG AL TNG avTioTOLYNG ATTOXAEL-
ot Owovoutxg Zwvng oto Atyaio xat oty AvatoAx Meodyeto tex-
UNELWOYOLY, UETAED GAAWY, xot Taw eENG:

1. Ot Tovpnxég «Pavtaotwoets» TePl «yxPlwy {Wvov»
o670 Aryaio

[Mpwy o’ 6Aat, N 6AY «oTPOTNYXN>» TNG Tovpxiog petd to Kowd Avo-
xowwbhéy g Madpitng, to 1997, xow ta Xvumepdopoto Tov Evpwmaixod
YvpBoviiov tov EAcivxt, 1o 1999, dnwe mpoextébnxe. Hrtav tdte, xo wg
70 2004 -6t €xtote xotéoty, urbi et orbi, capng N 6éon g EAAGSog
TEPL TNG YLOG, XO LOVTS, dLopopds e v Tovpxio- Tov v Tovpxio, xotd
ooPn XOTAOTEOTNYNoN ToL Atelvolg Atxaiov xow xvpiwg g Lovinxung g
Awldvng Tov 1923, emdiwke vo emiBdhet Ty «Oewplon Teptl, dbey, «yxpi-
oy {wvdy» oto Aryolo, apyNng YEVOREYTG atd v evbeior applofBtmon
™™g EOvixg pog Kuptopyiog oe ouyxexpLpéva vnota M Bporyovnaideg, 6Ttwg
1t.x. ota Tuto. Tlévw oe vty Ty «avabewontiey Tiateopuos, n Tovp-
%ot ETPOKELTO TTNY GUVEYELX VO «XTIOEL» KOAL TO «YOOPIXO>» TANY OUWG €-
Eowpetind emxivouvo «doyua tn¢ Iadaliag Hotpidag». Metd to 2004
%ol WG ONUEP, Eexdbopn LTTNPEE, TAvTOTE, N ATTAVTNON TNg EAN&D oG Tpog
v Tovpxio: Ovdéva Ttnuo avabewpnong, xab’ oovdvmote TPdTO, NG
2ovinune g Awldyng tov 1923 veiotatal, cuvaxdéiovbo dev vTGEyoLY
«Yxplleg {dveg» oto Aryalo.

2. H opn meptppdvnon g dtxatodootiag Touv AtcOvoig
AwaoTtnotiov tng Xayng
Koata devtepo Adyo, N tpoxAntixn vmoyxwenon g Tovpxiog, dtoy eTé-
0N To {NTua TpoopLYNg oto Atebvég AuxaatipLo g Xdyng Yo T 0pLo-
Bétnom g ynotwtinng vparoxpnmidag oto Atyaio, Alyo petéd Ty TOoLEXL-
x1 ewoffoAn oty Kompo, to 1974.
o) Zvyxexpuévae, o 1975 coppuwyninxe petaEd tov Kwvotavtivov Ko-
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THE STATUS OF THE MARITIME ZONES OF GREECE
ACCORDING TO THE INTERNATIONAL LAW OF THE SEA

B. Two characteristic, obviously negative, examples of the
attitude of Turkey towards the International Law and the
International Court of Justice in Hague

The aforementioned imperative need for immediate clarification that
there is only one difference between Greece and Turkey, that of the delimi-
tation of the insular continental shelf and the corresponding EEZ in the
Aegean Sea and the Eastern Mediterranean, is substantiated, among others,
by the following:

1. The Turkish “fantasies” about “grey zones”
in the Aegean Sea

First of all, the whole “strategy” of Turkey after the Joint Communiqué
in Madrid in 1997 and the conclusions of the Meeting of the European
Council in Helsinki, in 1999, as mentioned above. It was then and up to
2004, - because since then, the position of Greece about the one and only
difference with Turkey has been made clear urbi et orbi — that Turkey,
clearly circumventing the International Law and especially the Treaty of
Lausanne (1923), attempted to impose the “theory” of alleged “grey zones”
in the Aegean Sea, beginning with the direct questioning of our National
Sovereignty over certain islands or island rocks, as, for example, Imia. Tur-
key was about to “build” on this “review platform” the “quaint” yet extreme-
ly dangerous “blue homeland doctrine”. After 2004 and until now, the an-
swer of Greece to Turkey on this matter has always been clear: there is no
question about the review, in any way, of the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923,
and subsequently there are no “grey zones” in the Aegean Sea.

2. The blatant contempt to the jurisdiction of the International
Court of Justice in Hague
Secondly, the provocative retreat of Turkey when the issue about the
delimitation of the insular continental shelf in the Aegean Sea was brought
to the International Court of Justice in Hague, shortly after the Turkish
invasion in Cyprus in 1974.
a) More specifically, in 1975 Konstantinos Karamanlis and Siileyman
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OOLOWVAT %ot TOL ZOLAEIUAY NTeEpLEEA bt M piot, xow pévy, SLopopd
ueToEL EMGdag xow Tovpxiog, Mtol n optobétmon tng yrotwtixng v-
poroxpnmidac, émpeme v’ axbel mpog emiAvom evd oy tov Atebvode
Awaotpiov ™g Xdayng. Meta v xatdbeon g TEOOPLYNG, *oL
UTTPOOTE OTYY EUPOVY] TTPOOTTTLXY Sxaworg Twv Béocwy g EAAG-
dag xoté to Aebvég Aixono, v Tovpxior LTTOVOKWENOE TTEOXANTLXC.
B) Omwg Nrov avopevéuevo, to Aebvég Auxaotnolo g Xdyng Oev
TEOYWENOE GTNY ovatio NG exdixaong ™G LTTOOeomNS, TANY OPwWS N
EANGS o uopel xo TEETEL Vo ETULXOAEITOL, WG VOULOAOYLOXO TTPO-
NYOOUEVO LTEY VTG, TOVAXYLOTOY TO OXETTTLXO 0. 29 Tng ALdtar-
Eng (Ordonnance) touv Awxaotnpiov tovtov g 11 Temtepfpiov
1976, obppwva pe 10 omoto: «Eivar mpopavés ot uovouepeic
TOPOYWONOELS OTTO EVOL XOATOS 1) EQEVVES TTOV YIVOVTAL UOVOUE-
0US UTTO TO XOATOG AVTO OE CUPLOPNTOVUEVES TTEQLOYES, OEY ON-
ULOVOYOVY XOVEVOL VEO OXawUa DTEQ OUTOU OUTE GTEQPOVY TO
Ao xpatog amo to xatd 1o Alelvéc Aixouo Sixouduata Tov ».

II. H dwtatodocia Tov AteBvoig Awtxaotnoiov tng Xayng

[Tépay g xotéd T° avwTépw SLevxpiviong Tepl Ulog xo Lovng SLoo-
pos pe v Tovpxio, n EAAGSa, TAvTOTE 0txOUN %Ol GTO TOPOY GTASLO TWV
ArepevvnTix®y ETapdy, TEETEL Vo XATOOTNOEL X VEOL TOPEG TO TL EUTTL-
TUTEL, XOTE TNV EY TIPOXELULEVW EQUNVELD XOlL EQPOPL.OYY] ToL Atebvodg Avxad-
ov, oty Oxorodoaio g Atebvodg Auxoroodvrng, xal yra Ty axpifeta oty
dwxatodootio Tov Atebvodg Auxaotnplov g Xdyng.

A.H emidoyn Tov AeOvoig Awxastypiov tng Xayng

Kot todto Stétt vou pev elvar yvwaotd, 6t yro Ty emtiAvon twv dtebvedy
SLOPOPWY WG TTPOG TNV EPUMNVELD xo eQoproY Tov AeBvobg Auxaiov Tng
Odracoac Tov OHE (UNCLOS) -6mtwe xwdixomotinxe arnd tny TouBoon
Tov Montego Bay tov 1982- 1o omoto eapudletor oty petaEd EAA&dag
xat Tovpxiog draopd, aprodo propel Bewpntinwg vo eivor, extég amd
70 Atevég Auxaatnplo g Xéyrng, 160 To €dxd Acbvég AtxaotnpLo yLow
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THE STATUS OF THE MARITIME ZONES OF GREECE
ACCORDING TO THE INTERNATIONAL LAW OF THE SEA

Demirel agreed that the only difference between Greece and Tur-
key, the delimitation of the insular continental shelf, should be
taken to the International Court of Justice in Hague to be solved.
After the case had been filed, Turkey, facing the obvious prospect
that the case would be in favour of Greece according to the Inter-
national Law, retreated provocatively.

b) As it was expected, the International Court of Justice in Hague
didn’t proceed with the trial, but Greece can and should claim, as
a legal precedent in our favour, at least the statement no.29 of the
Ordonnance of this Court on 11" September 1976, according to
which: “It is obvious that unilateral concessions by one State or re-
search carried out unilaterally by the State in disputed areas, do not
create any new rights in favour of this State nor deprive the other State
of their legal rights according to the International Law.”

II. The jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice
in Hague

Beyond the above clarification about the one and only difference with
Turkey, Greece has to clarify once more, even at this stage of the Explora-
tory Contacts, what falls within the jurisdiction, according to the relevant
interpretation and application, of the International Law, and specifically in
the jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice in Hague.

A. The selection of the International Court of Justice in Hague

It is known that, in order to solve the international differences referring
to the interpretation and implementation of the International Law of the
Sea of the UN (UNCLOS) — as codified by the Montego Bay Convention in
1982 — that has been implemented to the difference between Greece and
Turkey, the International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea in Hamburg or
any other international arbitrating judicial institution, apart from the Inter-
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70 Atebvég Aixao tng Odlagoag ato Apfodpyo 6co ot dAho diebvég St-
oLTNTLXO SXALOSOTLXO OPYOVO, DOTEPA OTTO CUULPWYIN TWY UEQWV.

1. To ypovixo6 TG emLAoyig Tov Acvoig AtxacTypiov
e Xayng

[TAny 6pwg n EAA&D o €xet, Sraypovixwe, amodeybel Tl n wg dve Stopo-
oo 0 orxbel -epdooy aybei- evdrmiov Tov Atebvodc Auxaotnpiov g Xayng.
Trnv emAoyn avt dtevxpivioe caws N EAAGSo xal pe ™y AnAwon g
147 Tavovapiov 2015, yior Ty omolor yivetor AOYOG EXTEVEGTEQO XATWTE-
pw. Me v dnAworn avtn N EANGS o deopedbnue ot eEatpel amd tnv Stxo-
0300{0 GAAWY SLebVY dLXOLOSOTIXWY 0PYAVWY -T.Y. TOV TTRONVOPEPOUE-
vou Atebfvotg Auxaatnpiov tov Ateivodg Awxaiov g OdAacoog- Ty exdi-
XOON SLOPOPWY, CYETIXWY UE TNV EQUMVELN Ol EQOEUOYT TNG ZOUPoong
Tov Montego Bay tou 1982 xow v avoabétet, amoxieiotinwg, oto Acbvég
AuxootnpLo g Xayns, TPoQavws AGYw TOL TTOYXOOUIWS oVOYVWELOUEVOL
xVpovg Tov oe Bépata Aclvolg Auxaiov ev Yével, oupTePLAaUBovOUEVLY
Ty Depdtwy opLtobétnong Twy OoAdoolwy Zwvoy.

2. To «ocLYVTOG)XETIXO» ETIALGYG TNG SLOPOPAS

Kot tig dratdEelg mou apopody v doxnon g dtxotodoaotiag Tou At-
ebvoig Awxaatnpiov g Xayng, N TEOGELYN YLoL TNV ETTLALGY TNG JLOWPO-
0 petaEd EANGSac xal Tovpxiog mpodmobéter Ty odvadhn «ovvumo-
oxetxob». Ilpdxettal yior LWOLOTUTT CLUPWYIO UETOED TWY TPOOPEVLYHS-
vty Kpoatwy yioo Tov Tpoadlopltopd tov {NTiotos, To 0TTolo GYETOL TPOG
emtiAvoY evTLov Tov Atebvoig Awxaotnpiov g XAayng. Xe YEVIXESG YOO -
UEC, TO «OVYVTTOOYETIXO» OLTO aTtd TNV ULla TTAELPA opLobeTel To awvTixel-
UEVO TNG SLOPOPAG 0L, ATO TNV GAAN TAELPA, xabopilel Ty vouixy] Béon,
Tavw oty omola Oo otnoLybel yioo Ty emtiAvomn g dtopopds To Ateblvég
Awaotplo tng Xdyng, Ntot To epoppootéo Atebvég Aixoo.

3. To =papp.octéo dixoro

Q¢ TTPOG TO XOTA T' AVWTEPL OYTLXELUEVO TG OLOPOPAS, ETLONUALVETOL,
ex véou, 0Tt 1 Béom g EAAGS g TpETeL vau eivor atoAbTwg Eexdbapn: To
OVTLXELLEVO oV TO, 0Tt TTPoEXTEDNKE, uTtopEL Vo elvot povoy 1 optobétnon
™G VNOLWTIXNG LPOAOXENTLSOG xot TG avtioTolyng AToxAstotixnng Ouxo-
VOULXNG Zwyng oto Avyaio xal oty AvatoAuxy) Meodyeto.
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THE STATUS OF THE MARITIME ZONES OF GREECE
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national Court of Justice in Hague, could be theoretically competent, after
an agreement of the parties.

1. The timeline of the selection of the International Court of
Justice in Hague

Greece has accepted from the beginning that the above mentioned dif-
ference will be brought — if ever- to the International Court of Justice in
Hague. This selection has also been made explicitly clear by Greece with
their Statement of 14™ January 2015, as will be further discussed below.
With this statement Greece has committed to exempting other interna-
tional judicial institutions — for example the above mentioned International
Tribunal for the Law of the Sea - from the jurisdiction of the litigation of
differences related to the interpretation and implementation of the Montego
Bay Convention, 1982 and delegates it, exclusively, to the International
Court of Justice in Hague, obviously due to their globally recognised stand-
ing in matters of International Law, including those of the delimitation of
Maritime Zones.

2. The “arbitration agreement” to the solution of the difference

According to the provisions about the Exercise of jurisdiction of the In-
ternational Court of Justice in Hague, the action brought on for the solution
of the difference between Greece and Turkey requires the conclusion of an
“arbitration agreement”. It is a sui generis agreement between the applicant
States to determine the matter, which is to be brought on to be solved to
the International Court of Justice in Hague. Broadly, this “arbitration agree-
ment” on one hand defines the subject of the difference, and on the other
hand it defines the legal basis on which the International Court of Justice
in Hague will be based to solve the difference, i.e. the applicable Interna-
tional Law.

3. The applicable law

As far as the above mentioned subject of the difference is concerned, it
is noted, once more, that the position of Greece has to be absolutely clear:
This subject, as discussed before, can only be the delimitation of the insular
continental shelf and the corresponding EEZ in the Aegean Sea and the
Eastern Mediterranean.
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o) Qg mpog S To eoprooTéo dixato, vevbvuiletor 4T, XATA TLG

B

dtatdiEetg Tov apbpov 38 tov Kataotatikod tov Aebvodg At-
xaotneiov g Xayne, to AxaoTtrplo avtd c@opudlel To Ae-
Ovég Aixoro, Yoortd xot e0ipixd, Toug YEVIXWOG TTOPASESEYUE-
youg xovoveg Tou Atebvodg Auxalov xot, emiBondntixdg PePori-
WG, EXTOG AT TNY VOUOAOYLOL TOU 0L TLG YVWUES XOPLPALWY dL-
ebvordywy. XNy mpoxeipeyn TEPITTWON NG dLAPOPAS UETAED
EAANGSac xar Tovpxiog, to Atebvég Auxaatipro tng Xéyng 6 o-
oxnoeLl TNy dxatod0oior Tov €QAPUOLOVTOS TLS TTPOXYVOPEPOULE-
veg owxeleg dtatdiEetg tng LouPaorng Tov Montego Bay tov 1982
yioe To AteBvég Aixaro tng OdAacoos. Kat oto onuelo avtd mpé-
TEL VO XATOOTEL ETTLOMG oapég TTPog Ty Tovpxio 6TL, TEPAY TwWY
OUYXEXPLUEVWY ETLULEPOLS OLoTAEEwY TYg XVuPaong Tov
Montego Bay tov 1982 mov Bo epoppochody yio tny emidvon
™™g Otaopdg netaEd EAAGSag xor Tovpxiog, ogeiiet v’ avo-
Yvwptost xot v’ amodeybel Ty Loxd Tov GLYOAOL TOL XUTA TNV
Youpaoyn awtn Aebvodg Awxaiov g OdAacoas. Aobévtog oTL
UEQLXY] OVOYYWELOYN %ol amodoyn g LoyVog Ttov Oev VoeiTal,
0OV oLVLOTA EUpEDT TIANY con appLoBntmon g Atebvodg
Noutpdtnrog ev yével xabwg xor avtig Tad g g Sixotodoat-
og Tou Atebvodg Auxaotnpiov g Xayne.

270 YVWoT6 O «emyelpnuox tng Tovpxiog 6Tl dev €xel emt-
xopwoetl Ty ZouPoon tov Montego Bay tov 1982, n amdvtn-
oM TEETEL Vo ElVOL, XWELE «TTEQLTTOOPES», N oxdAovbn: Molo-
vOTL Jey E€yel mpooywpeNoel oty LouBoon tov Montego Bay
Tov 1982, n Tovpxio deopedetor amd TOLG XAVOVES TNG. ALOTL
obupwvo pe TNV Tyl vopoAoyio Tov Atebvodg Auxaotnpiov
g Xdayne, n ZopPoon tov Montego Bay tov 1982, xvpiwg
AOYw TOoL eEaLpeTLXA LEYAAOL apLbpod Kooty o tnyv €xovy
ETUXVPWOEL, LOYVEL XAT  0LALOY EVAYTL TTAVTWY, £(TE AOYW® SLac-
wépPwaong oxeTx®y Aehvddy ebipixdy xovévwy dixaiov eite
-0mweg @aivetar 0pHOTEPO- SLOTL TAEOV TOPAYEL YEVLXWG TTO-
padedeypeEvoug xavoveg Tov Atelivodg Atxaiov, oL ooloL, XxaTa
™Y 3t TNY xovovLoTLxY LOLOCLOTAOCIN TOVG, LOYDOLY EVOVTL
TEAVTOY.
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a)

b)

THE STATUS OF THE MARITIME ZONES OF GREECE
ACCORDING TO THE INTERNATIONAL LAW OF THE SEA

Regarding the applicable law, it is reminded that, according to the
provisions of the article 38 of the Statute of the International
Court of Justice in Hague, this Court implements the Interna-
tional Law, written and customary, the generally accepted rules of
the International Law, with the aid of course, apart from the case
law, of the views of leading specialists in international law. In the
specific case of the difference between Greece and Turkey, the In-
ternational Court of Justice in Hague will exert its jurisdiction by
implementing the aforementioned relevant provisions of the Con-
vention of Montego Bay, 1982 about the International Maritime
Law. At this point also, it has to be made clear to Turkey that,
apart from the specific individual provisions of the Convention of
Montego Bay, 1982 that will be implemented to solve the differ-
ence between Turkey and Greece, they have to recognize and ac-
cept the validity of the International Law of the Sea according to
this Convention as a whole. Given that partial recognition and
acceptance of its validity is not possible, since it calls into indirect
but clear question the International Legality in general as well as
the jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice in Hague.

The answer to the well known “argument” that Turkey has not
validated the Convention of Montego Bay, 1982 must be “bluntly”
the following: although they have not acceded to the Convention
of Montego Bay, 1982, Turkey is bound by its rules. Because ac-
cording to the established case law of the International Court of
Justice in Hague, the Convention of Montego Bay, 1982, mainly
due to the exceptionally large number of States that have vali-
dated it, is essentially valid for all, either due to the formation of
relative international customary rules of justice or — as it seems
more correct — because it produces generally accepted rules of
International Law, which due to their regulating constitution, are
valid for all.
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B. H optobétnon tng dixarodoosiag tov Aefvodg Atxaostneiov
™g Xéyng

AvVeEapTNTWG TOL AV Elval axdun TOAD evwpic Lo vo. oulntnbel, €0tw
XOlL OE YEVIXEG YOOWLUEG, [LLow EVOEYOUEYT TTpoo@LYT EAN&Sag xo Tovpxi-
og oto Atebvég Auxaotpro g Xdyng yiow Ty emiAvom Tng Uilog, xaL Lovrg,
SLapopdic NG 0pLobETNONG NG YNOLWTLXNG LPAAOXENTILONG xOL TNG OVTL-
otouymg AmoxAetotixng Owxovoulxng Zwvng oto Aryaio xor oty AvortoAL-
xN Meadyero, NdN xotd To TOLPGY GTASLO TwY AtgpevyTinwy ETtopdy Tpé-
TEL VO XOTAGTOVY OOPY], LETAED GAAWY, xoL Tor €ENG:

1. H otdon EANGSag xat Tovpxiog, avtietoiyws, Evavtt
Mg Owxorodooiog Tov Aefvodg Awxaotypiov tng Xayrns.

H dtapopa g otdong EANGdag xar Tovpxriog, avtioTtolywg, Evavit g
dwxatodootiog tov Atebvodg Auxaatnpiov tng Xdyng sitvor évar axdun dely-
Qo TG UEYGANG amdotaong Tov Ywpellel Ta dvo Kpdtn amd mAevpds oe-
Baopob tou Atebvodg Auxaiov yevixdtepa. Kot tovto, Stét 1 EAAGSo €xel
ovayvwploet -BERoiwe e T XATWTEPW AVUPEPOUEVA OPLO- (WG VTTOYPEW-
TN TNV Stxotod0oiar ToL WG Gvw AtxaoTnElov, TE&YUX ToL deV €XEL OG-
Eet m Tovpxio. Kow povov avtd apxel yioo va xotadelEel 0Tl eved 1 EANG-
3o TPEPEL TNY OQELAOUEVY, LE Baomn To dLebvdg avaryvwpLlouévo Stxatodo-
x4 ToL ®VPOG, EUTLOTOOVYY 6T0 Aebvéc Atvaotnpto tng Xdiyng, xatd Ty
epunveio xaL eQoppoyn ex p€povg tov Tov Atebvodg Auxalov, Awg ovTL-
0étwg n Tovpxio xdvel, Storypovixwig, Eva eld0g TEOXANTLXNG eTtideLlEng €A-
AeLPng EUTLOTOOOVYG M XaL TTEPLPEOVNONG TTPOG To Atxaathplo. Towg Stétt
YVweilel xoAd méco afdoipeg elvar, amd mTAsvpds Atebvodg Awxaiov, ot
«abudoeis» Tov eyeipet, xotd xopovg, g Bdpog g EAAGSog.

2. Ta avtovénTo 6pLar TNG LTOYPEWTLXNG OLXOLOG0GIOG TOV
Atebvodg Awxaotnpiov g Xayng awo EAAvixng wAsvpdg
Kot epoppoyn twy drataEewy tou dpbpov 36 mtap. 2 tov Kataotartt-
%00 Tou Atebvoig Auxaotnpiov g Xayng, N EANGDo TpoéPy, to 1994, oc
AMAwon Tov xatébeoe evmiov Tov OHE, pe v omoior atodéyHnxe wg v-
TOYPEWTLXY] TNY OLxotod0oior ToL AxaoTnELoL TOVTOL OE GYEDN UE OAEG TLG
VOULXESG DLOUPOPES, TTOL EUTLTTTOVY OTLG WG AV JLOTAEELG.
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THE STATUS OF THE MARITIME ZONES OF GREECE
ACCORDING TO THE INTERNATIONAL LAW OF THE SEA

B.The delimitation of the jurisdiction of the International Court
of Justice in Hague

Although it is too soon to be discussed, even generally, an action brought
to the International Court of Justice in Hague by Greece and Turkey for the
solution of the one and only difference of the delimitation of the insular
continental shelf and the corresponding EEZ in the Aegean Sea and the
Eastern Mediterranean, the following, among others, must be made clear
even at this point of the Exploratory Contacts:

1. The attitude of Greece and Turkey towards the jurisdiction
of the International Court of Justice in Hague

The difference of the attitude towards the International Court of Justice
in Hague between Greece and Turkey is another example of the great dis-
tance that separates the two States as far as respect to the International Law
in general is concerned. That is because Greece has recognized — of course
with the below mentioned limitations — the jurisdiction of the above Court
as obligatory, something that has not been done by Turkey. Just this fact is
enough to show that although Greece shows the trust they should to the
International Court of Justice in Hague based on its recognized judicial
prestige, according to the interpretation and implementation of the Inter-
national Law on its behalf, Turkey has always shown a provocative lack of
trust or even contempt towards the Court. Maybe this is because they know
how unfounded their “claims” made at times against Greece are, according
to the International Law.

2. The self-evident limitations of the obligatory jurisdiction of
the International Court of Justice in Hague on the side of
Greece

In compliance with the provisions of the article 36, par.2 of the Statute

of the International Court of Justice in Hague, Greece made a Statement to
the UN in1994, with which we accepted as obligatory the jurisdiction of
this Court in relation to all the legal differences that fall within the scope of
the above provisions.
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o) H amodoyn avt €yLve LOVOUEPWS, TTANY OUWE KE TOV OVTOVONTO

B)

000 NG oPOLBOLOTNTAG, ONAXSY] ATTOXAELOTIXWG EVOVTL EXEIVWY
Twv Kpatdy, ta omola €xovv mpofet oc avtiotoryn AMAworn. Av-
ToVONTWG eTtiomg, N EAAGD o ToTe eEaipese amd TNy LTOYPEWTLXY
dwxorodoaior Tov Atebvolg Auxaatnpiov g Xdyng opLopéveg dt-

OUPOPEG, OL OTTOLEG GUYBEOVTOL, PPNKTWGE, UE TOV «OXANOO TVON-

voo» g Ebvixng Kuprapylog, ftol tig Stapopéc mov apopodv

OTPOTLWTLXA YETP, ToL OTtolar EYouY ANQOEel yLaw Adyovg oyeTtlo-

pevoug pe v Ebvixn Apvva. Tpdxertor, Tpopoves, yiow LETpo

oL Aopfdvovtal pe oTéo TNV opLYTLXY] Bwpdxton Twy Nnotwy
©og 0to Atyoilo amd TNy amEOXGALTITY -L3LWE LETA TNY TOLEXLXMN
etoBoAn o xotoy oty Kompo, to 1974, xow Ty UETETELTA, TO

1975 xat pe €dpo Ty Zpvpvy, dnutovpyio ¢ «XTEATIOS TOV

Atyoiiov»- TovpxrLx aTeElAN N xo amteltAn yeNons Plog. Apovtixm

Bwpdxiom, ™y omola xatoyvEWYoLY LTEEP Tng EAAGSOG peTta&d

MY xaL ot StatdEelg Tov dpbpov 51 Tov Kataotatixod Xap-

T tov OHE, 67twg €xovy maryiwg epunvevbel xow epapp.oobel xow

OTtwg 0’ avolubel extevéatepa TNV GLVEYELAL.

Trnv 14" Tavovapiov 2015, n EAAGSo xatébeoe otov OHE Véa, e-

TUXOLPOTIOLNLEYT XL GUUTIANEWUEVY], ONAWOY WG TPOG TNV OTTO-

doyM tng vroyPewWTLXNG dtxatodoaiag Tov Atebvodg Auxaotnpiov

g Xayng, dtevxpvilovtog eTMUEAWS TG ET’ VTG EXLPETELG.

[Nty axpifeta, N wg ave dNAwor eEotpel amtd TNY LTTOYPEWTL-

%1 Stxortodoatia Tov Atebvodg Auxaotnpiov g Xéyng TLg oaxdAoL-

feg 300 SLopopéc, TAvL oTNY AoYixn OTL &mTovTal eVHEWS TOoL

«oxAnpov oupRva» g Ebvinng Kuplopylag:

B1) Ilpwtov, Tig SLopopés ToL OYETILOVTAL UE OTOATLWTLXES
3paaTNELOTNTEG %Ol UE HETPA TOL AoavovTorl, otd TTASL-
pdg EAAGSac, Yo v mpootaoia g Ebvixng Kvplopyiog
%O TNG ESOUPLRYG AXEPALOTNTOG, YLo ox0TToVS Ebvixng Apv-
VoG %ol yloo Ty mpoaomion g Ebvixng Aopdisiag. Ztny
ovola, To onuelo avtd TNg ANAwong tng 14™ lavovapiov
2015 emuxowpomoinoe xoL GLUTANPWOoE Ty ANAwon Tov
1994, 18iwg wg mPog T pétpo apLVTLXNG Bwpdxtong Twy
Nnowwyv pog oto Avyaio, 0mwg emeEnynnxe mponyovuévwe.

B2) Aedtepov, TG SLoOopPES TTOL OYETILOVTAL LE TOL GOVOPO TNG
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a)

b)

THE STATUS OF THE MARITIME ZONES OF GREECE
ACCORDING TO THE INTERNATIONAL LAW OF THE SEA

This acceptance was unilateral, but with the self-evident condi-
tion of mutuality, that is, exclusively with all those Countries that
have also made a corresponding Statement. Self-evidently, also,
Greece excluded certain differences from the obligatory jurisdic-
tion of the International Court of Justice in Hague, which are in-
separably connected to the “hard core” of the National Sovereign-
ty, i.e. the differences concerning military measures that have
been taken for reasons concerning the National Defence. They
are, obviously, measures taken to shield our Islands in the Aegean
Sea from the overt — especially after the Turkish invasion and oc-
cupation of Cyprus in 1974 and, later in 1975, the establishment
of the “Aegean Army” in Smyrni — Turkish threat or threat of the
use of violence. It is a Defensive shielding that has been en-
shrined in favour of Greece by the provisions of the article 51 of
the UN Charter, as they have been consistently interpreted and
implemented, as will be analysed further below.

On 14" January, 2015, Greece filed a new, updated and completed
Statement to the UN, regarding the acceptance of the obligatory
jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice in Hague, clarify-
ing carefully the exceptions. Specifically, the above mentioned
Statement excludes from the obligatory jurisdiction of the Inter-
national Court of Justice in Hague the following two differences,
based on the sense that they are related to the “hard core” of the
National Sovereignty:
b1) Firstly, the differences related to military activities and meas-
ures taken from Greece to protect our National Sovereignty
and territorial integrity, for purposes of National Defense
and shielding of our National Security. Actually, this point of
the Statement on 14™ January 2015 updated and completed
the Statement of 1994, especially regarding the measures of
defensive shielding of our Islands in the Aegean Sea, as was
previously explained.

b2) Secondly, the differences related to the borders of Greece and
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EAG&dog xow v edapixny Kvprapyla tng, ovpmeptiaufo-
VOUEVWY TWY SLOPOPWY WG TPOS TO VP0G XOL T OPL TNG
Avytoditidog Zoyng, xabwg xat tov Evadptov Xwpov. Ipd-
XELTOL YLt OLOPOPES TTOL, OTTWG MOy Tovialnxe, avrxovy
xot’ eEoYNy 0TOV «oxANE0 TLERVax» g Edvixng Kuptap-
xtog xoL oL omoleg eival adtavonto va eElowboby pe Stao-
Q€S YOULXOU, ATTAMG, XOPAXTNONX, TTOL LTTOPOoVY v’ axHody e-
voTLov Tou Atevodg Auxaatnpiov tng Xayne, oaxdun xatL pe
povopepn mpwtoBovAio Tpitov Kpdtovg. Eivar de mpopo-
VEG OTL M PNTN avopopd oty AtytaAltido Zwyn xol otov E-
Bvixd Evaépro Xhpo €ytve -xar 0pbwc- apevig Yo Adyoug
OOPNVELOG, N OTOLor OLIEVO TtEPLOWPLO ap@LBOAloG oupTveL
WG TPOG TO Tt TEPLAAUPEVEL 0 «oxAnEos TLERVaS» g E-
Bvixng Kupropylog. Kat, apetépov, emetdn amnd tmy 8" lov-
viov 1995 vTtdpyeL TO TOPAVOUO «casus belli» TG TOLEXLXNG
Efvoovvérevaong, dInAadY auéowg peta tnv 0éom oe Loyl
Tou Atevoig Awxailov g Oaiocoas, OTwE xwWALXOTOLMOY-
XE, XOTA TO TTPOAVOUPEPOUEVLL, UE TNY ZVUBaon Tov Montego
Bay tov 1982.

Y) ZTLC XoTA T v TEP®L OV0 €EQLPETELS Tl TNV LTTOYPEWTLXY OL-
xorodoaior Tov Aebvodg Auxaatnpiov g Xayne, N AMAwon g
147 Tavovapiov 2015 mpooébeoe xow ploe tpity, StodixooTixng

@vorg, eEaipeon.

1)

Y2)

[Mpdxerton yLow TLg TEPLTTWOELS OTTOL Evar dAAo Kpditog -Tt.y.
1 Tovpxio- amodéyetor TNV LTOYPEWTLXY] dLXOLOS0GLO. TOL
®G avw Awxaotnpiov LOVo YLor ULa QOPA N GE XPOVO ULXQO-
TEPO TWY SWIEXX UNVWY, OTO TNV *aTEOEST ULOS TTPOGPUL-
NG evoTLoy Tov. OTtwg eival awtovonto, n EANGSo etonyo-
Ye oL TNV PNTEa EELPEDNS YLaL V' aTtOQUYEL, LOLWG EX LE-
povug ¢ Tovpxiag -7 omolo ExeL SWOEL, LAY POVLXWG, «ATTTO
Oetyuota» oavoaELomotng Stebvodg ovumepLpopdc- evxaLpL-
OXEG N OLEYLOLOOTIXEG TTPOCQUYES, TPOOOPUOOUEVES OTNY
oLYXVELAL XOL OTYY OXOTULUOTNTO. TTOV, XATA TNV YVWUN NG,
™V ELVOEL.

Apa pe Béon tmy em@VOAaEN avty, av Y. éva Kpdtog o-
modeyfel Ty vmoypPewTIX dtxarodooio Tov Aicbvodg At-
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THE STATUS OF THE MARITIME ZONES OF GREECE

ACCORDING TO THE INTERNATIONAL LAW OF THE SEA

our territorial Sovereignty, including the differences concern-
ing the extent and borders of the Territorial Sea and the Air
Space. These are differences that particularly concern the
“hard core” of our National Sovereignty, as has already been
noted above, and it is unthinkable to be equated to legal dif-
ferences that can be brought to the International Court of
Justice in Hague, even by a unilateral action by a third State.
It is also obvious that there was — correctly - explicit refer-
ence to the Territorial Sea and the National Air Space for
reasons of clarity that leaves no space for doubting what the
“hard core” of National Sovereignty includes. On the other
hand, since 8" June 1995 there is the illegal “casus belli” on
behalf of the Turkish National Assembly, that is immediately
after the International Law of the Sea came into effect, as
codified with the Convention of Montego Bay in 1982.

¢) The Statement of 14" January 2015 added a third procedural
exception from the obligatory jurisdiction of the International
Court of Justice in Hague to the above two.

cl)

c2)

It is about the cases that another State — e.g. Turkey — ac-
cepts the obligatory jurisdiction of the above mentioned
Court only once or in a period less than twelve months
from an action brought to it. It is self-evident that Greece
introduced this Clause of exception to avoid, especially from
Turkey — that has shown “concrete signs™ of unreliable in-
ternational behaviour — opportunistic or unannounced Ac-
tions, adapted to the context and expediency they consider
favourable.

Based on this reservation, if e.g. a State accepts the obliga-
tory jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice in
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%xooTNELOL ™G XA&YNGg LOVO YLt ULo. POPE 1 OE XPOVLXO OL-
QOTNUO ULXPOTEPO TWY SWIEXO UNVWY TTPO TNG AVTLOTOLYNS
TPOGEULYNG TOL ot avTH, N EAAGSo emLpuAGCoETAL VO
otabpioel To av TodTO pTOoPEl Vo givol BAATTLXG YLoL To
Onmpota g Efvixg pag Koupropyiog xot, cuovaxdiovbo,
v’ amocVpEL M XOL YO TPOTTOTIOLNOEL TNV ONAWGY] Tng Tepi
NG LTOYPEWTLXNG OLXXLODOGLOG TOV TTPOUYAPEPOUEVOL AtL-
xooTNELOV.

d) Téhog, oty AMAwon g 14™ Tlavovapiov 2015 TpoPAémeTal, p-
TKG, 0T 1 EAAGS o emtipuAdooeTol vor DTOBAAEL EVWOTLOY TOL Al-
ebvodg Awxaotnpiov g Xdyng oaxdun oL SLaQOoPES, TLS OTOLES
EyeL EELPETEL XUTA T VWTEP®, TNy BAoy Opwg LdLxod GLYL-
TooYETLX0L oL O cuvaupbel pe To avtidixo Kpdrtoc.

o1)

02)

[Topd 10 YeYovdg OTL M ETLPOAREN OLTY EYEL WG TTEOPOVY|
oto)0 v’ avodetEet Ty TpoonAwon tng EAAGSag oty e@ap-
©woyn Tou Aiebvodg Awxaiov, Ldiwg oto TAXLGLO TNG OLXOLO-
doatag touv Atebvoig Auxaotnplov tng Xayng, elval oavtovo-
NTO OTL EVEYEL TOAAOUG %YOVYVoLG Yo TNy Owpdnion g E-
Bvixng pag Kvpropyloac. I't” avtd n ypnotpomoinon g wmo-
pel va Oewpnbel amodexty) LOvo o 0PLOXEG TTEPLTTWOELG,
%o povov otoy v EAAnvixn mAevpd eivor amtoAdTwg BERan
otL M eTvunyopia Tov Aebvodg Autxaotnplov tng Xdyng dev
Bo dnurtovpynoet, €oTtw xot xat’ eAdyLoTo, cLYONKES SLtoxty-
dvvevong, xab’ otovdmote TPOTO, €15 Bpog tng Ebvixig
rog Koprapyioc.

Kot tobto dioTt, mapd to adtapeiofitnto Stebvwg xdpog
Tov, to Aebvég AuxaatnpLo g Xdyng €xet, dVOTLYWG, OW-
ocL xXaté To TaPeEADGY Selypota -€0Tw %ol LELOVOUEVO-
oYL KOVOV OOLXOLOAOYNTWY VOUOAOYLOXWY OLOXVULAVOEWY
TTOL TTAY]TTOVY TNV (SLA TNY ATQPAAELA XOL TNV XOYOVLOTLXN
Loy tov Atelvobg Awxalov, dAAG xoiL LTTOYWENONG GTO TE-
dto g ex pépoug tov 0pbg epapupoyng Touv Atcbvodg At-
xolov, LT TNV Tleon xal To BApPog TG exdioTote Stebvoig
ovyxVELOC.
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Hague only once or in a period less than twelve months be-
fore their corresponding action brought to it, Greece reserves
the possibility to consider whether this can be harmful to the
matters of our National Sovereignty and, consequently, with-
draw or modify our Statement about the obligatory jurisdic-
tion of the above mentioned Court.

d) Finally, with the Statement of 14" January 2015, it is clearly pro-
vided for, that Greece reserves the right to file to the Interna-
tional Court of Justice in Hague even the differences, which are
excluded according to the above mentioned, based on the special
arbitration agreement with the opposing State.

d1)

d2)

Despite the fact that this reservation obviously aims to show
the dedication of Greece to the implementation of the Inter-
national Law, especially within the framework of the juris-
diction of the International Court of Justice in Hague, it is
evident that there are many dangers concerning the shield-
ing of our National Sovereignty. For this reason, its use can
be considered acceptable only in extreme cases and only
when Greece is absolutely certain that the verdict of the In-
ternational Court of Justice in Hague will not create, even the
slightest condition of endangering our National Sovereignty
in any way.

That is because, despite its undisputed international pres-
tige, the International Court of Justice in Hague has, unfor-
tunately, shown signs in the past —even isolated- of not only
unjustifiable case-law variations that hurt the safety and le-
gal power of the International Law, but also retreat in the
field of the right implementation of the International Law on
its part, under the pressure of the relevant international con-
text.
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ITI. Boot®ég evVOLOAOYLXES TOPATNPNOELS WG TOOG TNV
Osopinn «puotoyvouio» Twv OaAdcoLOY ZeKvoY

‘O7twg elvor evvonro, N Tpoavapepouevy, B€on g EAAGSag yior Ty vTo-
yeewTxn dtxonodooio Tov Atebvodg Auxaotnplov tng Xdyng xow TG emiueé-
poug eEanpéoelg e’ oG B€Tovy, PETOED GA WY, xot To {NTnuo. TG SLev-
xpiviong ¢ Beopixng «puaotoyvouios» twv Qaidooiwy Zwvoy, L3iwg o
0,7t apopd TNV LALoKoP@iot 0PLOUEYWY EE aLTWY, amtd TTAsLPdS Ebfvixng Ku-
OLOEYLOG KoL XVPLOEYLXGY OLXOLWUATWY. Me dAAeg AEEELe, N Ot T otV Té-
Pw JLELXPIVLON ETUTPETEL, TTEPOLTEPW, TNV AVAAVOY] TNG OYEDNS TwY OaAdo-
OLWY ZWVOY 0PeEVOS LE TOV «OXANO6 TuEHva» T Edvixve Kuplopyiog xat,
OUPETEPOL, UE BAAEG ETTILUEPOVG CLVETIELES, OL OTTOLES ATTOPPEOLY OTTO VTN V.

A.H Osopxn «puotoyvoulio» t™g AtytoAitidoog Zovng

Kot apyde, mpénel va toviabel 6tL xatéd to Sebvég Aixaro tng Odrao-
oog 1 Kupropyio xabe Kodtovg, dpo ot tng EAAGSag, elvar TAnong tdiwg
070 'Edaupdg g -ovpmeptAoBovouévon, Quotxd, ToL E3AQOVE YNOLWY, V|-
oldwv %o Bpayovnoidwy, XwELS OLoINTOTE LOPPNG OLAXELoN- oty ALyt-
oAiTLdao Zedvn tng xaL 6Tov Evaépto Xwpo mov g avadoyet.

1. H doxnon minpovg Kvprapyiog extl g Atytaditidog Zovrg

Kota todto, o xabopLopds g Avytoditidog Zwvng eivor oLovel «puat-
x0» -BePaing pe Oeoptxd vréPabpo- dixaivpoa xdbe Kpdrtovg, mpdypo
IOV ONUALVEL OTL 1 ETEXTUON VTG WS TO OPLO TwY 12 v.u. yivetar povo-
ULEQPWG, ATTO oUTO O LOVO. XOPOXTNPLOTIXES, EV TIPOXELLEVW, ELVOLL XL OL
dtataEelg Tov qpbpouv 3 g LouPaong Tov Montego Bay tov 1982 yia to
Arebvéc Aixaro g Odhaoooac, obuEwva pe Tig omoleg «xalbe Kodtog Exet
T0 dwalwua vor xalopller to mAatog g Avyiaditidag Zwyns Touv UExoL
onueiov mov Sey vrepPaivel Ta 12 v.u., Tor OTTOlol UETPWYTAL ATTO YOOU-
Ués Paons xabopiouéves obupwva ue v mapovoa Xoufocn». Omnwg
AOLTTOY eENYNONXE TPONYOLEVKG, EVTOS TWY 0pLwY TN ALYLoAiTidog Zwvng
-xo, a fortiori, evtog Twy Eowtepixtdy Yddtwv- to Kpdtog aoxel mAnon
Kuptopyio, pe povo mepLtoptopd excivov g offAofodg SLtéAevorng TAolwy
LTto Egvn onuoalon xatd to Atebvég Aixoro, yio de tor Eowtepixd Ydotor Tov
EAMLUEVLOUO KO TNV TTPOGOPULOY] TETOLWY TTAOLWY.
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IT1. Basic semantic notes about the institutional “figure” of
Maritime Zones

As it is understandable, the aforementioned position of Greece towards
the obligatory jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice in Hague
and the individual exceptions poses, among others, the issue of the clarifi-
cation of the institutional “figure” of the Maritime Zones, especially con-
cerning the special characteristics of some of them, on the side of National
Sovereignty and sovereign rights. In other words, the above clarification
allows, furthermore, the analysis of the relations of the Maritime Zones on
one hand to the “hard core” of National Sovereignty and on the other hand
to individual consequences that arise from it.

A.The institutional “figure” of the Territorial Sea

First of all, it must be noted that according to the international Law of
the Sea, the Sovereignty of every State, and therefore Greece, is complete
especially on their Territory — including, of course, the territory of islands,
islets and island rocks, without any form of discrimination — their Territo-
rial Sea and Air Space.

1. The exercise of full Sovereignty on the Territorial Sea

According to this, the definition of the Territorial Sea is a quasi “natu-
ral”’- of course on an institutional base — right of every State, which means
that the coastline can be extended to the limit of 12 nautical miles unilater-
ally. The provisions of the article 3 of the Convention of Montego Bay, 1982
about the International Law of the Sea are very characteristic. According to
them “Every State has the right to establish the breadth of its territorial sea up
to a limit not exceeding 12 nautical miles, measured from baselines determined in
accordance with this Convention”. As it has been previously explained, within
the limits of the Territorial Sea — and, a fortiori, within the Inland Waters
- the State exercises full Sovereignty, with the limitation of innocent passage
of ships with a foreign flag according to the International Law and the
berthing of such ships in Inland Waters.
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2. H eméxtaoyn g Atytaditidog Zovng o ta 12 v.u.

Otwg eival Yvwotd, 1 EANGSa €xerl emtipuiaybel v’ aoxnoel Tovtod To
Oxolwpo eTExTOONG ™G AtytoAitidog Zavng g ota 12 v.u. Me yopoxtn-
ELOTLXOTEPO TTOPADELYLOL EXELVO TOL Atyaiov, 6oL LoyVeL axoun o xabo-
oLopog ota 6 V..

o) Y76 Ta SeSOUEVLL TNG ONUEPLYNG OLYXVPLOG, %ol LBLWG EXEIVOL TWY

B)

ev eEeliEel Atepevyntixdy ETtapdy xow g Exaovg Toug, emLta-
%1 xablotaton N avdryxn va mpocovoatoAtohody ot EOvixég pog
OTOYEVOELG O}l UOVO OTNY «OVATOEOT» TOL TOVPXLXOD «CASUS
belli>», oo %At TETOLo Elval LAANOY U] PEOALGTLXO, EVOPEL TNG
ovveLLopeYNG adLaANaEloG xaL TTpoxAnTIXOTTOG TN Tovpxing.
AMG o, TEWTIOTWG, GTOV TPOTO OAOXANPWUEVNG GLOXNONS TOL
owatwuotog g EAAGSog vo emexteivel v AvytoAltidar Zavn
™G %o 0T0 ALyollo, oOUQVA e Gac 0pilovy Ol XoVOVeES ToL At-
ebvolg Auxaiov, xat’ eEoyny de tov Atebvodg Auxaiov g OdAao-
oog xotéd v 2oOuPoon tov Montego Bay touv 1982. To 6t 7
XOTA T OVOTEPW AYAYXY] ELVOL TTEPLOGOTEPO OTTO TTOTE ETTLTOKTL-
%1 TTPOXVTTTEL XOL EX TOL OTL ELvaL adLavoOnTo vor LTTAPEEL 0PLODE-
™o g Yeoroxpnmidog xol ¢ AmoxAcltoTixig OuxovouLxng
Zwvng pe xobeotdg g AlytoAitidag Zodvng pog oto 6 V..,
ool Lo Tétotar 0pLtobétnom -Ldlwe av Yivel uéow xowvvg TEO-
opuYng EAAGSac xor Tovpxiog oto Atebvéc Auxaotipro tng Xa-
NG, omoTe Hor LTTAPEEL KOl OYETIXO «OEOIXATUEVO»~ [LTTOPEL VO E-
TLEEPEL éva eidog eEonpeTixd emixivduyng o eBvixtdg adtovom-
NG «KTTAYIWONS» TOL TEPLOPLOUOV TG ALyLaAiTidog Zwvng oto 6
v.U. oto Aryaio. Zto onueio 8e avtd mpEmet va emtonuoaviel, 4t
JEY QOLVETOL VO DTTAPYEL VOLOAOYLAXO TTPONYOVILEVO, GTO TTAXLGLO
Tov oTtolov To Atebvég AtxaotELo TG XAYNg €xeL exdLXAOEL, o
VEAOYEG SLapopEég dlywe TPONYOLUEVWLS Tor avtidixa Kpdtn va é-
ovy emexTelvel Ty AtytoAltidor Zavn toug ota 12 v.u.

H, éotw xou éupeon, odbvdeon g opLobéaong g Yporoxpnmidog
%o TG ATtoxAcloTixng Oovouxng Zwwng UE T DQPLOTAUEVOL OQLOL
™G AtytoAlTidog Zedvng mpoxdTTel eVOEWS aTtd TOLE EPUPUOCTEOVG
EV TIPOXELEVL XOVOVES TN 2oufoong tov Montego Bay tou 1982,
dobévtog 6L %o oL 3OO «oEYILoVY » -AVEEROTNTWE TOL OTL UETPWVTOL
OO TNY OXTOYPOWUT- OTtO EXEL TTOL TEAELWVEL 1] AtytoAiTidor Zvn.
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2. The extension of the Territorial Sea to 12 nautical miles

As it is known, Greece has reserved to exercise the right of the extension
of the Territorial Sea to 12 nautical miles everywhere. The most character-
istic example is that of the Aegean Sea where there is still the limitation to
6 nautical miles.

a)

b)

With the data of the present context, especially those of the Ex-
ploratory Contacts in progress and their outcome, the need to
direct our National objectives not only towards the “reversion” of
the turkish “casus belli” is imperative, since something like that is
rather unrealistic, in view of the continuing intolerance and prov-
ocation of Turkey, but also, firstly, towards the way of the com-
plete exercise of the right of Greece to extend our Territorial Sea
in the Aegean as well, according to the rules of the International
Law and especially the International Law of the Sea as described
in the Convention of Montego Bay, 1982. The above mentioned
need is more imperative than ever also due to the fact that it is
unthinkable for the delimitation of the continental shelf and the
EEZ to exist with the present establishment of our Territorial Sea
at 6 nautical miles, since such a delimitation — especially if it hap-
pens through a joint case brought to the International Court of
Justice in Hague by Greece and Turkey, where there will be a rel-
evant “res judicata” — could lead to a kind of extremely dangerous
and nationally unthinkable “consolidation” of the limitation of the
Territorial Sea to 6 nautical miles in the Aegean Sea. At this
point, it must be noted that there does not seem to be a legal
precedent, in the context of which the International Court of Jus-
tice in Hague has adjudicated similar differences without the pre-
vious extension of the Territorial Sea at 12 nautical miles by the
opposing States.

The, even indirect, connection of the delimitation of the continen-
tal shelf and the EEZ to the existing limits of the Territorial Sea
results directly from the applicable relative rules of the Conven-
tion of Montego Bay, 1982, given that they both begin — regard-
less the fact that they are measured from the coastline — where
the Territorial Sea ends. In addition, this also results from the
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Emumpoctétweg, todto mpoxdmteL o omd Tig StoTdEels g mop. 1
7oL qpbpov 156 tov v. 4001/2011 -TTOL AVTLXATEGTNOOY TLG OLUTAEELS
g Top. 1 tov Gpbpouv 2 touv v. 2289/1995- cbupwva pe Tig omoles:
«1. To dwadwuor avalitnons, E0evvag xal EXUETAANEVONG TWY -
Sp0YovaBpoxwy TTOU LTTAEYOVY OTIS YEQOOUES, OTIS VTTOMUVIES
xoi VTOOAAAOOIES TTEQLOYES OTIS OTolES N EAAnvua) Anuoxpartior o-
OXEL QVTIOTOLWS XVOLOXLOL ) XVOLOOXIXCL OLXOUDUOTO. CUOUPWYOL UE
¢ Saraes s XouPaons twy Hvwugvewy EOvdy yioo to Abxouo
™¢ Oalaooos, O0nws xVpwlnxe ue to v. 2321/1995, avixet ouro-
xAeloTIXC OTO ANUOOLO XO 1) AOXNON TOV APOPX TTAVTOTE TN ONUO-
ot wpélewa. H dwogyeipion yioe Aoyooraouo tov Anuociov twy Ot-
HOUWUATOY TNG TOPOYPAPOV owThs aoxeirar arno ™y EAEY AE.
Q¢ “vroladdooies TePLOXES” voovvton o Pulog xat TO0 VTESAPOS
TWY EOCWTEQIHWY VOATWY, TNG OUYIOATIONS {WVNG, TNG LPOAOXEYTT-
dag xou g amoxdetoTinig oovoudc v (o’ ng xnouvyber)
uéxot Ty armootaon Ty 200 v.u. oo TS YOOUUES Baons amo Tig
OTTOlES UETOATAL TO EVPOS TNG ouytaditidog {Wvns. EAAeiper ouu-
PWYIOG 0PLOOETNONG UE YELTOVIXO XOATY TWY OTOIWY Ol AXTES Evor
TTOOOKEUEVES 1) AVTIXEIUEVES UE TIS EAMUIHES OXTES, TO EEWTEQIXO
0pLO TNG VPAAOXONTILONG XOU TNG ATIOXAELTTIXNG OXOVOULXNGS {EOVNG
(o’ ng xnovxBer) elvon 1 uéon yoauusj, xabes onueio Tns omolog o-
TEXEL (oN aTTOOTAON ATTO TOL EYYUTEQQ GNUELDL TWY YOOUUWDY Baons
(T000 NIEWPWTIXNGY GO0 XoU VNOIWTIXWY) OTT0 TIS OTTOIEG UETOXTOL
TO €0POG NG awytodTidog Jvneg.

B. H Osopwxn «puotoyvouio» tng Yearoxpnmidoag xot
NG AToxAetotinng Owtxovoutxng Zovyg

e, pepen, avtibean mpog ™y Arytoditido Zwvn, Yeoroxpnmido xol A-
moxAetotixy] Owovoulx Zoyn Sev UTITTOVY TANPWS OTOV «OXANEC TTL-
onva» g Ebvixng Kuptapyioc. Aobévtog 6t emt’ avtdhv to owxeio Kpdtog
dev aoxel «mwAnon» Kuptopyior oAAG ouyxrexpLLEVa XVPLOYLUE DLXOLWLO-
To, xobopLlopeva amd Tovg xavdveg Tov Atebvodg Auxaiov -xvpiwg de amd
TouG xoVOVES ToL Aebvodg Auxaiov g OdAacoag xata Ty ZOUPoon Tov
Montego Bay tov 1982- xat amd toug e@opp.ootixodg tov Atxaiov Todtov
XAVOVEG TOU E0WTEPLXOV SLXALOV.
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provisions of the par.1, article 156 of the law 4001/2011 — that
replaced the provisions of par.1, art.2 of the law 2289/1995 — ac-
cording to which: “1. The right to search, research and exploit of the
hydrocarbons that exist in the land, sublake and submarine territory on
which the Hellenic Republic exercises sovereignty or sovereign rights
according to the rules of the UN Convention of the Law of the Sea, as
ratified by the law 2321/1995, belongs exclusively to the Public and
its exercise is always to the public benefit. The management on behalf
of the public of the rights of this paragraph is done by the HHRM. The
sea bed and the subsoil of the internal waters, the territorial sea, the
continental shelf and the EEZ (once declared) up to the distance of 200
nautical miles from the baselines from which the breadth of the territo-
rial sea is measured are considered as “submarine territories”. In lack
of limitation agreement with neighbouring States whose coasts are adja-
cent or opposite to the greek coasts, the outer limit of the continental
shelf and the EEZ (once declared) is the middle line, each point of
which has an equal distance from the nearest points of the baselines
(continental and insular) from which the breadth of the continental shelf
is measured”.

B. The institutional “figure” of the Continental Shelf and
the Exclusive Economic Zone

In, partial, contrast to the Territorial Sea, the Continental Shelf and the
Exclusive Economic Zone do not fall fully within the “hard core” of Na-
tional Sovereignty. That is because the State does not exercise “full”” Sover-
eignty on them, but certain sovereignty rights, defined by the rules of In-
ternational Law — especially the rules of the International Law of the Sea
according to the Convention of Montego Bay, 1982 — and by the rules of
implementation of this Law and of the internal law.
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1. Evvotoloyixég dtsuxpLvioetg yio Ty YQaAoxpnmido xot Tty
AmoxAetotinn Owovourxn Zovy
ZOUPwyo UE TOLG WG Gvw xovoveg tou Atcbvolg Awxalov, dmtwg ov-
UTTANPWYOVTOL -XVEIWS YLt TNY YQAAOXENTLO0- OTTO ETULOTNUOVIXES TUOYES
Wilwg g 'ewAoyiog xa tng Qxeavoypopiog:
o) H Yporoxpnmida, n omolo cuvdéetor pe tov lato sensu ToEAXTLO

B)

BLb6 g BaAaooag, eival (VN TTOL ATOTEAEL TNV OUOAN TTPOEXTAL-
oM NG OXTNG LTO TNV ETLPAVELX TG OdAaooag, LEYPL ToL oNuel-
0L OTTOL AV TY] SLAXOTITETOL ATTOTOUWG, CLUYXEXPLULEVDL OE exel OTTOV
o Bohaaatog Bubog aoxtd amdTopn xAlon 30-45 porpwdy. To Tun-
WO LE TNV OTTOTOUY ALY 0PLLETOL WG «VDPAAOTTOAVES », aTNY Aon
TOL OTTOLOL PBPLOKETOL TO «KNTTELOWTIXO AVOPwWUo». Yporoxpnmida,
VPOAOTIPAVEG KoL NTELPWTIXO oVOPWUR, TP TILOLVY TO ASYOUEVO
«VPoAoTAaioto>». YO T ovWTEPL GEOUEVR, XOL EQPOHTOV SEY LEI-
ottt OO ATtOOTOONG ATTO TO TIOPOXELUEVD ot LOLWG oTtd TO
ovtxeipevo Kpdtog, n Yopohoxpnmido pumropel vo vepPoaiverl oxd-
un xow 1o 6pto twv 200 v.u., Y. oTS wxeavleg BdAnocoes. XTig
Aol TeQLTTWOoELS M Yporoxpnmido @bavel wg tor 200 v.u., oL
UETOWOYTOL OTTO TNV OXTOYQOULUN XOL < XOXLCEL>, EV TUAOY] TTEPLTTTM-
ocL, oo exel OV TEAELWVEL N AvytaAitido Zovn.

Q¢ AmoxAstotixn; Owcovopxn Zadvy optleton, o YEVIXEG YOOUUES, N
Dohdooio Extaoy, evtdg TG omolag To owxelo Kpdtog €xel dixaiwpo
EPELVOG X0 EXUETAMELOTG TwV Hohdootwy Ttépwy. H expetdMMevon
EYEL EV TIPOXELLEVL EVPEL EWOLa, oLUTEEQLAXUBAvoVTaL dE o oV
Y- M) TTOEOYWYT] EVEQYELOG xTtd TOV Gvepo 1 To vepo. H AmoxAstott-
x1 Owcovourx] Zwvy extetvetonr mépay g Ao TLOoG Zwvng %ot
®g T0 6po Twy 200 v.p., TOL PETPWVTOL OTtd TNV oxToypouu. H
TIPOOVOUPEPOULEVY], EQELYOL XOL EXUETAAAELON EX UEPOVS TOL OLXELOV
Kopdroug dev biyer 1o xabeotdrg g emipavetag g OdAacoog, evtdg
™G Amtoxhetotixnng OLxovouLxng Zwvng, g «Stedvwy voaTwY .

2. Ta «xvptapytxa otxotdpoto» et Tng YQaloxpnwidag xot
TNg AmoxAetotinng Otrovoutxig Zovg
AxpLfdg emeldn Yporoxpnmida xor AToxAetotixn Owxovoulxn Zwyn dev
EUTLTTTOVY GTOV «OXANPO TTVENVA» TN Kuplopylog tov otxelov Kpdtoug,
N 0pLoBETNOM ToLG dev UTOoPEL Vo YIVEL LOVOUEPWG aTtd aVTO, LBLWS OTOY 7

o 4D



THE STATUS OF THE MARITIME ZONES OF GREECE
ACCORDING TO THE INTERNATIONAL LAW OF THE SEA

1. Semantic clarifications about the Continental Shelf and the
Exclusive Economic Zone
According to the above rules of International Law, as completed — espe-
cially about the Continental Shelf — by scientific authorities especially Geol-
ogy and Oceanography:

a)

b)

The Continental Shelf that is connected to the coastal seabed is a
zone that comprises the gradual extension of the coast under the
surface of the sea, up to the point where it is abruptly interrupted,
more specifically where the seabed has a steep decline of 30-40
degrees. The part with the steep decline is defined as “continental
slope”, on the base of which there is the “continental rise”. Conti-
nental Shelf, continental slope and continental rise comprise the
so-called “continental margin”. Given the above data and since
there is not a question of distance from the adjacent or the op-
posite State, the Continental Shelf could even exceed the limit of
200 nautical miles in the oceans. With the rest of the cases, the
Continental Shelf extends up to 200 nautical miles, that are meas-
ured from the coastline and “begins”, in any way, where the Ter-
ritorial Sea ends.

The Exclusive Economic Zone is defined, generally, as the area of
the sea in which each State has the right to research and exploit
the marine resources. The exploitation in question has a broad
sense, including, for example, the production of energy using
wind or water. The Exclusive Economic Zone extends beyond the
Territorial Sea up to the limit of 200 nautical miles measured
from the coastline. The aforementioned research and exploitation
by the State does not affect the status of the surface of the sea,
within the Exclusive Economic Zone, as “international waters”.

2. The “sovereign rights” on the Continental Shelf and the
Exclusive economic Zone
Since the Continental Shelf and the Exclusive Economic Zone do not fall
into the “hard core” of Sovereignty of each State, they cannot be delimited
unilaterally by it, especially when the distance between this State and the
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oméoTOON LETHED TOVTOL 0L TOV OVTLXELUEVOL 1] TTopoxeLlévou Kpdtoug
dev vrepPalvel To SLTAGOLO NG ExTaomg elte NG Ypahoxpnmidog eite g
AmoxAetotinng OtxovouLxng Zahyng.

o) Kota ovvémeta, 1 optofétnmor t6oo Yparoxpnmidag 600 tng Amo-

B)

xAetoTxng Owxovouxng Zovng -1 omola avolyel xot Tov SpOpo g

VOULUNG AOXNONG ETT AUTWY TWY TIROOVAPEPOULEVLY KVPLOOYLXWY

Swotwpdtwy xd&be eidovs- yivetar, pe Baon ™y dradixacior TToL

xaftepwvouy 3iwg ot dtatdEelg Tov Ateblvolg Auxoov g OdAao-

oo, xotd Ty ZopBoon tov Montego Bay tov 1982, xatdémiy ovp-

Qwviag Twy epmAexduevoy Kootwy. Kot epdoov dev vmdpket Té-

oL ovppwvio, TétE M opLobétnoy, Votepo aTd TPEOCELYY TwWY

Kooty 100ty ot 610 TTAXALGLO TOU GUUTIEQPWYNUEYOV CUYVTIOCYE-

L0V, avortifeton oty Stxoodooia g Atebvolg Auxotooivng, xortd

xaovo e gite oto Aebvég AuvaotpLo g Xayng -0mwe €xeL ETL-

AEEeL Ty, n EAAGSa, xotd Tor tpoAeyHévta- eite 0To edind Atebvég

Awxaotipro yroe to Atebvég Aixano g Odracoog oto ApBodpyo.

Ev xatoxAeidL, yponolpo eivor vo yivovy ot eEng emeEnynoetg, Té-

VTOL GOUPWYOL LE TOVG XaVOVES ToL Atebvoilg Auxaiov tng Odioo-

oog xota Ty LouBaon tov Montego Bay tov 1982.

B1) H oprobétnon g Yparoxpnmidag Sev ypetdletol TEONYOV-
wevn «xnovén» amd to owxelo Kpdtog, Adyw tov Oeoutxod
XOLEOXTAPOL TNG WG VPLOTAUEVNG «EE LTTOPYNG» KoL «AVTO-
owalwe». Opwg To Kpdtog autd Umopel, xot Tpo Tng opLo-
B€tnomg xatd v TEopvNUovELOUEYY dLadixaaio, Vo OploEL,
EQOOOY TO TTPOXPLVEL, «ATTWOTEQU-EEWTEQIXA» OpLaL TNg Ypot-
Aoxpnmidoc, Ta ool PePalwe 0PLaTIXOTTOLOOYTOL LETE TNV
TeAx] opLtobétnom . Omwe 10y Stevxpivicinxe, n EAA&Sa
€XEL XAVEL VTN TNV eTLAOYY e Bdom Tig SLaTdEeLg ToL G-
Bpov 156 mop. 1 Tov v. 4001/2011.

B2) Avtibétwg, n AmoxAetatixn Owxovoulxn Zwyn LTopel vo
«xnovybei>» cite mELY elte petd ™y opLobétnon . Kat
oY TEPITTWON NG UToPoVY va optoboly «amdtepo -
eEwtepixd» 6pLA TN, Tl OTTOla, PLOLXA, OPLOTLXOTTOLOV-
VTOL LETA TNY TEALXM 0pLobéTmon Tng, YeEYOVOS To omolo
éyet aklomornoetl  EAAGSa, pe Bdon Tig xatd T avwTéQw
dtataEelg Tov dpbpov 156 mop. 1 tov v. 4001/2011.
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THE STATUS OF THE MARITIME ZONES OF GREECE
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adjacent or opposite State does not exceed twice the extend either of the
Continental Shelf or the Exclusive Economic Zone.

a)

b)

Consequently, the delimitation of both the Continental Shelf and
the Exclusive Economic Zone — which opens the way of the legal
exercise of the above mentioned sovereign rights of any kind — is
achieved with the procedure that is established especially by the
provisions of the International Law of the Sea according to the
Convention of Montego Bay, 1982 after the agreement of the States
concerned. And since there is not such an agreement, then the
delimitation, after the case has been brought to court by the States
concerned in the frame of the arbitration agreement, is assigned to
the jurisdiction of International Justice, either to the International
Court of Justice in Hague, as e.g. Greece has selected or to the
International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea in Hamburg,.

In conclusion, it is useful to make the following clarifications, al-

ways based on the rules of the International Law of the Sea ac-

cording to the Convention of Montego Bay, 1982.

b1) The delimitation of the Continental Shelf does not need to be
previously “declared” by the State, because of its institutional
character as existing “ab initio” and “ex officio”. But this
State can, even before the delimitation according to the
aforementioned procedure, define, if they decide, “outer”
limits of the Continental Shelf, which, of course, will become
definitive after the final delimitation. As it has already been
clarified, Greece has made this choice based on the provi-
sions of the article 156 paragraph 1 of the law 4001/2011.

b2) On the contrary, the Exclusive Economic Zone can be “de-
clared” either before or after its delimitation. And in this case
its “outer” limits can be defined, which, of course, will be-
come definitive after the final delimitation, a fact that Greece
has made use of based on the above provisions of the article
156 paragraph 1 of the law 4001/2011.

©e 4D =



TO KAOEXTQY TON OAAAAXION ZONQN THY EAAAAAY
KATA TO AIEONEX AIKAIO THY OAAAXYAY

B3) Emionuaivetor, COUTTANEWUATIXWS, OTL OL TTOUVNLOVEVLO-
ueveg TpwTofBovAieg g EAAGSag Yo Tar amdtepor eEwTe-
owa opLa g Yporoxpnmidoag xot g AmoxAstotixng Ot-
XOVOWULXNG ZwYNG, %oTd TG OtataEelg tov apbpov 156
mop. 1 Tov v. 4001/2011, otnplybnxoy atov xavove tong o-
TOOTOONG/UEONG YOOUUNG KoL UE TTANEN ETTNPELX TwY N7-
oLV LOG.

3. lapatnenoels wg TPOG TNV «TAJON eTHOELa» TV NNOLOY pog
oVoQOPLX& e TNV YQoAoxpnmido ot TNV ATOXASLGTIXY
Owovoptx Zwvy

Q¢ mPog ™Y aTEUTNYLXY, TNV oTolo TPETEL V' axoAovbnoel | EANGSo

YLt TNV SLGQAALGY TNG «TTANOOVS ETTNOELAS» TwY NNOLWOY Lag LOLWG XATA
v optobétnomn g Yeporoxpnmidag xor g AToxAsiotixng Ouxovoulxig
Zovng, odppwvo pe TG otatdEelg tou Atebvodg Awxaiov tng OdAacoog
xoté Ty 2LouPoon tov Montego Bay tov 1982, mpénet v toviabel éti oL
«otwyol» g dtebvolg voporoyiog eppovilovtol GNULEPO LAANOY EVLVOLXOL
LTEEP TV Ebvixdy pog Ofocwy.

o) Kot todto duott mopd tig apyinés dLOUEVELS VOULOAOYLOXES OLo-

B)

XVUAVOELS -LOLWE HE PAom OPLOUEVES, AUECHS ULETA TNV EVOPEN
™G Loyvog TN LouPaong Tov Montego Bay tov 1982, to 1995, a-
ToQaoeLg xVPiwg Tou Atebvodg Atxaotnplov g Xayng- oL omoi-
€¢ €v TOANOLG o@elAovTon xaL TNy 0QPOXALOQAYY ooAPELH CGL-
TxexPLLEVLWY pLOuloEwY ToL xOTd T avwTépw Atclvolg Auxaiov
™G O4AxGo0G, N GTEOPYN TNG AVTIOTOLYNG VOULOAOYLOG LTEQ TNG
«TTANOOVG ETNOELOS» TWY VNOLWY EUTESWVETOL ONOEVOAL KOl TTE-
PLo0HTEPO. AXPWCS EVIELXTLXY] XUL OVTLTTPOOWTEVLTLXY ELVAL N TTEO-
oot andpoon -tng 12™ lovAiov 2016- tov Aiebvodg AtowtnTe-
x00 Awoaotnpiov, To omoio ovyxpotninxe xor emANPONxE v
TPOXELUEVW XaTA TS StatdEets Tou Hopaptiuotog VII tng Zou-
Boaong Tov Montego Bay tov 1982, otnv vmdbeon petagd OrALme-
vy xor Kivag yia ynotwtixodg oynuottopods oty Notia Zi-
vxé Odiacoo. Ewdixdtepo:

Meté amd poxpoypovies, axopmeg, dtampoyotedoels e Ty Kiva,
Yo Staopég oty NoTLo Zvixnr} OdAoooo Tl TwY TOPWY YNOLLY
IOV TEEPLXAELOVTOL OUITTO TNV YVWOTA «YQOUUT TWY EVVEX ONUELY >

O 46 =



THE STATUS OF THE MARITIME ZONES OF GREECE
ACCORDING TO THE INTERNATIONAL LAW OF THE SEA

b3) Additionally, it is noted that the aforementioned initiatives
of Greece about the outer limits of the Continental Shelf, ac-
cording to the provisions of the article 156 paragraph 1 of
the law 4001/2011 were based on the rule of the equal dis-
tance/middle line and with full effect of our Islands.

3. Notes about the “full effect” of our Islands regarding the
Continental Shelf and the Exclusive Economic Zone

Concerning the strategy that Greece should follow to ensure the “full ef-
fect” of our Islands especially during the delimitation of the Continental
Shelf and the Exclusive Economic Zone, according to the provisions of the
International Law of the Sea and the Convention of Montego Bay, 1982, it
must be noted that the “omens” of the international jurisprudence cur-
rently appear rather in favour of our National Positions.

a)

b)

That is because despite the initially unfavourable judicial fluctua-
tions — especially based on some decisions made by the Interna-
tional Court of Justice in Hague immediately after the entry into
force of the Convention of Montego Bay, 1982 in 1995 — which
were largely due to the evident ambiguity of certain rules of the
according to the above International Law of the Sea, the turn of
the corresponding jurisprudence in favour of the “full effect” of
the islands is more and more consolidated. The recent decision
— on 12" July, 2016 — of the International Court of Arbitration,
that convened and dealt with the case between the Philippines
and China about the island formations in the South China Sea,
according to the provisions of Annex VII of the Convention of
Montego Bay, 1982, is highly indicative and relative. More spe-
cifically:

After long and fruitless negotiations with China about differences

in the South China Sea for the resources of the islands included
in the known “nine-dash line”, the Philippines brought the case
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(«nine-dash line»), oL DINTTTIVES TTPOGEPULYOLY, [LOVOUEQNS, OTO KOTH

T ovwTépw Atebvég Arontind Auxaotrpro, to 2013.

B1) Ilopd T amdéAvTEG avtippnoets g Kivag, o wg ave Ate-
Ovég ArotnTind AtxaoTNELO €XPLVE WG TTOPAGEXTN TNY EVK-
OV TOL TPOGEULYYN TV DLALTTiVEWY X0 exdixaoce Ty OAn
vntébeon, pe Baoxd oxemTixd TO OTL N TPEOAVAPEPOUEV
TTPOGQLYN OEV APOPOVOE OLXOTTIXN %xPlomM €T {NTNUATWY
Kupropyiog twv dvo Kpatdy, obte xav {nripota oplobéty-
ong Bordootwy Lwvoy, OTwg TT.Y. ™S Yparoxpnmidoas M Tng
AmoxAetotinng Owxovoulxng Zahyng, LETOED Toug.

B2) A@opovoe, xol poAoTo xot’ eEoyny, {nTiuotor epunvelag
TwY JoTaEewy Tov dpbpov 121 Tov Atebvolg Awxaiov g
OdAacoog xota Ty XLouBaon tov Montego Bay tov 1982,
WIlWg WG TPOG TNY «TANON ETHOELA» TWY YNOLWOY EV YEVEL,
L0 TV « TPy wyh» Yooahoxpnmidog xon AvytaAitidag Zw-
VNG 0TO TAGLGLO YNOLWTIXWY OYNULOTLOUWY TS NOTLog Zive-
x1Ng Odracoog. Puoxd, xoL TOEA TO TEQLOPLOUEVO TOL TTE-
dtov, evtdg Tov omotov dnuLovEYNONxe N eTidixy SLoPoPA,
N amoEooy Tov Atebvodg Aartrtinod Auxaotnpiov dnutovp-
Yel YOpoAOYLOXO TTPONYOVUEVO, TO OTIOLO COUPWG ETTNPEALEL
TNV TEOUVNLOVEVOUEYT UL, XOL LOVY], OLapOPa UETAED EA-
Aédog o Tovpriog, dnAady) Tnv opLobBétnon tng ynoLwTixmig
Yoporoxpnmidag xol tng avtioTolyns AmoxAstotixng Owxovo-
wxng Zwvng, oto Avyolo xow oty Avoatolxn Meodyeto,
OTTWG TTPOXVTITEL XL OTTO ToL EENG:

[draitepn vouLxn onuocio €xovy exetveg oL oxEPELS TNG ATTOPOOTG

™ 127 TovAiov 2016 tov Aebvoig AtartnTixod Auxaatnpiov, TToL

epmepLéyovtoL ato obiter dicta op. 473-553 xow oL omoleg avadet-
xVO0LY, OE YEVLXEG YOOUUES, LETOED GAAWY, xot T axdAovbo:

Y1) Tlpw am’ Ao oL wg Avw oxédPelg 03nyYody TNy «StaAev-
XOYON» CNULOVTIXGY TTTUYWY TOV YOOUULATOG XOL TOL TVED-
QLotog Twy dLatdEewy Touv dpbpov 121 touv Atebvodg Auxai-
ov NG OdAacoog xatd Ty ZopPacn tov Montego Bay tov
1982 mov, émwe mpoexTébnxe, Sev eival dLattépws capeic.
Ymoudotdtepn O TTUYN ELVOL EXELYY, 1] OTTOLOL XATASELXVD-
gL, evtig Tov PLOULETIXO0V eSOV TWY SLaTAEEWY TOL XATA
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unilaterally to the above International Court of Arbitration in
2013.

b1)

b2)

Despite the absolute opposition of China, the above Interna-
tional Court of Arbitration found the action brought to it by
the Philippines admissible and proceeded with the whole
case, on the grounds that the aforementioned action brought
to it was not about the judicial judgement on matters of Sov-
ereignty of the two States, not even matters of delimitation
of maritime zones, as e.g. the Continental Shelf or the Exclu-
sive Economic Zone between them.

It was about, principally, matters of interpretation of the
provisions of the article 121 of the International Law of the
Sea according to the Convention of Montego Bay, 1982, es-
pecially regarding the “full effect” of the islands in general,
for the “production” of Continental Shelf and Territorial Sea
within island formations in the South China Sea. Of course,
despite the limitations of the scope, within which the differ-
ence in litigation was created, the decision made by the In-
ternational Court of Arbitration creates a legal precedent,
which affects the aforementioned one and only difference
between Greece and Turkey, that is the delimitation of the
insular Continental Shelf and the corresponding Exclusive
Economic Zone in the Aegean Sea and the Eastern Mediter-
ranean, as derives from the following:

The thoughts of the judgment of 12" July 2016 of the Interna-
tional Court of Arbitration, which are contained in the orbiter
dicta no. 473-553, are of special legal importance and they high-
light, in general, among others, the following:

cl)

First of all, the above thoughts lead to the “clearing up” of
important aspects of the fact and the spirit of the provisions
of the article 121 of the International Law of the Sea accord-
ing to the Convention of Montego Bay, 1982, which, as men-
tioned before, are not very clear. The most important aspect
is the one which shows, within the regulatory scope of the
provisions of the above mentioned article 121, what the rule
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Y2)

T ovwTtépw &pbpouv 121, ToLog elvar o xovovag xoL ToLo
eivor M eEalpean wg TPOG TNV «TANON ETNOELA» TWV V1-
OLWY YLO TNV «TopaywYyn» Yoohoxpnmidoag xal AmoxAet-
otxng Owovoptxng Zwvng. Kéatl mov onpadivet, oavtobpd-
WG, OTL M eEnlpeon TMPETEL Vo EQUNVEVETOL GTEVKG XAL, OL-
voxoovla, in dubio, wg TEOG TNV in concreto epunveia, TEE-
TEL VO ETULAEYETOL 1] EQOPUOYT TWV ILATAEEWY TOL XAVOVOL.
SUYHEXQLUEVD, TOV XOVOVO. OLVLGTOUY OL OLOTAEELS TNG
nap. 1 Tov dpbpov 121 tng XduPaong tov Montego Bay
Tov 1982 -ou omoleg optlovy GtL yNoog sivor pLo SLolop-
QPWUEYN TEPLOYN ENEAg TTov TePLPpEyeTal amd HAaT KoL
oL BPLOXETOL TTAVW OTTO TNV ETULPAVELX TWY LOATWY KATE
NV REYLOTN TIANURLELSA- o8 GLYIVLOGCUS PE TLG OLATAEELS
™™g map. 2 Tou (dov apbpov, ot omoieg optlovy dtL, pe TNV
cEalpeon TwY JLaTdEEWY TNG TTaP. 3, T YNoLa xovy Aryt-
oATdo Zwyn, Zovopebovoa Zwyn, Ypodoxpnmido xot A-
moxAeLotixy] Owxovoulxn Zwvy.

XNV CLVEYELD, OL TLPOUVNULOVEVOUEVEG OXEDELS TNG ATTOPOL-
ong g 127 TovAlov 2016 Tov AteBvodg ArontrTinod Axo-
oTNELOL JLOXPIVOLY, EURETWS TIANY COPWS, WS TEOS TO V-
ol& v doxnon «mAjpovs Kvptaoyioag» omd ty doxnon
KAVPLOPYIXWDY OXAUWUATWY ». Ko ue Tov TpOTTo owTd, TTé-
v1oTE 88 6T0 TAXLGLO TNG EPUNVELOG xaVOVa-EEXLPETNS XU TA
TOL TTPOOVAUPEPOLEVL, OONYOVVTOL GTO CLUTEQPUOUA OTL ATTO
TNV Lot TTAEVPEE OAaL TaL VNOLA, OVEEOLPETWG, «TTOOAYOVY >
ArytoAitida Zadvn xor Zovvopedovoa Zavr. Avtibétwe -xon
ue Baon Tig StatdEelg g Top. 3 ToL WS Avw Gpbpov 121,
Ol OTTOLEG ELOAYOLY TNY XUTA T aAVWTEQPW cEolpean- Ypoho-
xonmeida xo AmoxAetotixy] OtxovopLxn Zhvn «Topdyovy»
0N, AVEEXLPETWE XOL aVEEXPTNTWG LEYEDOLG, Tar YNOLA, TTOV
€XOLY TLG ATALTOVUEVES TTPOVTTOOETELS VO GLYTNENGOLY, -
TodLVAUWE, eite avbpwTvy (w1 €lTe xaL aTTAN OLXOVOULXT
dpaatnELtéTTa. DLOLKA, XOL GOUPWYO UE TNV TTROUVOPEPD-
WEVYN EpUNVELD XaVOVO-EERLPEDTNG, N EV TIPOXELULEVL OV TOJD-
Yo ouvTNENo «avbpdmvng {wns» N «otxovoulxns Soot-
OTNOLOTNTAS» TUPETEL VOL EQEVVATOL, UE TPOTTO TTOL JEV 0OM-
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c2)

is and what the exception is concerning the “full effect”” of the
islands and the “production” of Continent Shelf and Exclusive
Economic Zone. That, consequently, means that the excep-
tion must be interpreted in a narrow and corresponding way,
in dubio and concerning the in concreto interpretation, the im-
plementation of the provisions of the rule must be selected.
More specifically, the rule is comprised by the provisions of
paragraph 1 of the article 121 of the Convention of Montego
Bay, 1982 — which define that an island is a naturally formed
area of land, surrounded by water, which is above water at
high tide — combined with the provisions of paragraph 2 of
the same article, which define that except as provided for in
paragraph 3, the islands have Territorial Sea, Contiguous
Zone, Continental Shelf and Exclusive Economic Zone.

The above thoughts of the judgment of 12" July 2016 of the
International Court of Arbitration distinguish, indirectly yet
clearly, the exercise of “full Sovereignty” from the exercise of
“sovereignty rights” regarding the islands. In this way, always
within the scope of the interpretation of the rule-exception ac-
cording to what has been already mentioned, they conclude
that, on one hand all the islands, without exceptions, “produce”
Territorial Sea and Contiguous Zone. On the contrary — based
on the provisions of the paragraph 3 of the above mentioned
article 121 that introduce the above exception — all the islands,
without exceptions and regardless their size, which can sustain
human habitation or economic life of their own, “produce”
Continental Shelf and Exclusive Economic Zone. Of course,
according to the aforementioned interpretation of the rule-ex-
ception, the sustenance of “human habitation” or “economic life”
in question must be investigated, in a way that it does not lead
to a form of “equation” of the islands to rocks or island rocks,
in a form of “emaciation” of the effect of the islands for the
“production” of Continental Shelf and Territorial Sea.
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Yel og pLo Lopen TeAxNG «e&lowans» Twy ynolwy pe Ppd-
¥oug 1 Bpayovnoideg, SNAadY OE ULa LOPYT «ATTOOTEWTNG »
TNG ETNPELAG TWY YNOLWY YLO TNV «TTORAYWYN» YQaAOXON-
Tidog xo AvytoAitidog Zwvng.

0) Y16 T avwtépw dedopéva elval TPOQOVNG 1 ONUOCLO TNG XOTA
T ovwTEPW amopaons ¢ 12 IovAlov 2016 touv Aicbvoig Avo-
o) Awcaotnpiov petoEd Orhtmriveoy xow Kivag, wg mpog to
VOULOAOYLOXO TTPOMYOVILEVO, TO 0TTOL0 dMULOLEYEL LTEEP TNg EAAG-
dog oupevdg yior To Tl ALytaAlTidor Zevn xol X0Vopebovoa Zwyn
gYovy 0N, aveEalpétwe, Too EAAnvixéd Nnoia. Ko, apetépovn, Y-
Qoahoxpnmida xo ATOXAELOTIXN OXOVOULXY ZOYN «TToAYoLY »,
xata Ty LopBaon tov Montego Bay touv 1982, 6Aa, aveEotpétwg
%o oaveEapTTwg peyéboug, o EAAvixd Nnota -apo xaw ato At-
Yoto xar oty AvatoAuxn Meodyeto- toe omolor Ltopody, vTo TG
WG AV SLELXPLVIOELS, YO GLYTNPNCOLY AVTOBVLYAUWG EiTtE VP~
Tyn {1 €T xo ATTAY] OLXOVOWLXY SPUGTNELOTNTO.

IV. Ou Atepevvntinég EToa@és not 1 emTORTINY AVOY®Y]
vTtevOvuLeng TPOog ™ Tovpxia TV ASLATEAYUATELTOY
0¢ocwv pog el cuyxexplpévoy Efvixwy Ospdtoy

[Mopd o yeyovog 6t oL Atgpevvntixég Emapés Bploxovtal axdur, 6mwe
NOY emLoNUAVONXE, 08 TEWLLO GTASLO O, PLOLXA, ATTEYOLY TTOAD ATTO TO
VOU XOTAANEOVY OE [LLOL LOPEPY] OLOLUGTLXTG OLATIPOYLATEVGYG, ETULTOXTLUN
eppoaviletol  ovéryxn dtapxolg brevbdutong Tpog Ty Tovpxio Twv odLo-
TEXYUETELTWY OoEwY Pog Tl 0PLOUEVWY, XPLOLUWY €V TTPOXELUEVW, EbvL-
%G pag Ospatwy. IIoAAD paArov dtay, 6Ttwe emeEnyninxe cvbig ek apyng,
1 Tovpxio, xotd TNV TAYLO TOXTLXY TNG, Do eTtiyetpnoet vor Staotpédel ™y
EvvoLa ToL 0poL «Oaiaocotes Zwves», Ttov EyeL tebel wg TAaloLo opLobéTn-
oG TOL OVTIXELUEVOL TwV Atgpevvnuixedy Emapay. IIépay, Aotmdy, e oo~
(ov¢ Tpoetdomoinong g Tovpxiog -yLa Ty ool EYEL YIVEL ETTOVELANULILE-
VWG AGY0G- OTL 0 WG AV OPOS OLIOAWS TPOTOTIOLEL, X’ oLovdNToTE TPO-
o, Ty Ebvixn pog 0éon mepl prog, xor pévng, Stopopdg LeETaEd pog, g
0pLoBénomng g YNoLWTLXNG LPAAOXENTLSOG KoL TNG AVTLoTOLYNG ATTOXAEL-
otxrg Owovoutxng Zwvng oto Avyaio xor oty AvatoAixn Meadyeto, emt-
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d) Considering the above data, the importance of the above judg-
ment of 12% July 2016 of the International Court of Arbitration
between the Philippines and China is obvious, concerning the le-
gal precedent, which is in favour of Greece since, on one hand all
the Greek Islands, without exceptions, have Territorial Sea and
Contiguous Zone. On the other hand, all the Greek Islands —
therefore in the Aegean and the Eastern Mediterranean, too - re-
gardless of their size and without any exceptions, which can sus-
tain human habitation or economic life of their own, according to
the above clarifications, “produce”, according to the Convention of
Montego Bay, 1982, Continental Shelf and Exclusive Economic
Zone.

IV. The Exploratory Contacts and the imperative need to
remind Turkey of our non-negotiable positions on
certain National Matters

Despite the fact that the Exploratory Contacts are in a very early stage,
as has already been noted, and are, of course, far from resulting into a kind
of a substantial negotiation, the need to continuously remind Turkey of our
non-negotiable positions on certain, critical National Matters, is imperative.
Moreover, as it has already been explained right from the start, Turkey, as
they always do, will attempt to twist the meaning of the term “Maritime
Zones” which has been put into the scope of defining the object of the Ex-
ploratory Contacts. So, beyond the clear warning towards Turkey — about
which much has already been said — that the above term does not modify,
in any way, our National position about the one and only difference be-
tween us, that of the delimitation of the insular continental shelf and the
corresponding Exclusive Economic Zone in the Aegean Sea and the East-
ern Mediterranean, it is imperative to make continuously clear to Turkey
our constant positions on, at least, the following National Matters:
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BePAnuévo eivar vo xabiotovton dtopxwdg copeic Tpog v Tovpxiot xo ot
mayleg Héoeig pog ent Twy €Eng, TovAdytoTov, EOvixwy pog Ocspétwy:

A. Qg Tpog To dxalmpa opvYTXNs 0wEaxtong OA®y,
oVEENLPETWS, TV NNoLtwy pog 6to Atyalo

H EANGSa €xel To duxaimpa -0AAG %ol Ty DTTOYPEWGTY, 0POL TOVTO O-
@opd Ty Ttpoataaia g EAAnvixg Enixpdteiag- téoo Lo 3txd tng Aoyo-
pLoopd 600 xol amévovit oty Evpwraixn ‘Evworn, wg mAnpeg Kpdtos-
Mérog g, v Bwpoxilet apovTixdg Ao, aveEotpétwg, T Nnotd tng oto
Avyaio, aveEapTNTWG NG EXTAONG TOL EGAPOVS TOLG XAUL TOV OV XA TOLXOV-
vton 1 OyL.

1. To &pbpo 51 tov Kataoctatixod Xaptn tov OHE

To duxaiwpo awtd otnpiletal xvElwg otig StatdEelg Tov &pbpov 51 tov
Koataotatixod yédptn tov OHE, ot omoleg xatoyvpwvouy To txolmpo
Kpdtoug-Méroug tov OHE Ttepl «voutune auvvog» 6xL hovo o mepintw-
om évomtAng emtibeong evavtiov TOL, AAAG XOL OE TEPITTWON «ATELANS X ON-
ong Blos» N oaxduN ®OL «ETUXEUEYNG ATTELANS», OTILE TTEOXVTTTEL OTTO TNV
TpaxTLxN avtod TovTtov Tov OHE, o oyt.

o) Kot eivor dedopévo, 0mwe 1o toviabnxe, 61t  Tovpxia, tdiwg
uetd v etofoin oty Kdmpo 1o 1974, tov oymuoatiopd Tng
«Xtpatias to Atyaiov» xobwg xal UETE TO evieAws awbaipeTo
«casus belli» wg TEOG TNY EMEXTOON TNG ALYLAALTLIONG ZWVNG, O-
TeLtAel SLorypovixtdg o eVbéwg ™y EAAGSa, o pe Ty yeNom
Blog -0mwg amodetxviet, emimpoatétwe, N TEOoEATY GTAON NG,
UETE TNV «oUVohn» TOL ASYOUEVOL «TOVOXOALBUXOD UVnUOVI-
ou»- tapaPLalovtog cvbéwg To Atcbvég Alxato xo, xat’ eEoyxny,
70 AteBvég Aixoaro tng OdAacoog xortd v ZouBoon tov Montego
Bay touv 1982. ZdpPaon, n omola deopedet, Owg Tovionxe, ko
v Tovpxio, péow YeEVIXWG TOEAIESEYUEVWY KOVOVWY TOL Ate-
Bvoic Awxaiov.

B) IlEpav todTwy, n Tovpxic oLEOAWS o xab’ orovdMmoTe TPOTO
umopel va emtixaieitar Ty LopPaon Etpnvng twv Moptoiwy tov
1947, S tng omotag mapaywendnxoy o Awdexdvnoo oty EA-
Aéda. Ko owtéd emerdn n Tovpxia Sev vmnpEe ocvpBoiiduevo pé-
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A.Regarding the right of defensive shielding of all our Islands
in the Aegean Sea, without exceptions

Greece has the right — but also the obligation, since this concerns the
protection of the Greek Territory, towards our Country, but also towards the
European Union as a Member State — to shield defensively all our Islands
in the Aegean Sea, without any exceptions, regardless of their size and
whether they are inhabited or not.

1. The article 51 of the United Nations Charter

This right is mainly based on the provisions of the article 51 of the
United Nations Charter, which enshrine the right of the Member-State of
the UN of “legal self-defence” not only in case of armed attack against this
State, but also in case of “threat of use of violence” or even “imminent threat”,
as results from the practice of the UN.

a) It is a fact, as it has already been noted, that Turkey, especially
after the invasion in Cyprus in 1974, the creation of the “Aegean
Army” and after the totally arbitrary “casus belli” concerning the
extension of the Territorial Sea, has always and directly threat-
ened Greece, even with the use of violence — as it is, additionally
proved by the “conclusion” of the so-called “turkish-libyan memo-
randum” — violating directly the International Law and, especially,
the International Law of the Sea according to the Convention of
Montego Bay, 1982, which bounds Turkey as well through the
generally accepted rules of International Law.

b) Beyond that, Turkey cannot invoke, in any way, the Paris Peace
Treaty, 1947, with which the Dodecanese Islands were ceded to
Greece. This is because Turkey was not a contracted party to the
above Convention, which was signed between the victorious Allies
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00G OTNY WG Avw XvvhNun, 1 omolo €xel ouvabel peTaEd TwV
Soppywy vxntay tou B” Iloyxdoptov [MoAépov xow tng Itaiiog.
A fortiori, n Tovpxio opeiletl v oé€feto, oto axépato, Ty ZuviT-
xn Etpnvng, n omoioe ovviota, Evavtl auTg, «res inter alios actax.

2. To &pbpo 42 map. 7 g ZovOxng g Evpwmaixig "Evworng

(ZEE)

To idto Suxaiwpo -qpoe xow Ty (dLa LTTOYPEWON- avTAEl 1 EAAGSo %o
pe Baorn to Evpwraixd Aixoro xor to avtiotoryo Evpwraixd Kextnuévo,
olppwyo pe TG oaxdAovbeg Stevxplvioets:

o) O dratdiEets Tov dpbpov 42 tap. 7 €8. o g Zuvbnung g Evpw-
Totxng "Evworng, ov omoleg xatoyvpwvouy Tig Oeoutxég eyyunoetlg
EVEQYOTTIOINOYG TNG PNTEOS «Auolfaliog Auvvos, GToy omelAelToL
Kopdroc-Méhog ¢ Evpwraixng ‘Evworng, mopoaméumovy evbéwg,
WG TPOG TG TPODTOHETELS EVEQYOTTOINOMG TNG PNTEOG AVTYG, OTLG
TIPOUYNLOVEVOPEVES OLaTaEeLg Tou Gpbpov 51 Tov Kataotatixod
Xépt oo OHE. Kotd To070, 0L 006 dve SLoTaEeLg artoTte Aoy -
pog tou Evpwmroaixod Kextnuévov, ondte n EAAGSo €xel Tto duxoud-
wuoe apLyTXng Bwpdxtong twy Nnothy tov Avyaiov evavtioyv g
TOLEXIUNG ATELAYG oL Ue Baon to Beouxd TAaioto Tov Evpwo-
txo0 Awxaiov xor Tov avtioTolyov Evpwmoixod Kextnuévoo.

B) EmmAlov, xat evOPeL NG XATEAPWENG TOVEULXNG TTEOXANTLXOTY-
Tog xol evbelog ametAng evavtiov g, N EAAGSo Sixarodtar, avé
oo oTLYUY, va {nthoet, wg Kpdtog-Mérog tng Evpwmaixnig 'E-
VWOTG, TY EVEQPYOTOINOY NG pNTES «Auotfoios Auvvos>», xatd
TLg dratdkelg Tov dpbpov 42 mop. 7 g XEE. Tlpog v xoted-
Buvon avtn N EAA&Sa propet vo emixadeabel Ty mpoxTiny, n o-
ol €xel Ewg Twpa axolovbnbel oto TAaioto g Evpwmaiunng
"Evwong, yLow ™y eveQYOTTOiNnom TG WS Gvw PNTEOG.

B. Q¢ mpog o 67l dev LTAPYOVY OLAGINTOTE LOPOPYG «YX*OLLES
foveg» oto Aryoalo

AmoteAel xowd téTO, 670 TAaiolo g Evpwmainng xor g Atebvoig

"Evvoung TéEng, 10 yeyovidg 6t mpwtiotwg ot Zovinxeg g Awldyng tov
1923 xow twv [aptolwy tov 1947 xabopilovy, emoxpLBuwg xot xwpelic xové-
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of World War II and Italy. A fortiori, Turkey should fully respect
the Peace Treaty, which is “res inter alios acta”, as far as Turkey is
concerned.

2. The article 42 paragraph 7 of the Treaty of the European
Union (TEU)

Greece has the same right — and, therefore, the same obligation — based
on the European Law and the corresponding EU acquis, according to the
following clarifications:

a) The provisions of the article 42, par.7, subparagraph a’ of the Treaty
of the European Union, which enshrine the institutional guarantees
of the activation of the Clause of “Mutual Defence”, when a Member-
State of the European Union is threatened, refer directly, concerning
the presuppositions of the activation of this Clause, to the aforemen-
tioned provisions of the article 51 of the United Nations Charter.
Therefore, the above provisions are part of the European Union ac-
quis, so Greece has the right to shield the Islands of the Aegean Sea
against the turkish threat, based on the institutional framework of the
European Law and the corresponding European Acquis.

b) Moreover, in view of the turkish blatant provocativeness and direct
threatening, Greece has the right, at any moment, as a Member State
of the European Union, to ask for the activation of the Clause of
“Mutual Defence”, according to the provisions of the article 42, par.7
of the TEU. Towards this direction, Greece can invoke the practice,
which has been followed up to the present within the framework of
the European Union, to activate the above Clause.

B.Concerning the fact that there are not “grey zones” of any
kind in the Aegean Sea
It is a commonplace that, within the framework of the European and

the International Legal System, the fact that firstly the Treaties of Lausanne
in 1923 and of Paris in 1947 define exactly and without any problem of
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VO EQUNVEVLTLXO TTEOPRANULE, T GVVOPX, TO ESXPOG XOL TNV ETT OVTWY XVEL-
opyio g EAGSag, Sixwg v’ aprvouy ixvog «yxpilos {eovng» diwg oty
Baraooa, ko diywg va vTdxeVTOL, OTTd TNY POGY TovG, o avabewpnon 7
emxatpomoinoy. '’ avtd xot 1o Lévo «avoryto» Chtnuor petoEd EANGSag
xo Tovpxiag eivor 1 0pLoBETNON NG VNOLWTIXNG LPaAOXENTISOG, XOTE T
OVWTEQW.

1. Ta oOvopa xot To €daog g EAAGdag wg cVuvopa %ot
€doaog t¢ Evpomainig "Evworg

Ta abvopa xo to €dapog tng EAAGSag, IO Tar wg Avew dedopéva, ei-
vor ovvopa xo €dapog g Evpwmaixng ‘Evworng, xatd xdpto Adyo odp-
Qwvo pe Tic StatdEete Tov dpbpov 4 Top. 2 xow 3 xa 21 o, 2 TEP. o)
xor v) g ZEE, twv dpbpwy 67 mtap. 2 xow 77 mtap. 2 mep. 3) xor mop. 4
g Bouvhrrng Aettovpyiog g Evpwnaixic Evwong (ZAEE) xow tng mop.
IIT Tov Evpwmoaixod Zopewvou yio v Metavdotevon xal to AcvAo Tov
2008, 6mwg OAeg oL dratdEelg avtég €xovy gpunvevbel xon epappocbel
amtd v voporoyio Tou Auxaotnpiov ¢ Evpwnaixic Evwong (AEE). Tiwg
TPOOYOPEPOUEVES pLBLLTELS WG TTPOG Tar abVoPa xaiL TO €dapog Tng Evpw-
moixng ' Evwong, épxetot va evioydoet n Evpwmaixy vopobeaio yio to «Ad-
xtvo NATURA 2000, Tov oupopa. Tov emtoaxpLPn xoboptopd twy evtdg Ev-
pwmoixNg Evwong Teplox®hy He TPOOTATEVOUEVO OLXOCGLGTHULATA.

2. To mpoypappo «Aixtvo NATURA 2000»

Ta otouyeio wg TEOG TG TEPLOYES TTOL TEPLAOUPavovTaL 6To «AxTLO
NATURA 2000» amodetxy0ouy OTL Ol TEQLOYES AVTES -CLUTIEQLAABOVO-
wEvwY Ty xabe eidovg ynoldwy ot Bpoyovnoidwy, Sixws vor Exel oLod-
TOTE YOULXY onuocia To Ttota efvat 1 €xTooy] Toug xat, a fortiori, To av xa-
TowxovvToL 1] Oyt-Bploxovtol evtdg Twy ouvépwy g EAN&Dag xow g Ev-
pwroixng Evwong.

o) Kotd ouveEmeLo, oL x&be pop@Ng «SexdIxNoels>», TOV XOTH KoL-
p0oV¢ o xotd To doxovy eyeipet  Tovpxia, eivor afdotpeg ot
ovbaipeteg. Xvvaxdérovba de Bpioxovtor o’ evbeio avtibeon pe
70 Aebvéc xow Evpwmaixéd Aixoro. To téoo Sdedopévn elval n el
TOY VOTEPW TEOYLOTIXWY X0 Beauinwy dedopévwy oTtdon Twy
21T TEPLTTWOT aPUodLwy Evpwmaixrwy Ocsouty mpoxdmTet xot
omd to 6Tl oL Ocsopol awTol €xovy aryvonoet Tic, emtiong aBAoLueg
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interpretation the borders, the territory and the sovereignty of Greece over
them, without any implications of “grey zones” especially in the sea and
without being subject, by their nature, to revision or updating. Consequent-
ly, the one and only “open”™ issue between Greece and Turkey is the de-
limitation of the insular continental shelf, according to the above.

1. The borders and territory of Greece as borders and territory
of the European Union

The borders and territory of Greece, according to the above data, are the
borders and territory of the European Union, mainly according to the pro-
visions of the article 4, par.2 and 3 and art. 21, par.2 c. a) and ¢) of the
TEU, the art.67 par.2 and 77 par.2 c.d) and par.4 of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) and of the par.IIl of the Eu-
ropean Pact on Immigration and Asylum, 2008, as all these provisions
have been interpreted and implemented by the case law of the Court of
Justice of the European Union (CJEU). All the above arrangements regard-
ing the borders and territory of the European Union are strengthened by
the European legislation for the “/ NATURA 2000 network”, which concerns
the exact definition of the areas with protected ecosystems within the Eu-
ropean Union.

2. The programme “NATURA 2000 network”

The information regarding the areas which are included in the “NATU-
RA 2000 network™ prove that these areas — including every kind of islet or
island rock, without their extent and, a fortiori, the fact whether they are
inhabited or not, being of any legal importance — are situated within the
borders of Greece and the European Union.

a) Consequently, any forms of “claim” made at times and at will by
Turkey, are unfounded and arbitrary. Therefore, they are directly
opposed to the International and European Law. The concrete
attitude of the relevant European Institutions towards the above
actual and institutional data results from the fact that these Insti-
tutions have ignored the, unfounded and arbitrary, “objections”
that Turkey has been addressing to them since 1998.
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xaL owbaipetee, «evotaaoes», Tov N Tovpxio Toug éxel amevOv-
vet, amd 1o 1998 wg onuepoa.

B) Koatd todro, Aoy, to Evpwmaixd Aixoro xol to avtictoryo Ev-
pwmoixd Kextnuévo mpootibevtal oto Atebvég Aixono -xvplwg
dg, OTwg TpoovopEpbnxe, otig Xuvinxeg g Awldvng Tov 1923
xor Twv [loptolwy Touv 1947- yio vaw xotaoTtel oopés apevog ot
T oVVopa %o TO €30pog TG EAN&Dag xa tng Evpwroainng 'E-
VWonG 0LSOAWS UToPoLY V' opeloBntmbody, xab’ olovdMmote
TpoTo. Ko, apetépov, 6TL, emLmAéoy ot auvoxorovba, dev v-
TAPYOLY «YxPLlES {wves» oto Avyaio.

I'. Qg TPOg TO VOULX®G OAVUTOGTOTO TOL ASYOUEVOL
«TOVP®OALBVXOV YUynUoViov»

To «tovpxoAfuxd uvnuovio» g 27.11.2019 otepeital oToLyeLdI0LG
YOULXOU ®VPOVG, TOG0 AdYw TOL TPOTOL cLVAPNG TOL XaT evbelor TaPA-
Baon Twv StatdEewy g LouPoong g BLévwrng, 6co xon Adyw TNng xotd-
QPwENS TopaBloons ovoLtwdwy dLatdEewy g LouLoorng tov Montego Bay
Tou 1982, wg Tpog v opLobétnon AmoxAetoting OuxovouLxng Zavng.

1. Ot Adyot Tov avVTOoTATOL

Eni tov ovwtépw mopatnpeiton TEQLANTTIXWS OTL TO «TovpxoAPuxo
UYNUOVLO» EYeL oLYoUPbEel xaTd TtapdfBoon xovdvwy «Oeuciwdovs onuaoct-
06> TOL E0WTEPLXOL Atxaiov Tng ALPBong, toL xweic Ty adpumTpaEn g Bou-
Mg Ty AvTitpooTtwy Tov Kpdtoug owtol, oxdpn O TEQLOGOTEPO UE PNT
ONAwon Tov [IPoESPov NG TTEPL UN oVOrYVWELOTG TOL «UYNUOVIOU» TOVTOU.
o) Kot my opbn e epunveio twv StatdEswy Tou dpbpov 46 mop. 1 g
20ppoong g Biévwrg, obppwvo xon pe v vopoloyio tov Aebvoig
Awxaatnpiov g Xaymg, N g ave TANUUEAELO xXaOLOTA TO «TOVEXO-
ABUXO UYNUOVIO>» VOULRKG OVUTIOGTATO XOL OVIXOVO VO TTOOOYGYEL
éwouo aroteAdéopota 010 Ttedio g Aebvodg Kowdtroag, dpo xo
évavtt g EAAGdag xou g Evpwmoinic ‘Evworng. oA pdiiov
OTOWY Y] GLVETIELOL OWUTY] ATTOPPEEL, EvovTt TG EAAGSag xow g Evpw-
Toixng ‘Evwong, xow xot’ eQopuoyy g apyng «res inter alios actax

%x0Té TNV VoUoAoYia Tou Aebvodg Auxaatnpiov tng Xdyme.
B) EmmAéov -xow xot’ ovaioy ot TNy QOEG- TO «TOVEXOALBUXO UVn-
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b) So, the European Law and the European Acquis are added to the
International Law — mainly, as was mentioned earlier, to the Trea-
ties of Lausanne in 1923 and of Paris in 1947 — to make clear that
the borders and the territory of Greece and the European Union
cannot be challenged in any way. Consequently, there are no “grey
zones” in the Aegean Sea.

C. Concerning the legally void so-called “turkish-libyan
memorandum”

The “turkish-libyan memorandum™, 27/11/2019, lacks elementary legal sta-
tus, due to the way it was contracted, in direct breach of the provisions of
the Vienna Convention and due to the blatant violation of elementary pro-
visions of the convention of Montego Bay, 1982, regarding the delimitation
of the Exclusive Economic Zone.

1. The reasons why it is void
Concerning the above, it must be noted in a few words that the “turkish-
libyan memorandum” has been contracted in breach of rules of “fundamental
importance” of the internal Law of Libya, i.e. without the participation of
the House of Representatives of this State and, what is more, with a clear
statement by the President about non recognition of this “memorandum”.
a) According to the right interpretation of the provisions of the article
46 par.1 of the Vienna Convention and the case-law of the Interna-
tional Court of Justice in Hague, the above deficiency renders the
“turkish-libyan memorandum” legally void and incapable of producing
legal results within the scope of the International Community and,
consequently, Greece and the European Union. What is more, this
consequence results against Greece and the European Union and in
compliance with the principle of “res inter alios acta” according to the
case-law of the International Court of Justice in Hague.
b) Moreover — and in essence this time — the “turkish-libyan memo-

© 61 =



TO KAOEXTQY TON OAAAAXION ZONQN THY EAAAAAY
KATA TO AIEONEX AIKAIO THY OAAAXYAY

UOoVLo» eTyeLpel opLtoBétnan Amoxietotixnng Otxovoutxng Zwvng Ue-
ToED Tovpxiag xow ABing TopoBLalovtag TOHo0 XATAPWE OLOLY-
O€Lg, €V TTPOXELWEVW, SLaTdEels Tng Zoufoong Tov Montego Bay tou
1982, 6mwg awvtég €xovy gpunvevdel amd Ty voporoyior tov Ate-
Bvodg Auxaotnpiov tng Xayne, WoTe CLLOTE TEWTOHYVWEO PV TL-
%6 Topadetypo mopafioong tov Atebvodg Auxalov xow g Atebvoig
Noptpdtrog. Me v évvola 4T 1 ovoy] ToL XL, TTOAD TTEPLOTOTE-
00, N oVorYVwELen Tov oo Ty Atebvr Kowdtrntor xow tov OHE 0é-
TEL OE UEYLOTO %LVSLYO TO XVDPOG AL TNV ATTOTEASOUATIXOTNTO. TOV
Atebvolg Auxaiov xan, oty oLYXEXOLULEVN TEPITTWOY, ToL Atxaiov
g OdAaooog xotd Ty LouPaon tov Montego Bay tov 1982.

2. H 0éom ¢ Evporaixig "Evworg
A6 v mAevpd g EAAGSag xa tng Evpwmaixng ‘Evwong €xet, evbig
ek apYNg, *OTAUOTEL COUPES OTL TO «TOVPXOAPBULXO UYNUOVLO», DTIO T AVW-
TEPW OdOUEVL, ELVOL YOULXWE AYUTIOGTATO XL OEV TTOPAYEL EVVOUOL OLTTO-
TEAECUOTO.
o) AXPWS YOPOXTNELOTIXA XL OVTILTTPOOWTEVTIXA TTPOG OUTY TNV

B)

xotebbuvon elvor To ovpTEpdopato Tov Evpwraixod Zvpfov-
Alov g 12ng AexepPpiov 2019, odppwva Pe Taw 0OTTOLOL TO «TOVP-
xOABUXO PUYNUOVIO» TIAOYEL OTtd BAPVTATES VOULXES TTANUUEAEL-
ec, ooV TapafLélel Ta xvELaE)LxA Stxotwpate Tpitwy Kpotwy,
dev ovvadel pe 1o Aixato g OdAacoog o, wg ex TOLTOL, OV
UTTOPEL VO TTOPALYALYEL EVVOULOL TTOTEAEGULOLTO.

H 6éon avt) EAAGSag ko Evpwraixng ‘Evwong eivor optotinm
O OUETAXANTY, TTEAYUO TTOL OMUOLVEL OTL TO «TOLEXOALBUXO
UynuovLo» 8ev Umopel, ato gvplTePo Tedio g Evpwraixyg E-
vwaorng xot ¢ Evpwmoaixig ‘Evvoung Tagng, v’ amoteAéoel [Bdon
olaadNmote oL{NTNOYNG WG TPOG TNV opLobétnon g Evpwmainng
AmoxAetotinng Owxovoulxng Zwyng, ToAD 8 TepLocdTEPO V' aTto-
TeEAéoEL, OUEowg ] EpUEOwGS, [Bdon YLa OLodNTOTE LOPETG SLo-
TPOYULATEVOY XOTA TNV EX PEPOVLS TNG EAN&Dag xow tng Evpwro-
txMg Evworng dtadixacio optobétnong -Befalwg o ouvepyooia pe
T xatd TEPITTWoN evdlopepoupeva Kpdtn- g EAAnvixng xow
¢ Evpwmaixig AmoxAeiotinng Owovoulxng Zwvng otov wWeo
Tou Atyalov xor g AvatoAuxig Meooyeiov. Me avti v 0éon
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randum” attempts the delimitation of the Exclusive Economic
Zone between Turkey and Libya blatantly violating, in this case,
essential provisions of the Convention of Montego Bay, 1982, as
they have been interpreted by the case-law of the International
Court of Justice in Hague, so that it is an unprecedented negative
example of violation of the International Law and the Interna-
tional Legality. Its tolerance and, much more, its recognition by
the International Community and the UN sets in great danger the
prestige and the effectiveness of the International Law and, in this
case, the Law of the Sea according to the Convention of Montego
Bay, 1982.

2. The position of the European Union

It has been made very clear, right from the start, on behalf of Greece and
the European Union that the “turkish-libyan memorandum”, based on the
above data, is legally void and does not produce legal results.

a)

b)

The conclusions of the European Council of 12* December 2019
are highly characteristic and representative, according to which
the “turkish-libyan memorandum” is vitiated by severe legal defects,
since it violates the sovereign rights of third States, is not in ac-
cordance with the Law of the Sea and, consequently, cannot pro-
duce legal results.

This position of Greece and the European Union is definite and
irreversible, which means that the “turkish-libyan memorandum”
cannot, in the broader scope of the European Union and the Eu-
ropean Legal Framework, be the base of any kind of discussion
regarding the delimitation of the European Exclusive Economic
Zone, much more be , directly or indirectly, the base of any form
of negotiation during the process of delimitation on behalf of
Greece and the European Union — of course with the cooperation
of the States involved according in each case — of the Greek and
the European Exclusive Economic Zone in the Aegean Sea and
the Eastern Mediterranean Sea. With this position and this way
of reaction, the European Union prevents effectively the danger of

© 63 =



TO KAOEXTQY TON OAAAAXION ZONQN THY EAAAAAY
KATA TO AIEONEX AIKAIO THY OAAAXYAY

%o owTd ToV TPoTo Owvtidpaorg, N Evpwraixn ‘Evwoy amotpénel
OTTOTEAEGUATLIXWG KO TOV X[YVOLYO TO «TOVPXOALUXO UYNUOVIO >
Vo ONULOVPYNOEL AXPWS APVNTLXO TIPOMNYOVUEVO EQPOOUOYNG TOV
Awxaiov g Odracoog Yo Ty opLtobétnon AmoxAetotixyg Ouxo-
YOLXNG ZedvNg aTov evpltepo Evpwmaixd Oahdooio ywpo.

A. Qg 7TPOg ™Y LTOYPEWGY cORTPAENS T Evpwmaixig
‘Evoworg xoatd tv 0pLo0tnoy g AToxAELGTIRYG
Owovoptxrig Zovng g EAA&Soc.

Eivow Beoptxwdg avtovomto 61t n AmoxAstotixy Owxovoulxn Zwvy twy
Kpothv-MeAwyv elvar xor AoxAetotinn Owxovoutxy] Zwvy g idtag tng Ev-
pwmoixng Evwong. Kot v’ awtd to mplopo tibeton o vopixo -xat, xat’ e-
TEXTAOY, TIOALTLXO- {ATNUOL TNG SLUVATOTNTOG XOL TNG LOPPNG COUTOOENS
¢ Evpwrnaixng 'Evwong oty 6An Stadixaocia optobétnong tng AmoxAet-
otxng Owovoulxng Zwvng xabe Kpdtovg-Méhovg xvplwg pe Toitor TOG
ovty Kpdtn, dobévtog 6Tt Sev €xel, amtd TASLEAG EVVOULY GUVETELLY, TNV
(Ot voux onuoactior xow aEla 1 oOUTEaEN TNg oL oty Stodtxacior 0pLo-
Bétnong g AmoxAstotixng Owxovoulxng Zwvng petald Kopoatwv-Meiwy,
OTTWG OLVERN TTPOCPATWG e TNY oLPPWVia LeTaED EANGSas-Itariog.

1. To Ozopxé wAaioto.

[N v’ avaybodue, vtd avoT™EWS vouLxods dpoue, oty Yevixy Bewpla
Tov Anudotov Awxaiov, oL petaEd Twy Kpatwv-MeAwy g Evpwraixng 'E-
VWONG GLREWYIES 0pLoBETNaNg TNg ATtoxAelaTixNg OtxovouLxng Zwvng Aet-
TOLPYOVY «EVOOOTTPEPWS>», NTOL EVTOG Tov Tediov g Evpwmaixig "Evvo-
ung Té&Eng xow Tov Acbvodg Awxaiov -ev mpoxeluévw g ZouPoong tov
Montego Bay tov 1982, mov amoteAel pépog tov Evpwnaixod Kextnué-
YOU- OTIOTE 7 W TOTEAYG oLUTPaEN g Evpwrtaixig Evwong o avtég to-
ploToTOL, XAVOVLOTLXWG, OXEGOV GEVLTEPEVOVOA.

o) [loAA® péAhov Gtay Tor eTtLpépovg opuddta dpyova tns Evpwrod-
1N 'Evworng €xovy, 00Ttwe 1 dAAwe, LTTOYPEWOY eTtoTttelag TNg lege
artis -ONAodM cOPPwYa pe To oVvoio Tov Evpwmaixod Auxaiov xow
Tov Evpwmoaixod Kextnuévou- xatqpTiong xot EQapUoYNg TWY wg
GV SLUPEWYLWY 0pLoBETNONS TNg ATtoxAstoTixnng OwovouLung Zw-
g, U avTlovpfoiiduevo pépn Kopdtn-Méan tng. EmmAéoy, xoun
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the “turkish-libyan memorandum”™ creating an extremely negative
precedent of the implementation of the Law of the Sea about the
delimitation of Exclusive Economic Zone in the broader Euro-
pean marine area.

D.Concerning the obligation of the participation of the
European Union for the delimitation of the Exclusive
Economic Zone of Greece.

It is institutionally self-evident that the Exclusive Economic Zone of the
Member States is also the Exclusive Economic Zone of the European Un-
ion. In this respect, a legal and, consequently, political issue arises: that of
the possibility and the form of the participation of the European Union to
the whole process of the delimitation of the Exclusive Economic Zone of
every Member State, especially with third States, since, from the point of
view of the legal effects, the legal importance and value of the EU participa-
tion in the process of the delimitation of the Exclusive Economic Zone
between Member States is not the same, as recently happened with the
agreement between Greece and Italy.

1. The institutional framework.

To refer, in strictly legal terms, to the general theory of the Public Law,
the agreements of the delimitation of Exclusive Economic Zone among
Member States of the European Union function “introversively”, i.e. within
the frame of the European Law and the International Law — in this case
the Convention of Montego Bay, 1982, which is part of the European Ac-
quis — so the separate participation of the European Union is, by regula-
tion, almost secondary.

a) Much more when the relevant competent bodies of the European
Union have, in any case, the obligation of the supervision of the
lege artis — according to the whole of the European Law and the
European Acquis - the setting out and the implementation of the
above agreements of the delimitation of Exclusive Economic Zone,
with Member States as contracting parties. Moreover, as it has
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OTtwg MM bTovoninxe, N cOPTPAEN o T ™ Evpwraixng Evwong
VOelTaL 6T0 aOYOAO TG dtadixaatiog oplobétnong tng AmoxAeLoTt-
xNg Owovoutxng Zwvng pe ta toltar Kpdtn, ftol amd 1o mpoxo-
TOEXTLXO GTASLO TOL TTPOGOLOPLOULOD TWY EXATEQWHEY axTWY WS TO
%x0PLO GTADLO, TTOL XOTOUANYEL GTYY GVVOUDY] TNG AVTLOTOLYNG OUL.-
Qwviag, HOTEPO OO TNV YEPEUEN, OVOAOYWGS, TNG LEONG YOOMUNS N
™G L€omg amioTooNg HETHED Twv Kpotwy, amd v eEétaon g
wropoppiog g ad hoc epLoyng xow amd v evtedbey avalitmon
¢, emiong ad hoc, dixowng Abong.

H avéAvon tov Intipotog pLag tétotog obumpotns tng Evpwra-
g ‘Evwong oty optobétnon g Evpwraixng AmoxAsiotixnig
Owovoplung Zwvng xobiototal cEotpeTind emixopn xotd TNy
onueEyn xptolun ovyxvplio. Tovto opeiletar 6To OTL TOAATAC-
otélovton, xoL O YEWUETOLXMG, XVELWE OO TNY TAELEE TNG
Tovpxiog Ta «xpovouatas» owbaipetng eppunveiog g XouLoong
Touv Montego Bay tov 1982, dnuiovpyddvtag évay dxpws opotd
%o StafpwTixd xivduvo vTéd Vo, LaALoTa, ETOPELS, OL OTTOLEG €-
TEVEPYOVY GUUTANPWUOTIXWS: [TpwTov, LT TV €modn Tov av-
Balpetov mepLoptopod g AmoxAetotixng Owxovoulxng Zwvng
Kpatwv-MeAwy -0nAadn tng EAAGSag xat g Kdmpov- xat, ov-
voxorovba, g AmtoxAerotiung Owxovoulxng Zwvng tng (BLog g
Evpwmaixig ‘Evwone. Kat, dedtepoy, umtod v €modn -oc mepi-
TTWOY OVoYNG €0Tw oL plog awbotpeoiog v TEOXELLEVW- TNG
dnuLovEYlag aEYNTLXOD TEOMNYOLUEVOL, LXOVOD YO TTANEEL TNV O-
pLobEon g wg avw AmoxAelotixng Owxovoulxng Zwvng oe 6Ao0
70 Qaop.o Tov Hodooiov ywpov g Evpwmoixyg ‘Evwang.

2. To ddopéva TG sLYRVLELOG

Y16 ™V onuepLyn eEopeTixd xplatun cuyxvpia, N Evpwraixn ‘Evwon o-
@eiier v’ ovoaBel amévavtt oty Tovpxio xow tig dtxég tng evbiveg, dtav
N teAevtaio ToEoPLaletl -Omwg N0 emonudvinre- xoTopEwe To Atebvég
Afxoro xou, Tpwtiotws, Ty Zoufaon tov Montego Bay tov 1982 wg mpog
™V 0pLobétnom g AmoxAetotixng Owxovopxng Zwvng Kpotdhv-MeAdy tc.

o) AnAad, ev téAel, wg TPog Ty optobétnon g Evpwrainng Aro-

xAetotinng Owovoutung Zwvng. To mpooavapepduevo mopddety-
Ot TOU TTOYTEAWG OVUTIOGTOTOU VOULXWG -X AL, €X TOVTOL, U1 TO-
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already been implied, this participation of the European Union
refers to the whole of the process for the delimitation of Exclusive
Economic Zone with third States, from the preliminary stage of
the definition of the coasts of both sides as the main stage, which
ends up in the contract of the corresponding agreement, after the
demarcation of the middle line or the middle distance between
the States, the examination of the distinctive features of the ad
hoc area and the search for the ad hoc fairest solution.

The analysis of the issue of such a participation of the European
Union to the delimitation of the European Exclusive Economic
Zone is exceptionally timely at the present critical conjuncture.
This is due to the fact that the “cases” of arbitrary interpretation
of the Convention of Montego Bay, 1982 have been geometrically
multiplied on behalf of Turkey, thus creating a highly visible and
corrosive danger from two standpoints, which act in a comple-
mentary way: Firstly, from the standpoint of the arbitrary limita-
tion of the Exclusive Economic Zone of Member States — Greece
and Cyprus — and, consequently, of the Exclusive Economic Un-
ion of the European Union itself. Secondly, from the standpoint
— in case of tolerance of even one arbitrary action in this case — of
creating a negative precedent, capable of affecting in a negative
way the delimitation of the above Exclusive Economic Zone in all
the range of the marine territory of the European Union.

2. The data of the conjuncture

Under the present extremely critical conjuncture, the European Union
has to assume responsibility against Turkey, when the latter violates — as it
has been noted — blatantly the International Law, especially the Convention
of Montego Bay, 1982, regarding the delimitation of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone of its Member States.

So, lastly, regarding the delimitation of the European Exclusive
Economic Zone. The aforementioned example of the totally void
legally — and therefore not producing legal results — so-called
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PAYOVTOS EVWOUO OTTOTEAEGUOTO- AEYOUEVOL «TOVEXOALBLXOV
pynuoviov» Beforwvel Tov AdyYoL To aoPaiés: Kat yiott to «uvn-
Uovo» oTé ToEaBLAlel, TEOXANTIXWDG UEAoTa, TNy ZouPaon
Touv Montego Bay touv 1982 xow yroti pmopet va Snuiovpynoet, av
e@aproobel wg €xet, évar eEXLPETIXE OEYNTLXO TTEONYOVUEVO YLO
™y AmoxAetotixn Owovoulxn Zwyn twv Kpotwv-MeAwy xot tng

Evpwnaixng ‘Evworng, o 6Ao 10 pdopo Ty BoAGooLwy TepLOoy®Y

ToL Evpwmaixod ywpov, Wiwg de otig Bopeteg Hordaateg TepLo-

YEG NG, UE TLg eMTPOobeTeg ouVETELES ToL Brexit.

Ko, ev xotoxAeidt, n Evpwnoixn ‘Evwon mpénel va €yel mpo o-

QOOALWY TNV €ENG TEOYUOTIXOTTO, OXETLXA UE TNV ATTOXASLOTIXN

Owovouny Zodvn otov Boddiooto ywpo g Mecoyeiov: Méow g

mieong mpog Ty EAAGSa xow v Kompo, wg Tpog v opLobétnon

g AmoxAetotixyg Owxovoulxng Zuvng TTov TouG VOAOYEL XorTé TNy

ZVppoon Tov Montego Bay tov 1982 -dpa we mpog v opLobétnon

™G AmoxAstotixyg Owxovouixig Zwvng g Evpwmoaixng Evewone- 1

Tovpxio eTLLOAEL, GTO TTAALGLO TWY «VEOOOIWUAVIXDY > TNG (POVTO-

OLWOEWY, YO XATAUOTEL PUOPLOTIXOC «TTOPAYOVTAS» GTNY OVOLTOAXY]

Meoébyelo xow oty Méon AVatohn, «to0TUOS CLUVOULANTAS» LE TLG

HITA, v Pwoto oAAé xon pe v Evpwmoixy Evwon.

B1) Me dAheg AéEgLg, «TAPAYOVTAS» O OTLOLOG, ETILYELPWVTOG VO
vroBobpioel, amd mAevpdg Atebvodg Awxaiov, Ty EAAGSa
xa Ty Kompo, «ovvoutdel» evbéwg pe v Evpwmoaixy Eve-
on. I'eyovég to omolo, BeBaiwg, xdbe dAro Ttopd evioyVet To
%x0p0o¢ ¢ Evpwmainng Evwong xow Ty otpotnytxn g emLp-
00M OTNY OAN TEPLOYN, XATL TTOL TPETEL Vo Adf3ovy TTOAD co-
Bopd LTOYY Tovg %o Tor LoyLEG Kpdtn-MEéAn ta omola, wg
TWENK, SLOTLYWS AVEYOVTAL TYY TOLEXLXY] TTOOXANTLXOTYTA.

B2) Evtuywe, EANGIa xar Kdmpog €xyovv xatootnoel oopéc,
urbi et orbi, 6Tt dev mEdxeLTOL V' avexbody, EvavTt TAVTWY
xaL xVplwg évavtt g Tovpxiog, oLUdNTOTE «EXTTWON» WG
TEOG T TTANEYN SLXALWUKTO TTOV TOUS TEEYEL N LouPoon
Tov Montego Bay tov 1982 yiax tnv optobétnon tng Amo-
xAetotixng OwxovouLxng Zwvng, n omolor Toug aVoAOYEL XaL,
ey TéAet, avoroyel xo oty Evpwmaixn Evwon.
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“turkish-libyan memorandum” confirms the truth: this “memoran-
dum” violates, in a provocative way, the Convention of Montego
Bay of 1982 and it can create, if implemented as it is, an extreme-
ly negative precedent for the Exclusive Economic Zone of the
Member States of the European Union, in every range of the ma-
rine territories of the European grounds, especially in the north-
ern marine areas, with the additional consequences of Brexit.

In conclusion, the European Union must put before its eyes the
following reality, regarding the Exclusive Economic Zone in the
marine territory of the Mediterranean Sea: Through the pressure
towards Greece and Cyprus, regarding the delimitation of the
Exclusive Economic Zone they are entitled to according to the
Convention of Montego Bay, 1982 — consequently regarding the
delimitation of the Exclusive Economic Zone of the European
Union — Turkey attempts, in the frame of their “neo-ottoman” fan-
tasies, to establish themselves as a regulatory “factor” in the east
Mediterranean Sea and in the Middle East, an “equal interlocutor”
with the USA, Russia and the European Union as well.
b1) In other words, a “factor” that, attempting to underestimate
Greece and Cyprus on the side of the International Law,
“discusses” directly with the European Union. This is a fact,
of course, which does not reinforce the prestige and the stra-
tegic influence in the area of the European Union at all,
something that must be seriously taken into account by the
powerful Member States that, until now, unfortunately have
tolerated the Turkish provocativeness.
b2) Fortunately, Greece and Cyprus have made it clear, erga
omnes and especially Turkey, that any “reduction” of their
full rights that are provided by the Convention of Montego
Bay, 1982 regarding the delimitation of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone corresponding to them and, consequently, to the
European Union.
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ExtAoyog

Zwocbi{ov'cocg ™y mponynieioa avdAvon, emionuaiveTor 6Tl TEQA XOL
€Ew amd ™ ExPaon Twy Atepevvnrixey ETopdy, xor pe dedopévn tny
Stoypovixy] xaxomiotion Tng Tovpxiog xow Ty cuvoaxdAoLba aGVGTOAY TTo-
paBatixdTnTd g €15 Bdpog Tov Atebvolc Auxailov wg TPOG TLg OYETELS TNG
pe v EANGSa -L8lwg de Aapfavovtag LTOYT TG TTEWTOPAVELG TOVPXLKES
TPOXANoELS, xab’ 6AN TNy Stdpxeta Tov 2020, xabwdg xo LT ToLeg GLYOT-
%eg «aVpOnxe» 0T0 TPOTE(L Twv AtepevvnTixdy ETapdyv- dco Stapxoly ol
oxetxég ov{ntoelg TEETEL | EAAnvLx TAsvpd va xabiotd, pe xabe tpo-
O YO LE TNV UEYOADTEQT SLYOITY] COUPTVELX, ELXPLYN XOL TO EENG:

A.O 6poc «Oalaoaies Zves» o0LIOAWG dLopopoTolel Ty atodepn,
ueta to 2004, otdon g EAAGSag 6Tl plo, xow név, Stapopd v-
plotatol Tpog emtiAvon pe v Tovpxio: H optobétnon tng vnotw-
TIXNG LEOAOXENTISOG xaL NG AToxAeltoTixNg Otxovoulxng Zwyng
oto Avyaio xar oty AvatoAuxy; Meodyeto.

1.

Ov atuyelg Statumdoetg tov Kowvold Avaxolvwbévtog tng
Madpitng, v 8" Iovviov 1997 xatd Ty Zdvodo Kopveng
Tov NATO xot 0pLopévey ZLUTEQUOUATWY TNg ZLVYO30L
ToLv Evpwmaixod Zvpfoviiov oto EAcivxt, Ty 107 xow 117
Aexepfpiov Touv 1999, TOL OSMYNOOY OTLS TOLVEXLKES « PO~
VTAOLITELS » TEPL «YXxP{lwY {wydy» 6To Alyaio amoteAody
Yo v EAAGS o, optotineeg, mopeAloy xot ovdepio culnTn-
on Yweel e’ oavtwy. AMwote to Ilpdypoupa «Adtvo
NATURA 2000» g Evpwraixng 'Evworng dev auprvel xové-
vou TEPLOPLO apeLaBNTOoNG WG TPOG Ta GOVOPO. XAL TO €-
doupog tng EANGSag xo tng Evpwrainng Evwong.

EmimAéov, n tovpxixy) TAsLEG opeiAel vo Yvwpllel 6t n EA-



Conclusion

To sum up the above analysis, it must be noted that beyond the outcome
of the Exploratory Contacts, and given as a fact the all-time perfidy of
Turkey and their blatant delinquency against the International Law re-
garding their relations to Greece — and especially taking into consideration
the unprecedented turkish provocations, during the whole of 2020, and
under which conditions they were “dragged” to the table of the Explora-
tory Contacts — while the relevant discussions last the Greek side must
clarify, in any way and as clearly as possible, the following:

A. The term “Maritime Zones” does not differentiate at all the con-
stant position of Greece, since 2004, that there is one and only
one difference to be solved between Greece and Turkey: the de-
limitation of the insular continental shelf and the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone in the Aegean and the Eastern Mediterranean.

1.  The unfortunate formalities of the Joint Communiqué in Ma-
drid, on 8" June 1997 during the NATO Summit and certain
Conclusions of the Meeting of the European Council in Hel-
sinki, on 10" and 11* December 1999, which led to the turk-
ish “fantasies” about “grey zones” in the Aegean belong defi-
nitely to the past as far as Greece is concerned and they will
not be discussed in any way. Besides, the Programme “NAT-
URA 2000 network” leaves no room for doubt regarding the
borders and the territory of Greece and the European Union.

2. Moreover, the Turkish side ought to know that Greece has
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A&da €xel TO avapalpeTo dxolwpo opLYTLXNG Hwpdxiong
OAwY, oaveEolpétwg, Twv Nnoltwy g oto Avyaio, xvpiwg
xata TG StatdiEelg Tov dpbpouv 51 tov Kataotatinod Xép-
T Tov OHE, Aéyw g ovuvel{opeyng amelAng xaL Tng omeL-
Mg xonomg Blog ex pépovg g Tovpxiag, 660 pLéALoTo LoD
et to avbaipeto «casus belli» xoaL 1 dpdon g «XTpOTIHS
Tov Atyaiov». Eved pmopel, omotednmote, vo {ntnoet xou
v ovvdpout] ™ Evpwmaixng Evwong ev mpoxelpéven, xot’
EQPOPUOYN TWY SLOTAEEWY TOL &pbpov 42 Ttop. 7 Tng Luvom-
xng g Evpwrainng ‘Evworng. Entiong, yio tny EAAGSa xo
v Evpwraixn "Evwon to Aeyopevo «tovpoxoAfuxo uynuo-
VIo» Elvoll ovOTTOGTOTO Ol OEY TTHPAYEL EVVOUOL OTTOTEAE-
opato. Téhog, n EAAGSo pmopel va {ntnoet v evbeio ov-
umpokn, vép avte, ™ Evpwmaixig Evwong we mpog v
optobétnom g AmoxAstotinyg OxovouLxng Zwvng Tov g
ovoroyel oto Aryatio xol oty AvatoAxn Meodyeto.

B. Evéder twv AnAdoewy tov 1994 xow tov 2015, pe Béon Tig omol-
ec N EAGSa €yeL opLobetnoel aouptdc xow emoxpLPBwg Ty vToYEE-
wTxn dxoodooion Tov Atebvolg Auxaatnplov g Xdyne, evdeyo-
UEYT EVWOTTLOY awTOV %owvy TpoouY EAAGSag xar Tovpxiog, V-
oTEPX ATl TO avaryxolo xota To Atebvég Aixono ovvuTooyeTLO,
umopel vo vonbel pévov epdoov tenbody xoat oL axdiovbeg, pe-
TaED aAAwY, TtpobTobéaeLc:

1.

Aev elval vouxwg duvatd -oold amoteAody UEPOS TOL
«axAN0L TLENVA» TG Ebvixng pag Kuptapyiog -v’ ayxbody
P0G eTLALOY TT.Y. {NTRROTH oxeTxd pe To 'Edapog, Tov E-
vogplo Xwpo xot Ty AtytaAitido Zovn. H EAAGSo dioty-
PEl, 0TO OXEPOLO, TO OLXOLWUA TNG VO ETEXTELVEL, [LOVOUE-
PWG Xol OTTOTE TO %xPLVEL OXOTLUO, TNV AtytoAiTidor Zwvn Tng
omtd Toe 6 v.p. oata 12 v.p. Kow pe Béon tnv toxtxn tng
Tovpxiog elvar oxdémipo n EAAGSa vo tpocavatoAileton me-
PLOGOTEPO TPOG TNY TPOOTITLXY] TANPOLS AGANONG TOL WG
AVe SLXOLOUOTOS TNG YLO TNV OAOXANPWUEYY] ETTEXTAON TNG
AvyroAitidag Zovng otor 12 v.p., Topd v’ aywviletor pévo
Yo TV &pom Touv TavTEANSG owbalpetov «casus belli» tng
TovpxLxng Ebvoovvérevong tng 8™ lovviov 1995, apéowg
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the inalienable right of the defensive shielding of all our is-
lands in the Aegean, without any exceptions, mainly accord-
ing to the provisions of the article 51 of the United Nations
Charter, due to the continuous threat and the treat of the use
of violence on behalf of Turkey, as long as the arbitrary “ca-
sus belli” and the action of the “Aegean Army” exist. We can
also ask for the assistance of the European Union at any
time in such cases, according to the provisions of the article
42 of the par. 7 of the Treaty of the European Union. Also,
as far as Greece and the European Union are concerned, the
so-called “turkish-libyan memorandum” is void and it does not
produce legal effects. Lastly, Greece can ask for the direct
participation, in our favour, of the European Union about
the delimitation of our corresponding Exclusive Economic
Zone in the Aegean and the Eastern Mediterranean.

B. In view of the Statements of 1994 and 2015, based on which
Greece has defined exactly and clearly the obligatory jurisdiction
of the International Court of Justice in Hague, a possible joint
claim filed to it by Greece and Turkey, after the necessary arbitra-
tion agreement according to the International Law, can only hap-
pen if the following, among others, conditions are fulfilled:

1.

It is not legally possible — since they are part of the “hard
core” of our National Sovereignty — for matters regarding
our Territory, Air Space and Territorial Sea to be taken to
Court. Greece maintains the full right to extend, unilaterally,
whenever we consider appropriate, our Territorial Sea from
6 nautical miles to 12 nautical miles. Based on the Turkish
tactics, Greece should consider the prospect of the full exer-
cise of the above right to fully extend our Territorial Sea to
12 nautical miles, rather than fight to withdraw the totally
arbitrary “casus belli” of the Turkish Assembly of 8" June
1995, immediately after the entry into force of the Interna-
tional Law of the Sea according to the Convention of Mon-
tego Bay, 1982.
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KETE TNV EvapEn Loyvog tov Atebvolg Awxalov tng Odhoo-
oog xota Ty LouBoon tov Montego Bay tov 1982.

2. Emopévwe, xown mpoopuyn EAAGSag kot Tovpxiog oto At-
ebvég Auxaatnplo tng Xayng eivatl vont) xat Heoutxdg emt-
TEETITY] LOVOV WG TTPOG TO. XVPLOPYLXAL OLUOLWOUOTO -Gpot OYL
mpog ™y Efvixn Kvpropyio xatd v avwtépw- entl g Yoo-
Aoxpnmidog kot g AmoxActotiung Owovoulxung Zwvng, e
TTANEY ETMNPEL Twv NNoL®y pag. £To O ATOLTOVUEVO OE
oOTY TNV TEPLTTTWOY GLVLTOCYETLXO, M Tovpxiow o@eiAer v’
ovaYVwELoel ™y oY) TOL GUYOAOL TYG TTPOUVOUPEPOUEVNS
XVuPaong tov Montego Bay tov 1982. IIoAA® paArov 6toy
%ol oNuepo deoUevETHL OTtd TNV ZOUPoon avTY, LOAOVOTL
OEY TNV EYEL ETUXVPWOEL, OLPOD TTOPAYEL, XKATE TNV TTAYLO VO-
woAoytor tov Atebvodg Auxaotnpiov g Xayng, YEVLXWS TTo-
padedeypévoug xavoveg tov Aebvodg Auxaiov, ot omotot t-
oxvouvy évaytt Tévtwy. Kot oto onueio avtd mpénet va dt-
euxpwiobel 6Tt emedn N opLobétmon g Yporoxpnmidag
xor ¢ AmoxAetatinng Owovopixng Zwvng oLYSEOVTAL EV-
Oewg pe ta dpLar g Arytaditidog Zwvng -0l wg TEOG TNV
opYN UETEMONG TOug, OMAXDY] WG TPOG TNV OXTOYQOUUY,
OAMNG G TTPOG TNV aPeTNEior TOL TTEGLOL TOVLE, TTOL ELvaL TO
TENOG NG AtytoAitidog Zwvns- n EAAGda o mpémet vou eTte-
AEEEL TNV 000 Tng eméxtaong ™ ArytaAitidoag Zwvng tng
oto 12 v.p. Ly amd xabe mpoopuyn oto Acbvég Avxaoti-
oto g Xayns. 'H, TovAdytotov, vor SLac@aAioeL GTO OYETLXO
OLVOLTTOOYETLXO, UE TTAYON COPNVELR, OTL TO OLOBNTTOTE JEDL-
%x0oEVO TTov Oar TpoxVYPEL ATTd TNV PETA TNY TTEOGYULYN O-
Topooy tov Aebvodg Auxaotnpiov g Xdyng ovdoAwg 6i-
YEL TO OXOLWUA TNG VLo ETEXTOON TNG ALytoAiTidog Zvng
™™g ot 12 v.p.. Katt to omolo, emimpoaheétwe, elvatl otovel
«PUOLXY CULVETELOL» TWY TIPOUVNLOVEVOUEVWY ONADCEWY
NG VAPOPLXE LE TYY LTTOYPEWTLXY] Otxotodootio Tov Auxo-
otpto.

I'. Eivow mpoovig n onuoocio tng amdépaons g 127 IovAlov 2016
Tou Atebvodg ArotnTivod Awxootnpiov petoEd OLALTTivey xot

O Th <



THE STATUS OF THE MARITIME ZONES OF GREECE
ACCORDING TO THE INTERNATIONAL LAW OF THE SEA

2. Therefore, a joint complaint by Turkey and Greece to the
International Court of Justice in Hague can be considered
and institutionally accepted only regarding the sovereign
rights — not the National Sovereignty according to the afore-
mentioned — on the Continental Shelf and the Exclusive
Economic Zone, with full effect of our Islands. In the re-
quired in this case arbitration agreement, Turkey must rec-
ognize the force and validity of the whole of the aforemen-
tioned Convention of Montego Bay of 1982. What is more,
when today Turkey is bound by this Convention, although
they have not validated it, since it produces, according to the
established jurisprudence of the International Court of Jus-
tice in Hague, generally accepted rules of the International
Law, with effect erga omnes. At this point it must be clarified
that since the delimitation of the Continental Shelf and the
Exclusive Economic Zone are directly connected with the
borders of the Territorial Sea — not regarding the beginning
of their measurement, i.e. regarding the coastline, but re-
garding the starting point of their range, which is the end of
the Territorial Sea — Greece should select the way to extend
the Territorial Sea to 12 nautical miles before any claim is
filed to the International Court of Justice in Hague. Or, at
least, to ensure in the relevant arbitration agreement, very
clearly, that any res judicata that will result with the decision
made by the International Court of Justice in Hague after the
claim, will not affect our right to extend our Territorial Sea
to 12 nautical miles in any way. Additionally, this is a quasi
“normal consequence” of the aforementioned statements con-
cerning the obligatory jurisdiction of this Court.

C. The importance of the decision of 12* July 2016 of the Interna-
tional Court of Arbitration between the Philippines and China is
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Kivag, wg Tpog To vop.ohoyLaxd TponyolUevo, To 0TTolo dNULOVE-
el vép g EANGSag yia To 6Tl apevdg AlyLoAitidor Zadvn xo
Zuvopedovoa Zoyn €xouy OAx, aveEalpétwe, Tar EAAnvixd Nnotd.
Ko, agetépov, Yporoxpnmido xor AmoxAetotixy Ouxovoulxi
LoV «apdyovy», xoté v Zopfoacn touv Montego Bay Tov
1982, 6Aat, aveEatpétmwg xow aveEoptTwg peyéboug, tar EAAvLxd
Nrnotd -Gpo xaw oto Aryoto xo oty AvatoAxn; Meodyeto- ta o-
TOLOL LTTOPOVY YO GUYTNPENOOLY AVTOBVYAULS ElTE avHPWTLYN
{wn elte xaL otAN oLxovouLx” 3POGTNELOTNTO.
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obvious, concerning the legal precedent, which is in favour of
Greece, since all the Greek Islands, without any exceptions, have
Territorial Sea and Contiguous Zone. Moreover, according to the
Convention of Montego Bay, 1982, all the Greek islands - there-
fore in the Aegean and the Eastern Mediterranean as well - with-
out exceptions and regardless their size, which can sustain hu-
man habitation or economic life of their own, “produce” Continen-
tal Shelf and Exclusive Economic Zone.
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