Rejoinder of Suriname

3.192. The relevant coasts of Suriname and Guyana together form an angle, not a straight line.
Suriname’s relevant coast runs west to east; there is no difference between the Parties on this
point. Guyana’s relevant coast runs generally in a northwest by west direction. Depending on
how Guyana’s relevant coast is evaluated, one might say that it runs at one specific bearing or
another—but no matter how it is evaluated, it clearly runs in a direction different from that of
Suriname’s coast, and it runs generally in a northwest by west direction. But the provisional
equidistance line does not respect that general relationship of the two relevant coasts. It is
influenced at the outset by the coastal configuration immediately to Guyana’s side of the 1936
Point. That configuration has the same influence on the equidistance line in this case as is
shown on Professor Jaenicke’s headland diagram which the Court noted.
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Area To Be Delimited
3.195. The area to be delimited in this case lies in front of the relevant coasts of the Parties.
Suriname depicted its view of the area to be delimited at Figure 33 of the Counter-Memorial.
For Suriname, the area to be delimited is the area where the coastal front projections of
Suriname and Guyana converge and overlap. Guyana has countered with what it calls the area
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