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11.2.  South China Sea - East China Sea - Yellow Sea
Docs:  S-23WG2-11A  Areas of Concern: Views expressed by WG Members
S-23WG2-11C  Southern Limit of the Yellow Sea — Comment by Rep of Korea

The Chair indicated that China had requested a number of changes to the limits and names in South China Sea,
East China Sea and Yellow Sea — Bo Hai, as reflected in section 10 of Doc. S-23WG2-11A and the diagrams at
Annexes F and G.

a. To consider the South China Sea an independent area forming a separate administrative
division in S-23.

China explained that, as the traditional geographical conceptwith'a clear definition, South China Sea
refers to the vast water area to the south of China mainland, the east of Indochina peninsula, the north
of Lathu Jawa, and the west of Philippine archipelago. It would not match the traditional.name, and
would also easily result in illegibility in the geographic concept, if South China Sea is considered as a
part of South China Sea and Eastern Archipelagic Seas. China therefore suggested that South China
Sea be an absolute subdivision in S-23.

China presented the proposal after the WG agreed thatthe MSS be considered an independent area

forming a separate administrativerdivision in S-23 due to their significance for international navigation.
China emphasized that the South China Séa'ssituation is the same as the MSS, if not much busier and
more’important than the MSS.

This item did not receive any objectiongonly with one minor comment made by the US, reminding that
the Gulf of Thailand has the same status with the South China Sea. This proposal was therefore agreed.

Outcome:

» The WG agreed that the South China Sea be an independent area forming a separate
administrative division in S-23, due to their significance for international navigation.

b. To subsume Natuna Sea into South China Sea, so that the southern limit of South China
Sea would be the same as in the 1953 34 edition of S-23.

Indonesia strongly supported that Natuna Sea be shown as an individual body of water, as in the 2002
draft of S-23, 4t edition, and not included as part of South China Sea. They referred to a national law



(No. 6/1996), nautical chart 38/1951, several government regulations and a treaty between Indonesia
and Malaysia, all supporting the recognition and usage of Natuna Sea in Indonesia.

The Chair reminded the group that Malaysia’s position was also that Natuna Sea should not be
absorbed as part of South China Sea. USA expressed similar views, adding that the body of water
south of the Natuna and Anambas Islands and north of Bangka and Belitung Islands and Java Sea has
the characteristics of a distinct sea feature, and the name Natuna Sea would be a potentially
appropriate name for this sea area.

There being no other comments from participants, the Chair

|nV|ted Chlna to re- conS|der thelr position.

QOutcome:

» The WG position was not to include Natuna Sea in South China Sea, as proposed by China.
China to re-consider their position and/or provide additional information to the Chair for circulation
to meeting participants.

c. To rename Beibu Gulf the existing Gulf of Tonkin, based on a-2005 an agreement dated
on Dec. 25, 2000, -with Vietnam.

Answering a request from Japan, the Chair confirmed that Vietnam, not being an IHO Member State,
had not been consulted on this issue by the Secretariat. The positions expressed by various participants
were that the official agreement between China.and Vietnam, on which this proposal was based,

should be made known to WG members. China agreed.to provide this agreement.

This being said, several participants (France, UK; USA) advocated that the name Gulf of Tonkin was
well known and suggested it be retained in some way, as names must be understood by all potential
users, not only.in neighbouring countries. Suggestions were made to use either Beibu Gulf (Gulf of
Tonkin) or Beibu Gulf with a footnote saying “Also known as Gulf of Tonkin”.

France wished to-make it clear that they have no objection to the name Beibu Gulf, as priority should be
given to local names as long as they are approved by the neighbouring countries. However, for the
same toponymic reasons and principles explained for the naming of other areas, France strongly
recommended using Gulf of Tonkin as a possible variant, together with Beibu Gulf, in order that the
designation of this area can unambiguously be identified and understood by the international
community. In any case, the French exonym which will be used to designate that gulf will be Golfe du
Tonkin.

Japan remarked.that Beibu is a Chinese term meaning “north” or “northern”, i.e. in line with the position
of the gulf with respect to South China Sea, whereas the Vietnamese equivalent term is Vinh Bac Bo.

Korea (Dem. P. Rep. of) expressed support for China’s proposal to use Beibu Gulf instead of Gulf of
Tonkin.

Summing up, the Chair indicated that China has accepted to make available the %9% agreement dated
on Dec 25 2000 between Chlna and Vletnam referrlng to Be/bu Gul




QOutcome:

d. To consider Beibu Gulf{Gulf-efFenkin} a sub-body of South China Sea.

Australia remarked that there seemed to be no gulf being a sub-body of a sea in S-23. If confirmed, this
would create a precedent. However, there was no objection to this proposal which was therefore
accepted.

QOutcome:

» The WG agreed that GulfetTenkinLBeibu Gulf be considered a sub-body of South China Sea, as
proposed by China.

e. To slightly amend the northern limit of South China Sea.

There was no objection to this proposal.which was therefore accepted.

Outcome:
> Alteration of South China Sea’s northern limit, as proposed by China, was agreed by the WG.

f. To consider Taiwan Strait a sub-body of East China Sea.

USA opposed this proposal, considering that Taiwan Strait, as an international waterway of some
significance; deserved its current designation as a distinct component of the North Pacific Ocean
section of S-23. UK and France expressed similar views. Only Korea (Dem. P. Rep. of) was supportive
of the proposal.

The Chair summarized that there was not enough support for this proposal.

Outcome:
» The WG concluded that Taiwan Strait should remain a separate body.

g. To amend to Taiwan Dao the name of this island.

China explained that the name shown for the relevant island on the diagram relating to Taiwan Strait in
the 2002 draft S-23, 4™ edition, is TAIWAN (in fact, it appears as “T’AI-WAN”, but to be spelled
“TAIWAN” in accordance with the spelling corrections in section 9 of China’s paper). According to
China’s survey and mapping policy, it should be labeled “Taiwan Dao”.

Nigeria expressed support for China’s proposal.



Japan circulated a chartlet of the East Asia region originating from the UN Secretariat and showing
“TAIWAN” as the name for this island. As a result, Japan did not see any need to change the existing
name. China remarked however that the chartlet included a footnote stating that it was not an official UN
document.

Australia suggested that an option could be for China to put a reservation about “TAIWAN" in S-23 that
China names this island “Taiwan Dao”, similarly to the reservation made by Australia with respect to the
northern limit of the Southern Ocean. USA supported this approach. Australia also referred to the
preamble of S-23 stressing that the information contained in S-23 has no political significance.

It was generally agreed that, although it’s not the IHO role to deal with names on land but to focus on
maritime limits, there is a need to agree on which topographic names should be used in S-23. Various
options were suggested, including going to Member States by Circular Letter (Rep. of Korea), using
exonyms’ (France) or seeking advice from the UN Group of Experts on Geographical Names
(UNGEGN) (Chair, Australia, Indonesia, USA). Regarding the first option, i.e. going to MS, Australia
believed that the work should be done by this WG and not be given to MS.

The Chair summarized that there was not enough support for this proposal. He invited all participants to
provide their views by the end of July 2010.

China requested that all their proposed name changes, as listed in section 9 of China’s paper, be
considered during this meeting, not only “Taiwan / Taiwan Dao”. The Chair answered this would be
addressed later during the meeting (see § 11.2.m).

China emphasized that.this.is purely a national.te¢hnical policy to standardize geographical names
across the whole ofChina and the names have been submitted to the UN for registration. There are a
list of names, including the biggest island, Hainan,in China that required changing. It is very abnormal
to find that the Meetingshad singled out the change 6f hame on this particular island which meant
bringing in political issue intothe technical.discussion.

Qutcome:

» Meeting participants to provide to'the Chair their views on China’s proposal to name the island
‘Taiwan Dao” instead of “TAIWAN", by end of July 2010. Based on the responses received, the
Chair will propose a way forward.

h. To change East China Sea’ southern limit, from Hateruma Shima - Fu-kuei Chao to
Hateruma Shima - Amianan - E’luan Bi, so as to include a portion of the existing
Philippine Sea in the East China Sea.

China explained that “Taiwan Dao” is part of China and should therefere be entirely included in East
China Sea. It was not really a proposal to change the limits but instead trying to point out these should
be the original limits of the East China Sea. The existing southern limit of East China Sea dates back to
1953 or earlier, i.e. at a time when China was not part of the IHO and therefore did not have a say. The
Chair noted that the Philippines have not commented on this proposal (or on any other proposals).




USA strongly disagreed with this proposal. Japan and France did not support the proposal and recalled
that the IHO is a purely technical and consultative body, i.e. not political.

Korea (Dem. P. Rep. of) expressed support for this proposal.

The Chair summarized that there was not enough support for this proposal.

Outcome:
» The WG concluded that the existing limit should be retained.

i. To remove Liaodong Wan as a sub-body of Bo Hai.

China explained that Liaodong Wan is one of three Bo Hai’s gulfs and suggested to merge this shallow
water area into Bo Hai.

USA initially expressed preference that Liaodong Wan still be treated as a sub-division under Bo Hai.
However, after discussion, there was consensus to support China’s proposal.

Outcome:
» China’s proposal to remove Liaodong Wan as a sub-body of Bo Hai was agreed by the WG.

J- To consider Bo Hai a separate body from Yellow Sea.

China explained that according to the geographic character of Bo Hai, these are Chinese internal
waters, and not part of the Yellow Sea. Bo Hai should therefore form a separate body from the Yellow
Sea.

This proposal.did not receive any objection. Japan oppugned the description of “Bo Hai is Chinese
internal waters”»China explained that Japanese guestion went beyond the technical characteristic of

this meeting.

On this basis, the Chairman summarized that China’s proposal that Bo Ha/ be treated as an
mdependent area separated from the Yellow Sea, was accepted-a-p#in

Outcome:
> Separahon of Bo Ha| from the YeIIow Sea as proposed by Chlna was agreedaa%aaetp@ by the

k. To amend the line of demarcation between Bo Hai and Yellow Sea.
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China proposed to slightly amend the line of demarcation between Bo Hai and the Yellow Sea (see
paragraph 6.c of China’s paper — section 10 of Doc. S-23WG2-11A), as illustrated at Annex G.

USA subsequently proposed an alternative line which, in their view, represents a more natural
separation of Bo Hai from the Yellow Sea (see USA’s paper — Section 8 of Doc. S-23WG2-11A, and
Annex G).

There were also questions about the rationale for the existing line in the 2002 draft 4t edition of S-23,
which dates back to the 1986 draft (Bo Hai does not appear at all in the 1953 3 edition of S-23).

China and USA accepted to provide a justification in writing for their proposed changes. In addition, the
IHB offered to search for the rationale of the existing line in the IHB archives relating to the 1986 draft.

On this basis, the Chair summarized that the revised line of demarcation between Bo Hai and Yellow
Sea, as proposed by China, was accepted in principle providing appropriate rationale be given by
China, taking also into consideration the comments/information from USA and IHB.

Qutcome:

» The new line of demarcation between Bo Hai and the Yellow Sea, as proposed by China, was
agreed in principle by the WG. China and USA to provide the Chair with written technical
justification for their respective proposals. These, together with IHB findings on the justification for
the existing line dating back to 1986, will be circulated to meeting participants for final approval.

l To amend the eastern limit of the Yellow Sea.

In connection with Rep: of Korea’s comments in'Doc. S-23WG2-11C, China and Rep. of Korea
announced that they would hold bi-lateral discussions on this issue, following the meeting. As a result,
they suggested there was no need to further discuss this point during the meeting. Japan expressed
interest in participating in such bi-lateral discussions. China and Rep. of Korea did not respond to

Japan’s request.

The Chair stressed that the above bitr-laterat bi-lateral discussions should take place as soon as
possible and that their outcomes should.-be made available to all WG members, for them to review and
comment. This was agreed.

Outcome:

> Bilateral discussions to take place between China and Rep of Korea regarding the changes
proposed by China on the eastern limit of the Yellow Sea. Outcome of these discussions to be
sent to the Chair by-end-e=uly=2040 as soon as possible for circulation to the meeting
participants.

m. To correct the spelling of several geographical names, and add some new names,
relating to South China Sea, East China Sea and Yellow Sea (see paragraph 9 of China’s
paper - section 10 of Doc. S-23WG2-11A).

There was no objection to the spelling corrections and addition of names, as proposed by China, further
noting that the cases of Beibu Gulf | Gulf of Tonkin and “TAIWAN” / “Taiwan Dao” had been addressed
separately.
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Outcome:

» The spelling corrections for various geographical names and the addition of new names in South
China Sea and East China Sea, as proposed by China, were agreed by the WG, noting that the
issues of Beibu Gulf | Gulf of Tonkin and “TAIWAN” / “Taiwan Dao” have been addressed in §
11.2.c and 11.2.g, respectively.
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Annex H to S-23WG2 Minutes
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QOutcomes / Conclusions

1. Proposals by India

2. Proposals by China
To consider the South China Sea an independent area forming a separate administrative

a.

This proposal has been agreed by.the WG.
To subsume Natuna Sea into South China-Sea, so that the southern limit of South China Sea
would be the.same as in the 1953 3 edition of S-23.

The WG position was not to include Natuna Sea in South China Sea, as proposed by China.
Chinato re-consider their position and/or provide additional information to the Chair for
circulation to meeting participants.

To rename Beibu Gulf the existing Gulf of Tonkin, based on a2085 an agreement dated on
Dec. 25, 2000, with Vietnam.

China to provide the Chair with the official agreement with Vietnam-asea

To consider Beibu Gulf (Gulf of Tonkin) a sub-body of the South China Sea.

The WG agreed that Gulf of Tonkin / Beibu Gulf be considered a sub-body of the South China
Sea, as proposed by China.

To slightly amend the northern limit of South China Sea.

Alteration of the South China Sea’s northern limit, as proposed by China, was agreed by the
WG.

To consider Taiwan Strait a sub-body of East China Sea.

The WG concluded that the Taiwan Strait should remain a separate body.

To amend to Taiwan Dao the name of this island.

Meeting participants to provide to the Chair their views on China’s proposal to name the island
“Taiwan Dao” instead of “TAIWAN’, by end of July 2010. Based on the responses received, the
Chair will propose a way forward.
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h. To change East China Sea’ southern limit, from Hateruma Shima — Fu-kuei Chao to Hateruma
Shima — Amlanan - E’luan Bi, so as to include a portion of the existing Philippine Sea in the
East China Sea.

The WG concluded that the existing limit should be retained.

i.  Toremove Liadong Wan as a sub-body of Bo Hai.

China’s proposal to remove Liaodong Wan as a sub-body of Bo Hai was agreed by the WG.

j. To consider Bo Hai a separate body from the Yellow Sea.

Separat/on of Bo Hai from the Yellow Sea as proposed by Ch/na was agreed#%%%by

k. To amend the line of demarcation between Bo Hai and the Yellow Sea.
The new line of demarcation between Bo Hai and the Yellow Sea, as proposed by China, was
agreed in principle. China and USA to provide the Chair with written technical justification for
their respective proposals. These, together with IHB findings on the justification for the existing
line dating back to 1986, will be circulated to meeting participants for final approval.

[.  Toamend the eastern limit of the Yellow Sea.
Bilateral discussions to take place betweenChina and Rep of Korea regarding the changes
proposed by China on the eastern limit.of the Yellow Sea. Outcome of these discussions to be
sent to the Chair by-ergd-efuly=2040 as soon as possible forcirculation to the meeting
participants.

m. To correct the spelling of several geographical names, and add some new names, relating to
South China Sea and East China Sea (re: section 9 of China’s paper in S-23WG2-11A, Part
10).
The spelling corrections for various geographical names and the addition of new names in the
South China Sea and East China Sea, as proposed by China, were agreed by the WG, noting
that the issues of Beibu Gulf / Gulf of Tonkin and “TAIWAN” / “Taiwan Dao” have been
addressed.in § 2.c and 2.9, respectively.

3. Sea area between the Korean pemnsula and the Japanese archlpelago
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Actions arising from the Meeting

Agend | Action Details

a ltem No.

H2a 4

11.2.b 2 China to re-consider its position on Natuna Sea and/or provide additional information to the
Chair for circulation to meeting participants.

11.2.c 3

11.2.9 4 Meeting participants to provide the Chair with their views on China’s proposal'to name the
island “Taiwan Dao” instead of “TAIWAN?, by end of July 2010. Based on the responses
received, the Chair to propose a way forward.

M2 5 T i

1.2k 6 China and USA to provide the Chair with.written technical justification for their respective
proposals regarding the line of demarcation between Bo Hai and the Yellow Sea. These,
together with IHB findings on the justification for the existing line dating back to 1986, to be
circulated to meeting participants by the Chair for final approval.

11.2. 7 Bilateral. discussions to take place between China and Rep of Korea regarding the
changes proposed by China on the eastern limit of the Yellow Sea. Outcome of these
discussions to be sent torthe Chair by-end-efduly2040 as soon as possible for circulation
tothe meeting participants.

11.3 8 In connection with-naming the sea area between the Korean peninsula and the Japanese
archipelago, Australia, France, Japan and Republic of Korea to provide the Chair with
their proposals for circulation to the members of the WG. Meeting participants and WG
members not attending the meeting to provide the Chair, by the end of August 2010, with
their views on these proposals. Based on the responses received, the Chair to propose a
way forward.

114 9 IHB to provide Oman with historical information on the limits of the Strait of Ormuz.

' Australia, China, France, Indonesia, Korea (Dem. P. Rep. of), Korea (Rep of), Japan,
Morocco, Nigeria, Oman, Singapore, UK and USA.

" Name belonging to a given language which is not spoken in the place it designates (see
www.iho-ohi.net/mtg_docs/com_wg/S-23WG/S-23WG_Misc/Toponymy/S-

23WG Toponymy EN.pdf)
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