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After deliberation, we have made the following judgments.

First of all, considering that the question whether the Treaty was terminated in 1969 is not relevant to the question of its jurisdiction since under Article 6 of the Pact of Bogota what is determinative is whether the 1928 Treaty was in force on the date of the conclusion of the Pact, there is no need for the Court to address the question of the purported termination of the 1928 Treaty in 1969 for the purpose of the ascertainment of its jurisdiction.

Secondly, the issue of the three islands of the San Andres Archipelago expressly named in the first paragraph of Article I of the 1928 Treaty has been settled by this Treaty. Accordingly, Article 6 of the Pact is applicable on this point and therefore the Court does not have jurisdiction under Article 31 of the Pact of Bogota over the question of sovereignty over the three named islands.

Thirdly, it is clear on the face of the text of the first paragraph of Article I of the 1928 Treaty that its terms do not provide the answer to the question as to which maritime features apart from the islands of San Andres, Providencia and Santa Catalina form part of the San Andres Archipelago over which Colombia has sovereignty. That being so, this matter has not been settled within the meaning of Article 6 of the Pact of Bogota and Court has jurisdiction under Article 31 of the Pact of Bogota as regards the question of sovereignty over the maritime features forming part of the San Andres Archipelago, save for the islands of San Andres, Providencia and Santa Catalina.

Fourthly, the second paragraph of Article I of the 1928 Treaty indicates that this treaty does not apply to Roncador, Quitasueno and Serrana. Therefore, the Court has jurisdiction as regards the sovereignty over the three maritime features under Article 31 of the Pact of Bogota.. 

Fifthly, the 1928 Treaty and 1930 Protocol did not effect a general delimitation of the maritime boundary between Colombia and Nicaragua. It is therefore not necessary for the Court to consider the arguments advanced by the Parties regarding the effect on this question of changes in the law of the sea since 1930. Since the dispute concerning maritime delimitation has not been settled by the 1928 Treaty and 1930 Protocol within the meaning of Article VI of the Pact of Bogota, the Court has jurisdiction under Article 31 of the Pact as regards the question of the maritime delimitation between the Parties. 

Last, given the Court’s finding that no practical purpose would be served by proceeding further with the other matters raised by Colombia, including examination of Colombia’s contentions that its declaration under the optional clause was terminated with legal effect by the date on which Nicaragua filed its Application or that the present dispute falls outside the scope of Colombia’s declaration due to the effect of its reservation. Thus, it is not necessary to examine the sovereignty over the other maritime features in dispute between the Parties and the maritime delimitation between the Parties.

In accordance with Article 79, paragraph 9, of the Rules of Court, time-limits for the further proceedings shall subsequently be fixed by order of the Court.

