
International Court of Justice: Rules of Procedure 
 

Rules Follow A Chronological Order 
 
For every case which the ICJ hears: 
 

1. Let there be representation from both the Applicant and Respondent nations.  1

2. The Applicant gives an opening argument. (During this time, refrain from questions by 
the Justices. Clarification should be kept to a minimum and should be done after the 
speeches. The opening and response should not exceed 15 minutes each). 

3. The Respondent responds. 
4. The Applicant gives a rebuttal  
5. The Respondent gives a closing argument. (The rebuttal and closing should not exceed 10 

minutes each).  
6. Justices then begin a questioning period. They may question amongst themselves (so 

comment upon a comment) and question the Advocate and Defendant.  
7. The ICJ must first establish jurisdiction in the case by a simple majority before engaging 

in substantive debate.  If jurisdiction is denied, the ICJ may vote on whether or not to 
draft an advisory opinion on the issue.   2

a. If jurisdiction is denied, an advisory opinion represents the majority opinion of 
the court, but does not actually make a ruling. 

b. The drafting of such an advisory opinion follows the same format as the debate 
and drafting of a formal Court opinion/ruling that would ensue with jurisdiction, 
but simply doesn’t carry the classification of an actual court ruling, and must 
include a clear statement of this fact. 

8. After jurisdiction is established, a questioning period begins in which Justices may ask 
questions of the Applicant and the Respondent, give speeches, and cite treaties which are 
relevant to the case. 

9. Rules of substantive debate are identical to those of other committees and assemblies. 
10. The Applicant and Respondent may not participate in substantive debate and may not 

provide new information. They are allowed to clarify, but are not allowed to bring new 
material to the table. The Justices, however, can bring forth whatever information they 
choose. 

1  In case either or both the Applicant and Respondent nations are not present in the ICJ, one of the 
Justices may act as an Advocate for either the Applicant or Respondent nation.  
 
2  An advisory opinion represents the majority opinion of the Court when the Court has no jurisdiction in 
the case.  



11. To end substantive debate, a Justice must move to begin an opinion period. This must be 
seconded by another nation and approved by a majority vote.  

12. During the opinion period, the Justices draft opinions to present to the Court (for the sake 
of efficiency this can be done in like-minded groups). 

13. After this opinion period, the Justices present their opinions to the Court. 
14. There exists a limit of five comments or questions on each presented opinion, unless 

determined inappropriate by a majority vote. 
15. After every opinion has been heard, Justices may enter into further substantive debate. 
16. To end substantive debate, a Justice must move to a vote on each opinion.  This 

movement to vote must be seconded and approved by a simple majority. 
17. Rounds of substantive debate and voting continue until the Court reaches a unanimous 

decision. Periods of debate, amendment, and questioning may ensue to ensure a 
unanimous opinion is reached. Merging of opinions and other such amendments are all 
permitted. 

18. The prevailing opinion of the Court must be approved, in the form of a final opinion 
statement, by a unanimous vote.  
 

Additional Information:  
1.  In the final opinion paper- like the actual ICJ- all Justices must be in consensus.  
2. Justices are required to uphold international law above all else.  However, when such an 

action or opinion would not contradict the law, the opinion and position of one’s country 
can be considered.  

3. Caucus procedures can be motioned by a country at any time during substantive debate 
periods, and have to be seconded by another. The caucus takes place as free debate 
between the Justices for clarification and acts as an additional time for research and for 
drafting/revising of opinions  

4. Provided is an example of an Advisory Opinion under a case of non-jurisdiction.  
5. The final verdict is presented to the General Assembly, but the opinion, once achieving 

full consensus, is final.  
6. The International Crew of Justice wishes you the best of luck.  

 
 
  



Federal Republic of Somalia v. Republic of Kenya 

 
In a unanimous decision, the International Court of Justice has ruled in the case of Federal 

Republic of Somalia v. Republic of Kenya in favor of Somalia.  The court ruled that the existing 
Memorandum Of Understanding between the two nations did not constitute a “separate method of 
agreement” due to its lack of specificity regarding a pertinent solution. 
 

Pursuant to Kenya’s admission of compulsory jurisdiction, the ICJ does have jurisdiction in this 
case.  
 

This Court concludes that according to article 15 of the Law of the Sea, which both parties are 
signatories to, an equidistance line shall be drawn and followed by both countries. Therefore, resolving 
the suite. 
 

In addition, both countries’ current claims are in violation of article 76 section 1 of the Law of the 
Sea and shall not be followed. 
 

For any dispute extending more than 200 nautical miles article 76 section 4 and 5 shall apply to 
the equidistance line drawn. 
 
 
Signed, 
 

The International Crew of Justice 

 
  



Islamic Republic of Iran v. United States of America 
 

In a unanimous decision, the International Court of Justice has ruled in the case of Islamic Republic of 
Iran v. the United States of America in favor of the United States.  
 
 

The ICJ explicitly has jurisdiction in the case as outlined in the Treaty of Amity (1955). Since the 
ICJ could not rule as to whether or not the Bank of Markazi- the national bank of Iran- was exempt to the 
protections in the Treaty with regard to status as a company, national, or corporation, the ICJ had to rule 
on the grounds of whether or not Iran is a state-sponsor of terrorism. The UN has not yet issued any 
claims as to the status of Hezbollah (Iran’s most closely affiliated militant group) as terrorist organization 
or of Iran as a state-sponsor of terror. 

The ICJ in this case rules, based on Hezbollah militant movements in Iran, clear evidence of 
money and missiles changing hands between Hezbollah and Iran, that Iran is a state-sponsor of terrorism. 
Further, Supreme Leader Ali Hoseini-Khamenei of Iran has declared official support for Hezbollah's 
actions, and Hezbollah has claimed that they directly obey the teachings and direction of Khamenei. 
 

Therefore, the seizure of Iranian funds by the United States is not in violation of the Treaty of 
Amity. 
 

This Court’s opinion is that Iran must be treated as a state-sponsor of terrorism, and thus Iran's 
claims against the United States with respect to the Treaty of Amity are denied. 
 
Signed, 
 

The International Crew of Justice 

 
  



Equatorial Guinea v. Republic of France 

 
The ICJ must look through the lens of preventing corruption, and actions that do not encourage 

fairness and justice on a global scale. In the case Equatorial Guinea v. Republic of France, the justices 

acknowledge that the property occupied by Mr. Teodoro Nguema Obiang Mangue was indeed State 

owned in 2011. 

Despite this, we reject the diplomatic status of the Vice President. 

Transnational Convention Against Organized Crime 

Article 35: state's obligation to sovereignty, and if any dispute that comes up with regard 

to the interpretation of application is only if parties perform their obligation under the 

convention. Because this is not a dispute concerning the argumentation or application, the 

Article for should be null in this debate.  

Article 4: insure state’s grant sovereign equality, but doesn’t say anything about giving 

immunities to state officers. 

Article of 2 of the Vienna Convention: The establishment of diplomatic relations between States, 

and of permanent diplomatic missions, takes place by mutual consent. 

French in its effort to comdeer shows that this diplomatic mission was not acted on by 

common consent, and the VP failed to correspond with the French government on any 

diplomatic mission he was involved in.  



Given that Vice President Teodoro Nguema Obiang Mangue was appointed to the position, 

allowing to give him diplomatic immunity status it sets a precedent for any country to arbitrarily 

assign title in order to circumvent criminal proceedings and justice- core values the UN stands 

for. 

The ICJ orders France to return the seized property to Equatorial Guinea without payment of 

reparations, under the premise that the property was inappropriately seized by France. 

 

Signed, 
 

The International Crew of Justice 

 

 

  



 

 
Advisory Opinion: 
 
The ICJ has found that this Court has no jurisdiction in the case of Marshall Islands v. India. The 
Justices rule that there is a lack of evidence of dispute between the two nations and thus the court 
does not have jurisdiction over this case. In accordance with the values and principles outlined in 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the ICJ strongly condemns the use and propagation of nuclear 
weapons.  Accordingly, we propose that a new non-proliferation treaty be considered.  
 
*For future advisory opinions, a more thorough recommendation should be presented.  

 
 
 
 


