
International Court of Justice:

Australia & New Zealand v. France
In 1973, Australia and New Zealand jointly sued France for conducting nuclear tests in the 
South Pacific and the Court ruled in their favor, mandating that France was prohibited from
conducting future tests in the region. However, now France’s president has just announced 
that they will be conducting eight nuclear tests in the said region, thus violating the 
previous verdict. As the International Court of Justice, you must reexamine the outcome 
and determine whether or not to reopen the case. If you decide not to, you must justify your
actions and release a statement. If you do reopen the case, you must also suggest measures 
for future enforcement.

United Kingdom v. Iceland
The United Kingdom is suing Iceland for attempting to expand its fishing jurisdiction by 
50 nautical miles, in turn overlapping with United Kingdom fishing territory. In this, 
Iceland is also limiting the exclusive fishing rights of vessels from other nations, which, 
according to the United Kingdom, violates their rights to the high seas. Iceland maintains 
that the wellbeing of its expanding economy and population rely on the expansion of the 
fishing industry, and therefore, previous treaties and laws do not apply, or should at least be
renegotiated. It is the duty of the Court to prove their jurisdiction in the case, and to 
delimitate the boundary between the nations. 

India v. Pakistan
India is suing Pakistan over the dispute concerning Indian national and former India Naval 
officer, Kulbhushan Jadhav, after being sentenced to death in Pakistan on charges of 
terrorism and espionage for connections to India’s Intelligence Agency. Since his arrest, 
Pakistan has denied 13 requests for consular access to Jadhav and access to the judgement 
and charges by India. India is now taking Pakistan to the International Court of Justice to 
dispute the death sentence. It is your job as the Court to review both sides of the argument, 
including ulterior motives that may be involved concerning the history of the two nations’ 
relations. 

Hungary v. Czechoslovakia
Hungary is suing Czechoslovakia for violating a 1977 treaty (The Budapest Treaty) by 
utilizing the Danube River to construct a dam. The original treaty terms mandated that both
nations cooperate in the building of the dam, however Hungary has since withdrawn from 
the treaty, claiming that Slovakia is disproportionately benefitting from the project. The 
treaty states that “Watercourse states shall participate in the use, development and 
protection of an international watercourse in an equitable and reasonable manner”, and 
Hungary is suing on the basis that Slovakia is not carrying out the project in a manner that 
results in equal resource gains. Your job as the Court is to determine the justness of the 
project (Gabcikovo-Nagymaros Project), and whether or not Hungary’s claims are based in 
fact. If not, you must determine a fair and realistic way for the nations to proceed. 


