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Honorable Judges of the International Court of Justice; 

 

I am incredibly excited to welcome you all to the ninth session of Long Beach 

Intercollegiate Model United Nations and to the second session of the International Court of 

Justice. My name is Jose Urias, a fourth year Political Science and Communication Studies 

double major here at California State University, Long Beach. I am honored to be this year’s 

President of the ICJ. 

Developing topics for this committee is not easy due to the complex limitations of 

International Law and the ever-changing international arena. The topic before you deals with an 

ongoing crisis in the Western Hemisphere, in which thousands of refugees from the Northern 

Triangle of Central America have made their way to the United States-Mexico border. As you 

are all aware the United States is not welcoming of these refugees and has exercised its 

sovereignty to limit those who enter. In the following case, the countries of Guatemala, El 

Salvador, and Honduras have filed suit against the United States of America in the ICJ. As 

members of the court all four countries have submitted their cases. It is now up to you all to 

assess the information, concur with treaties, and previous rulings of the ICJ to come up with a 

verdict by the end of our session.  

 

I look forward to meeting all of you on March 9th, 2019.  

 

Sincerely, 

Jose F. Urias 

ICJ President 

LBIMUN IX  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Honorable Judges of the International Court of Justice; 

 

 It is my pleasure to welcome you all to the International Court of Justice at LBIMUN! 

My name is Angelo Telucci, and I am first year History Major at CSULB. I was introduced to 

MUN in the fall and have been participating in conferences with the club since the start of the 

year. I am grateful for the opportunity to be the Vice President of the International Court of 

Justice. 

 The topic before you is a difficult one. It is an issue that is currently affecting thousands 

of families and people and is extremely relevant to the politics of the United States today. It is 

imperative that you remain impartial during the court’s proceedings. You are representatives of 

the ICJ, and it is vital that all personal biases are left at the door. Stick to the facts of the case and 

make a ruling that reflects them and the tenants of international law.  

 

I look forward to meeting you all on March 9, 2019, and I hope that you all are able to 

enjoy your time working with me and the President.  

 

Sincerely,  

Angelo P. Telucci 

ICJ Vice President 

LBIMUN IX 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Long Beach Intercollegiate Model United Nations IX 

The International Court of Justice 

Rules and Procedure 

Dress Code: 

As members of the International Court of Justice you are representatives of the court, justice, and 

peace. Judges are not representing their individual member states. You are hired by the court, 

therefore no pins, flags, emblems, pictures of your country are allowed in the committee room. 

Dress code is limited to Western Formal Attire ONLY.  

Roll Call:  

At the start of committee, the President shall take roll to ensure that 15 judges are present. Judges 

shall respond with their last name and the country they are from.  

Preliminary Debate: 

Before the start of debate the president will present the case(s) before the court, if more than one 

case is present the judges shall vote on the order in which they would like to deliberate the 

dockets. If any information, not presented in the background guide needs to be addressed, the 

President or Vice President shall inform the court and give the judges the necessary information. 

Debate:  

Debate shall be divided into moderated caucus and unmoderated caucus. Moderated Caucuses 

will allow a 60-second speaking time per judge. This can be increased or decreased with a simple 

majority vote. Unmoderated Caucuses can be motioned for with a 45-minute limit for caucusing.  

Voting and Verdicts: 

Passing a verdict requires a simple majority. If all 15 judges are present, the simple majority will 

be automatically set at 8. The simple majority will be adjusted if any judges are missing. If a 

verdict is not passed unanimously, all opposing judges must submit a Dissenting Opinion to the 

President.  

Dissenting Opinions: 

Judges that oppose a verdict must present a Dissenting Opinion to the President before the 

session ends. The Dissenting Opinion is formatted the same way as verdicts. Judges may present 

a Dissenting Opinion together, if their dissenting opinions are the same, or must submit separate 

Dissenting Opinions if their analysis of the case differs.  

 



 

Powers of the court:  

The court has legally binding verdicts, therefore all information must be properly assessed. The 

court has the power, if needed, to set forth an investigation to gather information through the 

UNSC. If the UNSC approves such an investigation, the results of the latter will be presented 

before the court. A request for an investigation must be voted on and passed with a 2/3 majority.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Position Paper Format 

Judge: first and last name                                                                              School Representing 

Country name 

Each judge is expected to present a position paper (single page) assessing the information in the 

background guide, as well as any further research done in preparation for committee. All position 

papers must be emailed to icj.lbimun@gmail.com. Papers not received by March 5th 2019 

will not be considered for awards.  

 

Please take note that although you are not to impose country biases in committee, your position 

papers should include an assessment of how your individual countries would assess the 

following case. 

 

 Judges are to use their position papers to discuss with fellow judges and reach an objective 

verdict.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:icj.lbimun@gmail.com


 

International Court of Justice Verdict/Dissenting Opinion Format 

International Court of Justice 

Year 

Date 

(Country A v. Country B) 

Order 

Name of President: 

Name of Judges Present: 

Name of Dissenting Judges: 

The Verdict/Dissenting Opinion of the case should be no longer than three pages long. It should 

encompass that main arguments of all parties involved, and a summary of deliberations.  

 

The final sentence shall include who the court falls in favor of.  

 

Dissenting Opinions will not include who the court falls in favor of but will provide an argument 

from the dissenting judges for opposing the verdict.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Judges Present at the Second Session of LBIMUN ICJ 

Judge of Australia 

Judge of Central African Republic 

Judge of China 

Judge of Denmark 

Judge of Iceland 

Judge of India 

Judge of Italy 

Judge of Japan 

Judge of Morocco 

Judge of Norway 

Judge of Qatar 

Judge of Singapore 

Judge of Slovakia 

Judge of United Arab Emirates 

Judge of United Kingdom 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Case Before the Court: 

1. The United States of America v. Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras 

Background:  

In recent years there has been an increase in illegal immigration to the United States from 

the Northern Triangle of Central America; this region being the countries of Guatemala, El 

Salvador, and Honduras. In 2014 immigration surges from the Northern Triangle became 

characterized by unaccompanied minors. In 2013 the United States Customs and Border 

Protection (CBP) reported apprehending 20,805 Unaccompanied Alien Children (UACs) from 

the Northern Triangle at the Southwest Border. In 2014 that number rose to a staggering 51,705 

apprehended UACs. Although former President Barack Obama attempted to mitigate the 

problem by working with the presidents of Guatemala, El Salvador, and Honduras, the number 

of UACs apprehended in 2015 and 2016 were just as high as 2014.  

 A shift in the way the U.S. is approaching these immigration surges changed in 2017. 

Upon obtaining the Presidency Donald Trump began implementing policies against border-

crossers; regardless of age. Following news of an immigrant caravan from the Northern Triangle 

Former U.S. Attorney General Jeff Sessions announced on May 7, 2018 that a “zero-tolerance 

policy” would be implemented on families, and UACs attempting to cross the southwest border. 

This policy was to separate children from their parents. CBP reported that 40,339 apprehensions 

took place in May (This number includes both family units, and UACs). Jess Sessions’ “zero-

tolerance policy” led family units to be separated at the border. This policy caused uproar and 

several human rights organizations pushed against the policy. Ultimately, President Trump 

signed an executive order terminating the policy. However, by the time the policy was rescinded 



 

nearly 2,053 children had been separated from their parents. Several parents had also been 

deported back to their countries without knowledge of the whereabouts of their children.   

Case by The United States of America: 

 Dear Mr. President, in the case bellow you will find the case set forth by the United 

States of America in which we hope you will find the United States not at fault of the crimes set 

forth by the governments of Guatemala, El Salvador, and Honduras.  

 Mr. President, The United States of America has specific domestic immigration laws 

within our own territory. Any illegal crossings into our border are within our jurisdiction and 

therefore dismissible in court. The U.S. would like to remind the court that the Charter of the 

United Nations prevents infringing upon state sovereignty.  

Article 2, Section 7 of the United Nations Charter 

7. Nothing in the present Charter shall authorize the United Nations to intervene in matters 
which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state, or shall require the 
Members to submit such matters to settlement under the present Charter; but this 
principle shall not prejudice the application of enforcement measures under Chapter VII 

 

 The Governments of Guatemala, El Salvador, and Honduras also claim that the 

refoulment of refugees is a part of customary international law. While this may be the case, the 

United States Supreme Court has multiple rulings that state that “common” or “customary” law 

does not apply to the domestic laws of the Untied States unless these customary laws are 

specifically mentioned in the domestic law. 

 

 



 

Erie Railroad Co. v. Tompkins 

Mr. President, the above U.S. Supreme Court Case ruled that there is no federal general 

common law. Congress has no power to declare substantive rules of common law applicable in a 

State whether they be local in their nature- or "general," whether they be commercial law or a 

part of the law of torts. And no clause in the Constitution purports to confer such a power upon 

the, federal courts. Except in matters governed by the Federal Constitution or by Acts of 

Congress, the law to be applied in any case is the law of the State. And whether the law of the 

State shall be declared by its legislature in a statute or by its highest court in a decision is not a 

matter of federal concern. 

Based on several previous interpretations of the “Duty of Non-Refoulment” the principle 

is not applied in instances of mass influx. This means that the United States is not obligated to be 

held to the same standard if there are a massive number of individuals seeking refugee status, 

which in this case brought forward by the Governments of Guatemala, El Salvador and 

Honduras, is true.  

Mr. President, the United States has not violated any articles within the Convention 

Relating to the Status of Refugees, as mass-influx is not protected under the 1951 document. The 

United States has also not ratified such document and is therefore not bind by the duty of non-

refoulment. In addition, the United States has exercised its right to use “the first-country of 

arrival” principle to help accommodate the influx problem, which is not illegal under 

international law. 

 

 



 

Case by the Republics of Guatemala, El Salvador, and Honduras: 

 Dear Mr. President and judges of the court the Republics of Guatemala, El Salvador, and 

Honduras are filing a joint case as the people we are representing are citizens of our three 

nations. Bellow you will find our claims and hope you will find our case compelling enough to 

intervene in this on-going crisis at the U.S.-Mexico border.  

 Dear Mr. President on May 7, 2018, after news of a caravan making its way from the 

Northern Triangle of Central America, then U.S. Attorney General Jeff Sessions announced that 

the U.S. government would be implementing a “zero-tolerance” policy. The essence of this 

policy was to separate family units at the southwest border. 40,339 apprehensions took place 

under this policy. Thousands of children were separated from their parents. Following the large 

influx of unaccompanied and separated children the U.S. Government began to transfer children 

from detention center and placed them on what was reportedly called “Tent Cities”. The children 

were mistreated, tried without representation, and without informing the parents of the children 

or the Governments of Guatemala, El Salvador, and Honduras. Mr. President as of December 25, 

2018 two Guatemalan boys have died under I.C.E. custody.  

Mr. President, an advisory opinion on the extraterritorial application of the duty of non-

refoulment obligation under the 1951 Convention relating to the Status of Refugees and its 1967 

Protocol states that “the UNHCR is of the view that the prohibition of refoulment of refugees, as 

enshrined in Article 33 of the 1951 Convention and complemented by the non-refoulment 

obligation under international human rights law, satisfy the criteria and constitutes a rule of 

customary international law”. Customary international law is binding on all states, including 

those which have not become a party to the 1951 Convention and/or its 1967 protocol. The 

United States therefore, cannot undermine its duty under this convention. 



 

Article 33 of 1958 Convention; Prohibition of Expulsion or return (“refoulment”) 

1. No Contracting State shall expel or return (refouler) a refugee in any manner 
whatsoever to the frontiers of territories where his life or freedom would be 
threatened on account of his race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular 
group or political opinion 

2. The benefit of the present provision may not, however, be claimed by a refugee 
whom there are reasonable grounds for regarding as a danger to the security of the 
country in which he is, or who, having been convicted by a final judgement of a 
particularly serious crime, constitutes a danger to the community of that country 
 

Mr. President, the United States in the later part of 2018 decided to close its borders and 

deterred refugees to Mexico where some were deported back their states of origin. Mr. President, 

there is also a breach on the duty of non-refoulment if a country deters a refugee to a state where 

they are refouled back to their country of origin. Mr. President, the United States has breached 

Art. 33 of the Convention by refouling refugees to Mexico where they have been refouled back 

to their countries of origin before having their cases heard.  

Mr. President, on October 5, 1977 The United States signed the International Covenant 

on Civil and Political Rights of 1966. On June 8, 1992 the United States ratified the covenant, 

legally binding itself to the covenant. Guatemala, El Salvador, and Honduras accuse the United 

States on breaching Articles 17, 23 (1)-(2), and 24 (1) of the Covenant. 

Article 17 of Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

1. No one shall be subjected to arbitrary or unlawful interference with his privacy, 

family, home, or correspondence, nor to unlawful attacks on his honour and 

reputation. 

2. Everyone has the right to protection of the law against such interference or attacks 

Article 23 (1)-(2) of Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

1. The family is the natural and fundamental group unit of society and is entitled to 

protection by society and state. 



 

2. The right of men and women of marriageable age to marry and to found a family shall 

be recognized. 

Article 24 (1) of Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

1. Every child shall have, without discrimination as to race, colour, sex, language, 

religion, national or social origin, property or birth, the right to such measures of 

protection as are required by his status as a minor, on the part of his family, society, 

and the state. 

Dear Mr. President, the United States has perpetuated attacks and intervened in the families of 

thousands of refugees reaching its borders. The “zero-tolerence” policy that was enacted in 2018 

by the American government is a clear violation of the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. 

Questions and suggestions for further research: 

1. What are the obligations of the United States regarding refugees under international law? 

2. Is the Norther Triangle right in claiming a violation of customary international law? 

3. Are there any other conventions or treaties that may make the case for the United States 

stronger or weaker? 

4. Are there any other conventions, treaties, or articles that may make the case for the 

Norther Triangle stronger or weaker? 

5. Links for research 

a. International Court of Justice: https://www.icj-cij.org/ 

b. More information regarding the situation at the US-Mexico border can be found at 

the HRC website 

c. Look up HRC interpretations of Article 33 

d. Look up other interpretations of Article 33 around the world. Several courts 

around the world have ruled on Article 33 before. Do the same for the other 

conventions mentioned in the background guide 

 

https://www.icj-cij.org/

