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1Pleadings


1I.
Rydal is permitted to take steps giving effect to independence for te Windscale Islands because sovereignty over the Islands belongs to Rydal


1A.
According to Principle of Effectiveness, sovereignty over the Islands belongs to Rydal due to Admiral Aikton’s having proceeded to an effective occupation


2B.
The proof of an historic right of Aspatria’s is not supported by any manifestation of her sovereignty over the Islands


3C.
Rydal is permitted to take steps giving effect to independence for the Windscale Islands the Islanders are entitled to independence as an exercise of their right to self-determination


6II.
Rydal’s rejection of the MDR bid did not violate the Aspatria-Rydal BIT


6A.
Rydal’s rejection of MDR’s bid was based on the principle of permanent sovereignty over natural resources under international law


9B.
Rydal’s rejection of MDR’s bid did not violate the spirit of fair and equitable treatment in Aspatria-Rydal BIT


9C.
Rydal’s rejection of MDR’s bid did not violate the full protection and security in Aspatria-Rydal BIT


10D.
Rydal’s rejection of MDR’s bid did not violate the non-discrimination principle in Aspatria-Rydal BIT


13III.
Under international law, Rydal has standing to protect the assets of a Rydalian enterprise in Aspatria


13A.
Rydal has standing to exercise diplomatic protection in order to protect the assets of a Rydalian enterprise in Aspatria


15B.
As a corporation, ALEC’s right can be shielded by the principle of diplomatic protection as equally as individuals


16C.
The seizure of a Rydalian enterprise’s assets was a violation of the Aspatria-Rydal BIT


161.
The seizure in question is completely an interference with the Rydalian company’s right to control and manage its Aspatrian subsidiary


17D.
The expropriation of ALEC’s investments in Aspatrian territory violated of both the IPPA and customary international law
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Statement of Jurisdiction


The Republic of Aspatria and the Kingdom of Rydal have agreed to submit the present controversy for final resolution by the International Court of Justice by Special Agreement pursuant to Article 1, in relation to Article 40, paragraph 1, of the Statute of this Court. In accordance with Article 36, the jurisdiction of the Court comprises all cases that the parties refer to it.

Questions Presented
1. Whether Rydal has the sovereignty over the Windscale Islands according to the Principle of Effectiveness; 
2. Whether the Islanders are entitled to independence as an exercise of their right to self-determination;
3. Whether Rydal’s rejection of MDR’s bid violate a mutual agreement of Aspatria-Rydal BIT;
4. Whether Rydal has standing to invoke the Aspatria-Rydal BIT to protect the assets of Rydalian enterprise ALEC in Aspatria
5. Whether Aspatria violate the Aspatria-Rydal BIT by the seizure of such assets.
Statement of the Facts
  The controversy at issue surrounds the The Windscale Islands (“the Islands”), an archipelago in the Southern Hemisphere lying in the Eden Ocean, approximately 500 miles due west of the Republic of Aspatria. The Islands were first discovered in the late eighteenth century by Captain Geoffrey Parrish under a commission from the King of Rydal. Then in early 1778, on behalf of the King of Plumbland, Lieutenant Ricoy established a fort and settlement named Salkeld on one of the islands. By 1816, the commander of a naval ship of Rydal, Admiral Aikton and his men had explored most of the other islands in the archipelago, and they began to cultivate the land and to domesticate a wild equine species native to the Islands. Then in March 1819, Vice-Admiral Arthur Wilkinson had been appointed by Queen Constance of Rydal as Governor of the Islands. 

  In mid-1821, Plumbland was losing the war with Rydal and signed the Treaty of Great Corby, in which King Piero acknowledged the sovereignty of Rydal over the islands. In 1839, King Piero recognized the independence of Aspatria. In the subsequent Treaty of Woodside,  Plumbland recognized Aspatria’s sovereignty over the former territory of the Viceroyalty of Aspatria, excluding the Islands. In 1947, Rydal gave the Islands a constitution and maintained exclusive authority over the defense and foreign relations of the Islands.
  In 1985, Aspatria and Rydal negotiated and signed a Treaty Concerning the Encouragement and Reciprocal Protection of Investment (“the Aspatria-Rydal BIT”), which entered into force in the same year. In 1991, the Natural Resources Act (“NRA”), restricting licenses for the exploitation of energy resources in Aspatria to locally incorporated companies, was passed in Aspatria. 

  In 1997, oil was discovered in the basin around the Islands, and Rydal contracted with ROCO to explore and map the oil reserves. The discovery of oil energized an already growing independence movement on the Islands, led by a group calling itself Islanders Longing for Sovereignty and Autonomy (“ILSA”). 
In 2003, MDR Limited petitioned the Aspatrian government for an exclusive license to extract oil from the basin around the Islands, and the President of Aspatria, Cecilia Lavin, approved the petition. However, in December 2006, the leader of the Assembly of Islands, First Minister Nigel Craven, announced that the Rydalian government had approved an Assembly plan to invite and evaluate several public bids for the rights to exploit the oil reserves within the exclusive economic zone of the Islands. Although several companies expressed interest in the project, the Assembly received only two bids: one from ROCO and one from MDR Limited. In October 2007, the committee of the Assembly recommended that MDR’s bid be approved, but on 1 November 2007, Governor Black called a press conference to announce that she was withholding her signature. Then on 14 November 2007, the Assembly approved the ROCO bid, by a vote of 22 to 13.

On 16 November 2007, the Public Prosecutor of Aspatria filed criminal charges against ALEC under the NRA; moreover, the Prosecutor contemporaneously filed an administrative petition, asking the court to seize all assets of ALEC within Aspatria, and The court granted the application, ordering the Aspatrian federal police immediately seized all assets of ALEC that could be found within Aspatrian territory, including bank accounts and an oil tanker valued at approximately US$80 million. On 3 March 2008, the Supreme Administrative Court denied ALEC’s petition in ALEC v. Langdale Administrative Court. No further direct or indirect appeal from the order is possible under Aspatrian law.
Prime Minister Abbott sent a protest to President Lavin asserting that the seizure was unlawful under international law and violated the Aspatria-Rydal BIT; President Lavin responded that the assets of ALEC are not protected by the Aspatria-Rydal BIT and that Rydal’s claim of authority to extract Aspatria’s natural resources without permission is a violation of Aspatria’s sovereignty. 

On 6 September 2008, First Minister Craven called a meeting of the Assembly and passed a resolution declaring that the Islanders had the right to determine their own future and that a plebiscite should be held. So a plebiscite was held on 6 December 2008, and 76% of the Islanders had voted for independence. Following the plebiscite, Prime Minister Abbott issued a statement indicating that the King of Rydal and His government endorse the outcome of the plebiscite and pledge the full support of Rydal in assisting the Islanders’ transition to independence. On the other hand, President Lavin condemned the plebiscite as illegal and claimed that the Rydalian endorsement of the plebiscite exacerbates the illegal occupation of the Islands in violation of Aspatria’s historic title.

As far as the disputes on Aspatria’s seizure of ALEC’s assets and Rydal’s rejection of MDR’s bid are concerned, President Lavin accepted Prime Minister Abbott’s offer to negotiate, and the two States concluded the present Special Agreement.

Summary of Pleadings
  The Kingdom of Rydal is permitted to take steps giving effect to independence for the Windscale Islands because sovereignty over the Islands belongs to Rydal. Based on the historical fact, Admiral Aikton had proceeded to an effective occupation on the Islands, and this occupation is fully applicable under customary international law. Also, the Rydal administration has continuously exercises legal and administrative jurisdiction over the Windcale archipelago for decades. Thus the Kingdom of Rydal has fully satisfied the Principle of Effectiveness as well as the conditions required by international law for the validity of this type of territorial acquisition. On the other hand, an effective occupation must include the element of “The Manifestation”, and no proof of historic rights of Aspatria’s can be supported by any manifestation of her sovereignty over the Islands.
  Moreover, the Islanders of Windscale Islands are entitled to independence as an exercise of their right to self-determination according to the Atlantic Charter of 1941, the Declaration by United Nations of 1942, and the United Nations Charter of 1945, all of which placed the right of self-determination into the framework of international law and diplomacy. Besides, both the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights agree to the spirit that all peoples have the right of self-determination.
  Considering Rydal’s rejection of the MDR bid, the decision did not violate the Aspatria-Rydal BIT because it was mainly based on the pivotal principle of Permanent Sovereignty over Natural Resources, which has been a “valid norm of international law.” Applying the guidelines in “Permanent Sovereignty over Natural Resources” adopted by General Assembly Resolution 1803 (XVII), 14 December 1962, indicating that the right of peoples and nations to permanent sovereignty over their natural wealth and resources must be exercised in the interest of their national development and of the well-being of the people of the State concerned, the Kingdom of Rydal is entitled to make decisions in favor of country’s sustainable use of natural resources. Also, Rydal’s rejection of MDR’s bid did not violate the spirit of Aspatria-Rydal BIT due to the consideration of the public purpose and the long-term viability of the state.
  Both the slow pace in the criminal case of Prosecutor v. ALEC and the delay resulting from the administrative appeal case of ALEC v. Langdale should be regarded as a denial of justice. In addition, ALEC had sufficiently exhausted its local remedies for its claim to be admissible in Aspatria’s legal system. Thus, on the one hand Rydal government can invoke the principle of diplomatic protection under customary international law to safeguard the rights and assets of the corporation, ALEC, and on the other it is applicable for Rydal government to advance the claims of ROCO to be compensated for the damage done to its subsidiary in Aspatria.
  Furthermore, the requisitioning of the assets of ALEC, which is the largely owned subsidiary of a Rydalian company, ROCO, constituted a violation of Aspatrian international obligations to Rydal since the Aspatria-Rydal BIT requires each party accord to investments treatment “in accordance with customary international law, including fair and equitable treatment, full protection and security, and non-discrimination”. Considering the fact that the sequestration of all ALEC vessels, drilling equipment, and cash within the territory of Aspatria by Aspatrian federal police, there is sufficient evidence that Aspatria administration did nothing to protect ALEC’s investment after the seizures and violated its obligation under the BIT by failing to accord ALEC’s investments fair and equitable treatment and full protection and security. These actions also constituted an expropriation, depriving ALEC of its “fundamental rights of ownership,” for which Aspatria is in violation of both the IPPA and international law. 

Pleadings
I. Rydal is permitted to take steps giving effect to independence for te Windscale Islands because sovereignty over the Islands belongs to Rydal
A. According to Principle of Effectiveness, sovereignty over the Islands belongs to Rydal due to Admiral Aikton’s having proceeded to an effective occupation
  By 1816, Admiral Aikton and his men had explored most of the other islands in the archipelago and began to cultivate the land and to domesticate native equines. Based on the historical truth, this Court must apply the principles of occupation set out under customary international law. The principle was first codified in L’Acte Général de Berlin
. 
  Under the Principle of Effectiveness, the occupation over a land must be based on the fact of exercising effective jurisdiction. In Minquiers and Ecrehos Case, this Court decided on 17 November 1953 that sovereignty over the islets and rocks in the Minquiers and Écréhous groups belonged to the United Kingdom because the United Kingdom claimed that Jersey had historically exercised legal and administrative jurisdiction over them
. The arbitration decision on January 28, 1931 concerning Clipperton Islands Case (Mexico v. France)
 declaring Clipperton a French possession also fully demonstrates that Rydal has fully satisfied the conditions required by international law for the validity of this kind of territorial acquisition. 
B. The proof of an historic right of Aspatria’s is not supported by any manifestation of her sovereignty over the Islands
  In The Eastern Greenland Case
, the Permanent Court of International Justice in 1933 demonstrated that an effective occupation must include the element of “The Manifestation”. According to the historical fact, Rydal’s diplomatic note on 15 September 1818 clearly explained that “The Islands are within the dominion of Her Majesty and have been since they were discovered by Captain Parrish, a subject of Rydal. Plumbland’s settlement at Salkeld was an illegal occupation of Her Majesty’s territory, and was furthermore subsequently abandoned.
” 
C. Rydal is permitted to take steps giving effect to independence for the Windscale Islands the Islanders are entitled to independence as an exercise of their right to self-determination

  In 1941, the Atlantic Charter was signed and accepted the principle of self-determination. In January 1942, 26 nations signed the Declaration by United Nations, which accepted this principle. Furthermore, the ratification of the United Nations Charter in 1945 placed the right of self-determination into the framework of international law and diplomacy.

  The principal of self-determination of peoples was embodied as a central purpose of the United Nations in its Charter in 1945. “The Purposes of the United Nations are... To develop friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples, and to take other appropriate measures to strengthen universal peace...”
 The resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960, containing the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, stated: “All peoples have the right to self-determination; by virtue of that right they freely determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social, and cultural development.”

In 1995, these issues continue to be highly relevant as numerous peoples around the world strive for the fulfillment of this basic right of self-determination. On February 7, 1995, the UN General Assembly again adopted a resolution regarding the “Universal realization of the right of peoples to self-determination,” in which the General Assembly reaffirms “the importance, for the effective guarantee and observance of human rights, of the universal realization of the right of peoples to self-determination'' and welcomes ''the progressive exercise of the right to self-determination by peoples under colonial, foreign or alien occupation and their emergence into sovereign statehood and independence.”

  Moreover, Article 1 in both the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR)
 and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR)
 both read: “All peoples have the right of self-determination. By virtue of that right they freely determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural development.” And the Barcelona UNESCO Conference 1998 also stated that “... the principle and fundamental right of self-determination is firmly established in international law...” Also, the United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights article 15 also states that everyone has the right to a nationality and that no one should be arbitrarily deprived of a nationality or denied the right to change nationality. By this, it is clear that self-determination is tied in with all aspects of life—political, economic, social, and cultural—and is ultimately about how a group of people choose to live, and allow others to live, together on this planet.   
  On the other hand, Scott P. Crawford and Kekula P. B. Crawford further pointed out that “the swiftly evolving information and communication technologies and networking infrastructures are playing an expanding role in supporting the self-determination of peoples and emergent nations. Internally, access to information and facilitation of communication provides new and enhanced opportunities for participation in the process of self-determination, with the potential to accelerate political, economic, social, educational and cultural advancement beyond the scope of traditional institutions and forms of governance. Externally, regional and global information networks expand the voice of emergent nations and peoples with electronic forums to focus international attention and support toward specific self-determination issues and efforts.”
 

  Consequently, considering the current trends and resources in this information era, with examples of successful utilization of communications models and technologies for direct peaceful empowerment of peoples, there is ground to admit that, under the modern spirit and principles of international law, the Islanders the Windscale Islands are entitled to independence as an exercise of their right to self-determination.
II. Rydal’s rejection of the MDR bid did not violate the Aspatria-Rydal BIT
D. Rydal’s rejection of MDR’s bid was based on the principle of permanent sovereignty over natural resources under international law
  The notion of permanent sovereignty over natural resources is a “valid norm of international law.”
 Franz Perrez demonstrated that “The principle of permanent sovereignty over natural resources is a fundamental principle of contemporary international law. It emerged in the 1950s during the process of decolonization as a basic constituent of the right to self-determination and an essential and inherent element of state sovereignty.”
 

  Furthermore, according to the guidelines in “Permanent Sovereignty over Natural Resources” adopted by General Assembly Resolution 1803 (XVII), 14 December 1962, “The right of peoples and nations to permanent sovereignty over their natural wealth and resources must be exercised in the interest of their national development and of the well-being of the people of the State concerned. The exploration, development and disposition of such resources, as well as the import of the foreign capital required for these purposes, should be in conformity with the rules and conditions which the peoples and nations freely consider to be necessary or desirable with regard to the authorization, restriction or prohibition of such activities.”
 In short, any measure in this respect must be based on the recognition of the inalienable right of all States freely to dispose of their natural wealth and resources in accordance with their national interests, and on respect for the economic independence of States.

  Therefore, based on the principle of Permanent Sovereignty over Natural Resources, Rydal’s rejection of MDR’s bid did not violate the Aspatria-Rydal BIT and customary international law. 
E. Rydal’s rejection of MDR’s bid did not violate the spirit of fair and equitable treatment in Aspatria-Rydal BIT
  Under certain circumstances, the coercion by the organs of the host state may be considered inconsistent with the fair and equitable treatment to be given to international investments and objectionable from the perspective of international law, or the investors would argue that the treatment received is far more severe than the one received by national or other foreign investors.
 However, considering the public purpose and the long-term viability of the state, the host state has the rights to govern the foreign investors. In Genin case
, the tribunal considered that the special circumstances of the host State justified the intensified controls of Genin’s operations. Under like circumstances, the Rydal administration’s rejection of MDR’s bid did not violate the essence of fair and equitable treatment in Aspatria-Rydal BIT.
F. Rydal’s rejection of MDR’s bid did not violate the full protection and security in Aspatria-Rydal BIT
  In Eureko case
, the harassment of the Investors by the Polish authorities was dealt with under the “full protection and security” standard. The tribunal dismissed the investor’s claim on this ground but maintained that for such an action to be sufficient for engaging the host State’s responsibility, it had to be “repeated and sustained”. Also, the tribunal in Noble Ventures v. Romania case
 stated that in order to claim protection under the phrase “full protection and security”, it was necessary to demonstrate that a certain measure was directed specifically against a certain investor by reason of his nationality.
  Considering the situation in which Rydal administration rejected MDR’s bid, there is no violation of the spirit of the full protection and security in Aspatria-Rydal BIT.
G. Rydal’s rejection of MDR’s bid did not violate the non-discrimination principle in Aspatria-Rydal BIT
  The main difficulty linked to discrimination is that of proof, as was illustrated in the LG&E case. The tribunal found that the incriminating act of the state was indeed discriminatory because it imposed stricter measure on the gas distribution companies than on any other public utility sectors. However, despite a sectoral discrimination, the investors did not bring sufficient proof that the measure “targeted claimants” investments specifically as foreign investments.
 According to the LG&E tribunal, the proof brought by the claimant has to be sufficient to show that the measure of the state targeted the particular group to which the investors belongs, namely that of the foreign investors. It did not accept sectoral discrimination as breaching the non-discrimination obligation.

  Moreover, as the Tribunal noted in the Minority Schools in Albania case
, “equality in law precludes discrimination of any kind; whereas equality in fact may involve the necessity of different treatment in order to attain a result which establishes an equilibrium between different situations”. Based on the aforementioned arguments, Rydal’s rejection of MDR’s bid did not constitute a violation of the non-discrimination principle in Aspatria-Rydal BIT.
  Also, nationality or citizenship is not mentioned as such as a prohibited ground of discrimination under the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (ICERD). Article 2 of International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (CCPR) limits the scope of the rights to be protected against discrimination to those set forth in the CCPR
, but it has been said to be of a parasitic or accessory character: a violation of the provision can be found only in conjunction with the concrete exercise of one of the substantive rights ensured by the Convenant.

III. Under international law, Rydal has standing to protect the assets of a Rydalian enterprise in Aspatria

H. Rydal has standing to exercise diplomatic protection in order to protect the assets of a Rydalian enterprise in Aspatria

  Diplomatic protection, as an institution of public international law, is primarily exercised by States towards their nationals, and exceptionally non-nationals, against violations of international law by other States, and is one of the oldest traditions of international law
. 

  The foundations of diplomatic protection were stated in 1924 by the Permanent International Court of Justice in connection with the Mavrommatis case
: “It is an elementary principle of international law that a State is entitled to protect its subjects, when injured by acts contrary to international law committed by another State, from whom they have been unable to obtain satisfaction through the ordinary channels.” Diplomatic protection thus has its origins in the idea of a fusion of private and state interests. 

  Diplomatic protection, which has been confirmed in different cases of the Permanent Court of International Justice and the International Court of Justice, is a discretionary right of a State and may take any form that is not prohibited by international law. Traditionally, Diplomatic Protection has been seen as a right of the state, not of the individual that has been wronged under international law. Accordingly, in 2006, the International Law Commission has adopted the Draft Articles on Diplomatic Protection
, regulating the entitlement and the exercise of Diplomatic Protection.

  Considering the Elettronica Sicula S.p.A. (ELSI) case
, the Chamber unanimously held that Raytheon had sufficiently exhausted its local remedies for its claim to be admissible. Exhaustion of local remedies usually means that the individual must first pursue his claims against the host State through its national courts up to the highest level before he can ask the State of his nationality to take up those claims and that State can validly do so. 

  In the aforementioned case, since it was for Italy to show the existence of a local remedy, and since Italy had not been able to satisfy the Chamber that there clearly remained some remedy which Raytheon, independently of ELSI, ought to have pursued and exhausted, the Chamber rejected the objection of non-exhaustion of local remedies. Facing like circumstances, ALEC has given the host State, Aspatria, the chance to correct the wrong done to it through its own national remedies. Thus, Rydal has standing to exercise diplomatic protection to protect ALEC’s assets in Aspatria.
I. As a corporation, ALEC’s right can be shielded by the principle of diplomatic protection as equally as individuals

  The Barcelona Traction, Light and Power Company, Limited (Belgium v. Spain) case
 demonstrates how the concept of diplomatic protection under international law can apply equally to corporations as to individuals. It also expanded the notion of obligations owed erga omnes in the international community.

  Therefore, it is fully applicable for Rydal government to invoke the principle of diplomatic protection under customary international law to safeguard the rights and assets of the corporation, ALEC.
  On the other hand, the slow pace in the criminal case of Prosecutor v. ALEC
 and the delay resulting from the administrative appeal case of ALEC v. Langdale
 should be regarded as a denial of justice. Thus diplomatic protection is fully applicable for Rydal government to advance the claims of ROCO to be compensated for the damage done to its subsidiary in Aspatria.
J. The seizure of a Rydalian enterprise’s assets was a violation of the Aspatria-Rydal BIT

1. The seizure in question is completely an interference with the Rydalian company’s right to control and manage its Aspatrian subsidiary

  The requisitioning of the assets of ALEC, which is the largely owned subsidiary of a Rydalian company, ROCO, constituted a violation of Aspatrian international obligations to Rydal. Furthermore, Article VI of Aspatria-Rydal BIT, in providing protection from expropriation, referred to interests held “directly or indirectly” by either party.

  The Aspatria-Rydal BIT requires each party accord to investments treatment “in accordance with customary international law, including fair and equitable treatment, full protection and security, and non-discrimination.
” Simliarly, in Pope & Talbot, Inc. v. Government of Canada case, the NAFTA Article 1105 requires each NAFTA Party to accord to investments of investors of another Party treatment “in accordance with international law, including fair and equitable treatment and full protection and security.” And the Commission interpreted the concepts of “fair and equitable treatment” and “full protection and security” as not requiring treatment “in addition to or beyond” that which is required by the customary international law minimum standard of treatment of aliens
.
K. The expropriation of ALEC’s investments in Aspatrian territory violated of both the IPPA and customary international law

  In Wena Hotels Ltd. v. Arab Republic of Egypt case
, the Tribunal concluded that Egypt violated its obligation under the BIT by failing to provide Wena’s investment in Egypt “fair and equitable treatment” and “full protection and security” and by failing to provide Wena with “prompt, adequate and effective compensation” following the expropriation of the investments. The International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes (ICSID) Tribunal in interpreting a provision from the BIT between Egypt and the UK held that “the obligation incumbent on the [host state] is an obligation of vigilance, in the sense that the [host state] shall take all measures necessary to ensure the full enjoyment of protection and security of its investments and should not be permitted to invoke its own legislation to detract from any such obligation” Furthermore, the Tribunal noted that Article 25(2)(b) of the ICSID Convention accounted for the “rather common situation” in which a host government requires from foreign investors to channel their investments through a locally incorporated entity, and held that Wena presented a prima facie dispute, which was sufficient to invoke jurisdiction under the Investment Protection and Promotion Agreements (IPPA) and the ICSID Convention.  

  Considering the fact that the sequestration of all ALEC vessels, drilling equipment, and cash within the territory of Aspatria by Aspatrian federal police
, there is sufficient evidence that Aspatria administration did nothing to protect ALEC’s investment after the seizures and violated its obligation under the BIT by failing to accord ALEC’s investments fair and equitable treatment and full protection and security. These actions also constituted an expropriation, depriving ALEC of its “fundamental rights of ownership,” for which Aspatria is in violation of both the IPPA and international law.

Conclusion and Prayer of Relief
For all the aforementioned reasons argued in this memorial, the Kingdom of Rydal respectfully requests that this honorable Court:

1. DECLARE that the sovereignty over the Windscale Islands belongs to Rydal;

2. DECLARE the Islanders are entitled to independence based on the principle of self-determination;

3. DECLARE Rydal’s action of rejecting MDR’s bit did NOT violate the Aspatria and Rydal;

4. DECLARE Rydal has the standing to invoke the Aspatria-Rydal BIT to make ALEC’s seizure to diplomatic level;

5. DECLARE Aspatria did violate the Aspatria-Rydal BIT.
Respectfully submitted,
Kingdom of Rydal (Respondent)
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