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Lottery Dispute

An increasing number of countries have begun to hold lotteries to support various causes and programs.   Recently Richland decided to enter the fray and start a lottery.  To entice ticket purchasers beyond the initial purchase of a scratch-off ticket, the Lottery Commission of Richland decided to offer a second-chance drawing for non-winning tickets.  If customers would simply mail the non-winning ticket to the Lottery Commission with their name and address filled out on the ticket, it would be entered in a drawing for a $25,000 prize.  This second chance drawing has enticed many ticket holders to fill out the back of the ticket and send it in for a chance at the jackpot.  Other purchasers, upon finding that their ticket is not a winner, simply toss it in the trash.


Such is the story of Hatfield and McCoy.  McCoy had, on several occasions, gone into the Center Market and other stores in the area in search of discarded, non-winning tickets.  McCoy would take these tickets from the trash, fill out the back with his/her name and address, and mail them in to the Lottery Commission hoping to be the lucky ticket drawn for the prize.  As McCoy went into the Center Market on February 15, s/he spied several discarded Diamond Dazzler scratch-off tickets, removed them from the trash bin next to the lottery counter, and took them home to fill out his/her name and address and send them in for the second chance drawing.  Upon further inspection one of the tickets appeared to be a $1,000,000 winning ticket, the top prize in the Diamond Dazzler series.  McCoy took the ticket to the Richland Lottery Commission, explained how he/she had acquired the ticket, and the Commission confirmed that it was indeed a grand prize-winning ticket.  The Commission also determined that McCoy should be awarded the prize, so it arranged for a press conference, created the obligatory oversized check, and the news of McCoy’s newfound wealth was published throughout Richland.


On February 15, Hatfield purchased two Diamond Dazzler scratch-off tickets at the Central Market. Hatfield scratched off the tickets and they appeared not to be winners.  To confirm the non-winning status, Hatfield ran the tickets through the available self-scanner furnished by the Lottery Commission at the store and it confirmed their non-winning status.  Hatfield looked at the tickets, discarded them into the trash bin next to the lottery counter, and left the store with his/her other purchases.  On February 17, Hatfield read the story of McCoy’s luck $1,000,000 ticket and went back to the Central Market, knowing there would be a record of his/her purchase as well as  security video footage showing his/her purchase and subsequent scanning of the tickets.  Indeed the store records and video seem to indicate that Hatfield had originally purchased the tickets McCoy retrieved from the trash.  Hatfield immediately contacted the Lottery Commission and claimed ownership of the ticket and the resulting funds.


The Lottery Commission had not paid McCoy the actual $1,000,000 when Hatfield submitted his claim, and plans to void the winning ticket if Hatfield and McCoy cannot work this out.  The Lottery Commission stands by its scanners, but recognizes that this scanner may not have worked properly on this occasion.  The Commission also pointed out that it was possible to determine the winning nature of the ticket by looking at it, as McCoy did.  The Lottery Commission has said it might give each of the disputing parties $25,000 (the amount they could have received in the second chance drawing) if they cannot work out a distribution of the $1,000,000 between themselves.  The parties have agreed to mediation.
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Custody Dispute
A 3-year-old girl at the center of an international custody dispute boarded a plane to Sweden last month after a federal judge ruled that her mother was violating a treaty by keeping her in Illinois.  Linnea Andersen left on a morning flight from Chicago with her father, Magnus Andersen.  Andersen's ex-wife and Linnea's mother, Raina Andersen, did not leave with them.

Magnus Andersen filed a federal lawsuit in November in Illinois alleging that his ex-wife never returned after leaving Sweden in May 2013 on what was supposed to be a 90-day visit to see her mother in Pleasantville, a nearby town.

A federal judge sided with him, ruling that Raina Andersen had wrongfully kept their daughter in the U.S. since last August in violation of the 1980 Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction. The treaty, which outlines child custody rules between countries that sign the agreement, was signed by the U.S. in 1988 and by Sweden in 1989.

Linnea had not lived with her father in almost a year, although he had come to Illinois to see her and to await the outcome of the court fight.  “I have been in Chicago for 118 days, waiting to board a plane with my daughter and go home," Andersen said. "My life, which has been on hold for the entire time, can finally resume and Linnea will be able to celebrate her fourth birthday at her home in Sweden."

Raina Andersen said that her daughter was upset at having to leave her mother and clung to her. She said her ex-husband had agreed to allow her and their daughter to move to Illinois, but Magnus Andersen denies that claim. She said she's now in debt from paying for her attorney but that she will continue to try to get custody of her daughter. She said parting with her daughter was "terrible, traumatic and a travesty" for the girl.

The federal judge issued the ruling last month ordering the mother for the second time to return her daughter to Sweden. The judge pointed out that Raina Andersen had taken her daughter from the only country where the girl had ever lived.

The judge allowed the mother to appeal but ultimately found that none of the new evidence she submitted was compelling enough to overturn his earlier ruling. He said allowing further delays wouldn't be fair to the girl's father, who had been staying in Illinois because of the custody fight. He said Raina Andersen had the option of returning with her daughter to Sweden, where her father now has sole custody.

The parents had joint custody in Sweden before Raina Andersen left the country. After the judge's ruling that ordered the child be returned to Sweden, Magnus Andersen filed for a modification of their custody agreement in a Swedish court.

Under the international treaty, custody is decided in the nation from which it originated.
In order to avoid future disputes of this nature, the parties have agreed to mediation in the hopes that they can reach an agreement to govern future visits, and maybe even a return to joint custody.
[Note:  The parties to this dispute may be played by either men or women. If Magnus is played by a woman, she should use the name Anna.  If Raina is played by a man, he should use the name Stefan.  If both parties are the same gender, assume that they were legally married.]
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Farm Dispute

Annie Davis and her brother, Michael, are fighting about their late father’s estate.  John Davis, a widower, passed away and no one can find his will.  It was generally understood that he wanted his farm and money to be split equally between his son and daughter, but Annie wants the farm to be sold and the proceeds split, whilst Michael, who has always worked the land with his father, wishes to continue farming.  The estate consists of 400 acres of good arable land plus 250 head of cattle, three tractors, a combine-harvester and various farm implements.  There is also a 5 bedroom farmhouse with outbuildings, pens and sheds.  

Agricultural land prices are quite depressed at the moment, but estimates of the total value of the farm as a going concern range from $900,000 to $1,200,000.  There is about $15,000 in savings and investments.  On paper Michael draws a modest income of $25,000 per annum from the farm, and the business covers most of his costs, including household bills and a car with unlimited diesel.

Both Annie and Michael have taken legal advice about the dispute.  Their attorneys have explained that litigation could eat up a significant proportion of the estate.

[Note:  The parties to this dispute may be of either gender.  If Annie is played by a male, use the name Andy.  If Michael is played by a female, use the name Michele.]
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Temple Dispute

The International Court of Justice
 recently handed Cambodia a partial victory in its territorial dispute with Thailand over the land surrounding an ancient temple along the countries’ border.  The court, the top judicial body of the United Nations, said in its judgment that Cambodia had sovereignty over the immediate area around Preah Vihear Temple — the promontory on which it sits. But the court left unresolved who controls a larger disputed area, where Cambodian and Thai troops have clashed in recent years. The court did not draw any new maps but said the promontory is bordered by steep slopes on most sides, and to the north a border drawn up in 1907 by France. The border between Thailand and Cambodia was drawn by French officials in the early 20th century.

The temple’s ownership has been the subject of dispute since Cambodia's independence in the 1950s. Following Cambodia’s independence, Thailand occupied the 900-year-old Hindu temple in 1954.  The temple and its vicinity have long been a bone of contention between the neighbors and have in recent years led to deadly clashes between them.

Thailand, the court said, is “under an obligation to withdraw from that territory the Thai military or police forces, or other guards or keepers, that were stationed there.” The land they are referring to is 4.6-square km (1.8 sq mile) of scrub surrounding Preah Vihear. The court said the northern edge of the promontory, upon which Preah Vihear sits, was Cambodian, as agreed in the 1906 treaty between Thailand, then called Siam, and French Cambodia.  The territory they were referring to, however, was just one part  of the 4.6 sq km that is in dispute, leaving scope for more disagreement.

Cambodia was awarded sovereignty over the temple itself in a 1962 decision by the same court, based in The Hague, and Monday’s judgment clarified that decision. In that June 1962 judgment, the ICJ found that the temple is situated in territory under the sovereignty of Cambodia, and that Thailand is under an obligation to withdraw any military or police forces, or other guards or keepers, stationed at the Temple or in its vicinity on Cambodian territory.

Cambodia went back to the court in 2011 following clashes with Thai armed forces. In April 2011, Cambodia requested the ICJ to interpret the 1962 judgment, arguing that while Thailand recognizes Cambodia’s sovereignty over the temple itself, it does not appear to recognize the sovereignty of Cambodia over the vicinity of the temple.  The court created a demilitarised zone around the temple after fighting left about 28 dead and displaced thousands of people, but subsequent talks about withdrawing troops broke down.

The ICJ also affirmed that the temple, which was inscribed in 2008 on the World Heritage List drawn up by the UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), is a site of religious and cultural significance for the peoples of the region. Unesco called the temple "an outstanding masterpiece of Khmer architecture".  But the 2008 listing – intended to help protect the site – led to an escalation of tensions. In this respect, the Court recalled that Cambodia and Thailand – which are both parties to the World Heritage Convention – must cooperate in the protection of the site as an important part of world heritage. In addition, each country is under an obligation not to “take any deliberate measures which might damage directly or indirectly” such heritage.

The court was only able to clarify jurisdiction of the promontory that was covered in the previous 1962 ruling and said it had no authority to rule on rival claims to other land. Ownership of the temple and its surrounding areas is an emotional one and has been used by politicians on both sides of the border to stoke nationalist feelings.

Nationalist groups have urged the Thai government not to respect the verdict. In a nationally televised speech after news of the decision, Prime Minister Yingluck Shinawatra said the government would negotiate further on the issue with Cambodia.

News services reported that Cambodia’s foreign minister, Hor Namhong, had said the ruling was “good enough.”  Cambodia's prime minister, Hun Sen, welcomed the ruling, saying it "gives the frontier between the two countries a clear borderline". He said both countries have agreed to work to maintain peace at the historic temple. Hun Sen said he told Cambodian troops to stay on their side of the border and "avoid any activity that would cause tensions".

Yuthasak Sasiprapha, Thailand’s deputy defense minister, said Thai troops stationed near the border would “stay where they are,” pending further talks with Cambodia. The Thai foreign minister, Surapong Tovichakchaikul, said the verdict offered "satisfactory results to both sides" and promised the neighbors would work together to implement it.  In a televised address, Yingluck said both countries should strive to reach a satisfactory interpretation of the verdict. "We share a 800 km long border ... we have to rely on each other for prosperity," said Yingluck, adding that Thai security forces would still patrol border areas "for the sake of peace and security".

Soldiers from both countries were seen near the temple ahead of the judgment and villagers feared the ruling could trigger fresh military clashes. The two sides have exchanged fire around the temple on several occasions in recent years and the dispute has become divisive within Thailand where two broad political factions have been batting for power for years. The verdict could not come at a worse time for Thai Prime Minister Yingluck Shinawatra, who is facing street protests against a government-backed amnesty bill being debated by the upper house Senate. Opponents say the amnesty is designed to expunge her self-exiled brother and former premier Thaksin Shinawatra's 2008 jail term for abuse of power while he was office, to allow him to return a free man and make a political comeback. Thaksin promoted close ties with Cambodia when he was prime minister and his enemies have accused him of not defending Thai interests in connection with the border dispute.  The amnesty bill is being discussed in the Thai Senate where ruling party whips have indicated the draft might be withdrawn. The opposition fears, however, that the government would withdraw the bill to defuse tension then re-introduce it when the dust settles.

Some of the thousands of demonstrators who have been out on the streets of the Thai capital over recent days want to topple Yingluck's government and are accusing it of colluding with Thaksin and Cambodia to "sell" Thai land. Some of the Thai anti-government demonstrators had anticipated the court would rule in Cambodia's favor. At least 1,000 ultra-nationalists among the protesters marched to the Defense Ministry earlier to deliver a letter demanding the military protects what they said was Thai sovereign territory.

That group included former members of the ultra-royalist People's Alliance for Democracy (PAD), which has a track record of whipping up anger to undermine governments that Thaksin has led, both directly and indirectly. The PAD said it did not recognize the court in the Hague. "This government wants to sell our country and our territory," Chamlong Srimuang, a PAD leader who has helped to topple governments, told reporters prior to the verdict."Thais believe in justice but why should we listen to the world court's ruling?"

What concerns Yingluck's government is the PAD's powerful backers among the royalist establishment, which has close ties with military generals who overthrew Thaksin in a 2006 coup and have tacitly backed the PAD in the past.  Thailand's government is concerned its opponents will use the court verdict to pile on the pressure.

Although both Thailand and Cambodia have promised to respect the court's decision and keep the peace, both have boosted troops at the border. Hundreds of villagers along the border fear that fighting could happen again in the wake of the ruling and many are sheltering in bunkers.

The parties have agreed to mediation to try to work out a plan for living with the court ruling that will enhance the likelihood of peace on both sides of the border.  The prime ministers of both countries have sent high-level deputies to conduct the discussions.
[Note:  This is a real-life dispute; the facts are a compilation of online news reports.  For purposes of the competition, you are to assume that the status of the dispute is as described above.  If anything has happened since the events described above, you may consider it in formulating suggestions for resolution, but you may not treat it as having actually happened.]

Here is a map of the area:
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And here is the temple:
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Fishing War

The English Channel scallop fishing dispute, also titled the Scallop War or guerre de la coquille, occurred recently between British and French fishermen 24 kilometers (15 mi) off the coast of Le Havre, France. The dispute arose because of a difference in fishing restrictions between the two countries. British scallop fishers are allowed to fish for scallops all year round, whilst French scallop fishers are not permitted to fish between 15 May and 1 October each year. 

Approximately 40 French fishing boats surrounded 5 British fishing boats and, according to the British fishermen, tried to slam into the British boats as well as throw rocks and nets to try and damage the propellers and engines. The French had previously fired flares and rocks at the British boats. The French are furious that “British intruders” have been fishing for the lucrative mollusk in the Baie de Seine, off the coast of Normandy. French fishermen claim that their action was in response to the British boats being inside the European Union's Common Fisheries Policy 19 kilometres (12 mi) fishing exclusion zone; British fishermen deny that they were within the exclusion zone; they are adamant they were at least 15 miles offshore — which still falls within French territorial waters – when they were attacked.

British fishermen requested protection from the Royal Navy. The Royal Navy announced that it had no plans to deploy ships from the Fishery Protection Squadron, instead relying on French authorities to keep the dispute from escalating.  A seven-hour stand-off followed, with the French leaving only when a French police boat and a naval vessel, the Pruviere, arrived at the request of the British Government. The dispute now threatens to escalate into a full-scale “scallop war”, with some militant French trawlermen saying they will blockade British ports and ferries and target British exports of scallops if they don’t get their way.
Tension remains high among British fishermen working the English Channel following the attack. “Their boats appeared in a line along the horizon and proceeded to surround me and about half a dozen other British trawlers,” said Mr. Bailey, a Jersey-born fisherman who has spent his entire life at sea. “Suddenly they started pelting us with iron bars, rocks and firing flares at us. We had to take refuge in the wheelhouse. It was pretty nasty stuff.” “It’s just plain wrong,” he said, from the wheelhouse of his 50ft trawler, which sails 18 hours out of Brixham to reach the Baie de Seine scallop beds. “The French lads are fishermen like us, and we respect the fact they are trying to make a living, but attacking our boys like that is not on. It’s not the way to go about settling your disputes.”

Pete McLeod’s trawler, the Danielle, had a lucky escape, pulling into harbour the day before the attack to offload its scallops. “It’s a form of piracy to surround a boat and stop it from going about its lawful business,” said Mr McLeod, 53, whose boat is laid up in Brixham for maintenance. “And that’s what the French did. We understand they are trying to protect their livelihood, but we are abiding by the rules and they should let us get on with it.”

Andy Scott, of Scott Trawlers in Dumfries, Scotland, had to call Marine Scotland for help when one of his skippers telephoned to say his crew were under attack. The crew of the vessel were forced to hide in the wheelhouse as rocks and iron bars were thrown. He said: ‘The skipper was very concerned for his safety and the safety of the crew. They were really helpless. ‘I could hear on the telephone the rocks and bricks raining down on the wheelhouse window.

To complicate matters, the French are demanding a ban on all fishing in the Baie de Seine in order to replenish its stock of fish and scallops. They had imposed a voluntary ban on fishing through the summer and were angry the British boats had not done the same, claiming that their actions were putting stocks of scallops at risk of overfishing.

But the British fishermen would already appear to be operating under far stricter limits than those imposed on the French.

While the British fleet is restricted to 3.3 million “kilowatt” days at sea — the measurement of the boats’ fishing capacity — the French are allowed 7.7  million days, although they use only a quarter of their actual capacity. The limits mean the British scallop boats can sail only 36 days in the current October to December quarter.

Matters came to a head in Paris, where eight British and 12 French representatives of the trawler owners gathered to thrash out a deal.

The British offered to stay out of the Baie de Seine for up to eight weeks during the summer in return for access to one million kW days of the unused French quota. All but one of the French representatives were in agreement, but the objection of one representative from Brittany, who speaks for six per cent of French scallopers, was enough to scupper the deal.  Brittany’s fishermen were concerned the British boats would head west and start competing with them.  As a result, the status quo prevailed and the British carried on working the Baie de Seine.

The dispute is replete with ironies. Not only is much of the British haul of scallops exported back to the French and Spanish markets, after being processed by UK wholesalers, but Brixham’s new, £20 million fish market was part-funded by the EU’s member states, including France.  Scallops worth more than £70 million are exported from Britain every year, bringing a welcome injection of cash into fishing ports. 

Claude Milliner, a French scallop trader at Port en Bessin, said: ‘Our government is doing nothing to protect us from the British intruders who are pillaging our livelihood. 

'We will not hesitate to call out 250 boats or more. Our fellow trawlermen at the other ports are with us. Our battle is their battle. ‘This situation is going to end badly. We have had enough. We will do what it takes to win the war. ‘We have enough boats along the Channel coast to cause disruption by blocking the ferries. We don’t want to but if we have to, we will.’ 

French fishermen have previously proved true to their word when they have threatened a blockade in the Channel. In 1996, trawlermen sailed dozens of boats into the harbour mouth at the cross-channel port of Calais, roped themselves together and blocked its entrance. They delayed tens of thousands of passengers and hundreds of lorries for two days before the government gave into their demands for European Union benefits.

This year rumours of a bumper year of scallops reached UK ports in September. Within days a dozen British boats were in international waters off the Normandy coasts. By the time the French set sail on October 1, they had missed out on weeks of rich pickings. 

The French concede that the British are acting lawfully. But they believe it is unfair that UK boats can steam across the Channel to pick the best scallops while they can only watch. 

The Gallic authorities say the closed scallop season prevents over-fishing and allows the scallops to spawn in peace.  But Dr Ewan Bell of the British government-funded Centre for Environment, Fisheries & Aqua-culture Science, said: ‘As far as I’m aware there is no particular scientific justification for that closed season. There are peaks in their spawning but you can find spawning scallops all year round.’

Jim Portus, of the South Western Fish Producers Organisation, says the French closed season is a marketing ploy that owes more to protecting prices than protecting fish.

‘It’s an arbitrary season,’ he said. ‘We can only assume that it ensures the market is concentrated into the seven months of open season so they get a better price.’ 

Scallops are not endangered and there are no fixed EU quotas restricting the size of the catches. But to prevent over-fishing, fishermen must follow complex rules covering the size of equipment, the type of dredgers, the size of scallops they can harvest and how many days they spend at sea each year.  Each EU nation may dredge for scallops in its own coastal waters and in any international waters. But nations may set their own restrictions.  Just as the French have a closed summer season off Normandy, British boats are banned from fishing for scallops in the Irish Sea from June to the end of October.  And just as UK fishermen can ignore the French restrictions, there is nothing to stop a French boat looking for scallops in the summer off the coast of Wales. In practice, they rarely bother because travelling so far is uneconomical.

 

The parties have agreed to mediation to try to work out a plan for avoiding such incidents in the future.  Scallop fishermen from both countries have designated representatives to conduct the discussions.

[Note:  This is a real-life dispute; the above facts are a compilation of online news reports.  For purposes of the competition, you are to assume that the status of the dispute is as described above.  If anything has happened since the events described above, you may consider it in formulating suggestions for resolution, but you may not treat it as having happened.]
Here is a map of the area:



� Established in 1945 under the UN Charter, the ICJ – sometimes referred to as the World Court – settles legal disputes between States and gives advisory opinions on legal questions that have been referred to it by authorized UN organs or specialized agencies.








