[bookmark: _GoBack]The Chagos Archipelago is a collection of islands in the Indian Ocean. Between 1814 and 1965, the Archipelago was administered by the UK as a dependency of the colony of Mauritius. In 1965, the Archipelago was detached from the territory of Mauritius. When Mauritius became independent in 1968, the UK continued to administer the Archipelago as part of the British Indian Ocean Territory. Between 1967 and 1973, British authorities forcibly removed and/or prevented the return of the islands’ inhabitants.

In June 2017, the General Assembly requested that the International Court of Justice issue an advisory opinion on two questions, namely:
“(a) Was the process of decolonization of Mauritius lawfully completed when Mauritius was granted independence in 1968, following the separation of the Chagos Archipelago from Mauritius and having regard to international law, including obligations reflected in General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960, 2066 (XX) of 16 December 1965, 2232 (XXI) of 20 December 1966 and 2357 (XXII) of 19 December 1967?;
(b) What are the consequences under international law, including obligations reflected in the above-mentioned resolutions, arising from the continued administration by the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland of the Chagos Archipelago, including with respect to the inability of Mauritius to implement a programme for the resettlement on the Chagos Archipelago of its nationals, in particular those of Chagossian origin?”

Thirty-one States and the African Union provided written and/or oral statements to the Court.
 
On 25 February 2019, the Court handed down an advisory opinion as requested by the General Assembly.

Various participants had argued that the Court lacked jurisdiction and/or that there were various reasons for why the Court should refrain from exercising its jurisdiction, including that: (1) advisory proceedings were not suitable for determination of complex and disputed factual issues; (2) the Court’s response would not assist the General Assembly in the performance of its functions; (3)  it was not appropriate for the Court to re-examine a question allegedly settled by an Arbitral Tribunal constituted under Annex VII of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea in the Arbitration regarding the Chagos Marine Protected Area; (4) the questions asked related to a pending dispute between two States which had not consented to its settlement by the Court. The Court found unanimously that it had jurisdiction to issue an opinion on the questions posed by the General Assembly and, by majority, decided that it should exercise that jurisdiction because there were no “compelling reasons” for it to refrain from doing so.
 
In response to the questions posed by the General Assembly, the Court opined that: (1) the decolonisation of Mauritius was not lawfully completed when that country achieved independence in 1968; and (2) the UK is under an obligation to bring to an end its administration of the islands as rapidly as possible, and that all United Nations Member States have an obligation to cooperate with the United Nations in completing the decolonisation of Mauritius. 

In these proceedings, Vaughan Lowe QC and Naomi Hart were instructed by the Republic of Cyprus. Sam Wordsworth QC was instructed by the United Kingdom.

