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PRELIMINARY MATTERS 

I. STANDARD OF PROOF AND ADMISSIBILITY OF EVIDENCE 

1. The Prosecutor failed to establish “substantial grounds to believe”,1 demonstrating “concrete 

and tangible proof demonstrating a clear line of reasoning underpinning its specific 

allegations”2 that Ms. Lucretia Barcino (“Ms. Barcino”) is responsible for the three crimes 

charged. 

2. Indirect evidence such as the Internal BarcTec documents, memo and email hold low 

probative value,3 and contains confidentiality which requires the provider’s consent,4 in 

order to ensure fair and non-prejudiced trial.5 Admitting such evidence renders a blatant 

disregard of the right to privacy of provider. Furthermore, the Prosecutor’s reliance on the 

anonymous evidence,6 creates difficulty for the Court to determine its probative value and 

its trustworthiness;7 thus, such evidence should not be ascribed.8  Therefore, such evidence 

shall not be admissible to establish the three crimes charged. 

 
1 ICC, Rome Statute, Article 61.  
2 ICC, Prosecutor v. Thomas Lubanga Dyilo, ICC-01/04-01/06, (“Lubanga”), Pre-Trial Chamber 

(“PTC”) I, Decision, 29 January 2007, ¶39.  
3 ICC, Prosecutor v. Jean Pierre Bemba Gombo, ICC-01/05-01/08, (“Bemba”), PTC II, Decision 

Pursuant to Article 61(7)(a) and (b) of the Rome Statute on the Charges, 15 June 2009, ¶47, 51; 

Fact, ¶18, 27.  
4 Rome Statute, Article 54(3)(e).  
5 Rome Statute, Article 69(4).  
6 ICC, Prosecutor v. Laurent Gbagbo, ICC-02/11-01/11, (“Gbagbo”), PTC I, Decision adjourning 

the hearing on the confirmation of charges pursuant to Article 61(7)(c)(i) of the Rome Statute, 3 

June 2013, ¶29; Fact, ¶10.  
7 Gbagbo, PTC I, ¶29. 
8 Ibid, ¶28.  
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II. THE COURT CANNOT EXERCISE ITS JURISDICTION OVER THIS CASE 

3. The Court cannot exercise its territorial jurisdiction over Polotska,9 part of Bashkizan 

territory10 which is neither a State Party to the Rome Statute 11 nor does it accept the exercise 

of the Court’s jurisdiction.12 Therefore, the Court has no jurisdiction. 

III. THERE WAS NO INTERNATIONAL ARMED CONFLICT  

4. International armed conflict (“IAC”) is established when there is total or partial occupation 

of another state.13 However, the control of Polotska was under Bashkizan’s territory, thus 

the reoccupation after Tvir would not constitute an IAC.14  

5. Additionally, the fight between Bashkizan armed forces and Polotskan Liberation Front 

(“PLF”) was a terrorist organisation.15 Terrorism refers to “banditry, unorganised and short-

lived insurrections” which is not governed by international humanitarian law.16 

6. PLF launched attacks on Bashkizan from 1973 towards 2020.17 The group was unorganised 

and did not meet the threshold of an armed conflict without the existence of command 

structures, military equipment and designated zones of operations.18 Therefore, the situation 

 
9 Rome Statute, Article 12(2)(a).  
10 Clarification, ¶4.  
11 Annex I.  
12 Rome Statute, Article 12(3). 
13 ICC, Lubanga, PTC I, ¶541. 
14 Fact, ¶1, 3 & 4.  
15 Fact, ¶4. 
16 International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (“ICTY”), Prosecutor v. Ljube 

Boškoski et al., IT-04-82-T, Judgement, 10 July 2008, ¶175. 
17 Fact, ¶4-26.  
18 Lubanga, PTC I, ¶537; ICTY, Prosecutor v. Fatmir Limaj et al., IT-03-66-T, Trial Chamber 

(“TC”) II, Judgement, 30 November 2005, ¶90. 
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did not amount to IAC, but rather qualified as an internal disturbance in the territory of 

Bashkizan.19 Thus, IAC was not established. 

 
19 Bemba, TCIII, Judgement Pursuant to Article 74 of the Rome Statute, 21 March 2016, ¶137. 



Page 5 of 20 (D06) 
 

COUNT I 

I. MS. BARCINO SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE WAR CRIME OF 

UNLAWFUL CONFINEMENT UNDER ARTICLE 8(2)(a)(vii) OF THE ROME 

STATUTE 

A. The Bashkizan government lawfully confined Polotskan inhabitants 

7. A person may be subjected to assigned residence for imperative reasons of security.20 The 

measure of activity deemed prejudicial to the security of the State is left largely to the State’s 

decision.21 

8. The Polotskan inhabitants supported for PLF invoked PLF’s terrorist activities and led to 

disrupt of public order through social media which constituted a surge of protests that 

became increasingly violent.22 PanOpt was designed to protect national security and the 

CCTV cameras throughout Polotska were to ensure that the inhabitants will not affect State’s 

security by being involved in coordinated protests.23  

9. Alternatively, precedents show that freedom of expression is enough to cause a threat to the 

State's national security. In Nahimana case, Hutu population have made a protest, inciting 

their hatred on radio broadcasts to kill the Tutsi population, which in turn led to their massive 

genocidal death that adversely affected national stability.24 Therefore, as per our case, the 

Polotskan inhabitants’ support for PLF through social media were enough to justify 

 
20 Geneva Convention (“GC”) IV, Article 78. 
21 ICTY, Prosecutor v. Delalić et al., IT-96-21-T, (“Delalić”), Trial Judgment, 16 November 1998, 

¶574.  
22 Fact, ¶8, 10.  
23 Fact, ¶9 & 15.  
24  ICTR, Prosecutor v. Ferdinand Nahimana, ICTR-99-52-T, Trial Chamber I, Judgement and 

Sentence, 3 December 2003, ¶486 - 488.   
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confinement,25 because such action amounts to an increase of violence throughout Polotska 

which posed a threat to State’s security.26 

i. The Polotskan inhabitants were given their procedural guarantees 

10. Confinement will only be unlawful in the absence of procedural guarantees such as the right 

to appeal and periodical reviews.27 

11. Their restrictions were reviewed every three months in order to inspect their release if they 

are no longer a threat,28 which guaranteed the persons’ procedural guarantees. The Bashkizan 

government had sought PanOpt as a better alternative from putting the arrestees from being 

overly crowded in the pre-trial detention with hygiene concerns.29 Therefore, the 

confinement is lawful.  

B. The Polotskan inhabitants were not protected under the Fourth Geneva 

Conventions 

12. Persons are protected under the Geneva conventions (“GC”) when they find themselves in 

case of conflict or occupation, in which they are not nationals to the occupying power.30 

13. The Polotskan inhabitants were neither in an occupied territory nor in a situation of armed 

conflict and they acquired Bashkizan’s nationality.31 Therefore, they are not protected.  

 
25 Fact, ¶9.  
26 Ibid.  
27 Delalić, Trial Judgment, 16 November 1998, ¶561; GC IV, Article 43 & 78.    
28 Fact, ¶15. 
29 UN doc (1992) General Comment no. 20, Article 7, ¶11.  
30 GC IV, Article 4. 
31 Fact, ¶1.  
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II. MS. BARCINO IS NOT INDIVIDUALLY RESPONSIBLE FOR 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE COMMISSION OF THE CRIME UNDER 

ARTICLE 25(3)(d) OF THE ROME STATUTE  

A. Actus reus was not satisfied  

i. Ms. Barcino had no common purpose with the Bashkizan government  

14. Common purpose requires the participants to have the same intent in which they must mean 

to cause the consequence of the crime.32  

15. The optimization of PanOpt is solely for business interaction, as part of the smart city project 

in Polotgrad.33 Furthermore, the intent was not shared because although when the Bashkizan 

government had asked for the data handover, she was reluctant to do so.34  Therefore, Ms. 

Barcino had no common purpose. 

ii. Ms. Barcino’s contribution was not significant  

16. Significant contribution refers to contribution that may influence the commission of the 

crime; and immaterial or inconsequential conduct does not incur contribution within Article 

25(3)(d).35 

17. Ms. Barcino’s conduct in providing PanOpt had no influence on the commission of the 

crime, because her actions were business interactions under BarcTec.36 Furthermore, such 

conduct is inconsequential because the optimization of PanOpt has a legitimate purpose,37 

and is not for confinement. Therefore, Ms. Barcino’s contribution was not significant.  

 
32 ICC, Prosecutor v. Germain Katanga, ICC-01/04-01/07, (“Katanga”), TC II, Judgement 

pursuant to article 74 of the Statute, 7 March 2014, ¶1627. 
33 Fact, ¶6, 7, 14. 
34 Fact, ¶10.  
35 Katanga, TC II, Judgement pursuant to article 74 of the Statute, 7 March 2014, ¶1632. 
36 Fact, ¶6, 7.  
37 Fact, ¶14.  
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18. At any event, even if there was no PanOpt, the arrest would occur nonetheless because the 

government would put them in pre-trial detention; however, not for long duration.38 

Therefore, Ms. Barcino’s contribution was not significant. 

B. Mens rea was not satisfied 

19. To incur liability under Article 25(3)(d), the accused must know of the group’s intention to 

commit the crime.39 

20. Ms. Barcino was not aware of the Bashkizan’s government intention to unlawful 

confinement, for the intended use of PanOpt was not mentioned in the conference.40 

Furthermore, the optimization of PanOpt was Ms. Barcino’s mere response to her client,41 

and its usage is beyond her control.42 Therefore, mens rea was not satisfied.

 
38 Fact, ¶12.  
39 Mbarushimana, ICC-01/04-01/10 OA 4, AC, Judgment on the appeal of the Prosecutor against 

the decision of Pre-Trial Chamber I of 16 December 2011 entitled “Decision on the confirmation 

of charges”, 30 May 2012, ¶65. 
40 Fact, ¶14.  
41 Fact, ¶6, 7, 14.  
42 Fact, ¶15.  
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COUNT II 

I. MS. BARCINO SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE WAR CRIME OF 

ATTACKING CIVILIANS UNDER ARTICLE 8(2)(b)(i) OF THE ROME 

STATUTE 

A. The unit 23rd Armored Regiment (“AR”) and unit 501st Mechanized Infantry 

Regiment (“MIR”) did not direct an attack 

21. When assessing “attack”, what matters is the consequences of the act, and whether injury, 

death, damage or destruction are intended or foreseeable consequences thereof.43  

22. EagleEye was adapted specifically to avoid civilian casualties. Simultaneously, the 

consequences of 37 civilians’ casualties and 42 wounded was not intended nor foreseeable.44 

It is not an attack but rather an act of self-defense as the threat was imminent toward the 23rd 

AR, and 501st MIR. Lt. Vassily was vulnerable to the risk at the time when the civilians 

threw the rock.45 Moreover, the 37 civilians’ casualties and 42 wounded was an incidental 

loss of life as the attack and the adaptation of EagleEye was to aim at PLF.46  

B. The civilians lost their protection 

23. Civilians shall enjoy protection unless and for such time they directly participate in 

hostilities.47 In the present case, they are no longer protected as the three-threshold elements 

are satisfied: threshold of harm, direct causation, and belligerent nexus.  

 
43 ICC, Prosecutor v. Ntaganda, ICC-01/04-02/06, (“Ntaganda”), PTC II, Document Containing 

the Charges (“DCC”), 9 June 2014, ¶46. 
44 Fact, ¶21. 
45 Ibid. 
46 Customary International Humanitarian Law (“CIHL”), Rule 18.  
47 CIHL, Rule 6. 
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24. To reach the threshold of harm, the specific act must be likely to adversely affect the military 

operations or inflict injury to the adverse party.48 Direct causation is satisfied when there is 

a direct causal link between a specific act and the harm to result from that act.49 Whereas to 

meet the requirement of belligerent nexus, an act must be specifically designed to directly 

cause the required threshold of harm in support of the party to the conflict and the detriment 

of another.50 

25. The roadblock created misunderstanding and tension that later turned into a panic situation 

which had inflicted injury against Lt. Vassily.51 The civilian act supported the PLF aside 

from holding the pro PLF slogan pamphlet; they also refused to peacefully evacuate.52 

Simultaneously, the civilians came with the intention to cause harm as a military strategy by 

interrupting the 23rd AR and 501st MIR military objective to retake control over Polotska,53 

and for the PLF fighters to be able to attack from the building using RPGs.54 Therefore, the 

civilians directly participate in hostilities.  

C. The Unit 23rd AR and Unit 501st MIR did not intend to direct attack against 

the civilians  

26. The intention is established when a person means to engage in the conduct and to cause that 

consequence.55 Such an attack must have been conducted intentionally in the knowledge, or 

when it was impossible not to know, that civilians were being targeted.56 

 
48 Melzer, N., “Interpretive guidance on the notion of direct participation in hostilities under 

international humanitarian law”, (“Melzer, N.”), ICRC, 2009, ¶47-50.  
49 Melzer, N., ¶51. 
50 Melzer, N., ¶58. 
51 Fact, ¶21. 
52 Fact, ¶20, 21.  
53 Fact, ¶17. 
54 Fact, ¶21.  
55 Statute, Article 30(2).   
56 ICTY, Prosecutor v. Blaskic, IT-95-14, Trial Judgment, 3 March 2000, ¶180. 
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27. The 23rd AR and 501st MIR never mean to cause the death and wounding of the civilians as 

evident when Lt. Vassily make an attempt to peacefully evacuate them from possible harm 

from the active hostilities57. In addition, the testing illustrates a high satisfactory result 

stipulating that effort was put to avoid civilians’ casualties.58 The EagleEye had accurately 

identified PLF located in the building however, EagleEye identified it as a potential threat 

due to the suspicious behavior of throwing the rock.59 

28. The usage of AI in armed conflict may impose a serious consequence unless the AI has 

situational awareness; time available for human intervention, automation bias, or moral 

buffer.60 Moral buffer will not be an issue as EagleEye is a semi-autonomous weapon which 

allows human intervention.61 The time available for the gunner was also reasonably given a 

10 sec to abort or fire at the target.62 Therefore, the 23rd AR and 501st MIR did not intend to 

direct attack against civilians. 

II. MS. BARCINO IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR AIDING THE COMMISSION OF 

THE CRIME UNDER ARTICLE 25(3)(c) OF THE ROME STATUTE  

A. Actus reus was not satisfied 

29. Aiding means assisting or helping another to commit a crime,63 which has a substantial effect 

on the perpetration of a certain crime.64 

 
57 Fact, ¶21. 
58 Fact, ¶18.  
59 Fact, ¶21.  
60 ICRC, “Artificial intelligence and machine learning in armed conflict: A human-centered 

approach”, June 2019, p.475. 
61 Fact, ¶19. 
62 Fact, ¶19.  
63 ICC, Prosecutor v. Bemba Gombo, ICC-01/05-01, (“Bemba”), TC VII, Judgment pursuant to 

Article 74 of the Statute, 19 October 2016, ¶87,88. 
64 ICTY, Prosecutor v. Limaj et al., IT-03-66-T, TC, 30 November 2005, ¶516.  
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30. EagleEye was adapted focusing on protecting civilians from being the object of the 

attack.65The computer simulation shows general satisfactory results before it went into 

operation.66 In addition, the testing demonstrates that EagleEye may be overloaded when 

operated in a crowded area and does not indicate that it is defected nor the civilians will be 

the target. On the contrary, it will take longer to assess the potential threat.67 Therefore, Actus 

reus was not satisfied.  

B. Mens rea was not satisfied 

31. The aider must have the knowledge that his or her act assisted and resulted in the commission 

of the crime.68  

32. Ms. Barcino is not aware that EagleEye will cause civilian casualties because EagleEye was 

adapted to solve the issue of civilians’ casualties in the active hostilities on the mountain 

terrain.69 However, EagleEye was later used in the outskirts area and did not align with its 

prior objective which was to conduct the attack at the mountain terrain.70 Therefore, mens 

rea was not satisfied.

 
65 Fact, ¶18.  
66 Fact, ¶18. 
67 Fact, ¶18, 19. 
68 Gombo, TC VII, ¶95. 
69 Fact, ¶17, 18. 
70 Fact, ¶17.  
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COUNT III 

I. MS. BARCINO SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE WAR CRIME OF 

ATTACKING PROTECTED OBJECTS UNDER ARTICLE 8(2)(b)(ix) OF THE 

ROME STATUTE  

A. The St. Eligius Church and the Mountainview Sanitorium are military 

objectives 

33. Military objectives are objects which by its nature, location, manner, and usage effectively 

contribute to military action and whose total or partial destruction offers a definite military 

advantage, may lawfully be attacked.71   

i. The St. Eligius Church 

34. The presence of PLF flags, gunfire, and PLF fighters in the Church, rendered the loss of 

protection of the St. Eligius Church.72 Along with the fact that it is located in the north of 

Polotgrad where it was known to be a gathering spot for PLF groups, specifically near small 

Churches. Thus, it is a military objective.  

ii. The Mountainview Sanitorium  

35. According to the assessment of Zilant, the Mountainview Sanitorium’s location, 

construction style and usage, 73 met the criteria as a military objective for PLF command 

center and munition stockpile sanatoria.74 Moreover, the wounded PLF fighters were 

transferred to and from the sanatorium in vehicles with the distinctive emblem of the PLF,75 

instead of a medical distinctive emblem.76 Thus, it is a military objective.   

 
71 CIHL, Rule 8.  
72 Fact, ¶25. 
73 Fact, ¶26, Clarification, ¶44.  
74 Fact, ¶24. 
75 Fact, ¶26. 
76 AP II, Article 12.  
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iii. Alternatively, the attacks were out of imperative military necessity 

36. Military necessity is limited to measures which are essential to ensure the success of an 

operation that is planned.77 The strikes were necessary to weaken the PLF fighters, in order 

to take control over the North of Polotska.78 The Bashkizan ground forces were unable to 

reach such buildings, since they were located deep in PLF territory.79 Therefore, the strikes 

justified imperative military necessity. 

B. The St. Eligius Church and Mountainview Sanitorium are not intended to 

attack 

37. A person has intent when that person means to engage in the conduct and is aware of the 

consequence that will occur in the ordinary course of events.80 Ms. Barcino has no intention 

and awareness of the attack in the protected buildings, since as a programmer and 

manufacturer she may not be able to predict every scenario that a fully autonomous weapon 

will encounter.81 Moreover, Zilant has successfully carried out strikes against PLF fighters, 

which justified the use of Zilant.82   

i.  Zilant is by use justified 

38. All weapons must be used in compliance with international humanitarian law (“IHL”) 

principles: distinction, proportionality and precaution.83 Zilant was in compliance with all 3 

 
77 Commentary on the APs to the GCs, ¶1406. 
78 Fact, ¶17. 
79 Fact, ¶25, 26.  
80 Statute, Article 30.  
81 Human Rights Watch and IHRC, “The Lack of Accountability for Killer Robots”, April 2015, 

p.33. 
82 Fact, ¶25. 
83 ICRC, “International Humanitarian Law and the challenges of contemporary armed conflict”, 

October 2015, 32IC/15/11, p.38. 



Page 15 of 20 (D06) 
 

foundational principles of IHL. 

i. Principle of distinction 

39. Civilians and combatants, as well as civilian objects and military objectives, must be 

distinguished.84 For visual discrimination, autonomous weapon systems may rely on 

distinctive sign of the adversary.85 The environment in which the weapon will be deployed, 

is assessed for the compliance of distinction principle.86 

40. Zilant distinguished the St. Eligius Church and the Mountainview sanitorium by its location, 

PLF distinctive emblem, and the gathering in small groups of people.87 These are all the 

identification of the PLF fighters, and their whereabouts within the north of Polotgard.88 

Indicating that Zilant’s strike focused on the legitimate target in a desolate area. Therefore, 

the principle of distinction is justified.  

ii. Principle of proportionality  

41. The attacks in which the expected collateral damage would be excessive in relation to the 

concrete and direct military advantage anticipated, is prohibited.89 In respect to the 

autonomous weapons, the principle of proportionality would rather be evaluated from the 

military advantage anticipated than the risk for civilians and civilian objects.90  

 
84 CIHL, Rules 1, 7.  
85 Thompson Chengeta, “Measuring Autonomous Weapon Systems Against International 

Humanitarian Law Rules”, Journal of Law & Cyber Warfare, 2016, p.94.  
86 ICRC, “Views of the International Committee of the Red Cross on autonomous weapon system”, 

11 April 2016, p.3. 
87 Fact, ¶23. 
88 Ibid. 
89 AP I, Article 51(5)(b). 
90 Marco Sassóli, “Autonomous weapons and International Humanitarian Law: advantages, open 

Technical, questions and legal Issues to be Clarified”, 90 INT’L L. STUD.308, 2014, p.331. 
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42. Zilant offers excessive military advantage to Bashkizan armed forces with its effectiveness 

to carry out strikes against PLF.91 Since large part of Bashkizan’s helicopter were 

destroyed,92 and their ground forces are inferior due to geographical disadvantage of the 

mountainous terrain;93 thus, Zilant is the most suitable alternative support, to achieve 

Bashkizan’s military advantage. Therefore, the principle of proportionality is justified.  

iii. Principle of precaution 

43. All feasible precautions must be taken to avoid, and minimize the death or injury of civilians 

or destruction to civilian objects.94  

44. Zilant drones do not launch an immediate attack against its target, instead it collects enough 

information to evaluate the target prior to the attack.95 Zilant selected the target and launched 

the attack by identifying the PLF distinctive emblem, which was done to minimize the death 

of civilians.96 The report civilian casualties was an incidental loss to achieve military 

necessity.  Hence, the principle of precaution is justified.   

II. MS. BARCINO IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR DIRECT PERPETRATION 

UNDER ARTICLE 25(3)(a) OF THE ROME STATUTE 

45. To be held liable as a direct perpetrator, it is required that the accused person carry out the 

crime physically, with intention and knowledge of the crime.97 An individual could be held 

directly responsible for the commission of wrongful acts of a machine if she or he designed 

 
91 Fact, ¶25. 
92 Fact, ¶22.  
93 Fact, ¶17. 
94 CIHL, Rule 15.  
95 Fact, ¶22. 
96 Fact, ¶23.  
97 Ntaganda, TC VI, Judgement, ¶15, Rome Statute, Article 30. 
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the machine specifically to commit criminal acts.98 

A. Actus reus was not satisfied  

46.  As a programmer, Ms. Barcino is not the one to hold primary responsibility for the violation 

of International Humanitarian Law instead of Bashkizan government, who actually deployed 

Zilant.99 She developed Zilant to serve the interest of her client. Thus, actus reus was not 

satisfied.  

B. Mens rea was not satisfied 

47. Upon her knowledge that Zilant faced difficulties in making decisions, Ms. Barcino tried to 

patch its software as much as possible to avoid accidentally striking civilian objects and pay 

extra cautions on its operation.100 Hence, she did not have any criminal purpose to cause any 

destruction on protected objects. The development of Zilant is efficient for Bashkizan armed 

forces to go against the PLF, not civilians nor protected objects.   

48. Additionally, prior to the deployment of Zilant, computer simulations were conducted and 

even after it was put in operation, Ms. Barcino still inquired about Zilant’s functionality.101 

Therefore, mens rea was not satisfied.  

III. ALTERNATIVELY, BARCINO IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR INDIRECT 

PERPETRATION UNDER ARTICLE 25(3)(a) OF THE ROME STATUTE 

A. Actus reus was not satisfied  

 
98 Human Rights Watch and IHRC, “The Danger of Killer Robots and the Need for a Preemption 

Ban”, December 2016, p.12. 
99 GC I, Article 1; Fact, ¶22; ICRC, “International humanitarian law and the challenges of 

contemporary armed conflicts”, 8-10 December 2015, p.16. 
100 Fact, ¶27, Clarification, ¶47. 
101 Fact, ¶18, Clarification, ¶42. 
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49. Perpetrator-by-means uses the direct perpetrator as a tool to commit the crime.102 A person 

who intentionally misprograms a machine to commit a war crime could be held liable for 

indirect-perpetrator.103 

50. Ms. Barcino is not responsible for indirect perpetrator because of two following reasons. 

First, she did not deploy Zilant, it was Bashkizan armed forces.104 Second, prior to its 

activation she had put her effort in avoiding the harm of civilian objects by keeping in touch 

with the patching process to ensure it works as intended.105 Indicating that she has no 

intention to mis program the Zilant. Therefore, Ms. Barcino is not responsible for indirect 

perpetration.

 
102 ICC, Prosecutor v. Germain Katanga and Mathieu Ngudjolo Chui, ICC-01/04-01/07, PTC I, 

Decision on the confirmation of charges, 30 September 2008, ¶495.  
103 Marco Sassóli, “Autonomous Weapons and International Humanitarian Law: Advantages, 

Open Technical Questions and Legal Issues to be Clarified”, 90 INT’L L. STUD.308, 2014, p.325.  
104 Fact, ¶22. 
105 Fact, ¶27, Clarification, ¶47.  
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PRAYER OF RELIEF 

The Defense respectfully requests this Honorable Court to dismiss the following charges against 

Ms. Lucretia Barcino for being criminally responsible for the war crimes under Articles 

8(2)(a)(vii), 8(2)(b)(i) and 8(2)(b)(ix) of the Rome Statute.  

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 

 

COUNSELS FOR THE DEFENSE 


