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PRELIMINARY MATTERS 

I. STANDARD OF PROOF AND ADMISSIBILITY OF EVIDENCE 

1. During the confirmation of charges, the Prosecutor must prove “substantial grounds to 

believe”1 by establishing “concrete and tangible proof”2 that goes beyond “mere theory or 

suspicion”3 that Ms. Lucretria Barcino (“Ms. Barcino”) shall be responsible for the three 

crimes charged. 

2. The International Criminal Court (“the Court”) may rule on the admissibility of evidence 

based on its probative value necessary to determine the truth.4 Therefore, the news article5 

and confidential information such as internal BarcTec documents, internal memo and email6 

shall be admitted at this stage.7 

II. JURISDICTION 

3. This Court has jurisdiction ratione personae over Ms. Barcino because she is a national of 

the Kingdom of Parm (“Parm”), a State Party to the Rome Statute (“Statute”).8 Ms. Barcino 

 
1 ICC, Prosecutor v. Callixte Mbarushimana, ICC-01/04-01/10, (“Mbarushimana”), Pre-Trial 

Chamber (“PTC”) I, Decision on the confirmation of charges, 16 December 2011, ¶39; Rome 

Statute, (“The Statute”), Article 61. 

2 ICC, Prosecutor v. Lubanga Dyilo, ICC-01/04-01/06, (“Lubanga”), PTC I, Decision on the 

confirmation of charges, 29 January 2007, ¶39.  

3 Ibid, ¶37. 

4 The Statute, Article 69(3); ICC, Prosecutor v. Ruto and Sang, ICC-01/09-01/11, PTC II, Decision 

on the Confirmation of Charges Pursuant to Article 61(7)(a) and (b) of the Rome Statute, 23 

January 2012, ¶69.  

5 Fact, ¶10. 

6 Fact, ¶18, 27.  

7 ICC, Lubanga, PTC I, ¶39.  

8 The Statute, Article 12(2)(b); Fact, ¶6, Annex I. 
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is charged with the alleged war crimes committed in 2020, triggering the jurisdiction ratione 

materiae,9 and jurisdiction ratione temporis.10  

4. Additionally, any State Party may refer a situation to the Court,11 regardless of whether the 

crimes are committed in its territory or against its nationals.12 The Republic of Tvir (“Tvir”), 

a State Party to the Statute and a third party in this case,13 has referred the Situation in 

Polotska to the Court on 12 November 2020.14 Therefore, the case triggered the Court’s 

jurisdiction.   

III. ADMISSIBILITY OF THE CASE  

5. The case is admissible if the State, which has jurisdiction, is unwilling to investigate or 

prosecute.15 Parm lacked “an intent to bring the person to justice”16 by dint of its denial of 

any criminal investigation into Barcino and extradition of Tvir.17 

6. The national investigation must substantially cover the same conduct as alleged before the 

Court.18 Tvir’s investigation concerned domestic crime, illegal weapons transfer.19 

Therefore, the case shall be admissible. 

 

 
9 The Statute, Article 5. 

10 The Statute, Article 11; Fact, ¶14, 18, 23. 

11 Statute, Article 13(a). 

12 Otto Triffterer/Kai Ambos, “A Commentary on the Rome Statute of the International Criminal 

Court”, October 2015, p.696. 

13 Ibid. 

14 Fact, ¶28.  

15 The Statute, Article 17(a). 

16 ICC-OTP 2003, the principle of complementarity in practice, ¶47, p.14. 

17 Fact, ¶28. 

18 ICC, Prosecutor v. Gaddafi and Al-Senussi, ICC-01/11-01/11-344-Red, PTC I, Decision on the 

admissibility of the case against Saif Al-Islam Gaddafi, 31 May 2013, ¶77. 

19 Fact, ¶28.  
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IV. THERE WAS AN INTERNATIONAL ARMED CONFLICT (“IAC”) 

7. An international armed conflict (“IAC”) is established when there is total or partial 

occupation of another state.20 A territory is considered occupied when it is under the 

authority of the hostile party.21 

8. Herein, Bashkizan occupied the Polotska region, part of Tvir’s territory22 since 1973 until 

17 October 2020.23 Therefore, there was an IAC between Bashkizan and Tvir.  

V. NEXUS BETWEEN THE CONDUCT AND IAC WAS SATISFIED  

9. Nexus was established when the acts were closely related to the IAC and it played a 

substantial part in the perpetrator’s decision to commit the crimes.24 

10. The acts of unlawful confinement, direct attacks on civilians, and Mountainview Sanitorium 

and St. Eligius church were closely related to the IAC as they served the ultimate goal and 

military operation of the Bashkizan government against the Polotsk Liberation Front 

(“PLF”) fighters.25 Therefore, the nexus element is established. 

 
20 ICC, Lubanga, PTC I, ¶541. 

21 Ibid, ¶542.  

22 Fact, ¶2; Clarification, ¶4.  

23 Fact, ¶4, 26. 

24 ICC, Prosecutor v. Germain Katanga, ICC-01/04-01/07, (“Katanga”), PTC I, Decision, 20 

September 2008, ¶380.  

25 ICC, Prosecutor v. Bosco Ntaganda, ICC-01/04-02/06, (“Ntaganda”), Trial Chamber (“TC”) 

VI, Judgement, 8 July 2019, ¶732; Fact, ¶14, 18, 23. 
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CHARGES 

COUNT I 

I. MS. BARCINO SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE WAR CRIME OF 

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

STATUTE  

11. All elements of the war crime are satisfied. 

A. The Bashkizan government unlawfully confined Polotskan inhabitants 

12. Confinement refers to the restraint on a person’s liberty in which his/her freedom of action 

and movement has been restrained.26 

13. PanOpt is a modernized Artificial Intelligence (“AI”) substituting pre-trial detention.27 

Nevertheless, having the Polotskan inhabitants constantly monitored by the public CCTV, 

even though given hospital visits, groceries, and leisure activities would still constitute 

confinement.28 These activities are universally given to those whose liberty was deprived.29 

Therefore, the Polotskan inhabitants were confined.  

14. Moreover, occupying powers may only subject them to assigned residence for imperative 

security reasons during an armed conflict,30 which requires justification that their activities 

 
26 UN doc CCPR/C/GC/35 (2014) General Comment no. 35, ¶3; Knut Dörmann, Elements of War 

Crime under Rome Statute (2004), page 112.  

27 Fact, ¶13. 

28 Fact, ¶15.  

29 United Nations, Human Rights and Prisoner, “Manual on Human Rights Training for Prisoner 

Official”, 2005, p. 59 & 78; Fact, ¶14. 

30 Geneva Convention, (“GC”) IV, Article 78.  
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could represent a threat to security that goes beyond civilians giving support to the forces 

they align with.31 

15. In the present case, the mere social media support of the majority of Polotskan inhabitants 

through BarcTalk was an exercise of freedom of expression,32 to reunify with Tvir;33 Thus, 

it is not enough to justify it as a threat. Therefore, the Bashkizan government unlawfully 

confined the Polotskan inhabitants. 

B. The Polotskan inhabitants were protected under the 1949 Geneva Convention 

and that the Bashkizan government were aware of such protection 

16. Persons are protected under the Geneva Conventions when they find themselves in case of 

conflict or occupation in which they are not nationals to the occupying power;34 and the 

perpetrator only needs to know that the person belongs to the adverse party.35 

17. The evidence indicated that the Polotskan inhabitants were civilians under the occupation of 

Bashkizan since 1973, and are not of Bashkizan nationalities.36 Therefore, the Polotskan 

inhabitants were protected and the Bashkizan government possessed the awareness of such 

protection. 

 

 

 

 
31 International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (“ICTY”), Prosecutor v. Delalić et 

al., IT-96-21-T, (“Delalić”), Trial Judgment, 16 November 1998, ¶568 & 577. 

32 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (“ICCPR”), Article 19(2).  

33 Fact, ¶9.  

34 GC IV, Article 4. 

35 ICC, Elements of Crimes (“EoC”), Footnote 33.   

36 Fact, ¶4-26; Clarification, ¶4. 
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II. MS. BARCINO IS INDIVIDUALLY RESPONSIBLE FOR CONTRIBUTING 

TO THE COMMISSION OF THE CRIME UNDER ARTICLE 25(3)(d) OF THE 

ROME STATUTE  

A. Actus reus was satisfied  

i. Ms. Barcino shared a common purpose with the Bashkizan government 

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

to cause the consequence or be aware that the crime will occur in the ordinary course of 

events; the group’s collective decisions, actions or omissions may suffice shared intent.37 

19. Ms. Barcino and the Bashkizan government shared a common purpose to use PanOpt for 

confining a large group of Polotskan inhabitants who supported Tvir.38 Therefore, the 

common purpose was shared. 

ii. Ms. Barcino’s contribution was significant 

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

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

25(3)(d).39 

21. Optimization and handover of PanOpt and BarcTalk users’ data substantiated and 

materialized the unlawful confinement of Polotskan inhabitants by the Bashkizan 

government.40 Furthermore, the act was consequential and material as it was an alternative 

measure by the government to confine the civilians.41 Therefore, Ms. Barcino’s contribution 

was significant.  

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

pursuant to Article 74 of the Rome Statute, 7 March 2014, ¶1627.  

38 Fact ¶11.  

39 Katanga, TC II, Judgement pursuant to Article 74 of the Rome Statute, 7 March 2014, ¶1632. 

40 Fact, ¶10, 14, 15.  

41 Fact, ¶12-15.  
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B. Mens rea was satisfied  

22. Mere knowledge of the group’s intention to commit the crime is sufficient to satisfy criminal 

liability.42 Knowledge refers to the awareness that a consequence will occur in the ordinary 

course of events.43 

23. The extensive inquiries on PanOpt and BarcTalk’s data handover is ample to establish Ms. 

Barcino’s knowledge of the house arrest that occurred one month after.44 Therefore, Ms. 

Barcino knew of their intention.

 
42 Mbarushimana, PTC I, ¶289.  

43 The Statute, Article 30(3). 

44 Fact, ¶10, ¶11, 14 & 15.  
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COUNT II  

I. MS. BARCINO SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE WAR CRIME OF 

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

STATUTE 

24. All elements of the war crime are satisfied 

A. The Unit 23rd armored regiment (“23rd AR”) and Unit 501st mechanized 

infantry regiment (“501st MIR”) direct the attack 

25. Attack refers to the act of violence against the adversary in offense or defense45 regardless 

of the result.46 Per this case, the 23rd AR and 501st MIR launched an attack against innocent 

civilians with the help of EagleEye.47 The 37 deaths and 42 wounded innocent civilians were 

foreseeable as it had been reported of potential overload.48 

B. The 23rd AR and 501st MIR intended the civilians to be the object of the attack 

26. For unlawful attacks on civilians to be established, the perpetrator has to be consciously and 

with intent, willing to make civilians to be the object of the attack.49  

27. In the present matter, EagleEye was still put into operation in the outskirts area when the 

stimulation demonstrated that it may be overloaded.50 The 23rd AR and 501st MIR chose to 

fire in 8 seconds when given the choice to abort within a span of 10 seconds.51 Like 

EagleEye, AI that allows human intervention and image recognition often fails to understand 

 
45 AP I, Article 49(1).  

46 ICC, Ntaganda, PTC II, Document Containing the Charges (“DCC”), ICC-01/04-02/06, 9 June 

2014, ¶46.  

47 Fact, ¶21.  

48 Fact, ¶18. 

49 ICTY, Prosecutor v. Radovan, IT-95-5/18-T, TC, Judgement, 24 March 2016, ¶456. 

50 Fact, ¶18. 

51 Fact, ¶21. 
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the context of the situation since it relies more on behavior patterns.52 Despite this EagleEye 

was still used as a means and method of warfare.53 Therefore, the 23rd AR and 501st MIR 

intend the civilians to be the object of the attack.  

C. The object of the attack was civilian 

28. Civilians are defined as anyone who are not a member of the armed forces;54 They shall be 

immune from direct attack unless they take a direct participation in hostilities (“DPH”).55  A 

DPH presence within a civilian’s population does not derive the entire civilian's protected 

status.56 Moreover, the act of self-defense or defense of the other against violence will not 

amount to DPH.57  

29. In this case, the civilians’ act of throwing the rock is the act of self-defense with the belief 

that they are the object of the attack and the purpose is clear that they did not act to support 

the PLF.58 If they actually wanted to inflict harm, the act of throwing the rock would instantly 

have happened when the troop arrived.59 Moreover, the roadblock was not specifically to 

detriment the 23rd AR and 501st MIR.60 It was done solely for the reunification with Tvir 

 
52 International Committee of the Red Cross (“ICRC”), “Autonomy, artificial intelligence and 

robotics: technical aspects of human control” Geneva, August 2019, Page 3, 6, 8, 9.  

53 Fact, ¶19. 

54 Customary International Humanitarian Law (“CIHL”), Rule 5.  

55 AP I, Article 50(3).  

56 CIHL, Rule 6.  

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

international humanitarian law”, ICRC, 2009, ¶61. 

58 Fact, ¶21. 

59 Fact, ¶20, 

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

international humanitarian law”, (“Melzer, N.”), ICRC, 2009, ¶58.  
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and not for the PLF to take advantage of the situation and conduct the attack.61 Therefore, 

the object of the attack was civilians who were not taking part in hostilities.  

II. MS. BARCINO IS INDIVIDUALLY RESPONSIBLE FOR AIDING THE 

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

STATUTE  

A. Actus reus was satisfied 

30. Aiding means assisting or helping another to commit a crime.62 Even if the act is part of or 

perpetrator “routine duties” it does not exonerate her/his from criminal responsibility for 

aiding if her/his conduct substantially contributed to the crime.63 

31. As the founder and CEO of BarcTec, Ms. Barcino had done the adaptation in a militarized 

version of EagleEye software upon the Bashkizan armed forces request and had contributed 

to the commission of the crime.64 However, the adaptation of EagleEye is so substantial that 

without it identifying the civilians as a potential threat the 23rd AR and 501st MIR’s judgment 

would not be loaded and fired at the civilians.65 Most importantly, just by giving the report 

that EagleEye may be overloaded does not exempt her from being held liable given the fact 

that the Unit 23rd AR and Unit 501st MIR objectives is to regain control over Polotska and 

PLF usually blended with civilians,66 so it is inevitable to use it in crowded areas despite the 

risk. Therefore, Ms. Barcino aided the crime. 

 

 
61 Fact, 20 & 21.  

62 ICC, Prosecutor v. Bemba Gombo, ICC-01/05-01, (“Bemba”), TC VII, Judgment, 19 October 

2016, ¶87, 88. 

63 ICTY, Prosecutor v. Periši, IT-04-81-T, TC I, Judgment, 6 September 2011, ¶1624.  

64 Fact, ¶6. 

65 Fact, ¶21. 

66 Fact, ¶17.  
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B. Mens rea was satisfied 

32. The requisite mental element of aiding is the knowledge that the acts performed by the aider 

assist the principal's commission of the crime.67 Knowledge means awareness that the 

consequences will occur in the ordinary course of events.68 

33. It is submitted that Ms. Barcino is aware that civilians’ casualties will occur when EagleEye 

goes into operation. AI often time is unpredictable so more testing is needed.69 However, 

adaptation of EagleEye took only 9 days of computer simulation when these weapons needed 

more testing in a more complex situation.70 As a person who specialized in the AI field she 

should have foreseen the potential risks.71  Therefore, mens rea was satisfied. 

 
67 ICC, Bemba, ICC-01/05-01, TC VII, Judgment, 19 October 2016, ¶95. 

68 The Statute, Article 30(3).  

69 ICRC, “CCW Meeting of Experts on Lethal Autonomous Weapons System,” 11-15 April 2016, 

p. 3.  

70 Fact, ¶18.  

71 Fact, ¶6.  
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COUNT III 

I. MS. BARCINO SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE WAR CRIME OF 

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

ROME STATUTE 

34. All elements of the war crime are satisfied.  

A. St. Eligius Church and Mountainview Sanitorium were directly attacked 

35. “Directing an attack” encompasses any acts of violence against protected objects, regardless 

of whether the crimes committed in or out of the battlefield.72 

36. The St. Eligius Church and the Mountainview Sanitarium were attacked by Zilant drones, 

operated by Ms. Barcino, on 12 October 2020 and 17 October 2020.73 Hence, there is a direct 

attack against the buildings.  

B. The St. Eligius Church and the Mountainview Sanitorium were protected 

objects 

37. Places where the sick and wounded are collected such as hospitals, and places of worship 

such as churches are both conventionally and customarily protected.74 Meanwhile, military 

objectives are objects which make an effective contribution to military action, at the time, 

offers a definite military advantage.75  

 

 

 

 
72 ICC, Prosecutor v. Ahmad Al Faqi Al Mahdi, ICC-01/12-01/15, Judgement and Sentence, TC 

VIII, 27 September 2016, ¶15. 

73 Fact, ¶22, 24.  

74 CIHL, Rules 28, 38.  

75 AP I, Article 52(2); CIHL, Rule 8.  
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i. The St. Eligius Church  

38. The St. Eligius Church was located in a village, and it was hosting a funeral for Major Alexis 

Groshak, a former PLF fighter, at the time of the attack, fulfilling its role as a place of 

worship.76 

39. In addition, the presence of PLF fighters, and the display of its flags are insufficient to 

presume its status as a military objective,77 and the complexity of the situation triggered 

Zilant’s difficulty to detect the target.78 Unlike the abandoned churches where the PLF used 

to gather, the St. Eligius Church is still in operation as a village church in Vornu.79 Therefore, 

it is not a military objective.  

ii. The Mountainview Sanitorium  

40. The Mountainview Sanitorium located in the north of Polotgrad, serving as the last 

operational sanatorium in Polotska, at the time of the attack, rendered by the presence of 

wounded PLF fighters, patients, and medical staff.80 

41. At any event, the Mountainview Sanitorium cannot be the PLF command center and 

munition stockpile as it is not abandoned nor dilapidated.81 Zilant detected the Mountainview 

as a PLF base because PLF vehicles went in and out the sanatorium to drop the wounded 

fighters. 82 No definite military advantage was offered to Bashkizan armed forces since only 

the death of patients and medical staff were reported.83 Therefore, it is not a military 

objective. 

 
76 Fact, ¶25. 

77 Ibid.  

78 Fact, ¶27. 

79 Fact, ¶23, 24. 

80 Fact, ¶26. 

81 Fact, ¶24.  

82 Fact, ¶26 

83 Ibid. 
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C. The St. Eligius Church and the Mountainview Sanitorium are intended to be 

attacked 

42. Intent means a person knows that his/her action or omission will bring about the objective 

element of the crime.84 In this matter, On 21 August 2020, Ms. Barcino knew that Zilant has 

trouble making decisions when the target was unclear, yet on 8 September, she put it on 

operational without human intervention in its decision,85 indicating that Ms. Barcino knew 

that by deploying of Zilant is unjustified and that will bring about the attack on protected 

objects. 

i. Zilant is by use unjustified  

43. As a fully autonomous and a self-learning AI,86 Zilant must be capable of being used in 

accordance with the international humanitarian law (“IHL”), particularly its rules on the 

conduct of hostilities: distinction, proportionality, and precaution.87  

a. Principle of distinction  

44. Civilians and civilian objects must be distinguished from combatants and military objectives 

at all times.88 The compliance of distinction principle will depend on the environment where 

the autonomous weapon is deployed.89 

45. Zilant’s ability to distinguish has limitations, in terms of its software programme.90 Zilant 

was reported to have difficulty distinguishing between military objects and civilian objects, 

yet it was deployed to an area where there are many complicated dual functions objects and 

 
84 The Statute, Article 30(2)(a); ICC, Katanga, PTC I, ¶8. 

85 Clarification, ¶46, Fact, ¶27  

86 Fact, ¶22. 

87 ICRC, “International Humanitarian Law and the challenges of contemporary armed conflict”, 

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

88 CIHL, Rules 1 & 7.  

89 ICRC, “Views of the International Committee of the Red Cross on autonomous weapon system”, 

11 April 2016, p.3. 

90 Fact, ¶23. 
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civilian objects with the same construction style.91  Therefore, the principle of distinction is 

not justified.  

b. Principle of proportionality 

46. The attack in which the expected collateral damage would be excessive in relation to the 

concrete and direct military advantage anticipated is prohibited.92  

47. The attack did not weaken the PLF fighters since it resulted in excessive civilian casualties 

and destruction of protected objects.93 Moreover, there was no military necessity to strike 

such buildings, since Bashkizan has already retook control over large parts of Polotska 

including its main city.94 Therefore, the principle of proportionality is not justified.  

c. Principle of precaution 

48. All feasible precaution must be taken to verify the target.95 Herein, due to the limitation of 

software programme, Zilant would carry out strike against objects that display PLF distinct 

sign regardless of purpose of that objects.96  

49. An attack shall be cancelled if it becomes apparent that the objective is not military objects,97 

and effective advance warning shall be given of attack which may affect the civilian 

population.98  Adaptability of autonomous weapons systems to their environment is assessed 

to ensure the compliance of IHL principles.99  

 
91 Fact, ¶24.  

92 AP I, Article 51(5)(b). 

93 Fact, ¶25, 26. 

94 Clarification, ¶6. 

95 CIHL, Rule 16; AP I, Article 57(2)(a).  

96 Fact, ¶23, 24, 25. 

97 AP I, Article 57(b). 

98 AP I, Article 57(c).  

99 ICRC, “Views of the International Committee of the Red Cross on autonomous weapon system”, 

11 April 2016, p.3. 
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50. In our present case, the struggle to make decisions when the target is unclear demonstrates 

Zilant’s inability to adapt to the environment in which it was deployed.100 Despite this and 

the fact that Zilant is a self-learning AI with a variety of missiles and bombs,101 neither target 

cancellation nor warning announcement was installed in its software, resulting in the 

destruction of protected objects.102 Thus, the principle of precaution is not justified. 

II. MS. BARCINO IS INDIVIDUALLY RESPONSIBLE FOR DIRECT 

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

A. Actus reus was satisfied 

51. To be held liable for a direct perpetrator, a person must personally carry out the objective 

elements of the crime.103 Herein, Ms. Barcino deployed Zilant as a means of the attack.104 

The St. Eligius Church and the Mountainview Sanitorium were destroyed under her 

assurance to deploy Zilant to Bashkizan representatives.105 Therefore, actus reus was 

satisfied. 

B. Mens rea was satisfied 

52. The perpetrator has the awareness of the consequences that will occur in the ordinary course 

of events.106 If the unlawful acts perpetrated by machines were reasonably foreseeable, even 

if not intended, a programmer would be held liable.107  

 
100 Fact, ¶27. 

101 Fact, ¶22; Clarification, ¶50. 

102 Ibid. 

103 ICC, Ntaganda, TC VI, ¶735. 

104 Fact, ¶27. 

105 Fact, ¶22. 

106 ICC, Ntaganda, TC VI, ¶735; The Statute, Article 30(2)(b). 

107 Human Rights Watch and International Human Rights Committee (“IHRC”), “The lack of 

accountability for Killer Robots”, April 2015, p.3. 
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53. As a programmer, the strike against civilian objects is foreseeable for Ms. Barcino yet she 

allowed Zilant to operate despite knowing that it was struggling to make decisions and the 

patch would be insufficient to prevent Zilant from making incorrect decisions.108 She has the 

commission to develop the Zilant but omission to fix Zilant.109 Thus, mens rea was satisfied. 

 

 
108 Fact, ¶27. 

109 Fact, ¶23, 27. 
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PRAYER OF RELIEF 

The Prosecutor respectfully requests for this Honorable Court to confirm the following charges 

against Ms. Lucretia Barcino for being individually responsible for the war crimes under 

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

  

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 

COUNSELS FOR THE PROSECUTION 

  

  

 

 


