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I. ADMISSIBILITY 

 

A. The case is of sufficient gravity to be admissible. 

1. Pursuant to Art. 17(1)(d)1, a case must have sufficient gravity to be admissible in the 

Court. Gravity is assessed by the scale and impact of alleged crimes, both quantitatively 

and qualitatively.2 When appraised in the quantitative dimension, the number of victims 

shall be considered; while the nature of a conflict is critical for the qualitative 

dimension.3 

2. In Count One, the Rufus Armed Forces [“RAF”] attacked the civilians attending a 

protest on 21 December 2022.4 The attack involved armored vehicles equipped with AI 

targeting systems, resulting in more than 190 civilians killed or injured.5 The significant 

number of casualties rendered the case admissible due to its quantitative gravity. The 

use of heavy and highly lethal armored vehicles highlighted the qualitatively severe 

nature of the armed conflict. 

3. In Count Two, RAF launched an artillery attack on Rosebud Hospital on 11 April 

2023. 6  The attack killed 20 medical personnel and 50 other civilians, including 

expectant mothers and young children.7 The attack was both quantitatively severe due 

to tremendous human deaths, and qualitatively significant as the destruction of hospital 

and human resources infringed on individuals’ right to medical care. 

 

 
1 Unless otherwise specified, “Art.” refers to the Rome Statute Article. 
2 Abu Garda, ICC-02/05-02/09-243-Red, ¶31 (2010). 
3 Ibid. 
4 Problem, ¶31. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Problem, ¶46. 
7 Ibid. 
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II. CONTEXTUAL ELEMENTS 

 

A. There was a non-international armed conflict [“NIAC”] between RAF and the 

Rebellion in the Kingdom of Rufus [“Rufus”]. 

4. Pursuant to Art. 8(2)(e), the alleged crime must occur within the context of and be 

associated with a NIAC.8 A NIAC exists when there is protracted armed violence 

between governmental authorities and organized armed groups.9 “Protracted” refers to 

the intensity of the conflict.10 In this case, the NIAC started on 21 December 2022, 

when the Mooseville Plaza massacre occurred.11  

 

a. The conflict met the threshold of intensity. 

5. For intensity assessment, relevant indicative factors encompass the type of forces 

involved and the type of deployed military equipment.12 

6. The Rufus Government, in response to the insurgency, deployed RAF units, a regular 

military force with greater capabilities in heavy weaponry than the police, to the plaza.13 

Additionally, the RAF utilized 10 heavily armored vehicles, each averaging capable of 

causing more than 45 deaths per engagement,14 thereby meeting the requirements for 

military-grade equipment. 

 

b. The Rebellion was an organized party. 

7. The key factors of the organization of the parties include the organization’s capacity to 

coordinate military operations, the management of troop logistics, as well as 

maintaining an unified position.15 

8. The Rebellion was meanwhile an organized armed group when the massacre happened 

on 21 December 2022. The Rebellion had the ability to plan, coordinate, and conduct 

 
8 Elements of Crimes, Art. 8(2)(e). 
9 Tadić, IT-94-1-T, ¶562 (1997). 
10 Haradinaj et al., IT-04-84-T, ¶40 (2008) [“Haradinaj et al.”]. 
11 Problem, ¶31. 
12 Haradinaj et al., ¶49.  
13 Problem, ¶¶30-31. 
14 Ibid. 
15 Haradinaj et al., ¶60.  
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military operations. Around 8 November 2022, the Rebellion had utilized encrypted 

social media communications to organize actions, including the occupation and 

destruction of local government buildings. 16  Furthermore, before the rally on 21 

December 2022, the Rebellion additionally coordinated members and civilians to block 

the street and stall the advance of Rufus security forces.17  

9. The Rebellion is also organized in logistics. Logistics encompass the supply of recruits, 

uniforms, and communication equipment. 18  With hundreds of members, 19  the 

Rebellion showed its strong recruitment ability. The Rebellion members all wore blue 

jumpsuits and armbands, indicating the uniform supply.20 The Rebellion also made 

good use of social media TechTalk to coordinate violent acts against the Rufus 

Government,21 showing the Rebellion’s sufficient communication resources. 

10. Lastly, an unified voice can be indicated by a leader’s capacity to act on behalf of the 

group in political negotiations with foreign countries.22 The Rebellion’s leader, Frida 

Lahlo, represented the Rebellion to make an appeal for financial support.23 Thereby, 

when the Prime Minister of Dave attempted to enter into a military cooperation 

agreement with the Rebellion, Lahlo was the representative with whom the Prime 

Minister contacted and negotiated.24 

 

c. The NIAC was not internationalized. 

11. This NIAC did not transform into an international armed conflict [“IAC”]. A NIAC is 

internationalized when a State exercises overall control over an armed group, which 

requires the State’s coordination and command of the group’s general military 

planning. 25  The Republic of Dave [“Dave”] provided only financial and military 

 
16 Problem, ¶¶20-21. 
17 Problem, ¶29.  
18 Boškoski and Taršulovski, IT-04-82-T, ¶201 (2008) [“Boškoski”]. 
19 Problem, ¶16. 
20 Problem, ¶12. 
21 Problem, ¶¶16, 21. 
22 Boškoski, ¶203. 
23 Problem, ¶33. 
24 Problem, ¶34. 
25 Tadić, IT-94-1-A, ¶131 (1999). 
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support to the Rebellion, without participating in any military planning, coordination or 

command of military actions.26  

 

B. A nexus existed between the crimes and the armed conflict. 

12. The conduct charged should be associated with the NIAC by the NIAC playing a major 

part in the perpetrator’s decision.27 The conduct within the two counts were associated 

with the NIAC. As the NIAC started on 21 December 2022, armored vehicles were 

utilized to attack the civilians supporting the Rebellion in the rally.28 Subsequently, the 

general of RAF launched the strike on Rosebud Hospital with the aim to propel its 

military movements against the Rebellion.29 Both conducts were associated with the 

NIAC between RAF and the Rebellion. 

 

III. COUNT ONE 

 

A. The crime under Art. 8(2)(e)(i) is sufficiently established.  

a. RAF members directed an attack against civilians not taking direct part in 

hostilities [“DPH”]. 

(a) RAF members launched an indiscriminate attack. 

13. The crime under Art. 8(2)(e)(i) is established when the perpetrator launch an 

indiscriminate attack, such as employing methods and means of combat which cannot 

be directed at a specific military objective,30 in areas where civilians are present.31 Here, 

RAF members launched an indiscriminate attack by deploying 10 armored vehicles 

equipped with Project Hawk.32 

14. Project Hawk qualifies as an autonomous weapon system [“AWS”] due to its ability to 

select and attack Rebellion members or civilians taking DPH without human 

 
26 Problem, ¶34. 
27 Katanga, ICC-01/04-01/07-3436-tENG, ¶1176 (2015) [“Katanga”]. 
28 Problem, ¶31. 
29 Problem, ¶¶42-46. 
30 AP1, Art. 51(4)(b). 
31 Katanga, ¶802; Ntaganda, ICC-01/04-02/06-2359, ¶921 (2019) [“Ntaganda”]. 
32 Problem, ¶¶30-31.  
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intervention.33 An AWS is inherently unpredictable, for operators lose control over 

target selection once activated, posing risks to nearby civilians in the event of 

misidentification.34 This issue is intensified by the growing complexity of AWS tasks 

and its operating environments.35 Coupled with insufficient human supervision of the 

system,36 the employment of AWS would result in an indiscriminate attack.37 

15. Project Hawk's mission involved the complex task of distinguishing Rebellion members 

and civilians taking DPH from the crowd, 38  requiring comprehensive analysis of 

various factors, including body shape, clothing, and body language. Even a minor error 

in identification or a slight bias within algorithms could significantly heighten the risk 

of civilians not taking DPH being targeted,39 and yet, such errors and biases were 

virtually unavoidable.40  

16. Furthermore, Project Hawk was particularly prone to malfunctions in groups larger than 

50 people, as the complexity of such environments exceeded its capacity to accurately 

process the data.41 Nonetheless, RAF activated Project Hawk at the rally,42 where 

approximately 250 civilians and Rebellion members were present.43 Due to excessive 

workload, Project Hawk mistakenly identified civilians not taking DPH as targets.44 

 
33 Problem, ¶¶22, 26, 31; ICRC, Autonomy, Artificial Intelligence and Robotics: Technical 

Aspects of Human Control, 5 (2019) [“Autonomy”]. Accessed from 

https://www.icrc.org/sites/default/files/document/file_list/autonomy_artificial_intelligence_an

d_robotics.pdf. 
34 Autonomy, 5. 
35 Autonomy, 11-12. 
36 Autonomy, 7-10. 
37 Tim McFarland, Minimum Levels of Human Intervention in Autonomous Attacks, 27(3) 

Journal of Conflict and Security Law 387, 395 (2022). 
38 Problem, ¶¶22, 26, 31. 
39 Autonomy, 18-21. 
40 Autonomy, 26-28. 
41 Problem, ¶25. 
42 Problem, ¶¶30-31. 
43 Problem, ¶30. 
44 Problem, ¶31. 

https://www.icrc.org/sites/default/files/document/file_list/autonomy_artificial_intelligence_and_robotics.pdf
https://www.icrc.org/sites/default/files/document/file_list/autonomy_artificial_intelligence_and_robotics.pdf
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Armored vehicles then automatically fired, resulting in 140 civilian deaths and 50 

injuries.45 

17. Lastly, RAF vehicle operators’ supervision was insufficient to effectively mitigate the 

risks posed by Project Hawk’s unpredictability. Over-reliant on Project Hawk’s 

performance, the operators typically opened fire merely 3.5 seconds after target 

acquisition and rarely aborted operations.46 In such a short time frame, the operators 

were not verifying the targets’ status with care, thereby contributing to the 

indiscriminate nature of the attack. 

 

(b) The civilians at the rally were not taking direct part in hostilities. 

18. During a NIAC, civilians are individuals who are not members of either State or non-

state armed forces.47 An act qualifies as DPH if it is likely to adversely affect the 

military capacity of a party48 in one direct causal step49 and is intended to support one 

party to the conflict to the detriment of another.50 

19. None of the 250 civilians at the rally were taking DPH when armored vehicles arrived, 

since the protest was initially peaceful.51 The crowd’s subsequent verbal and physical 

confrontations with police and RAF personnel52 did not constitute DPH. These minor 

acts of violence could not impair RAF’s military capacity and were mere expressions 

of dissatisfaction with the Rufus authority,53  rather than support for the Rebellion 

against RAF. Civilians who threw stones and iron bars at the armored vehicles54 were 

 
45 Ibid. 
46 Problem, ¶26. 
47 Katanga, ¶788. 
48 Nils Melzer, Interpretive Guidance on the Notion of Direct Participation in Hostilities 

under International Humanitarian Law 47 (2009). Accessed from 

https://www.icrc.org/sites/default/files/external/doc/en/assets/files/other/icrc-002-0990.pdf. 
49 Ibid, at 53. 
50 Ibid, at 58. 
51 Problem, ¶30. 
52 Ibid. 
53 Problem, ¶¶9, 11, 16, 18-21, 28-30. See Melzer, supra note 48, at 63. 
54 Problem, ¶31. 

https://www.icrc.org/sites/default/files/external/doc/en/assets/files/other/icrc-002-0990.pdf
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also not engaging in DPH, as such projectiles posed no risk of damaging the armored 

vehicles.  

 

b. RAF members intended the civilians not taking direct part in hostilities to be the 

object of the attack. 

20. The mental element of the crime is satisfied if the perpetrator intentionally directs an 

attack55 and is aware that an attack against civilians not taking DPH will occur in the 

ordinary course of events. 56  The perpetrator’s intent can be inferred if necessary 

precautions were not taken to spare the civilians.57 

21. RAF members were informed of the results of computer simulations,58 which revealed 

Project Hawk’s high likelihood of malfunctioning in areas of more than 50 people.59 

RAF members, however, neither prohibited the activation of Project Hawk in such 

environments, nor conducted further research to improve Project Hawk’s capacity. 

22. RAF members were also aware that the operators of the vehicles rarely made human 

involvement to avoid indiscriminate shots.60 Still, no instructions were given to these 

operators to verify the status of the target upon its acquisition. 

23. At the rally, RAF units observed hundreds of protesters, including over 200 civilians.61 

Fully aware that Project Hawk was likely to malfunction due to overload,62  RAF 

members intentionally deployed armored vehicles equipped with Project Hawk, 63 

 
55 Art. 30(2)(a).  
56 Art. 30(2)(b) and Art.30(c). See also Knut Dörmann et al., Elements of War Crimes under 

the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court: Sources and Commentary 130-131 

(Cambridge University Press, 2009). 
57 Dörmann et al., supra note 56, at 132; Katanga, ¶807; Ntaganda, ¶921. See also Blaškić, 

IT-95-14-T, ¶512 (2000) [“Blaškić”]. 
58 Problem, ¶26. 
59 Problem, ¶25. 
60 Problem, ¶26; See supra ¶17. 
61 Problem, ¶30. 
62 Problem, ¶¶25-26. 
63 Problem, ¶30. 
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understanding that it would operate without human supervision, 64  leading to an 

indiscriminate attack at the rally in the ordinary course of events. 
 

B. TechAnon is criminally responsible under Art. 25(3)(c) for the crime. 

a. TechAnon assisted the commision of the attack against civilians. 

24. “Aiding”, “abetting” and “otherwise assisting” is a single mode of liability.65 The 

objective element under Art. 25(3)(c) is fulfilled if the person’s assistance facilitates the 

commission of the crime.66  

25. TechAnon, as the leader of Techmania,67 assisted the commission of the crime by 

directing the Techmania engineers to develop and integrate the militarized version of 

Project Hawk into the targeting systems of RAF armored vehicles. 68  Without 

TechAnon’s involvement, the indiscriminate attack at the rally would not have occurred. 

 

b. TechAnon was aware that an attack against civilians would occur in the ordinary 

course of events. 

26. Knowing that the crime will occur in the ordinary course of events69 does not require 

knowledge of every detail of the principal offense; awareness of its essential elements 

is sufficient.70 TechAnon was aware that RAF would launch an indiscriminate attack 

in areas where civilians were present.  

27. As an AI expert and the designer of Project Hawk,71 TechAnon was aware of Project 

Hawk’s inherent unpredictability stemming from the complexity of its task and the 

inevitable biases within the algorithms.72  

 
64 Problem, ¶26. 
65 Bemba et al., ICC-01/05-01/13-2275-Red, ¶1325 (2018). 
66 Ibid, ¶1327. 
67 Problem, ¶13. 
68 Problem, ¶¶13, 22. 
69 Art. 30(2)(b); Art. 30(3). Bemba et al., ICC-01/05-01/13-1989-Red, ¶98 (2016) [“Bemba et 

al. (T.C.)”]. 
70 Bemba et al. (T.C.), ¶98. 
71 Problem, ¶¶13, 22. 
72 Autonomy, 11, 18. See supra, ¶15. 
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28. Additionally, with tensions escalating between the Rebellion and RAF, TechAnon 

anticipated that Project Hawk would be employed in an upcoming protest organized by 

the Rebellion involving hundreds of civilians. 73  Yet, TechAnon failed to conduct 

further research to enhance Project Hawk’s capacity after discovering the significant 

risk of malfunction for Project Hawk with more than 50 people.74  

29. The unpredictability of Project Hawk was further heightened by the impracticality of 

testing all possible inputs and outputs across every scenario in computer simulations.75 

This limitation was crucial given the dynamic environment in which Project Hawk 

would be activated, namely situations where civilians and Rebellion members were 

intermixed and protesting agitatedly against RAF. TechAnon, therefore, recognized that 

Project Hawk would likely perform worse in real-world settings than in simulations.  

30. Finally, TechAnon acknowledged RAF operators’ lack of supervision on Project 

Hawk.76 Since entering the agreement with RAF, TechAnon held a position within 

RAF and had access to data revealing operators' excessive reliance on Project Hawk.77 

Still, TechAnon deliberately disregarded the risks of indiscriminate attacks and 

proceeded to deliver Project Hawk to RAF.78 

 

c. TechAnon assisted the commission of the crime for the purpose of facilitating an 

attack against civilians. 

31. Acknowledging that Project Hawk exhibits unpredictability and instability in 

environments exceeding 50 individuals,79  and that RAF operators rarely manually 

intervene to prevent Project Hawk from engaging in automatic fire, regardless of 

whether Project Hawk is functioning properly,80 TechAnon knew that the employment 

of Project Hawk by RAF would constitute an indiscriminate attack. Nonetheless, 

 
73 Problem, ¶¶16-21.  
74 Problem, ¶25. 
75 Autonomy, 12-13. 
76 Problem, ¶26. See supra, ¶17. 
77 Problem, ¶¶23, 26.  
78 Problem, ¶¶25-26. 
79 Problem, ¶25. See supra, ¶¶27-29. 
80 Problem, ¶26. See supra, ¶30. 
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TechAnon voluntarily allowed RAF to assume control over Project Hawk,81 therefore 

significantly increasing the risk of potential attacks against civilians at any moment. 

This decision implied that TechAnon provided Project Hawk to RAF members to 

facilitate an attack against civilians.  

 

IV.  COUNT TWO 

 

A. The crime under article 8(2)(e)(ii) is sufficiently established.  

a. Maj. Stewart attacked Rosebud Hospital and its staff.  

32. Medical units and personnels should always be respected and protected,82 and must not 

be targeted in attacks unless committing hostile acts.83 Medical units are establishments, 

whether military or civilian, organized for medical purposes, while medical personnel 

are individuals assigned exclusively to medical purposes.84 Lastly, medical units and 

personnel shall display emblems or identifications on duties.85 

33. Rosebud Hospital was a protected medical unit, staffed with medical personnel and 

marked by a red cross on a white background, 86  which was also the only fully 

operational hospital in the province.87 With no military purpose, Rosebud Hospital 

functioned solely for medical care, serving the medical needs of the Clemon 

population.88 

 
81 Problem, ¶26. 
82 Additional Protocol (II) to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, Art.11(1), Art. 9(1) 

[“APII”].  
83 APII, Art. 11(2).  
84 Additional Protocol (I) to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, Art. 8(e) [“API”]; 

ICRC, Commentary on Additional Protocol (II), 1987, ¶4663-4664 [“APII Commentary”].  
85 Additional Protocol (III) to the Geneva Conventions of 1949, Art. 2(1)(a); Elements of 

Crimes, 2011, Art. 8(2)(e)(ii).  
86 Clarifications, ¶1. 
87 Problem, ¶34.  
88 Problem, ¶45.  
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34. Maj. Stewart striked an attack around Rosebud Hospital, designed to demolish both the 

hospital and the adjacent storage facility89 connected by a 500-meter tunnel.90 In the 

tunnel, there were 200 precision-guided munitions, 30 drones, and 20 fighter jets.91 The 

total weight of arsenals exceeded 60 kilograms, and thus would cause a danger zone 

beyond 500 meters when exploded due to Maj. Stewart’s attack. 92  Consequently, 

Rosebud Hospital, located within the 500-meter danger zone, was impacted by the 

arsenal explosion.93 The large explosion resulted in the deaths of medical personnel and 

others.94  

 

b. Maj. Stewart intended Rosebud Hospital and staff to be the object of the attack.  

35. The mental elements are established when the protected status of the medical units and 

personnel should have been known,95 and the attack was wilfully directed at the civilian 

population or individual civilians.96 The notion of wilfulness is a form of intent which 

includes recklessness but excludes ordinary negligence.97 

 

(a) Maj. Stewart should have known the protected status of Rosebud Hospital and its 

staff.  

36. The perpetrator’s intent can be inferred if necessary precautions of attack were not taken 

to ensure that the intended targets are military objectives98 and not subject to special 

protection.  

 
89 Problem, ¶46.  
90 Problem, ¶34.  
91 Ibid. 
92 Explosion Danger Area Calculator, UN Safeguard, https://unsaferguard.org/un-

saferguard/explosion-danger-area (last visited October 27, 2024).  
93 Problem, ¶46.  
94 Ibid. 
95 Kordić & Čerkez, T-95-14/2-T, ¶322 (2001); Dörmann et al., supra note 56, at 145, 362, 

447.  
96 Ibid.  
97 Galiċ, IT-98-29-T, ¶54 (2006).  
98 Dörmann et al., supra note 56, at 132; API, Art. 57(2)(a)(i); APII Commentary, ¶4772; See 

also Blaškić, ¶180. 

https://unsaferguard.org/un-saferguard/explosion-danger-area
https://unsaferguard.org/un-saferguard/explosion-danger-area
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37. Even after the Rufus Government acknowledged Rosebud Hospital as the headquarters 

of the Rebellion, it remained operational. 70% of the population Clemons continued to 

seek medical care at this facility,99 clearly indicating the presence of medical personnel 

and civilians within Rosebud Hospital. Maj. Stewart would have known that Rosebud 

Hospital remained operational, and that both the medical unit and its medical personnel 

were under protection, if he had taken verification means before the attack.  

38. After reviewing unverified information of Rosebud Hospital and the Government’s 

statement,100 this type of information should have been insufficient for Maj. Stewart to 

believe that Rosebud Hospital was a military objective, as his information sources were 

not verified military intelligence. Doubts about the statement's authenticity should have 

arisen. Before launching an attack, Maj. Stewart should have taken every possible 

measure to verify the status of Rosebud Hospital and the identities of the staff within. 

However, Maj. Stewart immediately categorized Rosebud Hospital as a military 

objective, proceeding to conduct artillery strikes in its vicinity.  

 

(b) Maj. Stewart willfully attacked Rosebud Hospital and its staff. 

39. Maj. Stewart specifically targeted the storage facility and the Rosebud Hospital 

nearby;101  while the storage facility served as Rebellion’s headquarters, the tunnel 

between the two sites stored explosive military arsenals.102 Thus, the artillery attack 

posed a significant risk of a large explosion,103 which would adversely impact the 

nearby hospital.  

40. This risk was a condition Maj. Stewart should have understood when planning the attack. 

Clearly, Maj. Stewart struck the storage facility with the knowledge of the risk, 

indicating Maj. Stewart’s willful intent to harm Rosebud Hospital and its personnel.  

  

 
99 Problem, ¶45.  
100 Problem, ¶¶43-44.  
101 Problem, ¶46.  
102 Problem, ¶34; See supra ¶34.  
103 Problem, ¶46.  
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B. TechAnon is responsible under Art. 25(3)(d) for contributing to the commission of 

the crime.  

a. TechAnon made a significant contribution to the crime by manipulating 

information.  

41. The criminal responsibility requests a significant contribution.104 A conduct relevant to 

the crime is considered a contribution when it has a bearing on the occurrence of the 

crime.105 The effect on subjective elements of a crime, such as encouragement, can also 

be a contribution.106  

42. When assessing whether a contribution is significant, the following factors can be 

considered: the sustained nature of the participation after knowing criminality of the 

group’s common purpose, and whether the contributor creates or merely executes the 

criminal plan.107 

43. TechAnon manipulated information by leaking a doctored RAF intelligence report and 

an AI deepfake video portraying Rosebud Hospital staff as Rebellion members.108 This 

misinformation was an impactful encouragement, leading Maj. Stewart to believe in 

recklessness that Rosebud Hospital was used by the Rebellion as a military objective, 

voiding its protection. 

44. The Rufus Government employed the deepfake video as a justification for declaring an 

intent to eliminate individuals at Rosebud Hospital, 109  reinforcing Maj. Stewart’s 

intention to attack. As the primary catalyst for this declaration, the video encouraged 

Maj. Stewart’s action. TechAnon contributed to the crime by providing this video. 

45. As for the significance of the contribution, After Rufus had publicly declared their 

intention to strike the Rosebud Hospital, 110  TechAnon refused to rectify the 

misinformation of the deepfake video, showing TechAnon’s sustained involvement 

after knowing the occurrence of crime. 

 
104 Mbarushimana, ICC-01/04-01/10-465-Red, ¶269 (2021) [“Mbarushimana”]. 
105 Katanga, ¶1633. 
106 Katanga, ¶1635. 
107 Mbarushimana,¶284. 
108 Problem, ¶43. 
109 Problem, ¶44. 
110 Problem, ¶¶42-44.  
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46. Lastly, TechAnon proposed the idea of creating a deepfake video to implement the 

dissemination campaign,111 highlighting TechAnon’s initiative and the significance of 

TechAnon’s contribution. 

 

b. The commission of the crime attacking Rosebud Hospital and staff was carried out 

by Maj. Stewart and RAF acting with a common purpose. 

47. Under Art. 25(3)(d), the commission of a crime should be carried out by a group of 

persons acting with a common purpose,112 defined as an agreement or plan involving 

elements of criminality among two or more persons.113 This purpose suffices when the 

group of persons are aware of and accept the crime’s commission.114 Such agreement 

may be established by the participant’s omissions.115 

48. Maj. Stewart and the RAF shared a common plan to attack Rosebud Hospital, accepting 

the risk of harming a medical target. Rufus’s declaration indicated RAF’s intent to 

attack,116 acknowledging potential harm to medical personnel. Maj. Stewart, should 

have known Rosebud Hospital was operational, 117  but acquiesced in the risk and 

directed the attack. Both parties accepted the risks in the commission of crime, forming 

a common purpose. 

 

c. TechAnon intentionally contributed to the crime and aimed to further the criminal 

purpose of RAF.    

49. The mental elements are satisfied if the contributor means to engage in the conduct with 

awareness of his contribution to the crime, and that such contribution is aimed to further 

the group’s criminal activity.118  

 
111 Problem, ¶41. 
112 Mbarushimana, ¶271. 
113 Ibid. 
114 Lubanga, ICC-01/04-01/06-803-tEN, ¶344 (2007). 
115 Katanga, ¶1627. 
116 Problem, ¶44.  
117 See supra ¶40. 
118 Mbarushimana, ¶¶288-289. 
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50. TechAnon meant to engage in the attack on Rosebud Hospital by originating the 

dissemination of a deepfake video which misrepresented the medical personnel as 

Rebellion fighters.119  

51. TechAnon was aware that his conduct would contribute to the attack. Aimed to advance 

the impending eradication of Rosebud Hospital, TechAnon leaked a doctored 

intelligence report and deepfake video that specifically mentioned and demonized 

Rosebud Hospital and its staff.120 Thus, TechAnon knowingly contributed to actions 

that would lead to an attack on the hospital and its medical personnel. Moreover, 

TechAnon knew that the Rufus Government had issued a statement declaring RAF’s 

intent to eradicate all Rebellion members.121 However, as the leader of dissemination 

campaign, 122  TechAnon took no steps to halt the campaign, allowing the false 

information created to continue spreading.  

52. TechAnon knew his actions furthered RAF’s criminal purpose of attacking Rosebud 

Hospital and its staff. On 15 February 2023, following social media posts labeling 

Rebellion as terrorists, TechAnon became aware of widespread violent incidents 

nationwide targeting Rebellion members, resulting in multiple fatalities.123 Despite the 

foreseeable risk that further dissemination of misinformation would exacerbate the 

violence and lead to additional loss of life, TechAnon continued to release falsified 

reports and the deepfake video,124 further inciting violence and public outrage to propel 

the coming eradication of the Rosebud Hospital. Ultimately, the continued 

dissemination of false intelligence was done in furtherance of RAF’s criminal purpose.

 
119 Problem, ¶41.  
120 Problem, ¶43.  
121 Problem, ¶44. 
122 Problem, ¶13.  
123 Problem, ¶42. 
124 Problem, ¶43.  
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PRAYER 

The PROSECUTOR respectfully requests this Honorable Court to decide to 

confirm the counts against Mr. Ashley Krish (Alias: TechAnon) for: 

 

War Crimes Under Article 8(2)(e)(i) and Article 8(2)(e)(ii) of the Rome Statute. 

 

Respectfully Submitted,  

  

The Prosecutor 

 


