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SUMMARY OF THE FACTS 

 

WangPole is a State located in the Krokodiles Continent, member of the Krokodiles Union 

and the United Nations. It has ratified all major HR treaties. 

Throughout history, several confrontations took place between Wangpolis and natives from 

the neighboring country of Nero. However, Neronians constitute 20% of WangPole´s 

inhabitants and many of them have proudly become citizens of WangPole.  

Professor Prometheus is a Wangpolis well known scientific and academic. In 2003, 

Prometheus, together with his colleague Prof. Heart, founded ShingKoK Artificial 

Intelligence (SAI) a company specialized on the development of AI to improve human life.  

Ten years later, the WangPolis Ministry of Justice and the Police Department contracted 

SAI in order to develop Project “iPiJ”, meant to improve the efficiency and transparency 

WangPolis judicial system. In this context, “Intelligent Bail Assessment Platform” (IBAP) and 

“Too Intelligent to Fool” (TITF) technologies emerged as the most popular platforms created 

by SAI. 

During trials, algorithms used by IBAP analyze the personal history and previous criminal 

offences of the accused, helping judges to decide whether to concede bail or not. Despite 

being questioned by local newspapers and universities, Prof. Prometheus publicly defended 

IBAP’s efficiency and its low probability of failing.  

TITF, SAI´s second invention, is a tested polygraph that measures human reactions while a 

person is queried. Its main function is to determine when someone is lying. Recently, the 

Constitutional Court stated that Project iPiJ is does not breach any section of the 

Constitution of WangPole.  
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Statistics published between 2016 and 2019 have shown a considerable decrease in both 

wrongful detentions and incidents produced by people while on bail. Due to the positive 

results of iPiJ, the Department of Defence offered Prometheus a huge amount of money to 

work on a more ambitious project. 

Prometheus accepted and started working on Project Zeus. This new project deals with 

classified military applications. However, Prof. Prometheus was fired on November 20th 

2018.  

Later, Prof. Prometheus disclosed secret information of Project Zeus. Hence, in accordance 

with the State Official Secrets Act of 1992, Prof. Prometheus was charged with treason and 

for violating WangPole Data Protection Act of 2008 Once Prometheus was brought to the 

High Court of WangPole, IBAP suggested conceding him a bail pending trial, which was 

granted.  

During this time, Prof. Heart created Virtual11 (V11) an online game that allows users to 

hunt real animals with pre-installed rifles. In an attempt to make the game more accessible, 

Prometheus developed Project Soft-Shot Gun (SSG) and design printable guns for anyone 

to print their own three-dimensional firearm. Online blueprints were downloaded 941.000 

times. Consequently Prof. Prometheus was charged with illegal dealing on firearms and 

arrested.  

WangPole´s Parliament enacted a new law banning online hunting and prohibited V11. 

Although Prof. Heart´s presented a complaint before the Constitutional Court, the latter 

stated that the prohibition was lawful and ruled in favour of WangPole´s government.  

Later, SAI was invaded by a virus which was installed on its computers destroying every file, 

including SSG and online blueprints. Even though it was alleged that the DoD could be 

responsible for the attack, the Attorney General decided there was no sufficient evidence to 
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prosecute any suspect. When the applicant questioned this decision, the High Court of 

WangPole refused to compel the General Attorney to prosecute members of the DoD.   

Prometheus was brought before the High Court of WangPole and tried for treason, 

disclosing personal data of others without their consent and illegally dealing in firearms. 

Based on his previous criminal records, he was denied bail. Considering the aggravating 

circumstances of the increased gun violence in WangPole since SSG was created and 

relying on TITF´s results, the Court sentenced Prometheus to life imprisonment.  

On June 29th 2019, Prometheus authorized MAD to approach the Krokodilos HR Court on 

his behalf. 
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENTS 

 

Claim A 

Prometheus was lawfully prosecuted for violating WangPole Official Secret Act, the 

WangPole Data Protection Act of 2008 and for illegal dealing in firearms. Moreover, he was  

tried expeditiously as the special circumstances of the case required. During his trial, the 

HC of WangPole proved Prometheus´s guilt by relying on the accurate results of TITF. 

Finally, his sentence to life imprisonment was justified by the seriousness of the crimes he 

committed and the aggravating circumstances of the increased armed violence in 

WangPole.  

 

Claim B 

WangPole complied with its international duty to guarantee the Applicants' right to access 

to justice. The case regarding the invasion of SAI systems was dismissed for lack of 

evidence since the report provided a mere list of names, from which no substantial content 

derived  for instituting an investigation. Moreover, the Applicants still had the possibility to 

prosecute the case privately under the Private Prosecution Act but decided not to pursue 

the claim. 

 

CLAIM C 

Rights to sports and culture are not absolute and the limitations imposed on them by the law 

banning V11 was prescribed by law, served a legitimate aim of protecting the environment 

and preserving public security, and was necessary and proportionate since no other 

measure was suitable for such aims. Finally, the law does not discriminate against Neronias 

with disabilities because they are still able to hunt as they did before the ban. 
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I. JURISDICTION 

Respondent presents no objections to the jurisdiction of this Court. 

II. MAD HAS NO LEGAL STANDING TO REPRESENT OTHER VICTIMS 

Representatives of alleged victims must be authorized to act on their behalf.1Although 

Prometheus gave MAD permission to approach the KHRCt,2 there was no authorization 

from other alleged victims.   

 

Therefore, MAD cannot represent other victims. 

 

III. APPLICANT FAILED TO EXHAUST DOMESTIC REMEDIES 

Internationals Courts constitute subsidiary mechanisms for guaranteeing HR.3 Accordingly, 

claims can only be brought before them, once all available and appropriate domestic 

remedies are exhausted.4 

 

To free themselves of this requirement, petitioners must prove on substantial grounds5 that 

remedies: (i) were unavailable;6 (ii) did not offer prospects of success7 or; (iii) were not 

capable of providing redress.8  

 

Remedies available in WangPole´s judicial system9 are the HC, a SCA and a CC.10 

                                            
1 ECR [36.1/45.3] 
2 FoC [31] 
3 Ilesanmi [44]; Scordino [140]; Interhandel [25] 
4 Jawara [28/30]; Akdivar [65]; Gallardo [26]  
5 Scoppola [70]; Oosterwijck [37] 
6 Mifsud [15]; McFarlane [107] 
7 Ilesanmi [46]; Balogh [30]; Sejdovic [46]; Gonzales [49] 
8 Magyar [54] 
9 SA-Constitution [165-166]  
10 SA-Constitution [167-169] 
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CLAIM A AND B ARE INADMISSIBLE 

Regarding claim A, once the HC decided on Prometheus´ case he did not appeal to the 

SCA.11 Additionally, the CC, compulsory remedy for constitutional cases,12 was also not 

approached. 

 

Concerning claim B, after the denial to prosecute SAI´s invasion, Prometheus only 

approached the HC which uphold such decision.13 However, he refrained from appealing 

before the SCA. 

 

Notwithstanding, remedies were available, effective and sufficient as shown by complaints 

filed before the CC, against the V11´s ban14 and the constitutionality of IBAP and TITF,15 

that were reasonably analysed. 

 

Since local remedies where not exhausted, claim A and B are inadmissible.  

 

IV. APPLICANT FAILED TO INDIVIDUALIZE VICTIMS  

Victims must be individualized16 as direct,17 indirect18 or potential.19 If not, complaints turn 

into an actio popularis, i.e. the assessment of national laws in abstract,20 which this Court 

has no jurisdiction to analyze.21  

                                            
11 FoC [28] 
12 SA-Constitution [167] 
13 FoC [27] 
14 FoC [25] 
15 FoC [15] 
16 ECR [47]; Hristozov [73] 
17 Tănase [104] 
18 Varnava [111] 
19 Tauira p.130/131   
20 Burden [33] 
21 Aksu [50]; Legal Resources [101] 
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MAD brought claim C on behalf of “Prometheus and others”,22 without identifying victims 

besides him. Therefore, claim C is a request to examine in abstracto the conformity of the 

law banning V11 with the KC, deliberately guiding this Court to apply an actio popularis 

approach. Therefore, this Court can only analyze this case regarding Prometheus.   

 

V. MERITS   

CLAIM A: PROMETHEUS PROSECUTION, SENTENCE AND THE USE OF TITF DURING HIS TRIAL WERE 

LAWFUL 

1. Prometheus was correctly prosecuted 

Treason 

WangPole’s Official Secrets Act describes treason as the dissemination of States´ secret 

information,23 defined as data that could potentially endanger national security.24 

Accordingly, preventing the disclosure of State´s secrets is crucial to ensure national 

security,25 including ongoing defence plans, military operations and the use of weapon 

systems.26 

 

Moreover, civil servants have a duty of reserve27 that restrains them from publicly criticizing 

their employers.28 Further, working with confidential data implies a strong duty of discretion 

                                            
22 FoC [31] 
23 FoC [20]; Recommendation (1792) [1.1] 
24 A/RES/361 [47]; OSCE-Media [Recommendations on classification rules]; OAS FoE [4]; Johannesburg 
Principle 6 
25 A/RES/361 [43];  Hadjianastassiou [45] 
26 Rättvisa [111]; Hadjianastassiou [45]; Tshwane Principle 9.a 
27 Guja [70] 
28 Marunić [52]; Wojtas-Kaleta [43] 
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in keeping secrecy.29 Additionally, public disclosures by civil servants are only allowed if 

internal mechanisms to reveal wrongdoings are unavailable or ineffective.30 

 

WangPole is involved in an armed conflict with a neighbouring State.31 In this context, DoD 

hired Prometheus to work on classified military applications.32 Once fired,33 he disseminated 

confidential information linked to official missions through a live Facebook broadcast.34 

Prometheus´ disclosure was made without consulting any superior. Moreover, he could have 

presented his allegations before judicial authorities.   

 

Since leaked information could seriously compromise national security, Prometheus’s 

charge is consistent with IHRL.  

 

Illegally dealing in firearms 

WangPole´s constitution recognizes the right to bear and keep arms, but unauthorized 

dealing on firearms is not protected.35 The latter, includes unauthorized exchanges of their 

parts, components and ammunitions.36  

 

New technologies have advanced in the creation of three-dimensional printed guns37 with 

massive accessibility.38 Such weapons are almost impossible for States to control39 even if 

they must supervise the dissemination of firearms.40 

                                            
29 Guja [71] 
30 Guja [73]; A/RES/361 [37] 
31 FoC [4] 
32 FoC [18] 
33 FoC [20] 
34 FoC [19] 
35 WangPole Constitution [2] 
36 A/RES/255 [3.e]  
37 UNODC Firearms [81] 
38 UN Report-Small Arms [18]; 3D Guns p. 18 
39 3D Guns p. 25 
40 UNSC/RES/2370 [5]; Civilian Acquisition [18] 
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Particularly, in a meeting of States to consider the implementation of the Program of Action 

to Prevent, Combat and Eradicate the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons, it was 

affirmed that 3D printing can potentially open the market for criminal and terrorist activities, 

becoming a lucrative alternative for small-scale illicit weapon manufacturing and sale.41  

 

Prometheus invented Project Soft-ShotGun42 through which he published free 

downloadable blueprints to print plastic arms.43 This illegal conduct permitted 941.000 

downloads of blueprints44 compromising WangPole’s public security.45 Thus, penalizing this 

type of unlawful dealing on firearms does not infringe HR, but protects general order and 

welfare. 

 

Disclosing personal data  

Personal data should only be handled with express authorization.46 In this sense, WangPole 

Data Protection Act of 2008 prohibits the dissemination of personal information without the 

owner’s consent.47 

 

Prometheus admitted he disclosed data without the owner’s consent.48 In exchange for this 

information, he received money;49 therefore, he sold personal data and contravened the 

owners’ right to privacy. 

 

                                            
41 UN Report-Small Arms [18] 
42 FoC [24] 
43 Idem 
44 FoC [27] 
45 FoC [28] 
46 CCPR-16 [10]; Data p. 17-18 
47 FoC [21] 
48 FoC [19] 
49 Idem 
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The case required prompt resolution  

In criminal proceedings, the accused must be tried within a reasonable time.50 When bail is 

refused, the accused has the right to be tried expeditiously51 to avoid long periods of 

uncertainty about their deprivation of liberty.52 Moreover, criminal trials assessing public 

disclosures of State secrets are particularly sensitive and should be tried quickly.53  

 

Additionally, under the CRPD54 States should prioritize the resolution of cases in which PWD 

are prosecuted, giving them specific attention to avoid delays.55  

 

The adequate time to prepare legal defences56 depends on the circumstances of each 

case.57 Moreover, it is up to the defence to manifest that time was insufficient and request 

an extension,58 for States cannot be held responsible for flaws of the defence.59 

 

Prometheus´s pre-trial detention60 and his physical disability61 obliged judicial authorities to 

prioritize his case. Indeed, WangPole has complied with international standards by bringing 

Prometheus to trial and sentencing him in a brief period.62 Additionally, Prometheus did not 

complain about the length of the trial.63 Thus, his procedural rights were not violated.  

 

The refusal of bail was lawful 

                                            
50 ICCPR Art. 9(3); ICCPR Art. 14(3); Fillastre [6.5] 
51 CCPR-35 [37]; Sextus [7.2] 
52 CCPR-32 [35] 
53 Resolution (1551) [10.4]  
54 CRPD Preamble and Art.13 
55 Furlan [196]  
56 KC Art. 16(2); ICCPR Art. 14.3.b 
57 CCPR-13 [9]; Kelly [5.9] 
58 CCPR Sawyers [13.6] 
59 CCRP Wright [8.4]  
60 FoC [28] 
61 FoC [8] 
62 FoC [28] 
63 Idem 
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Generally, the accused should be released pending trial.64 However, if there is an objective 

risk that they will relapse into crime, bails can be denied.65 Previous offences constitute 

relevant and sufficient grounds to justify a preventive detention.66 

 

Prometheus was charged with treason and unlawful disclosing of personal data.67 When 

released on bail, he was detained again for dealing firearms illegally.68 Evidently, this 

repetition of illegal conducts raise suspicion about his propensity to commit further crimes. 

Therefore, denying bail was lawful.  

 

2. Prometheus sentence to life imprisonment does not violated his HR 

States have a wide margin of appreciation in deciding the applicable punishment for each 

offence.69 Sentences to life imprisonment are not per se incompatible with IHRL,70 and can 

be justified by the commission of especially serious crimes.71 

 

Prometheus was sentenced for illegally disclosing personal data, illegal dealing of firearms 

and treason.72 Additionally, the HC assessed the extremely grave consequences of 

Prometheus actions such as the increased armed violence in the country.73 The seriousness 

of the crimes together with the aggravating circumstances reached the threshold for a life 

imprisonment sentence. 

 

                                            
64 ICCPR [9.3]; A/RES/110 Rule 6.1 
65 Buzadji [88]; Tiron [37] 
66 Toth [70] 
67 FoC [21] 
68 FoC [27] 
69 T. [117] 
70 Kafkaris [97] 
71 László [47] 
72 FoC [28] 
73 Idem 
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3. The use of AI during Prometheus´s trail was lawful 

The use of AI on criminal trials has numerous benefits74 on the protection of due process 

guarantees; for example in the determination of the length of a prison sentence, AI may 

allow more even results.75 Due to its incipient development, it cannot replace judges but can 

support and assist them in taking decisions.76 

 

Moreover, the privilege against self-incrimination77 represents the right to remain silent 

allowing the accused to freely choose which questions to answer when queried.78 When 

severe coercive methods are used to obtain evidence from a suspect, these rights are 

violated.79 

 

TITF is a mechanism that calculates a suspect´s credibility80 through sensors and thermal 

cameras that measure the accused´s physiological responses.81 Its ability to determine 

whether a person is lying has a 95% accuracy -as proved by a sample of real life cases- 

while human's ability, according to reliable scientific evidence, rises to only 53%.82 This 

reliable software benefits suspects by avoiding wrongful detentions; in fact 117 inmates were 

released due to the use of this system that proved their innocence.83  

 

Furthermore, it only serves to rate credibility when accused answer in a loud voice. In fact, 

if Prometheus had not testified, it would have been impossible to know whether he was lying 

                                            
74 Toronto Declaration [5/27]; AI principles [20/23]; Montreal Declaration [1] 
75 EU-Algorithms [III.1] 
76 Idem 
77 ICCPR Art. 14.3.g 
78 Allan [50] 
79 Ibidem [44] 
80 FoC [12] 
81 Idem 
82 Idem 
83 FoC [17] 
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or not. TITF does not inflict coercion against the accused but tends to soften unnecessary 

and cruel questioning during cross-examination.84 Therefore, its use during trial was lawful. 

  

CLAIM B: WANGPOLE’S REFUSAL TO PROSECUTE THE CASE CONCERNING THE INVASION OF SAI 

DID NOT VIOLATE IHRL 

 

1. WangPole guaranteed the Applicant's right to access to justice 

Access to justice encompasses the right to available and effective remedies85 to protect 

against unlawful practices.86 Availability must be certain in theory and in practice.87 To be 

effective remedies must have a prospect of success.88  

Effectiveness does not mean a favourable outcome for the applicant,89 but rather dealing 

with the substance of an arguable complaint.90 Accessibility, clarity and foreseeability of legal 

measures guarantee such effectiveness.91  

Applicant had the chance to appeal the decision of the WAGO to not prosecute the invasion 

of SAI for lack of evidence before the HC of WangPole, 92 proving that remedies were in fact 

available.  

Even though HC´s outcome was unfavourable, remedies were effective because the 

independency of the judiciary provided certain prospect of success.93 Therefore, 

Respondent granted Prometheus and others’ access to justice.  

                                            
84 FoC [13] 
85 ICCPR Art 2,3,a; KC Art 23 
86 Běleš [49] 
87 İlhan [97]; Kudla [157]; Durand [102] 
88 Lopez-Alvarez [139]; Shumba [57] 
89 Wasserman [45]; Vučković [69-71] 
90 Saramaka [177]; Kudla [157] 
91 Legrand [34] 
92 FoC [27]  
93 Idem 
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2.  Respondent can legitimately dismiss a case for lack of evidence 

Generally, the admissibility of evidence is assessed by domestic courts94  and its value is 

regulated by national law.95 Additionally, international courts avoid the appreciation of 

evidence96 and restrain their analysis to whether the proceeding as a whole was fair.97 

The weight national courts give to evidence presented is not for this Court to review as it 

cannot act as a fourth instance.98 An analysis by this Court of the decisiveness of the proof 

in question comes into conflict with domestic authorities’ margin of appreciation.99  

Moreover, the burden of proof should rely on the Applicant100 and it can only be shifted to 

States on severe cases of discrimination,101 torture or enforced disappearances.102 

In this case, the WAGO dismissed the case after considering the sole piece of evidence 

provided by the Applicant:103 a mere list of names and no substantial information.104 The HC 

of WangPole confirmed this decision.105  

Since the evidence was lawfully assessed and dismissed, a further revision by this Court 

would imply acting as a fourth instance.  

 

3. In any event, Applicant could have resorted to private prosecution 

State-assisted prosecutions are not always required.106 In fact, public prosecutors can 

choose with due and legal consideration which cases not to follow and where to focus judicial 

                                            
94 Doorson [67]; Kostovski [39] 
95 Mantovanelli [34] 
96 Carvalho [80]; Maldonado [137] 
97 Doorson [67]; Cabrera [19] 
98 Bochan [61]; Lupeni [90] 
99 Schatschaschwili [124]; lsiaga [65] 
100 Merabishvili [310]; Khodorkovskiy [256] 
101 Timishev [57] 
102 Nachova [157] 
103 FoC [27] 
104 Idem 
105 Idem 
106 Jankovic [50] 
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investigations.107 However, victims should be able to challenge those decisions108 and to 

engage in private proceedings109 that might be effective.110 

Once the WAGO declined to prosecute the case,111 Applicant had the possibility to 

prosecute the case privately under the Private Prosecution Act.112 Even though MAD had a 

private prosecutor certificate,113 Applicant decided not to pursue the complaint.114 Therefore, 

Respondent did not violate any international obligation regarding public prosecutions. 

  

CLAIM C: WANGPOLE’S BAN ON V11 DOES NOT VIOLATE PROMETHEUS’ AND OTHERS’ 

FUNDAMENTAL HR 

 

1. The ban on V11 constitutes a lawful restriction  

States must guarantee the rights to culture and to sports.115 However, they can be restricted 

if limitations are neither abusive nor arbitrary.116 Accordingly, such restriction must be 

prescribed by law,117 serve a legitimate aim118 and be necessary in a democratic society 

and proportionate.119   

 

1.A. The restriction was prescribed by law 

                                            
107 Perez [68]; Petrovic [93], Guidelines-Prosecutors [2]l  
108 Recommendation (19) [34]  
109 Jankovic [50]; Perez [68]; Recommendation (85) [7]  
110 CERD/C/75/D/41/2008 [4.6] 
111 FoC [27] 
112 FoC [6] 
113 FoC [16] 
114 FoC [27] 
115 KC Art. 33.4; CRPD Art. 30; ICESCR, Art. 15.1.(a) 
116 Artavia-Murillo [273] 
117 Islam-Ittihad [43]; Konaté [131] 
118 Baena [170]; Canese [125] 
119 Artavia-Murillo [273]; Atala-Riffo [164] 

http://www.bjdh.org.mx/interamericano/busqueda
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When enacting the law120 States must follow the legal procedure established in domestic 

law,121 and it should be accessible122 and precise.123 

Here, the restriction was adopted by the majority of WangPole’s Parliament, after a thorough 

debate.124 Therefore it complied with this requirement.  

 

1.B The restriction served legitimate aims 

Laws designed for environmental protection are legitimate.125 Indeed, States must 

guarantee the right to a sustainable environment,126 including preserving fauna.127 There is 

a link between the environment and IHRL,128 since environmental degradation could affect 

rights such as life and property.129 

Furthermore, States can also restrict rights to protect public security.130 Particularly, the 

international community is concerned about how the irresponsible use of unregulated arms 

may undermine individual HR,131 highlighting the importance of arm control.132  

The restriction on V11 has two legitimate aims. First, it protects the environment, since V11 

allows the hunting of 1000 animals per year,133 without State control, which according to the 

Chief Justice would “...endanger all animal species”.134 Second, it protects public security, 

as the game leaves many dangerous weapons in the jungle.135 

                                            
120 Gutman [176]; Escher [126] 
121 OC-06/86 [27] 
122 Magyar Jeti [59]; Karácsony [123] 
123 Muhafize [56]; CCPR-34 [25] 
124 FoC [25] 
125 Valley [57] 
126 KC art. 38; OC-23/17 [51]; Sustainable Environment [51] 
127 Pulp-Mills [262]; O/C 23/17 [129]  
128 OC-23/17 [47]; Kawas-Fernández [148] 
129 SERAC [51]   
130 S.V. [155]  
131 Civilian Acquisition [4] 
132 Arms Transfer [17] 
133 FoC [23] 
134 FoC [26] 
135 FoC [23] 
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1.C The limitation was necessary and proportionate  

States possess certain margin of appreciation when assessing necessity of the restriction,136 

especially regarding environmental protection.137Additionally, restrictions should be 

proportionate to the aim pursued138 and their reasons must be “relevant and sufficient”.139 

Moreover, States must balance general interests and individuals’ HR.140 

The right to culture can be limited.141 Although hunting is part of some cultures, international 

courts have rejected the existence of the right to hunt.142 Such a right is not protected under 

the KC, that does, however, expressly guarantee the right to a healthy environment.143 

Moreover, States should assess the environmental impact of all proposed projects and 

policies that may affect biodiversity.144 

V11 causes the death of 1.000 wild animals per year145 with animal rights activists 

condemning such practice.146 Furthermore, there are currently at least 50 rifles installed in 

the jungle without State control.147 This could be related to the 33 % increase in cases of 

untraceable gun violence and the 14% of fatal cases.148 Hence, the total ban was the mean 

to control the situation. 

WangPole recognizes that under the CRPD it has a duty to provide support and assistance 

to PWD.149 However, V11 was not conceived as an assistive technology for PWD but rather 

                                            
136 Öneryildiz [107] 
137 Depalle [81]  
138 Kimel [58]; D.H. [196] 
139 Zhechev [44] 
140 Hamer [77] 
141 E/C.12/GC/21 [19] 
142 Chassagnou [113] 
143 KC Art. 38 
144 A/HRC/34/49 [67a]  
145 FoC [23] 
146 FoC [25] 
147 FoC [23] 
148 FoC [28] 
149 CRPD Art. 4 
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for “prospective hunters to sit in the comfort of their home or office and … kill real game”.150 

Further, PWD can hunt without V11 as Prometheus did throughout his life.  

 

2. The restriction is not discriminatory 

States must guarantee the enjoyment of rights to all without distinction.151 Accordingly, 

formal discrimination implies that laws cannot discriminate on prohibited grounds152 and 

indirect discrimination refers to laws with a disproportionate impact.153 

Even if PWD are specially protected,154 belonging to a minority with a traditional lifestyle 

does not confer immunities from general laws intended to safeguard the assets of the 

community as a whole, such as the environment.155 

Applicant cannot argue that the banning is discriminatory towards Neronian PWD. The law 

bans V11 to all WangPolis citizens, without discriminating. Furthermore, it cannot be argued 

that it particularly affects Neronian PWD, since they are still able to hunt.156 

Consequently, V11’s ban does not constitute discriminatory treatment. 

VI. REMEDIES 

Considering that WangPole is not responsible for any alleged violation of HR, it humbly 

requests this Court to declare that no reparations are to be awarded. 

VII. PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WangPole humbly prays this Court to declare that Applicant’s claims are inadmissible. 

Subsidiarily, prays this Court to adjudge that: 

                                            
150 FoC [23] 
151 KC Art. 3 
152 E/C.12/GC/20 [8.a] 
153 E/C.12/GC/20 [10.b] 
154 CRPD Art. 4 
155 Chapman [96] 
156 FoC [22] 
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1. Professor Prometheus’ prosecution, sentence and use of TITF during his trial was 

lawful.  

2. WAGO’s refusal to prosecute the case concerning the invasion of SAI does not 

violate Prometheus and others’ HR.    

3. WangPole’s ban on V11 does not violate Prometheus and others’ HR.  

4. Consequently, no reparations must be granted. 

VIII. WORD COUNT 

·       Summary of arguments: 234 

·       Memorial: 2970 

 

 


