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About
CLEA

The Commonwealth Legal Education
Association (CLEA) is an international non-
profit organisation established in 197],
dedicated to promoting excellence in legal
education across Commonwealth countries. It
brings together law schools, academics,
institutions, and legal professionals to
strengthen legal teaching, research, and
professional development.

CLEA &

COMMONWEALTH MOOTING |

.The Commonwealth Mooting Competition is
a flagship CLEA initiative conducted in
association with the Commonwealth Law
Conference. It provides a global platform for
representative student teams from across
the Commonwealth to engage in advanced
advocacy in areas of constitutional law,
international law, public law, and human
rights.

REGIONAL QUALIFYING
ROUNDS

.CLEA conducts regional mooting rounds,
including the South Asia Rounds, which serve
as the qualifying stage for participation in
the Commonwealth Moot. These rounds
assess students on oral advocacy, legal
research, and memorial drafting, ensuring
high academic standards.




RULES &
REGULATIONS

1. Organisation

The Commonwealth Moot Competition (the Competition) final will be held during
the CLEA Biennial Conference at Malaysia. The Indian Round, and
Commonwealth Preliminary Round & Selection of Finalists will be organised
jointly by the Commonwealth Legal Education Association [CLEA]) and Amity Law
School, Amity University, Mumbai along with a Mooting Committee appointed by
the organising body of the host nation (the Mooting Committee).

2. Eligibility

The regions in the Commonwealth those are eligible to send a team to the
Commonwealth

Moot are Australia, New Zealand, South East Asia (Hong Kong, Malaysia and
Singapore), India, South Asia (Bangladesh, Pakistan and Sri Lanka), Southern
Africa, East Africa, West Africa, the Caribbean, Canada, the South Pacific and the
United Kingdom. Regional organisers will select regional teams in a manner the
regional organisers decide after consultation with the Moot Coordinator.
Generally, one team from each region may participate in the competition. If
appropriate, additional teams who are appropriately qualified may be invited at
the Moot Coordinator’s discretion.

3. Membership of Team

Each team will consist of two counsel and, if the participating region so wishes, a
reserve, each of whom -

a) On the date of selection of the team, is a law student at an institution in the
region that he or she represents; and

b) On the date of the start of the Competition has not been admitted to the
unrestricted practice of law in any jurisdiction.

¢) Each team must complete the 18th CLEA Commonwealth Mooting
Competition, 2026 pregistration form and emailed to the Commonwealth Moot
Coordinator at cleamootcompetition17@gmail.co no later than end of February
in the year of the competition.

4. Registration

All participants associated with the CLEA Commonwealth Mooting Competition
2026, including student teams, coaches, institutional representatives, and
attendees observing the moot proceedings, are mandatorily required to register
through the official registration link, which will be made available shortly.




5. Assistance

Teams may not have any outside assistance in the preparation or presentation of
their cases other than general guidance on the issues involved and research
sources.

6.The Problem
a) The problem will deal with the issues of International Commonwealth interest
and will be concerned solely with points of law.
b) It will be set under the guidance of the Moot Coordinator and must be
approved by the Executive Committee of CLEA.
c) A copy of the problem will be posted on the CLEA website. The same problem
will be used throughout the Competition.
d) Any ambiguities arising out of the problem must be pointed out to the
Commonwealth Moot Coordinator and requests for clarifications made, at least
one month before the Competition begins. If necessary, the Mooting Coordinator
may then resolve the ambiguities at his/her absolute discretion. Clarifications will
be posted to the Commonwealth Moot website as they are made and notified to
all the participating teams.
e) Teams will prepare arguments for both the Applicant and the Respondent.

7.The Competition
a) Each team will moot twice in the first round (the General Round), once as
Applicant and once as Respondent. Teams will be awarded individual and team

marks at the end of each moot.

b) The first four teams who have scored the highest team marks in the general
rounds will enter the semi-finals.

¢) Inthe event where two or more teams score the same number of team marks
the team with the highest number of wins will enter the semi-finals.

d) Inthe event where two or more teams score the same number of team marks
and the same number of wins, the teams will compete against each other and the
team with the highest score will qualify for semi-finals.

e) The winners of each semi-final will moot in the final. In the final, the team with
the highest semi-final marks will appear for the Applicant.

f) The marks awarded in each of the three rounds will be published. The
Individual marks and team marks awarded in the general round will be published
after the end of that round. Individual marks and team marks for the semi-finals
will be published after the end of the semi-finals and the marks for the final may
be announced at the end of the final round.

g) The mooter with the highest total of individual points from the General Round
will be awarded the best mooter prize. A mooter will have to moot in both general
round moots to be eligible for this prize.

h) The winning team in the final of the Competition will be awarded the
Commonwealth Mooting Competition Trophy, which it may retain until the next
Competition.




8.Mode of Competition
a) The General Rounds and Semifinal will take place online.
b) The Final will take place in Malaysia during the CLEA Biannual Conference.

9. Judges

a) Each General Round moot normally be held before a panel of three appropriately
qualified persons appointed by the Mooting Coordinator.

b) One of the judges of a moot in the General Round of the Competition may be the
Commonwealth Moot Coordinator or her nominee.

c) Semi-final rounds and final rounds will be held before three judicial officers (or
equivalent), none of whom may be working or resident in a region represented in the semi-
final unless both teams agree. Normally the more senior judge will be the presiding judge.

10. Substitute of Counsel by Reserve

A reserve may substitute for a designated counsel in a moot when that counsel is ill or
otherwise unable to participate. The Commonwealth Moot Coordinator must consent to
the substitution before the moot.

11.Moot Procedure

a) Each team may cite a total of 12 authorities[1] for the Applicant and a total of 12
authorities for the Respondent. Each list must have a cover page with details of the team'’s
region, the names of the members, whether it is an Applicant or Respondent’s list and the
date.

b) Each team is to email the moot coordinator at cleamootcompetition17@gmail.com, of
its final lists of authorities for Applicant and Respondent no later than 24 hours prior to the
welcome ceremony. Each list must have a cover page with details of the team'’s region. The
Moot Coordinator will hand the lists to each team’s opponents at the welcome ceremony.
Any later amendments to lists of authorities may be made only after consultation with the
Commonwealth Moot Coordinator.

c) Each team must send draft outlines of argument as Applicant and Respondent by email
to the Commonwealth Moot Coordinator at cleamootcompetition17@gmail.com no later
than one month prior to the mooting competition. Each outline of argument must have
written on it in a prominent place, the team'’s region, counsel’'s name, whether counsel
appears as senior or junior counsel, whether counsel appears for the Applicant or
Respondent and the date. Each team'’s separate draft outline for the Applicant and draft
outline for the Respondent must not exceed 2 A4 pages (Times New Roman (or equivalent)
size 12 font, and single line spacing) in total length. If appropriate, the draft outlines may
be posted to the website.

d) Each team is to give two copies of its final outlines of argument as Applicant and
Respondent to the Commonwealth Moot Coordinator no later than 24 hours prior to the
welcome ceremony. The Commonwealth Moot Coordinator will hand the outlines to each
team’s opponents at the welcome ceremony. Any later amendments to outlines of
argument may be made only after consultation with the Commonwealth Moot
Coordinator. Each team'’s separate outline for the Applicant and outline for the Respondent
must not exceed 2 A4 pages (Times New Roman or equivalent size 12 font, and single line
spacing) in total length.




a) Counsel must wear business dress during each moot.

b) At the beginning of every moot, each team must hand up to the Bench -
a. one Appeal Book containing -
i. counsels’names;
ii. photocopies of the relevant material from all authorities
and other materials referred to in argument, (eg legislation) ; and
iii. anindex, or some other means (tabs etc) for finding

relevant material; and
b. for each judge, a copy of counsels’ written outlines of argument to be followed and a
list of authorities to be relied on during the moot.
¢) Counsel will be heard in the following order -

Senior counsel for the Applicant;

Junior counsel for the Applicant;

Senior counsel for the Respondent;

. Junior counsel for the Respondent;

e. Senior counsel for the Applicant may then exercise a right of reply, (if reserved)
during which no new arguments may be raised.
d) AnyJudge may interrupt counsel at any time to ask a question.
e) Each team has 30 minutes to make submissions. This time limit includes questions
and answers, though the bench may allow counsel to continue at its discretion.
f) The Applicant’s right of reply is limited to five minutes.
g) The Judges may adjourn to consider their decision at the end of the moot.

12. Judging

a) Each Judge will complete an individual marking sheet (Appendix A) for each
participant in a moot.

b) The presiding Judge will add up the marks awarded by each Judge, transpose them to
the moot marking sheet (Appendix B) and announce which team has won for the
purposes of the Competition.

¢) The winning team is the team that has the highest total marks. The winning team will
not necessarily be the team for which judgment may be given on the law.

13.Scouting
Counsel, a reserve or any persons affiliated with a team, must not attend any moot other
than one in which his or her team is participating while that team is still competing.

14. Disputes

Any dispute about the Competition must be referred to the Commonwealth Moot
Coordinator before the end of the Competition. Before making a decision about a
dispute, the Commonwealth Moot Coordinator may consult the Mooting Committee. A
decision made by the Commonwealth Moot Coordinator about a dispute concerning the
Competition is final.




BACKGROUND:

Anti-Corruption Society (ACS), an NGO, has brought a claim against the
Government of Westland and Arms For All Inc (AFA) for recovery of monies which
ACS say was paid out by AFA in bribes in order to secure a significant contract to
supply arms, rocket systems, aircraft and warships to the state of Ageas. The claim is
brought in the Commonwealth Moot Court (the CMC) situated in the island State of
Westland, a country with an advanced economy and a legal system based on the
common law which is well known for its prowess in manufacturing advanced
weapons systems. The CMC has jurisdiction and powers similar to those enjoyed by
the Commercial Court in England.The statutes of Westland have, unless otherwise
stated, been based on those of England. Both Westland and Ageas have signed and
ratified the United Nations Convention Against Corruption (UNCAC).

75% of AFA is owned by the Government of Westland, and there is evidence to
indicate that the monies paid out in bribes originated from the Central Bank of
Westland (the CBB). The bribes themselves were paid to Lucretia, the half-sister of
Tarquin, the King of Ageas. ACS claim therefore that, essentially, the bribes were paid
out of taxpayers' money. However, anticipating jurisdictional problems in bringing a
representative action on behalf of Westland taxpayers, some fifty members of ACS
have each purchased one share in AFA.

In this case, say ACS, the state of Ageas will never make a claim of the type set out
under para 3 below, because the royal family, in the person of Princess Lucretia, is the
principal beneficiary of the payments. ACS had previously attempted to hold the
Westland Government to account by seeking a Judicial Review of the Justice Minister
's refusal to grant leave for a prosecution of AFA, but this had failed in the Supreme
Court, despite a favourable decision in the Court of Appeals. In effect, the interests of
national security were cited as being paramount, in a decision in which the reasoning
was very similar to that of the House of Lords in R. (on application of Corner House
Research) v Director of Serious Fraud Office [2008] UKHL 60 (theBAE case).




ACS claim that:

e The action that they are bringing is brought on behalf of Westland taxpayers
and is justified because the Government is in clear breach of the common law
relating to bribery;

« Alternatively, the members of ACS who are shareholders in AFA are entitled to
bring this claim because the directors of AFA were acting ultra vires in paying
bribes to secure the contract;

o Itis a well established principle that a party which has effectively paid a
premium for goods and/or services rendered as a result of the price having been
inflated by the amount of the bribe has a good claim against the payer of the
bribe for the return of those monies;

« Alternatively ACS has a proprietary claim to the monies paid out in bribes;

« There has been misfeasance in public office: the Justice Minister acted unlawfully
in seeking to protect the Government from prosecution for corruption;

AFA and the Government will seek to defend themselves by pleading that:

1. Payments of reasonable sums by way of commission are common practice in the
arms industry-the payments in this case did not amount to more than 15% of the
value of the contracts;

2. In particular, a string of cases decided before the Courts of Ageas have held that
'secret’ commission payments are quite lawful, provided they are ‘reasonable’in
amount as a proportion of the price paid under the contract;

3. A course of dealing had been established between the parties: 20 years previously
contracts between the two parties had been concluded on similar terms without
challenge;

4. The payments by the Government were subject to the doctrine of act of State, and
hence are non-justiciable before a municipal court;

5. The Government of Ageas was fully aware of, and condoned, the payment made
to Princess Lucretia;

6. Under the laws of Ageas it is customary for such payments to be made on large
deals such as this.
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Disclaimer: This moot problem is purely a hypothetical scenario created for the
purpose of this moot court competition. The characters, events, and legal issues
depicted in this problem are entirely fictional and do not represent real

individuals, cases, or situations. Any resemblance to actual persons, living or dead, or
to real legal cases is purely coincidental.

Participants are advised that the scoresheet and evaluation of this moot problem are
final. No objections, disputes, or appeals regarding the scoring, judging, or
assessment of this problem will be entertained. The organizers' decisions in

this regard are conclusive.




THE COMMONWEALTH MOOTING COMPETITION, 2026

The 18th Commonwealth Mooting Competition will be held in conjunction
with the CLEA Biennial Conference “Lawyering 2030”. The Competition will
bring together teams from across Commonwealth jurisdictions to engage in
high-level advocacy, legal reasoning, and comparative constitutional and
public law analysis.

The Competition will be conducted in three rounds. The preliminary
rounds and the semi-final rounds will be conducted online in the month
of March. The final roundof the Moot Court Competition will be held on 3
April 2026 in Malaysia, as part of the main conference programme. The final
round will provide the selected teams with the unique opportunity to argue
before Chief Justices and Judges of Supreme Courts from across the
Commonwealth, along with eminent senior practitioners and legal scholars.
All participants associated with the CLEA Commonwealth Mooting
Competition 2026 including student teams, coaches, institutional
representatives, and attendees observing the moot proceedings are
mandatorily required to register through the official registration link,
which will be made available shortly.

Details regarding the Dates, Time and Zoom links for the online rounds
will be shared with registered participants in due course.

For further information regarding the Commonwealth Moot, please contact:
Prof. Meera Furtado

General Secretary, CLEA

Commonwealth Mooting Coordinator

Email: meera.furtado@gmail.com and cc to gs@clea.ac




