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CLARIFICATIONS

PREAMBLE

This document constitutes the official and binding response of the Proposition Committee to all
clarifications sought by participating teams. These clarifications apply uniformly to ALL participating
teams, regardless of whether a particular team raised the query.

The Committee has endeavoured to address every clarification with precision, neutrality, and consistency
with the moot proposition. Where questions raise issues of strategic import, the Committee has confined its
response to factual and procedural clarification, without prescribing or foreclosing any particular line of
legal argument. The intellectual development of arguments remains entirely the prerogative of each team.
The Moot proposition remains unchanged. These clarifications supplement, but do not amend, the
proposition document.

1: PERMISSIBILITY OF CLUBBING ISSUES FOR ORAL ARGUMENTS AND
WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS

ANSWER:

Yes. Participating teams are permitted to club related issues for the purposes of both oral arguments
and written submissions (memorials), provided that all ten issues are substantively addressed within
the memorial taken as a whole.

2: APPARENT CONTRADICTION BETWEEN ‘SOVEREIGN NATION’ AND HIGH
COURT JURISDICTION

ANSWER:

There is no contradiction. The Republic of Aurelia is a fictional sovereign nation with a federal
constitutional structure pari materia with the Republic of India (Bharat). A sovereign nation may well
have a federal court system including High Courts. The reference to Articles 226 and 227 of the
Constitution of Aurelia is consistent with this structure.

3: DUAL RESPONDENCY OF CCID (RESPONDENT NO. 2) AND OFFICER-IN-
CHARGE (RESPONDENT NO. 3)

ANSWER:

Both Respondent No. 2 (CCID) and Respondent No. 3 (Officer-in-Charge) are properly and necessarily
joined as respondents. Their dual presence is legally permissible and reflects distinct institutional and
individual roles.
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4: BASIS FOR CCID’S INFERENCE OF THIRD-PARTY ALGORITHMIC SYSTEM
COMPROMISE

ANSWER:

The proposition does not specify a technical basis for CCID’s inference. The internal CCID notes
referred to in para II (8) record that the algorithmic systems ‘may have been exploited or compromised’.
This is an internal, unsubstantiated inference, and its unverified nature is itself a central factual issue in
the case.

5: MECHANISM OF DETECTION OF UNAUTHORISED FUND TRANSFERS BY
AURELIA FIRST BANK

ANSWER:

The proposition does not specify the precise mechanism by which the bank detected the unauthorised
fund transfers. Para II (5) states only that in July 2024, the bank ‘detected a series of unauthorised
electronic fund transfers executed over a compressed time window, involving dormant and low-activity
customer accounts.” The detection mechanism is not part of the stated facts.

| 6: DATE OF HIGH COURT PROCEEDINGS

ANSWER:

The writ petition (W.P. No. 1 of 2026) was filed in early 2026 and is currently listed for final
adjudication before the High Court of Aurelia. The Competition is being held on 16th—18th April 2026.
For all purposes of the competition, the proceedings are deemed to be taking place in April 2026.

I 7: SPECIFIC SECTIONS INVOKED IN THE FIR

ANSWER:

No clarification is required.

8: STRUCTURE OF ANNEXURE AND COMPENDIUM WITHIN THE 50-PAGE
BOOKLET

ANSWER:

Kindly refer to Rule XII p.
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I 9: NUMBER OF PRINTOUTS REQUIRED FOR THE 50-PAGE PAPER BOOK

ANSWER:

A minimum of 3 printed copies of the 50-page paper book (comprising the Annexure and case laws
that have been referred to in the memorial) are required per team.

I 10: SUBMISSION OF MEMORIAL IN A CHANNEL FILE

ANSWER:

Yes. Memorials that are staple-bound may be placed within a channel file for submission, provided the
staple binding remains intact and the memorial is not loose within the channel file. Kindly refer to Rule
XIli&m

11: TIME ALLOCATION: REBUTTAL AND SUR-REBUTTAL WITHIN 30-MINUTE
LIMIT

ANSWER:

Yes, time allocation of 30 / 45 Minutes includes rebuttal and sur-rebuttal times. Kindly refer to Rule
XIII - for Preliminary & Quarter Final rounds each team will get 30 Minutes, for Semi Final & Finals,
each team will get 45 Minutes to present their case.

| 12: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF PAGE LIMIT TO 15 PAGES

ANSWER:

Kindly refer to Rules XII g

I 13: MEANING OF ‘INFERENCE’ IN STATEMENT OF FACTS PART II, PARA 9

ANSWER:

The word ‘inference’ in para I1(9) refers to the internal CCID inference recorded in para II(8) that the
bank’s algorithmic systems ‘may have been exploited or compromised’. It does not refer to any physical
interference or intrusion into NeuroLink’s systems, which occurs later in Part III.
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14: SCOPE OF ISSUE 9: CONSTITUTIONAL VIRES OF STATUTES v. SCOPE OF
APPLICATION

ANSWER:

No clarification is required.

15: TREATMENT OF ‘NATIONAL ECONOMIC SECURITY’ AND ‘URGENCY’ AS
STATUTORY CATEGORIES

ANSWER:

Teams are expected to argue whether ‘national economic security’ and ‘urgency’ can be judicially read
into existing statutory exception categories (such as ‘security of the State”) or whether they constitute
independent justifications. They are not to be treated as deemed statutory exceptions pre-accepted for
the competition. The question is an open one for both sides to argue.

16: IDENTITY OF EVIDENCE COLLECTORS: CCID OFFICERS OR FORENSIC
EXPERTS

ANSWER:

The evidence collection and forensic imaging described in paras I1I(1)-111(4) was conducted by CCID
officers, not by separately identified forensic experts. Para III(1) refers to ‘a team of officers from the
CCID’. Para III(5) states the imaging was conducted using forensic tools ‘claimed to be compliant with
standard cyber-forensic protocols’ by those same officers.

CLOSING NOTE

The Proposition Committee thanks all participating teams for their thoughtful and diligent queries.
All teams are reminded that:
(i) The laws of the Republic of Aurelia are pari materia with the laws of the Republic of India.

(i1) Teams may frame additional sub-issues consistent with the facts & within the Moot Proposition

We wish all participating teams the very best for the competition.

The Proposition Committee
Surana & Surana and St. Xavier’s University Technology Law Moot Court Competition 2025-26
Xavier Law School Moot Court Society, St. Xavier’s University, Kolkata
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