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1) Objective of UCLA Moot Court Program

i. The UCLA CyberCrimes Moot Court Competitionisaninterscholasticappellate moot court
competition thatis produced and hosted by the UCLA School of Law Moot Court Honors
Program. The competitionissponsoredin 2011-2012 by Norton by Symantecand the
Society forthe Policing of Cyberspace ("POLCYB")to provide law students around the
country with acompetition focusing on an area of law that is constantly developing. The
primary function of all ouractivitiesisto provide an educational experience, and any
competitive aspect of moot courtis secondary.

ii. The competitionisgoverned by these Rules, and the procedures established underthese
Rules, by the VP of Cyber Crimes, the UCLA Moot Court Honors Board President, and the
UCLA Moot Court Honors Program Faculty Advisor.

iii. The competition also promotesintegrity and esteeminthe legal profession.

iv. Allcompetitorsare expected to follow the letter and spirit of these Rules and to maintain

the highestlevels of professionalism throughout the Competition.
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2) Amendments to these Rules
i. Theserulesare promulgatedinorderto provide a basis of conduct for participants.
However, the UCLA Moot Court Honors Program Board ("Board") reserves the rightto
change the rules and standards as necessary to confront changing conditions.
ii. Theserulesmaybe amendedatanytime including but notlimited to limiting the number of
overall teams and number of teams allowed to register forthe competition.

3) Conduct of Advocates
i. Theidealsof fairplay, sportsmanship, friendship, and honesty shall guide the conduct of all
participants throughout all moot court activities including, but not limited to, brief writing,
competition rounds, breaks between rounds, and organizational meetings.

ii. Advocatesshall strive to exemplify the highestideals of the legal profession, to maintain the
highest standard of ethical conduct, and to strive forcompetence and integrity. Courtesy
toward opposingadvocates, judges, and tournament officials is expected at all times.

iii. Alladvocatesshallstrive todiligently undertake the study, preparation, and practice
requiredto presenttheirclient’s case with integrity and competence.

4) Eligibility to Compete

i. Eachparticipantmustbe a candidate fora J.D. degree whois enrolledinlaw school within
the 50 United States or Puerto Rico during the semesterorquarter of the competition.

ii. Eachteam consists of two participants from the same law school. Each team memberis
responsible forwritingone briefand must complete one "on-brief" oral argumentround
and one "off-brief" oral argument round during the competition.

iii. Oneteam memberwill write a Petitionerbrief and one team memberwill write a
Respondent brief.

iv. There are noalternate team members and eachteam member mustargue in each oral
argumentround.

5) Schedules
A. ScheduleforRegistering To Participate

i. Eachteam mustregisterforthe competition by the registration date and provide the names
of the team members by the name registration deadline.

1) Email the final team membernames to UCLACyberCrimeMoot@gmail.com by the
name registration deadline orthe competition spotis forfeited to a waitlistteam.

ii. Eachteam mustsubmita registrationfee inthe amountof $300.00. Inourinaugural year,
we hope toreimburse to each team part or all of this registration fee upon successful
submission of two qualifying briefs and participationintwo rounds of oral argument.

iii. Initially, onlytwo (2) teams perschool will be allowed to participate in the competition
with alimit of 36 total teams.

iv. Moreteamsmay be acceptedintothe competition from each school dependingon overall
registration, space, and other considerations.

v. Registrationis processed onafirst-come, first-served basis. The orderis determined by the
time and date that the registration formis submitted, and contingent upon receiving the
registration fee within areasonableamount of time after submitting the registration form.

1) Fill outcompleted registration at: www.law.ucla.edu/moot.
2) Please make checks payable to “UCLA Moot Court Honors Program.”
a) Mail checksto:
i) UCLA Moot Court Honors Program
ii) c/oVPof CyberCrimes
iii) UCLASchool of Law
iv) 405 Hilgard Ave., Mailbox 7
v) LosAngeles, CA 90095
vi. Ifateamisnot ultimately acceptedintothe competition, the entire registration feewillbe
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returned.

vii. Shouldateam needtowithdraw from the competition, afull refund minus $15.00
administration fee is available until December 1, 2011. There will be no refunds afterthat
date.

B. ScheduleforSelecting Team Members

i. Because manylaw schools holdin-school competitions to select theirrepresentatives,
specificcompetitorinformation is preferred but not absolutely necessary at the time of
registration.

1) However, the final competitiveteam must be designated by the "Team Member
Deadline" orthe spotisforfeited to awaitlisted team. This date will be available on
the UCLA Moot Court Honors Program website: www.law.ucla.edu/moot.

2) There may be no substitution of team members after finalization, exceptforextreme
hardship and with the written consent of the UCLA Moot Court President, the VP of
Cyber Crimes, orthe UCLA Moot Court Honors Program Faculty Advisor.

3) Anyadvocate who choosestowithdraw from the competition should informthe VP of
Cyber Crimes at UCLACyberCrimeMoot@gmail.com.

ii. Eachteam will be responsible for designating which team member will be the Petitionerand
the Respondentforbrief writing purposes by the Team Member Deadline.

iii. Please note thatyourteammate will be responsibleforwritinga brief on the opposite side
asyourself, butyou will both be responsible foraround of oral argument at Petitionerand
as Respondent.

C. ScheduleforSubmitting Briefs
i. Afterregistrationisfinalized, all teams acceptedinto the competition willreceive a
randomly assigned identification number.

ii. The team mustidentifyits brief only withits assigned number. Noteam mayinclude any
identifyinginformationinits brief otherthanits assigned number. Prohibited identifying
informationincludes, butis notlimited to, names of team members, name orlocation of
theirlaw school, and any professional affiliation of the team members.

6) RuleInterpretation

i. Requestsforinterpretation of these Rules should be addressed tothe VP of Cyber Crimes at
UCLACyberCrimeMoot@gmail.com. Teams should requestinterpretations at the earliest
date possible, and not later October 28, 2011. Allinterpretations of these Rulesand any
waivers, assessments of penalties, or otheraction takenis withinthe discretion of the UCLA
Moot Court President, the VP of Cyber Crimes, or the UCLA Scoring Officer. Such actions are
final, and all participants are bound thereby. The VP of Cyber Crimes will notify all schools of
anyresponsestoruleinterpretation requests, protests, and other substantive
communications by postinginformation at www.law.ucla.edu/moot.

ii. The VP of CyberCrimes will notify each competing school of any substantive change or
clarificationin the problem by postinginformation at www.law.ucla.edu/moot.

iii. Besuretoreadboththe problemandtherulesintheirentirety before requesting
clarification. Also be sure torefer back to the rules fromtime totime priorto the
competition.

iv. Allinterpretations of these Rulesand any waivers, consents, assessments of penalties,
decisions orotheractions taken by the Board in its administration of the Competition shall
beinitssole and absolute discretion.

v. Suchinterpretations, waivers, consents, assessments of penalties, decisions oractions shall
be final, and all participants shall be bound thereby.

7) Unethical Conduct
i. Tomakethe competitionasfairandrewardingas possible, the Board relies heavily on each
participant’s good faith and high principles to maintain an ethical and professional level of
participation. The Board therefore retains the right to disqualify any participant forany
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vi.

vii.

viii.

conductthatit deemsunethical.
One areaof conduct that the Board will consider unethicalis solicitation of substantive
advice regardingthe problem afterreceivingthe Competition Packetand priorto the filing
of its brief.
Specifically, you may not consult attorneys, professors, judges, faculty members, orothers
trainedinthe area of law to test your arguments priorto submitting your brief .

1) Competitors are allowed to discuss the problem with theirteammate and/or other

competitors from the same school, but are not allowed to show theirbrief to anyone.
a) Nooneotherthanthe two registered team members may prepare, edit, or
review theirrespective briefs.
2) ThisRule does not prohibitthe use of computerized word processing software
(including automated spell-checking systems).

Afterthe deadline for briefsubmission, participants may receive advice and assistance as
they prepare fororal arguments. Teams may and should practice mock oral arguments and
receive critical feedback.
Inaddition, itis unethical to solicit advice regarding proper citations. You may use only the
Nineteenth Edition of the Bluebook to cite the cases. The use of any automated or
electroniccitation aids will resultin disqualification.
Anotherareaof conduct that the Board will consider unethical is plagiarism, even with
consent, of any portion of another participant’s brief. The Board expects there to be some
similaritiesin the arguments presented and the style in which they are presented, butifit
appearsthatthereisan unusually high degree of similarity, both briefs will be subject to
scrutiny and possible disqualification. In orderto defend yourself should your brief come
underquestion, you are encouraged, but not required, to keep drafts of your brief as it
develops.
The Board also considersitunethical to engage in behaviortendingto cause other
participants toincur penalties or be otherwise disadvantaged.
These areas are only examples of conduct that the Board may deem unethical. If you are
unsure if acourse of conductis unethical, you are encouraged to contact the VP of Cyber
Crimesforguidance.

8) Research

You are to confine your research only to the cases, statutes, and articles listed on the List of
Authorities provided with the problem, but do not need to use all of the listed materials.
This list contains all of the materials necessary for preparing your written and oral
arguments. You may pull the materials off-line or copy them from reporters. NO OUTSIDE
RESEARCH IS ALLOWED. You MAY NOTread the casescited by the authorized cases or
articles orShepardize orKeyCite the given cases. This means that you cannot provide the
subsequent history of acase. Additionally, non-legal researchis NOT ALLOWED.

The issues chosen by the Board often reflect currenteventissues. You may not do general
research onthese topics, including research into the publicity surrounding theseissues. If
you feel thata piece of general knowledge is necessary to fully understand the problem or
complete the brief, please contact the Board, and we will address these questions.

Do not address the issues of standing, mootness, ripeness, or jurisdiction unless thatisa
specificpart of yourissue.

NOTE: ANYADVOCATE FOUND TO HAVE USED RESEARCHNOT CONTAINED IN THE CASE
LISTSPROVIDED WITH THE PROBLEM WILL BE DISQUALIFIED.

ALLCITATIONS MUST BE MADE TO MATERIAL ON THE CITE LIST. You may cite to material
that originates from anothercase butis containedinthe authorized case. Thisisallowed
providingthatyou properly cite to the material thatis on the cite listas the source of the
material. Be aware, however, that the judges only receivethe material on the case listand
will determine the extent to which you cite other materials accordingly. See the Bluebook
fordetails on how to cite cases or statutes within cases, as well as how to properly cite to
the otherauthorized authorities you choose toinclude in your brief. The citations on the
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cite listare NOT NECESSARILY in properbluebook form. Each advocate is responsible for
ensuringthatcitationsin hisorher brief follow properform, underthe Nineteenth Edition
of the Bluebook. You should cite tothe record in your

9) Requirements for Briefs
A. Structure

iv.

V.

Each brief shall be the product of a single advocate. Each advocate is responsible for
writingan Argument Section of atleast eight (8) full pagesfor his or her respective
issue. Any advocate who fails to write at least the minimum number of pagesin the
Argument Section will have hisorherbrief deemed to be unacceptable. Formore
information on Unacceptable Briefs, read Section VIl below. The entire brief MAY NOT
EXCEEDseventeen (17) pages of text. Forevery page exceeding seventeen, or part
thereof, we willdeduct four (4) points from your brief score. The sections below
marked with an asterisk (*) will be included inthe text page count:
1) Title Page (which should containthe followinginformation and should be
formatted like the SampleTitle Page on the Moot Court website)
i) Advocate Number
ii) Phone numberof advocate
iii) ldentification of which side of the issue the advocate addressed
iv) Docket Number(11-01234)
2) Table of Contents
3) Table of Authorities
4) * QuestionsPresented (these should be copied verbatim fromthe order
granting certiorari)
5) * OpinionsBelow
6) * Constitutional Provisions and Rules
7) *Introduction (includes summary of argument)
8) *Statement of the Case (includes statement of facts)
9) * Argument(remember—minimum of eight pages peradvocate)
10) * Conclusion
11) Signature block
All briefs must be electronically signed by the advocate with asignature block. The
signature block should look like this:
1) Respectfully submitted,
2) /s/[Advocate Number]
3) [Advocate Number]
4) Attorneyfor[Petitioner/Respondent]
EACHBRIEF MUST CONTAIN THE ABOVELISTED SECTIONS AND IN THE ORDER
PRESENTED. Consultthe sample briefs onthe Moot Court web page at:
http://law.ucla.edu/moot.
NOTE: The sample briefs are examples. All advocates are responsible for preparing a
brief accordingto the Rules.
Briefs may be printed only on one side of each page.

B. Styleand Format Limitations

All briefs MUST use Courier New font and the type size must be 12 point font. This
appliestoall portions of the brief, including the page numbers and sections which
may not count toward the page limit. Italso appliesto the footnotes. The Table of
Contents and the Table of Authorities should be numbered with lowercase Roman
Numerals (i, ii, iii, etc.). The Question Presented through the Signature Block should be
numbered with ArabicNumerals (1, 2, 3, etc.). The Title Page should not be
numbered.

Pagesshall notexceed 81/2” x 11” and typed matter may notexceed61/2” x 9” (i.e.
1” margins on all sides).1” margins will be calculated by counting 64 characters per
lineand 24 lines per page. Text must be aligned to the left margin (notjustified). Text
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and footnotes mustbe DOUBLE-SPACED, except for pointheadings and quotesin
excess of 50 words, which may be single-spaced in accordance with the Bluebook.
C. Citations
i. Advocates mustfollow the BLUEBOOK (the Uniform Rules of Citation (19th ed.)) forall
citationsintheirbriefs. As stated above, however, omitthe subsequent history of a
case.

ii. BRIEFSMUST CITE TO THE RECORD WHERE APPROPRIATE. Please cite tothe Recordin
the following manner: (R. at [page number]). Consult the sample briefs on the Moot
Courtweb page at: http://law.ucla.edu/moot/.

D. Submission

i. Briefsmustbe submitted by electronicmail in both a Microsoft Word and PDF version
nolaterthan 11:59 PM Eastern Standard Time on November 28, 2011 to
UCLACyberCrimeMoot@gmail.com

1) The brief mustbe prepared using Microsoft Word to ensure that the document
isaccessible.

ii. Briefsmustbe postmarked nolaterthan 7:59pm PM Eastern Standard Time on
December1, 2011, to UCLA Moot Court Honors Program; c/o VP of Cyber Crimes;
UCLA School of Law; 405 Hilgard Ave., Mailbox 7; Los Angeles, CA 90095.

1) Eachmailedbrief submission mustincludesix (6) identical stapled papercopies
andone (1) electroniccopy ona CD-ROM or floppy disk. The electroniccopies
must contain both a Microsoft Word and PDF version.

iii. Eachteam willlearnwhatteamtheyare goingto compete againstone (1) month
before the competition.

1) Eachteam memberwill be provided the brief of the team member of the
opposingteam viaemail from UCLACyberCrime Moot@gmail.com.

1) Theinformation contained within each opposingisto be considered confidential
and should not be publicized ordistributed beyond any individual team.

iv. Service onotherteamsisnotrequired.

10) Unacceptable Briefs
i. TheBoardreservestherighttofindany brief unacceptable. The Board defines unacceptable
briefs asthose of such poor quality that we could not presentthemin good conscience to
attorneys, judges, and professors who participate in the competition. Advocates who submit
unacceptable briefs willbe disqualified,and the participant will not receive ascore for his or
herbrief. THIS RULE WILL BE STRICTLY ENFORCED.
ii. Anadvocate whoturnsina briefthatisdeemed unacceptable by three members of the
Board will have two options:
1) Withdraw fromthe competition. Norefunds willbe given.
2) Resubmitanacceptable brief within 24 hours of being notified that the brief has been
disqualified.

iii. The participantwill receive zero (0) points for hisorher brief, but will be allowed to
participate in oral arguments and will be eligible to score full points forthe oral argument
portion of the competition.

vi. NOTE: Acceptance of the briefatthe timeitisturnedinis conditional on the subsequent
review of the brief by members of the Board.

11) Appeals
i. Actionbythe Board, relevantto any of the above provisions, may be appealed once asa
matter of right. All appeals mustbe in writingand must be submitted to the President of the
UCLA Moot Court Honors Program. A Competition Committee will review such written
appeals withinthree (3) school days of their receipt. A majority of the Competition
Committee will decide all such appeals. Decisions of the Competition Committee are final.
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12) OralRounds
A. ScheduleforOral Competition

Vi.

vii.

viii.

Each advocate must complete inthree rounds of oral argument. Advocates must
reporttothe sign-intable inthe frontlobby of the law school at least thirty (30)
minutes priorto the scheduled start of his orher respective rounds.
The rounds of oral argument will be SATURDAY, April 7, 2012, with the possibility of
additional preliminary rounds on the afternoon of FRIDAY, April 6, 2012. The final
round of competition will be onthe morning of SUNDAY, April 8, 2012.
The oral argumentroundsare scheduled forboth the morning and afternoon. We
realize that participants may have preferences astowhattimestheywould like to
argue, butgivenall of the variablesin scheduling the arguments, honoring such
preferencesis not possible. Advocates therefore needto be preparedtoargue atany
time on the day of oral arguments. Rounds will be assigned at random. Participants
will be notified of theirassigned times at least one (1) day before the competition.
Note: If, on the day of oral arguments, there isan uneven distribution of teams, some
team members may be asked to argue against theirteammates. If you are assigned to
around of this nature, instructions forthose rounds will be available at the
competition.
Competitors who are notselected to participate in Sunday’s final round are invited to
observe the competition.
There is nolimitation onthe number of practices that a team may hold. Once a team’s
briefisfiled, apersonotherthanateam membermayjudge a practice round and may
critique the team’s performance.
Noteam member, coach, orfaculty advisor of any school still participatinginthe
Competition may attend the argument of any otherschool orreceive information
fromany person who has attended an argument of any other school. This Rule does
not prohibitapersonfrom attending an argumentinvolvingateam from hisor her
ownschool.
Video and/oraudio taping of oral argumentsis prohibited. Visual aids are not
permitted during oral arguments.
The identity of the teams’ schools may not be disclosed to the brief judges orthe oral
argument judges before the end of the Competition. Briefs are identified to the judges
solely by team number(e.g., Team 1) and teams are identified in oral argument solely
by team number (e.g., Team 1).

i. Competitors must preservetheiranonymity with respecttothe judgesand may

notreveal theirschool of origininany way, including viaapparel, jewelry,
briefcases or bags, notebooks or notepads, or spoken comments.

B. Structure

Duringthe preliminary rounds, noindividual match will be repeated. Each team will
argue on-brief atleast once and off-brief atleast once. Determination of on-brief and
off-briefassignmentsis at the sole discretion of the VP of Cyber Crimes but
competitors will knowwhich round they will argue off brief at least one (1) day prior
tothe competition.
Oral argumentis limited to atotal of 30 minutes perside, 1I5minutes perteam
member. Each advocate forthe Petitionerwillbe allowed to reserve up to 5 minutes,
outof hisor her total 15 minutes, for rebuttal. Petitioner must advise the Court at the
beginning of their oral argumentif they wish toreserve any rebuttal time and how
much rebuttal time they would like to reserve. Rebuttaltime will be subtracted from
the argumenttime by the timekeeper.

1) Failuretoformallyreservetime will resultin the forfeiture of all rebuttal time

forentire team.
i) Thefirstrespondentto speak mustlikewise inform the bailiff, keepingin
mind thatrespondents do notrebut.
2) Petitioners may notraise new argumentsinrebuttals. Rebuttals are forthe sole
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purpose of respondingtoissuesraised by the respondents.

3) Failure tospeakfora minimum of ten (10) minutes by any competitor will result
ina deduction of 4 points after the averaging of the scores for that round.

4) Theten(10) minute minimum includes the time elapsed during questioning by
the judges.

iii. Judgesmayinterrupt competitors with questions atany time. Competitors may be
requiredtoargue for more thantheirallotted time at the sole discretion of the
judges. If judges choose to extend competitors’ speaking time, the extension shall not
be deducted fromthe otherteam member’s time allotment.

iv. Followingareal worldformat, advocatesforRespondentare unable toreserve
rebuttal time. All advocates are expected to dress and conductthemselvesina
professionalmanner. Dress as youwould foran actual appearance in a court of law.

v. Theorderofargumentswill be as follows: Petitioner Team #1, Respondent Team #2,
Petitioner Team #1 Rebuttal (if reserved), Petitioner Team #2, Respondent Team #1,
Petitioner Team #2 Rebuttal (if reserved).

vi. Competitors muststop speaking when the bailiff calls time. However, competitors
may request the judges’ permission to finish asentence orthought, and permission
may be granted or denied at the judges’ discretion. Competitors who continue to
speak without the judges’ permission will be penalized.

vii. Attheirsole discretion, judges may provide competitors with a brief oral critique after
the round has concluded. Any such critique may or may not take place inthe presence
of both teams.

1) Duringthe competition, competitors and coaches may notdiscussthe rules,
problem, cases, strategy, or scoring, and may not receive any advice, feedback,
orcoaching from the Cyber Crimes Moot Court Competition judges exceptasis
offered atthe end of any particular round and at the discretion of the judge.

13) Penalties

Vi.

Vii.

Competitors must be presentattheirassigned rooms promptly. A penalty of five (5) points

will be assessed up tofive (5) minutes past the scheduled starttime; a penalty of ten (10)

points will be assessed up to ten minutes. Competitors who are more than ten (10) minutes

late forfeit that round.

Atwo point penalty foreach 24-hour period, or part thereof, forlate filing of the electronic

copiesthat mustbe e-mailed tothe UCLA VP of Cyber Crimes. If the VP does notreceive a

team’s electroniccopies by November 28, 2011 at 11:59pm EST, the burdenis on the team

to prove compliance with thisrule

1) Whilethe electronicbrief does notneedtobe signed, it must contain asignature

block. Each advocate is solely responsible for reviewing the electronicbrief priorto
submission to ensure thatit conforms to these requirements.

There will be no penalty-free extensions given, unless the advocates get PRIOR approval

from the UCLA Moot Court Honors Program President, the VP of Cyber Crimes, or the UCLA

Moot Court Honors Program Faculty Advisor. Extensions willonly be allowed under

extraordinary circumstances. Once briefs have been submitted they may not be returned,

furtheredited, orresubmitted forany reason.

Afive (5) point brief penalty forincluding matter within the brief thattends toidentify a

team, its law school, orthe members. This penalty does apply to any identifying information

onthe coversection of the electroniccopies.

Atwo (2) pointbrief penalty foreach 24-hour period, or part thereof, forlate delivery toan

overnightdelivery service orto the VP of Cyber Crimes by hand. If the VP does not receive a

team’s original briefs and floppy disk or CDROM by December 1, 2011, the burdenisonthe

teamto prove compliance with thisrule.

Atwo (2) pointbrief penalty forfailingtoinclude the correct team numberon the electronic

briefsfiled.

The Board may assess such penalties, including disqualification, as it deems reasonable and

appropriate inits sole and exclusive discretion for failure to comply with the Rules or
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deadlines set pursuanttothese Rules.
viii. Allthe briefsinthe Competition shallbe subjectto uniform penalties foreach type violation.

14) Parties

i. Inthebriefsandinoral arguments, advocates should refertothe appealing party as
Petitionerand the responding party as Respondent, ratherthan as appellantand appellee.

15) Scoring

A. Generally

Each advocate is scored individually for his or herbrief and for hisor her individual
oral performance. Briefs are scored by the judges priorto the competition. Each
advocate’s scores will be made available to him orherinthe weeks followingthe
competition.

Below, Section B explains how scores foradvocates’ briefs and oral performances are
calculated. Section Ccontains the scoring guidelines and score sheets thatare
distributed to each judge, while Section D explains how scores are weighted. Section E
provides for penalties that may be assessed againstan advocate’s brief score.

An advocate’s score foreach round will represent their oral performance. If any team
isrequiredtoargue in more thantwo rounds on the day of competition, only the
scores fromthe team’sfirst two rounds of oral argument will be calculated into their
final oral argumentscores.

Note:All rulesand guidelines relating to scoring are subjectto revision by the scoring
officer, Gavin Campbell, priorto the deadlineforsubmission of advocates’ briefs. Any
revisionstorules orguidelines governing scoring will be posted on the Moot Court
web page. Each advocate isresponsible for checking

B. Calculating Scores

iv.

Every effort will be made to have atleast four(4) judges presentin each round of the
competition, sothat, atthe end of the competition, each advocate will have been
judged ontheiroral presentation by atleast eight (8) judges. Judges will also grade
participants’ briefs. Each judge may assign an advocate a maximum brief score of 50
and a maximum oral performance score of 50.

To calculate an advocate’s brief score, the highestand lowest brief scores received by
the advocate are dropped first. The remaining brief scores are then averaged to
obtainaraw briefscore. Finally, any penaltiesimposed by the Competition Committee
are deducted fromthe raw brief score to obtain a final brief score (see Section Efor
an explanation of penalties). The final brief score comprises 40% of an advocate’s final
competition score.

The remaining 60% of an advocate’s final competition score is comprised of the
advocate’s final oral performance score. The final oral performance score is calculated
similarly to the final brief score. The highest and lowest oral performance scores are
dropped, regardless of the judges that assigned these scores. The remaining oral
performance scores are then averaged to obtain the final oral performance score.

The following example illustrates how scores are calculated:

Brief Scores Oral | Performance Scores

.Roundl

.Judge#l .40 -44

.Judge#z .42 -38

‘Judge#3 .44 .43

.Round2 | '
a).Judge#4 .38 '40

.Judge#S .41 '42
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Judge#6 |40 39

Round #3

Judge #7 | 42 39
Judge#8 | 40 40
.Judge#9 .41 -42

v. Tocalculate the raw brief score, the highestand lowest brief scores of 44and 38 are
dropped. The remaining scores (40, 40, 40, 41, 41, and 42, 42) are averaged to obtain
araw brief score of 40.85. Any penalties are then deducted from this raw brief score
forthe final brief score. Forthe purposes of this example, it willbe assumed that the
advocate incurred atwo (2) point penalty. Two (2) points are thus deducted from the
raw brief score fora final brief score of 38.85.

vi. Tocalculate the oral performance score, the highest and lowest oral performance
scores of 44 and 38 are dropped. The remaining scores (39, 39, 40, 40, 42, 42, and 43)
are averaged to obtain a final oral performance score 0f 40.71

vii. The advocate’sfinal brief score and final oral performance score are then added to
obtainthe advocate’s final competition score. Here, the advocate’s final competition
score is 79.56.

viii. Note:Allscores, including raw brief scores, final brief scores, and final oral
performance scores, willbe rounded to the nearest hundredth decimalfor ease of
calculation. Thus, araw brief score of 39.758 isroundedtoa raw brief score of 39.76.

C. Scoring Guidelines and Score Sheets
i. Thefollowingisareproduction of the Brief Scoring Guidelines and Brief Score Sheet
thatare distributed to all judges:
1) BriefScoring Guideline:

a) IMPORTANT:Please read andfollow the rubricbelow in scoring
advocates’ briefs. Thisis extremely important to maintaining consistency
inscoring. The rubricshould be applied to each categoryin which a score
isrequired. However, we have also provided you with alist of factors for
consideration with respectto each score category. Nolist of factors is
exhaustive, norare you required to give consideration orequal weight to
all factors listed. We have merely attempted to provide you with some
guidelinesin assigning scores. Each of the score categories will be
weighted in accordance with the official scoring rules. Weighting will be
performed by the Moot Court Executive Board following the submission
of scores.

Score | Description

10 EXCEPTIONAL; unique; extremely persuasive and outstanding
use of authority; extraordinarily advanced writing skills. (A rare
score)

9 NEARLY PERFECT; consistentand well-organized; very

persuasive and high quality writing; effective in advocating
client’s position.

8 VERY GOOD; a few errors; maintained quality of argument;
focused on pertinentissues.

i) 6-7 GOOD; particularly solid brief; effectiveideas.

5 COMPETENT; adequate presentation and representation of
client’s position; nosignificant flaws in the argument.

4 FAIR; lacks polish; needs improvement; misunderstood some
issues orfailedto presentthe client’s position satisfactorily.

UCLA Cyber Crimes Page 10



1-2

POOR; mustimprove technical writing skills; needs helpin
persuasive writing.

INADEQUATE; lacks basicskills; substantial misunderstanding of
majorissues; total lack of preparation. (A rare score)

2) BriefScoringSheet

a) INTRODUCTION AND ISSUES PRESENTED: Score: 1 — 10

One.
Two.
Three.

Doesthe brief frame the issues concisely and intelligibly?
Doesthe introduction summarize the argument persuasively?
Isthe introduction well-written?

b) STATEMENT OF THE CASE:Score:1 - 10

One.
Two.
Three.
Four.
Five.

Doesthe statement of the facts tell acompelling story?
Isitwell-organized?

Did the advocate avoid distorting or misusing the facts?
Doesitinclude only relevant material?
Doesitforeshadow the legal arguments?

c) LEGALARGUMENT: Score:1 - 10

One.
Two.

Three.
Four.
Five.
Six.

Doesthe brief use relevant authority?

Does it work with the facts inthe case law and avoid merely stating
abstract principles?

Does it make reasoned arguments?

Do the headings advance the argument?

Isthe brief persuasive?

Isthe organization logical?

d) STYLE ANDPROFESSIONALISM: Score:1- 10

One.
Two.
Three.

Four.

Five.

Doesthe brief use proper grammar, sentence structure, spelling,
and punctuation?

Isthe overall presentation clear?

Isitrespectful?

Doesit correctly cite the decisions and the record according to the
Bluebook?

Isitneat and technically precise?

ii. Thefollowingisareproduction of the Oral Performance Scoring Guidelinesand Oral
Performance Score Sheetthatare distributed to all judges:
1) Oral Performance Scoring Guidelines

a) IMPORTANT:Please read andfollow the rubricbelow in scoring
advocates’ oral performances. Thisis extremely important to maintaining
consistencyinscoring. The rubricshould be applied to each category in
whichascoreis required. However, we have also provided you with alist
of factors for consideration with respectto each score category. No list of
factorsis exhaustive, norare you required to give consideration orequal
weightto all factors listed. We have merely attempted to provide you
with some guidelines in assigning scores. Each of the score categories will
be weighted in accordance with the official scoring rules. Weighting will
be performed by the Moot Court Executive Board following the
submission of scores.

Score

10

Description

EXCEPTIONAL; unique; extremely persuasive and outstanding
use of authority; extraordinarily advanced oral advocacy skills.
(Ararescore)

NEARLY PERFECT; consistentand well-organized; very
persuasive and high quality presentation; effective in
advocatingclient’s position.
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VERY GOOD; a few errors; maintained quality of argument;
focused on pertinentissues.

. GOOD; solid effort; effective ideas.

COMPETENT; adequate presentation and representation of
client’s position; no significant flaws in the argument.

FAIR; lacks polish; needsimprovement; misunderstood some
issues orfailedto presentthe client’s position satisfactorily.

POOR; mustimprove basicoral advocacy skills; needs helpin
presentingapersuasiveargument.

INADEQUATE; lacks basicskills; substantial misunderstanding of
majorissues.

UNACCEPTABLE; total lack of preparation. (A rare score)

2) Oral Performance Scoring Sheet

a) OPENING:Score:1-10

One.

Did the advocate.. .
First. Quickly summarize the party’s basic position?

Second. Speakclearly and confidently with limited reliance ona

written statement?
Third. Offeraroadmap as an overview of the party’sarguments?

b) PRESENTATION OF THE MERITS: Score: 1 — 10

One.

Didthe advocate.. .
First. Effectively maintainatheme?

Second. Make well-reasoned arguments?

Third. Focusontheimportantissuesraised by the case?

Fourth. Organize the argumentswell?

Fifth. Demonstrate mastery of the facts and the decision below?
Sixth. Exhibitknowledgeand understanding of relevant precedent
and policy?

c) RESPONSIVENESSTO THE BENCH: Score:1 —10

One.

Two.

Three.

Was the advocate prepared for questions that could be reasonably
anticipated?

Didthe advocate respond to the bench’s questions and concerns
effectively?

Did the advocate resume his orherargumentwhen appropriate
afterbenchinterruptions?

d) DEMEANORAND PROFESSIONALISM: Score:1-10

One.

Did the advocate.. .
First. Presentthe argumentsmoothlyand confidently?

Second. Displayacourteousandrespectful attitude toward the court

whenrespondingtothe bench?
Third. Minimize the use of notes?

Fourth. Maintain eye contactand use appropriate gestures?

Fifth. Developarapportwiththe bench?
Sixth. Avoiddistractingfillers (e.g., “um”)?

Seventh. Avoidunnecessary shiftingorfidgeting?
Eighth. Dressappropriately?

D. Weighting Scores

i. Eachjudgeisaskedto score an advocate’s brief ona scale of one (1) to ten(10) in
each of four categories:

1) Introducti

onandIssues Presented

2) Statementofthe Facts
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iv.

3) Legal Argument

4) Style and Professionalism
Each of the scores for these four categoriesis weighted equally, with the exception of
the score for Legal Argument, which is weighted by afactor of 2.0 to yield atotal
possible raw brief score of 50 (10 + 10 + (10 x 2.0) +10).
Oral performance scores are weighted similarly. Each judge is asked to score an
advocate’s oral performance on ascale of one (1) to ten (10) in each of the following
four categories:

1) Opening
2) Presentation of the Merits
3) Responsivenesstothe Bench

4) Demeanorand Professionalism
Each of the scores for these four categoriesis weighted equally, with the exception of
the score for Presentation of the Merits, whichis weighted by afactorof 2.0 to yield a
total possible oral performance score of 50 (10 + (10 x 2.0) + 10 + 10).

E. BriefScoring Penalties

The Scoring Office may assess such penalties, including disqualification, as it deems
reasonable and appropriate. The decision of the Scoring Office, the Moot Court
Honors Program President, and the VP of Cyber Crimes shall be final.
Itisimperative that every advocate familiarize himself or herself with the
requirementsforbriefsasdelineatedinthese rules and with the penalties listed that
will be assessed forviolation of these rules. While many violations will resultin
deductions of what may seem asmall number of points, any deduction has the
potential to be significant. Inthe past, the differential between the top advocates’ raw
brief scores have been as small as one or two points. The deduction of even one
penalty pointfrom an advocate’s raw brief score can mean the difference between
the advocate winningan award and having that honor pass to the next highest-scoring
participant. Therefore, we strongly urge all advocates to allow sufficient time to
ensure thattheir briefs comply completely with all style and formatting requirements.
The following are the penalties that may be assessed. All such penalties will be
deducted from an advocate’s raw brief score, as defined in Section B.

1) PenaltiesRelatingto Submission of Briefs:

a) Two(2) pointpenaltyforfailingto submitacopy of your affidavit (see the
last page of these rules) with yourelectronicbriefsubmission.

b) One (1) pointpenalty forfailingto submitthe electronicbriefin PDF
format

c) One (1) pointpenalty forfailingtosubmitthe electronicbrief asone
document

d) One (1) pointpenaltyforfailure to properly format the title of the
submitted electronicbrief: (Team #)+(advocate #)+(Petitioner or
Respondent). Forexample: 1+27+Smith+Petitioner.

e) One (1) pointpenalty forfailingto submitthe affidavitin PDF format.

f) One (1) point penalty forfailure to properly format the title of the
submitted affidavit: (Team #)+(advocate #)+(Petitioneror
Respondent)+AFFIDAVIT. Forexample: 1+27+Petitioner\+AFFIDAVIT.

2) PenaltiesRelatingto Formatting of Briefs

a) Four(4)point penaltyforthe firstand each subsequent page (or part
thereof) that exceeds the page limit

b) Three (3) pointpenalty forfailingtoadhere tothe 1” margin requirement
(calculated by counting 64 characters perline and 24 lines per page) on
any page

c) Three(3)pointpenaltyforfailingtoadhere tothe 12 pt. fontsize
requirement on any page

d) Three(3)pointpenaltyforfailingtoadhere tothe fontrequirement of
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iv.

CourierNew onany page

e) Two(2) pointpenalty pertwolinesof non-double spaced text on any page
includedin the page count, exceptforpointheadingsand quotes of more
than 50 words in accordance with the Bluebook

f) One (1) pointpenaltyif only the page numbers fail to comply with either
the fonttype orfontsize requirements

g) One (1) pointpenaltyforerrorsin numberingthe brief pages, (i.e. table of
contentsshould startonii, noti. The Question Presented should starton
1)

3) Additional Penalties

a) Disqualification forwritingthe brief forthe wrongside (either Petitioner
orRespondent) as determined by the advocate numberassigned by the
VP of Cyber Crimes. You must write forthe side and issue that the VP
assignstoyou.

b) Five (5) point penalty forpartners who switch between Issue One and
Issue Two withintheirteam without permission from the VP of Cyber
Crimes priorto submitting their brief

c) Four(4) pointpenalty forfailure toinclude any of the following elements:
title page, table of contents, table of authorities, questions presented,
opinions below, constitutional provisions & rules, introduction, statement
of the case, argument, conclusion, and signature block

d) Three (3)pointpenaltyforfailingtoinclude your phone numberorthe
correctadvocate number, team number, or party (Petitioneror
Respondent)onthe title page of the brief.

e) TheBoardreservestherighttoassessadditional penaltiesforlack of
professionalism as it deems appropriate.

f) Maximum penalty forany combination of violations: 15 points

Note: Penalties will be deducted from each advocate’s individual brief score.

F. Competition Committee

The Competition Committee is comprised of the President, Joy Odom; Vice President
of Cyber Crimes, Eli Alcaraz; and the Scoring Officer, Gavin Campbell. All Competition
Rulesare enforced underthe sole discretion of the Competition Committee. When
the impact of an alleged violation of these Rulesis soinsignificant as to be determined
by the Competition Committeeto be de minimis, the Competition Committee may
modify or waive the penalty. Any de minimis exception shallbe applied uniformly to
all advocates. The Competition Committee has the sole discretion tointerpretthese
Rules. Nointerpretation of these Rulesis valid unless obtained in writing from the
Competition Committee. The Competition Committee has the sole powertoresolve
any dispute that may arise duringthe competition.

The Competition Committee may, in consultation with and upon approval of the
Board, promulgate such other measures as may be deemed advisable forthe orderly
conduct of the competition orto correct deficienciesin the competition.
Modifications shall not violate the spirit of these Official Rules orthe bestinterests of
the competition. Changes and supplements willbe communicated to participants as
quickly as possible.

Note: Any questions orinquiries about the competition should be directed to the
UCLACyberCrimeMoot@gmail.com. To the extenta question orinquiry affects other
advocates, a copy of each written question and answer will be posted (anonymously)
onthe Moot Court web page.

Questionsorinquiries about the Rules and Scoring may be addressed to
UCLACyberCrimesMoot@gmail.com.

Similarto questions about the problems, all rules and scoring questions that may
affect other participants will be posted to the Moot Court web page.
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16) Awards

A.

B.
C.

D.

Awards will be based on the following calculation:
i. Briefsscoredoutof 50 points.
ii. Aftertworounds oforal argument, scores calculated asfollows:
1) Addeachteam member'saveraged brief score (perfect score would be 100 [50
pointaverage for petitionerand 50 point average for respondent])
2) Round1:

a) Dropthehighand the low judge score and average remainingscores.

b) Dothisfor eachteam memberandthenadd theirscores (perfectscore
would be 100 [50 point average for person arguing on brief and 50 point
average forperson arguing off brief])

3) Round2: Repeatround 1 calculations.
4) Atthe conclusion of two preliminary rounds, atotal score foreach team will be
calculated. The total score will be calculated as follows:

a) 40% basedontheteam's total brief score.

b) 60% based onthe oral argumentrounds.

iii. Toptwoteamscompeteinthefinal round.
1) Tiebreakersbyaddingupthe total available scores (all petitioner's brief scores,
all respondent's briefscores, all round 1 petitioneroral scores, all round 1
respondent oral scores, all round 1 petitioneroral scores, all round 2
respondent oral scores).
iv. Finalistteamswillcompetebeforeourfinalistjudges
v. Scoringforfinal round:
1) Newlife =the oral scoreswill be the entire metric.
The winningteam selected in the Final Round and the runner-up team will receive an award.
Bestoral advocate, Petitioner and Respondent
i. TheBestOral Advocate inthe Competitionisselected onthe basis of performancein
the preliminary rounds. To be eligible for consideration, an advocate mustargue in
each roundinwhich hisor her team competes. The Best Oral Advocate will be the
personwiththe bestaverage counsel rankinthe preliminary rounds.
1) Briefscorewill breakatie.
Best brief, Petitionerand Respondent

17) Questions and Concerns

A.

Students may e-mail the VP of Cyber Crimes at UCLACyberCrimeMoot@gmail.com with
general questions regarding the competition. Specific questions relating to the problem,
rules, orscoring should be addressed to the board members listed below.
Questions orinquiries about the problems may be addressed to:

1) JonathanTobin at:tobin2012@lawnet.ucla.edu
The deadline for questions regarding the problemis October 28, 2011 so that responses
may be given within areasonable period before the briefisdue. No student questions will
be answered afterthis time although the problem developers and Executive Board reserve
the rightto provide further guidance or clarifications as they see fit.
Questionsorinquiries about the rules and scoring may be addressed to:

1) ULCACyberCrimeMoot@gmail.com
The deadline for questionsregarding rules and scoringis October 28,2011. The Board
reserve the rightto clarify the rulesatany point before the brief due date. The purpose of
the deadlinesforquestions regarding the problems orrulesis to limit possible distractions
while participants are finishing their briefs.
Responses to any questions shallapply to all participants.

18) Affidavit

A.

| hereby certify thatthe brief foradvocate isthe product solely of the undersigned and
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thatthe undersigned has notreceived any faculty or otherassistance in connection with the
preparation of the brief. Moreover, | affirm that | have read and understood the Official
Rules and Standards for UCLA Moot Court Honors Program.
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