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Date: 
Courtroom: 

 
APPELLANTS 
School:  
Team ID: 
Name (A1):  
Name (A2):   

 
RESPONDENTS 
School:  
Team ID: 
Name (R1):  
Name (R2):   

 
Judge(s) on Bench Names : 

   

 
SCORING - Please use only whole numbers 

Categories with 
Weighted Score  

Factors to consider (non-exhaustive) Respondent 
1 Score 

Respondent 
2 Score 

Effective 
Introduction 
Out of 5 

Clearly introduced client and client's position 
and statement of issues; delivered an effective 
opening statement; provided an effective 
“road map”  

  

Knowledge and 
application of the 
law 
 
Out of 10 

Demonstrated a clear grasp of the legal 
principles at issue; effectively applied the 
relevant substantive law; appropriately 
distinguished conflicting case law; effectively 
addressed damaging case law 

  

Knowledge and 
application of the 
theory 
 
Out of 10 

Demonstrated a clear grasp of the theoretical 
principles at issue; effectively applied theory 
to the issues of the moot; demonstrated 
appropriate depth of analysis and engagement 
with theory   

  

Answering 
Questions  
 
Out of 10 

Listened to the question and responded 
effectively, demonstrated ability to think on 
feet and be creative; answers showed 
flexibility in delivering submissions as 
opposed to following a script; made 
appropriate concessions; did not interrupt 
bench; engaged entire bench; welcomed 
questions 
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Persuasiveness, 
Style and Clarity  
Out of 10 

Effectiveness of rebuttal; demonstrated sense 
of conviction; compelling and persuasive 
presentation style; appropriate use of gestures; 
good eye contact; argumentative vs. 
informative attitude; effective use of notes; 
clarity of presentation; appropriate use of 
quotes  

  

Organization and 
Time Management  
 
Out of 5 

Logical flow of argument; effective use of 
transitions from one issue to the next; 
effective use of time 

  

Total Individual Oral Argument Score (Please add up the points 
from each category for each mooter) 

/50 /50 

The Total Raw Oral Argument Score (Please add up both Total Individual Scores) 
/100 

 

Comments (Mooters value these personal comments as a very important part of the learning 
process. Judges are encouraged to be as specific as possible. Judges may provide their names on 
the scoring sheet.)  
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Reminder to Judges: 

• Strict anonymity of school identity shall be ensured as far as possible. Teams shall be identified 

through the rounds only by number, not by school name.  

• During the argument, each Judge should tentatively score each oralist at the conclusion of his 

or her oral presentation. 

•  Following the argument, the Judges shall retire to deliberate. Judges shall have 5 minutes to 

deliberate. They shall then individually mark their scoring summaries without comparisons to 

the scoring summaries of their fellow Judges.  

• The Judges do not return to the courtroom to declare a winner; however, they may return to give 

reasons or to comment orally on the performance of the teams.  

• Judges are asked to carefully complete the individual sheets attached to the score sheets, which 

will be delivered to each mooter at the close of the competition. Mooters value these personal 

comments as a very important part of the learning process. Judges are encouraged to be as 

specific as possible. Judges may provide their names on the scoring sheet. 

• There should be a minimum score of thirty (30) and a maximum of fifty (50) assigned to each 

advocate. 

• The substantive merits of the case shall not be considered in judging the oral argument. 

• A moot is not a public speaking contest. Judges are encouraged to question oralists during their 

submissions while bearing in mind the importance of affording oralists the opportunity to make 

their arguments.   

 


