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Synopsis. Namrita Melwin, Karthika Nair & Shwetha Surana, representing 

Christ (Deemed to be) University, Bangalore, as the winners of the 2nd Bennett 

National Moot Court Competition, 2020 were interviewed in a Q&A format. 

The Testimonials 

Darshna: Could you tell us a bit about your past mooting experience? 

Karthika: All of us started our moot court journey, separately.  Christ has an internal 

moot court ranking system, so all of us started our moot court journey from those 

rounds. And, in our 3rd year, Namitha and I got our experience of external moot. And, 

in our 4th year, we formed our present team for participating in this moot court com-

petition.  

Namitha: I started mooting form my first year and I really liked it. My first and second 

year were mostly learning experiences and from my third year, I begun with partici-

pating in external moot court competitions. We formed this team in our 4th year and 

presently we are preparing for our next moot.  

Shwetha: Most students participate in internal rounds and my first external experi-

ence was this moot court competition. 

Darshna: What are the kinds of moot court competitions that you have participated 

in before? 

Namitha: Previously, I have participated in International law moots, Constitutional 

law moots and this particular moot was my first law and technology moot court com-

petition.   

Karthika: I have mostly done Constitutional and Criminal law moots. 

Shwetha: I, too have a Constitution law moot court, background. 

Darshna: Since all three of you come from a constitutional law background, what was 

the reason for picking a moot with an intersection of law and technology? 
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Shwetha: We were always open to exploring different kind of moot courts and never 

really had a particular area. But, in our fourth year we realized that we were doing too 

much of Constitutional law and it was getting repetitive in nature. Therefore, we de-

cided to pick this particular moot. And, this moot turned out to be really interesting 

and gave us a really unique experience. 

Namitha: I agree with Shwetha. This moot court problem was really complicated as 

it had involvement of four different areas of Law. It had Constitutional Law, Artificial 

Intelligence and ethics, Product Liability, Criminal Procedure Code and Motor Vehi-

cles Act. And, when we read the problem, all of these areas were extremely tangled. 

And, researching on all of this through various resources also gave us a lot of new 

insight in this particular arena and we took this competition as a big learning experi-

ence. 

Karthika: I feel we got really lucky with this moot court competition because it’s the 

college that allocates us the competition after receiving our application for it. So, our 

team usually goes through the moot court problem before applying for it and we found 

this particular problem to be really intriguing with its mention of smart cities as com-

pared to other moot court problems. 

Darshna: What was your approach for cracking this extremely interesting moot court 

problem?   

Namitha: I believe that every team has a different strategy for approaching a moot 

court problem. Some prefer sitting together and cracking the problem as a team but 

since we had a limited time frame, we adopted the strategy of splitting the issues with 

each team member picking a particular issue and researching independently. And, after 

completing our research, we used to sit as a team, discuss everything and help each 

other with whatever trouble we were having with our moot issues.  

Shwetha: This moot problem involved lot of areas of law so since the beginning we 

knew that if we decide to do all of it together, it might mess up our research, therefore 

we decided to take up all the issues separately, work independently on them and then 

reconnect later. 

Karthika: Adding to Shwetha’s point, we thought giving each other time to inde-

pendently understand the problem was important since it had multiple areas of law. 

Darshna: Could any one of you explain the problem in brief for the benefit of our 

readers? Since the problem had Artificial Intelligence as its major focus area, where 

did you begin your research for this particular area? 

Shwetha: The problem had 4 issues, first two were about jurisdiction and the other 

two involved AI. We knew that we were short on time so we planned our research, 

accordingly. Our college has one of the best libraries so we started with the library 

books, spoke to our teachers and they guided us to more people who worked in this 

area. 
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Namitha: AI and law is a grey area and most research papers do not have conclusive 

answers to these grey areas. So, what we did was to refer to a lot of available literature 

on these topics and then form our own understanding and opinion about it. 

Darshna: That’s a brilliant thought process, Namitha because for one, moots are 

meant to test you on your interpretation of problems that occur in the society and the 

approach that you take for resolving them. 

Karthika: It was a coincidence that we got allotted this moot because last year itself I 

took a course on Law & technology, conducted by Internet Freedom Society so that 

was really helpful for me in understanding the nuances of AI and Product Liability 

which I could implement in this moot.   

Darshna: How was physical experience of attending the moot? 

Namitha: It was a beautiful experience. The moot was extremely well organized and 

punctual about conducting all the rounds. The moot court committee was really wel-

coming and open to listening to all our concerns.  

Darshna: And, how was your experience with the judges of the moot? 

Karthika: The judges were amazing beginning from the preliminary rounds. We faced 

grilling from our round one and for every two sentences that our speakers were speak-

ing; they were being asked a lot of questions. But, they were keen on listening to what 

we had to say on those questions and that gave us the confidence to answer those 

questions, properly. Every judge we encountered had great points to put forward.  

Shwetha: The judges were very well briefed and learned. They came down to our level 

for understanding our points. They were putting forward questions based on how the 

teams were arguing. One of the most challenging questions that I faced was in relation 

to product liability regulatory Act and the judges wanted me to connect it with one of 

the lists under the Indian Constitution. They put forward this particular question to 

all the teams in the competition and all the teams got it wrong. The question was 

tricky for me too because this Act was a fictional Act and it became a tad difficult to 

do so and gave us few sleepless nights before the finals. 

Shwetha: One of the questions that I remember is that one of the judges asked us to 

not use landmark judgments for supporting our arguments and at the same time sup-

port our arguments and that threw me off a bit. And, we were on the side which had a 

lot of judgments that supported us so throwing them off was really difficult but that 

made us think of other ways to argue on the spot. 

Darshna: As you progressed in the competition, do you recall getting feedback on your 

arguments and the way you approached the problem especially in relation to AI? 

Karthika: With respect to AI particularly, no feedback was given to us in particular 

but we did have an interesting conservation with the drafter of this problem, Sapna 

Sundaram. We spoke about the upcoming smart cities and the problems that they’ll 

face. 
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Namitha: The drafter had a very well-meaning intention behind drafting this problem 

as she wanted to make everyone aware about the risks of involving AI into state gov-

ernance. Also, she thought there are few women in AI and technology in India when 

it comes to top level management so her other intention was also to generate an inter-

est amongst females on the same.     

Darshna: How was your experience with other teams? Did you ever feel that the ar-

gument/approach put forward by the opposite team was something that even you 

could have used or thought about while arguing?  

Namitha: We felt like this in every round. Because, I think once you start mooting 

you realize that you should not stop your research till the day that moot is over for 

you. Specially Campus Law Delhi and GNLU, these two teams in particular were re-

ally well prepared and we took down a lot of notes from them while arguing against 

them, in the final and quarter finals, respectively.  

Shwetha: All the teams were great and even the judges because the latter had really 

good understanding of the problem and the laws. The same was reflected when they 

were asking us questions and for teams who weren’t performing well, these questions 

helped them to gain a better understanding of the problem, so the judges were lenient 

but at the same time asked right and hard questions. The other teams were good in 

the sense that they were friendly but we could also learn a lot of them and they helped 

us in preparing better for our Finals.  

Darshna: Do you recall any of the brilliant arguments put forward by the other teams? 

Shwetha: I do not recall the arguments particularly but I do remember this one team 

which had changed the allocation of their issues so that they could save team. Usually 

the first speaker deals with the first two issues and second speaker deals with the other 

two but this team had switched it. One of main issues while mooting is that you are 

not able to speak all of what you have prepared in a timely fashion. Your memorial can 

be the best memorial but it wouldn’t matter if you are not able to put forward what 

you have written in your memorial so this team had dealt with this smartly by answer-

ing all the questions of the judges as well as covering what they had to say, in a quick 

format by not asking for extra time. So, this was something that we definitely learnt 

from them.  

Namitha: Also, we had arguments on separation of powers, corporate federalism, ex-

cessive powers etc. but this team had a comeback for all of them so we also had to work 

and get back on our stand on them. They were well prepared and had a retort to all 

our arguments. 

Darshna: So, after this thoroughly learning round, how was your final round experi-

ence? 

Karthika: Our final round started just after minutes of our Semis because our room 

took the longest. And, then there were also some problems with the compendiums 

which I had to fix and I was doing all of it while waiting for our finals to begin. It was 
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really hectic for us honestly and also that we were a bit low because we had got the 

petitioner side for the finals and we were much more confident and had solid argu-

ments for the defendant side. So our beginning was a bit down but then we sailed 

smoothly for the remaining round.  

Shwetha: So as Karthika said we barely had seconds before our finals in which we were 

trying to learn our side but during the round somehow, the judges understood. They 

were not lenient and had a lot of questions because of which we thought this round is 

gone for us because, the other team was also really well prepared. And, the judges kept 

grilling us but they had a balanced way of doing so in the sense if one judge was grill-

ing you with a difficult question, the other judges will give you the time to think and 

answer that question. The organization of the event really matters when you reach the 

finals because everything happens quickly, so all of this helped us in calming our 

nerves. 

Namitha: The finals were the worst because we were on petitioner side and still had a 

lot of research left. We knew where we were wrong and we also knew the questions 

that the judges were going to ask on them but we had no answers for the same. One 

judge was really strict in the sense that he just wanted yes or no answers without any 

explanation. We really got roasted in the Finals with hard question on AI technology 

and asking us to connect them with Constitution and where in the Constitution were 

aspects which we were talking about. The judges also refused to accept our landmark 

judgments and asked for something more substantial, giving us a real scare.   

Darshna: Since you mentioned being put through lot of hard questions, do you recall 

any question on AI technology and law?  

Namitha: Yes, the question on Constitution lists was one such question, answer to 

which we do not know till this date.         

Shwetha: The list question was the most difficult because none of the teams knew 

its answer and thus all the teams kept discussing about it. We later asked the judges 

also about this question but we did not receive an answer. But I guess the purpose of 

the competition was to make us realize that AI technology is not equipped in our laws 

right now and if something like in the problem happens in real, how are we going to 

deal with it. So, therefore we need laws on it and one of the Constitution lists needs to 

mention it. Because even if central and state governments make laws on the same, how 

are they going to do if there is no backing of it mentioned in any of the lists. So, I guess 

that was the central idea and intention of the moot.  

Namitha: And, when we said AI liability should not be limited, we were essentially 

arguing that limited liability does not provide for the greater good because you are 

losing lives over here because of technology and machines. If there is an accident, the 

government cannot compensate for a loss of life by machines. But, then we were asked, 

what we should do because we have to grow and develop technology and at the same 

time protect fundamental rights of people. They put us in position which made us 
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thinks about all of this; support AI along with protection of Fundamental Rights. So, 

we came up and argued that yes this is true and there has to be a balance amongst all 

of this but at the same time you have to prioritize human lives over technological er-

rors that can happen due to improperly programmed algorithms. 

Darshna: True. I believe the intention of the moot was to make you think about the 

possibilities that come up with the usage of AI and the way we are going to manage 

those possibilities. 

Namitha: Yeah. All the gray areas, ethical issues related to AI. There are no regula-

tory frameworks, liabilities and there are also other laws which need to be amended 

etc.  

Darshna: I believe the moot did a brilliant job in making you realize about all of these 

possibilities related to AI.  

Guys, what was your biggest takeaway from this moot court competition?  

Shwetha: My biggest takeaway was that this team really works for moot court com-

petitions. But, other than that, this moot along with AI, it also had a lot of Constitu-

tional Law and importance was given to both of these areas. And, because of it judges 

also couldn’t entirely focus on tech law but after the valedictory ceremony, we got to 

sit with the moot drafter and have a discussion on Law and technology. Because, I 

never had a keen interest in this area but that discussion opened a lot of new interest 

areas for me. And, her speech was also really insightful in the sense how interference 

of technology is very important. Because technology is constantly advancing and we 

know how AI has come in law, too so that is one thing we have to be prepared for.  She 

also spoke about an incident that happened in Uttar Pradesh and on which this and 

moot problem and Smart City Act is loosely based. These were few things that we 

learnt about and what a big role technology has to play in future.  

Karthika: In terms of law, my biggest takeaway was that law and technology is a 

really broad subject and AI is just a small part of it. My interest in this area increased 

after studying Competition law because I got to know how technology and competi-

tion law are interlinked. Personally, other takeaway was that if a moot problem looks 

really difficult, you just have to give it time and read through it before coming to the 

realization that it’s actually a simple problem. Also, to find a team who is on the same 

wave length and thought process as you is extremely important and it might take five 

years of your law school to find such a team but if you are lucky, you might find it in 

the first year itself. But team work is really important.  

Namitha: My biggest takeaway from this problem was that it made me understand 

the relationship between AI and state governance, where we stand on it versus where 

we want to be in terms of urbanization, economic development etc. And, it brings to 

light all these grey areas in AI that needs to be resolved and incorporating them into 

smart cities and economic development. But, at the same time we have to maintain 
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constitutional integrity into all the development policies of the government. So, it was 

a great learning experience in terms of knowing where India has to be on all of this.  

Darshna: So, I believe the drafter of this moot court problem was thoroughly success-

ful in making her point through this problem. 

Namitha: Yes, absolutely. Also, she was really inspiring because she is one of the very 

few women who are in top management in AI and law.  

Darshna: Since, you guys mentioned you are in your final year, are any of you inter-

ested in a career in law & technology, especially after this moot court competition? 

Namitha: I am open to anything. There are so many areas under law and technology 

also and I am specifically interested in law and technology from a human rights per-

spective.  

Shwetha: I do not see myself doing anything in law and technology as of now. 

Karthika: My interest in technology with respect to law is in intellectual property and 

competition law, specifically.        

Darshna: My last question to you is that in future if this problem occurs in real, how 

do you guys see yourself resolving it in leadership capacity. 

Namitha: Currently, we do have a planning commission that is going for smart city 

mission by 2030, and what they mean by smart city is just core infrastructure devel-

opment like adequate water supply, proper solid waste management, transportation 

and just basic necessities. So, this is where we stand at the moment, but in the problem 

you can see robotic cops, smart buildings, AI systems, all of this is very well advanced 

compared to where we are. I feel we are still very far away to achieving what the prob-

lem has and we still have to fill up not in terms of just economic and financial resources 

but also legislative gaps. AI has entered into every field but we hardly have the regu-

latory framework to deal with it and have a lot to catch up on in terms of planning all 

of this 

Darshna: Since, you mentioned AI entering into every field, do you think AI can be 

used to solve our first hand basic problems like access to clean drinking water? 

Namitha: Yes, we can but then that would also impact our own human resources. AI 

would take livelihood of lot of people and that will also be an issue. So, again economic 

development and human rights need to be balanced. 

Shwetha: India as a country has progressed a lot and AI is something that is not going 

to stop as in even the government is proactively working in involving in AI. But, I feel 

before all of that start we really need to amend our laws because that way we will be 

able to put liability. If the government is not prepared with the laws and liability as-

pects, it wouldn’t be much of a real progress.  

Karthika: I have similar views as Shwetha on product liability. AI and product liability 

I feel go hand in hand and therefore we need someone to hold accountable for the 

mishaps. Though we have multiple theories on product liability, we still need to settle 

on one and then maybe allow for more development and investment in this field. I feel, 
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Science & technology and law need to move forward hand in hand but right now law 

is mostly trying to catch up with technology.    

Darshna: True. With the ever-changing technology, it becomes imperative for the 

laws to keep up with it.      

Guys, it was brilliant talking to you and thank you for taking out this time to speak 

to us.      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




