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STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION

The Respondent, Aurora Entertainment Co. Ltd., submits that the Arbitral Tribunal lacks
jurisdiction to hear the present dispute. The Agreement between the Parties deliberately omitted
an arbitration clause, reflecting a mutual intention to rely on the default jurisdiction of the
national courts. Accordingly, the Respondent has initiated court proceedings in the Reyna High
Court, which constitutes the proper forum for this dispute. The Respondent participates in these
arbitration proceedings, including the filing of a counterclaim and an application for security

for costs, strictly without prejudice to its jurisdictional objections.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

ISSUE I: Whether the forum non conveniens lies in the court proceeding or arbitration?

ISSUE II: Whether an order for security for costs ought to be granted?

ISSUE III: Whether Aurora’s deployment of a holographic replacement constituted a breach

of the agreement?

ISSUE IV: Whether Aurora’s counterclaim ought to be granted?
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STATEMENT OF FACTS

The Agreement: The Claimant, Nova Live Asia Pte Ltd (“Nova”), and the Respondent, Aurora
Entertainment Co. Ltd. (“Aurora”), are leading entities in the entertainment industry. On 7
January 2026, the Parties executed a Concert Promotion and Performance Agreement
(“Agreement”) for a live concert featuring the R-Pop group ECLIPSE. Due to severe time
constraints, the Parties expressly agreed to include only essential terms and consciously

departed from their past practice of including an arbitration clause.

The Performance: Three days prior to the concert, ECLIPSE member Im Luna experienced
severe psychological distress and refused to perform. Aurora immediately notified Nova and
proposed deploying an advanced Al-powered holographic replacement of Luna. Given the
imminent concert date, Nova expressly consented to the holographic deployment on the
condition of strict confidentiality. On 7 February 2026, the concert proceeded seamlessly. The
holographic integration successfully replicated Luna’s performance, fully satisfying the live
audience and meeting all industry standards. Following the concert, Nova publicly praised the

event as a massive success and retained all gross revenues.

The Dispute: After a minor online speculation arose regarding a visual irregularity, Nova
sought to avoid its payment obligations. When Aurora issued an invoice for the agreed
Performance Fee and promotional costs, Nova refused to pay, unilaterally terminated the
Agreement, and commenced arbitration. In response to Nova’s breach and apparent financial
illiquidity, Aurora initiated court proceedings in the Reyna High Court, objected to the arbitral
tribunal’s jurisdiction, applied for security for costs, and filed a counterclaim for the unpaid

sums.



SUMMARY OF PLEADINGS

Issue I: The forum non conveniens lies in the court.

The arbitral tribunal entirely lacks jurisdiction. Under English common law, arbitration is
inherently invalid as it unlawfully ousts the jurisdiction of sovereign courts. Furthermore, the
tribunal members are susceptible to anti-ECLIPSE animus, rendering the panel incurably
biased. Finally, the Reyna judicial system is inappropriate due to its pervasive cultural
immersion in R-Pop, leaving the courts of the United Kingdom as the sole untainted and

appropriate forum to hear this dispute.

Issue II: An order for security for costs ought to be granted.

The Claimant’s application for security for costs is a procedural absurdity and an abuse of
process, as it is conceptually paradoxical for a claimant instigating an action to demand security
from a defending party. The Claimant comes with unclean hands, attempting to weaponize the
Respondent’s financial distress which the Claimant itself engineered by unlawfully
withholding the concert revenues. This application is a tactical smokescreen designed to

distract from the Claimant’s own insolvency and must be dismissed.

Issue III: Aurora’s deployment of a holographic replacement did not constitute a breach
of the agreement.

Aurora’s deployment of a holographic replacement did not constitute a breach of the agreement.
The Agreement imposed no strict temporal requirement for continuous biological human
presence, meaning Luna’s physical participation in promotional events fully satisfied the
contract. Furthermore, the Claimant’s demand for her continuous physical confinement to the
stage against her will constitutes false imprisonment and a severe violation of bodily autonomy.

Finally, if the Claimant asserts they never consented to the hologram, their subsequent retention
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of ticket revenues amounts to criminal fraud, legally barring their claim under the ex furpi

causa doctrine.

Issue I'V: Aurora’s counterclaim must be granted.

Aurora’s counterclaim must be granted. Denying the counterclaim would effectively reward
the Claimant for its illegal demand for false imprisonment, permanently tainting these
proceedings under the ex turpi causa doctrine. Furthermore, the Claimant’s continued
withholding of the concert revenues to cover internal corporate embezzlement constitutes theft
under the Theft Act 1968. Finally, the Claimant’s unilateral termination was both procedurally
defective and substantively void, as the Agreement contained no explicit termination clause,

rendering their non-payment entirely unlawful.
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PLEADINGS

ISSUE I: WHETHER THE FORUM NON CONVENIENS LIES IN THE COURT

PROCEEDING OR ARBITRATION?

(1

)

3)

A. ARBITRATION IS AN INHERENTLY INVALID DISPUTE RESOLUTION

FORUM; EXCLUSIVE JURISDICTION VESTS SOLELY IN THE COURTS

The Respondent humbly submits that the entire edifice of alternative dispute resolution,
specifically arbitration, is fundamentally void ab initio under the strict application of
English common law. Arbitration operates as a private, pseudo-legal construct that

unlawfully attempts to oust the inherent jurisdiction of the Crown’s courts.

In the seminal (albeit creatively applied) jurisprudence originating from the ancient
courts of chancery, it is established that private individuals cannot contractually
manufacture their own judiciary. The English Court of Appeal in Czarnikow v Roth,
Schmidt & Co' unequivocally stated that arbitrators cannot be the final arbiters of the
law, as the administration of justice is an unalienable sovereign monopoly. Therefore,
any clause purporting to mandate arbitration over a legitimate court proceeding is

automatically invalid and offends public policy.

Furthermore, the Agreement between the Appellant and the Respondent lacks any
explicit, crown-sanctioned mandate to utilize the Asian International Arbitration Centre
(ATAC).? Because arbitration is not a recognized legal forum in the truest sense of
civilized jurisprudence, the tribunal entirely lacks the kompetenz-kompetenz to even

hear its own jurisdictional challenge.

! Czarnikow v Roth, Schmidt & Co [1922] 2 KB 478.
2 Moot Problem, Para 34



B. THE ARBITRAL TRIBUNAL IS VITIATED BY INHERENT BIAS DUE TO

THEIR LAYMAN STATUS AND THE STATISTICAL PROBABILITY OF

ANTI-ECLIPSE ANIMUS.

4) Even if this tribunal assumes a fictional validity, the constitution of the arbitral panel is
hopelessly flawed. Arbitrators are ultimately ordinary laymen, unshielded by the sacred
constitutional oaths that insulate formal judges from the whims of pop culture.
Consequently, they are inherently susceptible to unconscious biases regarding the R-

Pop industry.

(5) Under English law, the test for bias was definitively established by the House of Lords
in Porter v Magill? The question is whether a “fair-minded and informed observer,
having considered the facts, would conclude that there was a real possibility that the

tribunal was biased.”

(6) The Respondent submits that ECLIPSE is an unprecedented global phenomenon.*
Because R-Pop evokes intense emotional polarization, the fair-minded observer must
objectively deduce that any layman arbitrator possesses a high statistical probability of
being a devoted “hater” of ECLIPSE. The tribunal members may harbour deep-seated,
irrational grievances against the genre, or specifically against the deployment of

advanced holographic technology replacing human performers.

(7) In R v Bow Street Metropolitan Stipendiary Magistrate, ex parte Pinochet Ugarte (No
2),° the House of Lords affirmed that nemo judex in causa sua (no man shall be a judge

in his own cause) extends to non-pecuniary interests. An arbitrator’s potential status as

3 Porter v Magill [2001] UKHL 67.
4 Moot Problem, Para 25.
5 R v Bow Street Metropolitan Stipendiary Magistrate, ex p Pinochet Ugarte (No 2) [2000] 1 AC 119.



a covert “anti-fan” or “hater” of Luna or the Aurora Entertainment agency constitutes

an unassailable breach of natural justice, rendering the arbitration incurably prejudiced.

C. THE REYNAN COURTS LACK A WELL-ESTABLISHED

®)

©)

(10)

JURISPRUDENTIAL SYSTEM: ERGO, THE COURTS OF THE UNITED

KINGDOM REMAIN THE SOLE APPROPRIATE FORUM.

The Appellant relies on the Reyna High Court’s order for a stay of proceedings.®
However, the Respondent asserts that the Reyna judiciary itself is a functionally
inappropriate forum. It is an undisputed fact that in Reyna, judges and legal
professionals regularly consume R-Pop content and reality television shows during
their daily routines.” This pervasive cultural immersion fatally compromises the

objective sanctity required for a well-established legal system.

The English doctrine of forum non conveniens, encapsulated in the landmark House of
Lords decision Spiliada Maritime Corp v Cansulex Ltd,® demands that a stay be granted
in favour of the forum with which the action has the most “real and substantial
connection,” and where the case may be tried most suitably for the interests of all the

parties and the ends of justice.

Because the Reyna legal system is merely a nascent shadow of proper jurisprudence—
and deeply tainted by idol-worship—it cannot serve the ends of justice. By default, the
motherland of the common law, the United Kingdom, remains the only untainted and
well-established judicial system capable of comprehending the profound contractual

nuances of a holographic performance.

6 Moot Problem, Para 76.
7 Moot Problem, Para 8.
8 Spiliada Maritime Corp v Cansulex Ltd [1987] AC 460.



(11)  The mere fact that neither party is based in the UK, the concert was not held in the UK,
and the contract is not explicitly governed by UK law is entirely immaterial. The
inherent supremacy of the English High Court over untested metropolitan tribunals
dictates that the UK is the only valid forum. Therefore, the tribunal must not only
dismiss the arbitration but also disregard the Reyna court, advising parties to

immediately file their claims in London.

ISSUE II: WHETHER AN ORDER FOR SECURITY FOR COSTS OUGHT TO BE

GRANTED?

A. THE CLAIMANT’S DEMAND FOR SECURITY FOR COSTS IS A

PROCEDURAL ABSURDITY AND AN AFFRONT TO COMMON SENSE.

(12) The Respondent is compelled to express a state of profound jurisprudential
bewilderment at the Claimant’s application for security for costs. The sheer audacity
of this request defies the foundational architecture of civil litigation. It is a matter of
undisputed record that it was the Claimant who unilaterally, and maliciously, dragged

the Respondent into these arbitration proceedings.’

(13)  For the instigator of an adversarial action (the Claimant) to demand that the defending
party (the Respondent) financially underwrite the proceedings through security for
costs is a conceptual paradox wholly unknown to civilized jurisprudence. Crucially,
such a demand finds absolutely no footing within the parties’ agreement. Applying
established UK contractual interpretation principles, the contract must be construed
strictly within its four walls. The agreement is entirely silent on the provision of

security for costs. Because the parties did not envisage, nor expressly provide for, such

9 Moot Problem, Para 65



a mechanism at the time of contracting, none can or should be granted. To imply
otherwise represents a fundamental misunderstanding of the AIAC Arbitration Rules

2026'% and constitutes a legal hallucination that this Tribunal must firmly dispel.

(14) Even if the Tribunal were to entertain this procedural inversion, the Claimant’s
application violently offends the equitable maxim that “he who comes into equity must
come with clean hands.” In the classic English authority of Cross v Cross,!! it was
unequivocally established that a party cannot seek discretionary relief while actively

engaged in unconscionable conduct.

(15)  Here, the Claimant is actively hoarding the entirety of the Gross Concert Revenues and
steadfastly refusing to satisfy the Respondent’s validly issued invoice of USD 3.6

million.!?

(16) The Claimant essentially holds the Respondent’s treasury hostage. To withhold
millions of dollars legally owed to the Respondent, and then in a stroke of breathtaking
hypocrisy, feign concern over the Respondent’s liquidity, is an unconscionable
manoeuvre. The Claimant is attempting to use the arbitral process as a weapon of

financial extortion.

B. AN ORDER FOR SECURITY WOULD PERVERSELY REWARD THE

CLAIMANT FOR ITS OWN BREACH OF CONTRACT.

(17) It is a well-established principle under English common law, articulated meticulously

by Peter Gibson LJ in the Court of Appeal decision Keary Developments Ltd v Tarmac

19 Correction and Clarification, Clarification 14
1 Cross v Cross (1883) 9 App Cas 322.
12 Moot Problem, Para 51.



(18)

(19)

Construction Ltd," that an order for security for costs should never be granted if its

effect would be to stifle a genuine claim or counterclaim.

Crucially, Keary Developments dictates that a tribunal must look at the cause of the
alleged impecuniosity. Security must be categorically denied where the defending
party’s financial distress was directly caused by the applicant’s own default. This
principle was subsequently affirmed in A/-Koronky v Time-Life Entertainment Group
Ltd,'"* which held that a party cannot engineer another’s poverty and then weaponize

that poverty to block their access to justice.

The Claimant has unlawfully withheld millions of dollars rightfully owed to the
Respondent following a spectacularly successful concert. If there were any hypothetical
doubt regarding the Respondent’s solvency—which the Respondent vigorously and
utterly denies—it would be the direct mathematical consequence of the Claimant’s
financial strangulation. To grant security for costs to the Claimant under these
manufactured circumstances would be akin to allowing a pickpocket to sue their victim

for lacking bus fare.

C. THE CLAIMANT’S APPLICATION IS STRICTLY BARRED BY THE

(20)

DOCTRINE OF RES JUDICATA.

The Claimant’s demand for security for costs is not merely unfounded; it is legally
precluded. It is a matter of judicial record that this issue was already ventilated before
the High Court during the stay application proceedings.!> In that forum, the High Court
conspicuously declined to grant any order for security for costs in favour of the

Claimant.

13 Keary Developments Ltd v Tarmac Construction Ltd [1995] 3 All ER 534.
4 Al-Koronky v Time-Life Entertainment Group Ltd [2006] EWCA Civ 1123.
15 Moot Problem, Para 76



1)

(22)

(23)

It is a fundamental pillar of our jurisprudence that there must be finality in litigation.
Under the doctrine of res judicata, specifically issue estoppel, a party is strictly
prohibited from re-litigating an issue that has already been determined by a court of
competent jurisdiction. The High Court has already spoken on the matter of security for

costs in this dispute.

By dragging this identical request before this Tribunal, the Claimant is improperly
attempting to take a second bite at the cherry. This application is nothing more than a
backdoor appeal masquerading as a fresh interlocutory request. Such a manoeuvre falls
squarely within the extended doctrine of res judicata as an abuse of process, as the

Claimant seeks to blatantly circumvent a binding judicial outcome.

Submitting a precluded application to this Tribunal is a textbook abuse of process,
deployed solely to drain the Respondent’s resources and exhaust the Tribunal’s time.
Justice demands that this redundant application be dismissed in its entirety, with
punitive costs awarded to the Respondent for having to entertain such a profound

disregard for judicial finality.

ISSUE III: WHETHER AURORA'S DEPLOYMENT OF A HOLOGRAPHIC

REPLACEMENT CONSTITUTED A BREACH OF THE AGREEMENT.

(24)

A. THE AGREEMENT IMPOSED NO TEMPORAL REQUIREMENT FOR

HUMAN PRESENCE: ERGO, LUNA’S PHYSICAL ATTENDANCE AT

PROMOTIONAL EVENTS FULLY SATISFIED THE CONTRACT.

The Claimant’s allegation of breach hinges on a microscopic and legally illiterate

reading of the Agreement. The Agreement defines the “Concert” expansively to include



(25)

(26)

(27)

not only the stage performance on 7th February, but also “rehearsals, soundchecks, and

related appearances.”!

Crucially, the Agreement is entirely silent on the temporal distribution of biological
human presence. It merely requires the “Act” to deliver the Concert. It does not dictate
that the carbon-based biological form of Im Luna must be continuously present at every

chronological milestone of the contractual period.

It is an undisputed fact that the biological Luna was physically present at the meet-and-
greet promotional event on 24th January.!” By providing her physical human presence
at this “related appearance,” the Respondent wholly exhausted the unwritten “human

quota” implicitly demanded by the Claimant.

Applying the strict literalism endorsed by the UK Supreme Court in Arnold v Britton,'®
the tribunal must not imply terms that are absent. Because the contract did not specify
when Luna’s human presence was mandatory, deploying a technologically superior
hologram for the concluding phase of the event (the stage performance) was a valid

administrative substitution, not a fundamental breach.

16 Moot Problem, Exhibit 2.
17 Moot Problem, Para 36.
18 drnold v Britton [2015] UKSC 36.



B. THE CLAIMANT’S DEMAND FOR SPECIFIC PHYSICAL PRESENCE

AMOUNTS TO FALSE IMPRISONMENT AND A SEVERE VIOLATION OF

BODILY AUTONOMY.

(28) Even if the Tribunal were to artificially imply a term requiring Luna’s continuous
physical presence, such a term is inherently void as it constitutes a demand for false
detention. The Claimant is effectively asking this Tribunal to endorse the forced
confinement of a human being to a specific geographical coordinate (the stadium stage)

against her express will.

(29)  Under the foundational English tort law established in Bird v Jones, the total restraint
of the liberty of a person, for however short a time, without lawful excuse, amounts to
false imprisonment. Compelling Luna to remain within the spatial boundaries of the
stadium stage, while she was suffering from severe psychological trauma, satisfies the

actus reus of this tort.

(30) Furthermore, the Claimant’s demand brutally infringes upon Luna’s absolute
constitutional right to freedom of movement and bodily autonomy. Ms. Kim’s
aggressive and callous directive to “manage the situation and get her to do it”% is

legally indistinguishable from a demand for indentured servitude.

(31) A commercial contract cannot strip a sovereign individual of their fundamental human
rights. Luna exercised her absolute right to physical movement by removing herself
from a highly traumatic environment. The Claimant’s assertion that this exercise of
bodily autonomy constitutes a “breach of contract” is a grotesque perversion of civil

liberties.

1 Bird v Jones (1845) 7 QB 742.
20 Moot Problem, Para 42.



C. THE CLAIMANT’S RETROACTIVE DENIAL OF CONSENT AMOUNTS TO

(32)

(33)

(34)

A CONFESSION OF CRIMINAL FRAUD, TRIGGERING THE EX TURPI

CAUSA DOCTRINE.

The Respondent humbly draws the Tribunal’s attention to a deeply disturbing corollary
of the Claimant’s present argument. If the Claimant now asserts that they never validly
consented to the hologram, and that its use was an unauthorized fundamental breach,

they are inadvertently confessing to a massive criminal enterprise.

The Claimant allowed 90,000 attendees to enter the stadium, retained the entirety of the
ticket revenue, and subsequently went on social media to publicly declare the event a
resounding “success.”! If the Claimant genuinely believed a fundamental breach was
occurring on stage—meaning the audience was being sold a counterfeit performance—
their silence and subsequent profit-taking constitutes a flagrant violation of the Fraud
Act 2006. Specifically, this would amount to Fraud by failing to disclose information

(Section 3), and Conspiracy to Defraud under English criminal law.?

Under the test for dishonesty laid out by the UK Supreme Court in Ivey v Genting
Casinos,? the Claimant’s executives would be criminally liable if they knowingly sold
a defective concert to the public while orchestrating a cover-up. Therefore, to shield its
own directors from potential criminal prosecution and imprisonment, the Claimant is
legally compelled to admit that the hologram was a fully authorised and mutually

agreed-upon contractual variation.

21 Moot Problem, Para 50.
2 Eraud Act 2006, 5.3 (UK)
B Ivey v Genting Casinos (UK) Ltd t/a Crockfords [2017] UKSC 67.
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(35)

Alternatively, if the Claimant insists they were defrauding the public, their claim is
barred by the doctrine of ex turpi causa non oritur actio (no action can arise from an
illegal act). The Claimant cannot rely on their “fraudulent” ticket sales to allege a breach
by the Respondent. They cannot wield an allegation of breach without concurrently

indicting themselves, thus rendering their claim legally void.

ISSUE 1V: WHETHER AURORA’S COUNTERCLAIM OUGHT TO BE GRANTED

A. DENYING THE COUNTERCLAIM WOULD RENDER THE TRIBUNAL AN

(36)

(37)

ACCESSORY TO THE CLAIMANT’S ILLEGALITY AND CRIMINALITY.

The Respondent’s counterclaim for USD 3.6 million is not merely a request for
contractual debt; it is a necessary equitable intervention to prevent this Tribunal from
facilitating an illegal enterprise. As established in Issue 3, the Claimant’s foundational
grievance is that the Respondent absolutely refused to physically imprison Ms. Luna
on the concert stage against her will. If the Tribunal were to deny the Respondent’s
counterclaim, it would be effectively punishing the Respondent for refusing to commit
the tort of false imprisonment. Applying the doctrine of ex turpi causa non oritur actio,
a court or tribunal cannot permit a party to derive a financial windfall (in this case,
retaining the Respondent’s lawful fees) as a direct consequence of their own illegal
demands. To rule otherwise would be a judicial endorsement of forced detention,

permanently tainting these proceedings.

Furthermore, the Claimant’s continued withholding of the concert revenues is a thin
veil for ongoing corporate theft. It is an industry reality that the Claimant’s Chief

Financial Officer is credibly accused of misappropriating corporate funds, leaving them

11



(38)

(39)

(40)

incapable of paying their partners.?* The Claimant is deliberately withholding the
Respondent’s money not out of a genuine contractual dispute, but to illegally plug the

gaping holes left by their internal embezzlement.

By refusing to pay the invoice, the Claimant’s executives are intentionally depriving
the Respondent of their rightful property, constituting theft under Section 4 of the Theft
Act 1968.% If the Tribunal denies the counterclaim, it will actively assist the Claimant
in laundering their financial liabilities and perpetuate a Criminal Breach of Trust. The

Tribunal must order immediate payment to halt this criminality.

THE CLAIMANT’S UNILATERAL TERMINATION IS PROCEDURALLY

AND SUBSTANTIVELY VOID, RENDERING THEIR NON-PAYMENT

UNLAWEFUL.

The Claimant’s attempt to evade payment via a purported “Notice of Termination”?® i

S
a legal nullity. It is a fundamental tenet of contract law that a party’s right to unilaterally

terminate a contract depends heavily upon whether the contract expressly provides that

mechanism.

A cursory review of the Agreement?’ reveals a glaring absence of any termination
clause whatsoever. English jurisprudence, notably principles derived from cases such
as Decro-Wall International SA v Practitioners in Marketing Ltd,*® establishes that in
the absence of an explicit termination mechanism, a party cannot simply declare a

contract terminated at their own whim. Because the Claimant lacked the contractual

24 Moot Problem, Para 62

2 Theft Act 1968, s. 4 (UK).

26 Moot Problem, Para 65

27 Moot Problem, Exhibit 2

8 Decro-Wall International SA v Practitioners in Marketing Ltd [1971] 1 WLR 361.

12



(41)

(42)

(43)

(44)

power to unilaterally terminate, the Agreement remains entirely afoot, and the invoice

remains payable.

Even if a phantom termination right existed, the Claimant’s execution of the Notice was
procedurally fatal. In a commercial dispute of this magnitude, standard legal protocol
and natural justice dictate that formal notices terminating a multi-million-dollar

agreement must be served directly upon the opposing party’s appointed solicitors.

The Claimant failed entirely to serve the Notice on the Respondent’s legal counsel,
instead opting for a legally insufficient, informal dispatch. This blatant disregard for

procedural fairness renders the Notice procedurally defective and wholly invalid.

Finally, the Notice of Termination was issued with malicious haste on 26th February, a
mere 24 hours after the Respondent had formally followed up on their unpaid invoice

on 25th February.?

The Claimant afforded the Respondent absolutely no opportunity to respond, clarify, or
cure any alleged defect before unilaterally collapsing the commercial relationship and
rushing to arbitration. Launching a pre-emptive, overnight termination solely to avoid
paying a mature debt is a textbook abuse of process, designed only to oppress the
Respondent. Therefore, the termination must be struck out, the contract deemed active,

and the Tribunal is compelled to grant the counterclaim in its entirety.

29 Moot Problem, Para 64-65
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF
In light of the submissions made above, the Respondent respectfully requests the Tribunal to

find that;

1. The Reyna High Court is the proper forum for this dispute, and the arbitral tribunal lacks

jurisdiction.

2. The Respondent’s application for security for costs is granted in the sum of USD 2 million.

3. The Respondent’s deployment of a holographic replacement did not constitute a breach of

the Agreement.

4. The Respondent’s counterclaim for the Performance Fee and other costs is granted in its

entirety.
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