The Catherine Callaghan Moot 2026
The annual ALBA Moot is named the “Catherine Callaghan Moot” in honour of the memory of Catherine Callaghan KC, who was Chair of ALBA from 2022 to 2023, having previously served as Vice-Chair. Catherine was a widely respected public lawyer and a cherished friend and colleague to many at the public law bar. She died in August 2025, at the tragically young age of 54.

Eligibility 
1. The competition is open to current law students, LLB, GDL, and Bar Course students, and also to those who have completed the LLB / GDL / Bar Course in the last 5 years. Entrants must not have secured pupillage or a training contract as at 26 October 2026. 

2. [bookmark: _Hlk210914933]Entrants need not be members of ALBA but, as explained below, for those selected for the final rounds, it will be a condition of participation in the final that they join ALBA prior to 3 December 2026. 

3. Entries must be from a team of two mooters. It is a speed moot with three stages. 

4. Those wishing to participate are responsible for arranging their own teams and we are unable to assist in pairing individuals with potential team members.

The Moot Exercise
5. The Moot will be based on an appeal to the Supreme Court from the judgment of the Court of Appeal in R (on the application of YC) v Secretary of State for the Home Department [2026] EWCA Civ 285.

6. The case concerns whether the Secretary of State for the Home Department (“the Secretary of State”) has an implied power to withdraw a grant of indefinite leave to remain (“ILR”) which was made in error, and to replace it with a grant of limited leave to remain (“LLR”). The Appellant, who has been granted anonymity and is therefore referred to as “YC”, claimed asylum in 2019. On 13 November 2023, the Secretary of State refused his asylum claim but decided to grant him 30 months’ LLR on private life grounds. However, because Home Office staff used the wrong letter template, the decision letter sent to YC said that he had been granted settlement in the UK (ILR). After YC’s representatives queried his status, on 22 December 2023 the Home Office sent him a replacement, backdated decision letter which granted him LLR until 12 May 2026.

7. YC issued judicial review proceedings, contending that the Secretary of State had no power to replace the grant of ILR with a grant of LLR. 

8. It was common ground that YC had not applied for, and did not qualify for, ILR under the Immigration Rules; that the first decision letter, properly construed, was nonetheless a valid grant of ILR; and that there is no express power in section 76 of the Nationality, Immigration and Asylum Act 2002 (“the 2002 Act”) to withdraw ILR. 

9. The Upper Tribunal (Immigration and Asylum Chamber) (Bourne J and Upper Tribunal Judge Loughran) dismissed the claim, holding that the Secretary of State had an implied power, incidental to her statutory powers under the Immigration Act 1971 (“the 1971 Act”), to correct an error of this kind. The Court of Appeal (Dingemans SPT, Elisabeth Laing LJ and Cobb LJ) dismissed YC’s appeal by a majority. Cobb LJ (with whom Dingemans SPT agreed, giving concurring reasons) held that:

i. the Secretary of State has an implied power, incidental to her powers under the 1971 Act, to withdraw a grant of leave which has been communicated as a result of an obvious administrative error, provided that the error is identified and acted on promptly, and subject to the ordinary constraints of public law; but

ii. there is no power to cancel or revoke leave with retrospective effect, so that the correction took effect only from 22 December 2023, when it was notified to YC.

10. Elisabeth Laing LJ dissented. In her view, the statutory provisions are a complete code about ILR; what the Secretary of State had done was, in substance, to revoke a grant of ILR in circumstances not covered by section 76 of the 2002 Act; and an implied power to revoke ILR is not incidental to the power to grant it, but its “antithesis or negation”.

Stage 1: paper sift
11. You should assume for present purposes that permission to appeal to the Supreme Court has been granted on the following two grounds of appeal / cross-appeal:

Ground of Appeal: The Court of Appeal was wrong to conclude that the Secretary of State, having granted indefinite leave to remain to YC, had any power to take it away, or to replace it with limited leave to remain, on the basis that it was granted by mistake.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  Court of Appeal, [59]-[81] and [90]-[97]; cf. Elisabeth Laing LJ (dissenting) at [82]-[89].] 


Ground of Cross-Appeal: The Court of Appeal was wrong to conclude that the Secretary of State had no power to correct the grant with retrospective effect, such that YC held indefinite leave to remain until the correction was notified to him on 22 December 2023.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Court of Appeal, [60] and [80].] 


12. Teams are asked to submit a written Skeleton Argument on behalf of YC, who is the Appellant on the Ground of Appeal and the Cross-Respondent on the Ground of Cross Appeal. The Skeleton Argument should argue against the decision of the Court of Appeal on the Ground of Appeal, and resist the Secretary of State’s Ground of Cross-Appeal.

13. The Skeleton Argument should take the form of a stand-alone document of no more than 5 pages of 12-point type, at least 1.5 line spacing, setting out your arguments on the two issues. The Skeleton Argument should comply with the LCJ Practice Direction: Citation of Authorities [2012] 1 WLR 780,[footnoteRef:3] save that the only authorities which may be cited are those listed at the end of these instructions.[footnoteRef:4]  [3:  https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/JCO/Documents/Practice+Directions/lcj-pract-dir-citation-authorities-2012.pdf ]  [4:  No academic articles should be cited. ] 


14. The heading to the Skeleton Argument should be in the standard format for a skeleton argument, including the name of the case, but also:

Skeleton Argument on behalf of the Appellant / Cross-Respondent
[Name of Team Member 1 / Name of Team Member 2]

15. You should assume for present purposes that all procedural requirements (as to time limits etc.) are satisfied and do not need to be addressed.

How to enter
16. Entries for the competition should be submitted via the following Google Form, where you will be asked to enter your team’s details and upload a copy of your skeleton argument. You will not receive a confirmation email, if your submission has been successful, you will see a page stating: "Your response has been recorded". Entries should be submitted by 5.00pm on Monday 26 October 2026.

17. Only one entry submission is required per team (i.e. a single form should be used for both team members). Please note, however, that by uploading and submitting your work, both team members agree that this is your own work and that it complies with the rules of the competition.

18. Please note that you will be required to use a Google Account in order to complete the Google Form. Wherever possible, applicants should use the Google Form to submit their entries to the competition. If this is not possible, entries should be submitted by email to administrator@adminlaw.org.uk by 5.00pm on Monday 26 October 2026 and should include the details listed in Appendix A of these instructions, a copy of your team’s skeleton argument in Microsoft Word or PDF, and an explanation of why it was not possible to submit the entry via the Google Form. 

19. Incomplete application forms or email submissions which do not contain all of the required information will not be considered. 

20. Extensions of time to allow late entries will only be considered in highly exceptional circumstances and in the discretion of the Mooting Sub-Committee, having regard to the length of extension needed and the reasons given for not complying with the deadline. Applications for an extension of time should be submitted by email (in advance of the deadline passing) to administrator@adminlaw.org.uk, explaining the reasons why an extension should be granted. 

21. Entries will be marked on the papers by members of the ALBA Committee who will select the teams who go through to the next round.

22. The outcome will be notified by email by Thursday 12 November 2026. We regret that we will not be able to provide feedback to candidates who are unsuccessful at this stage.

Stage 2: oral presentation in the Supreme Court, First Round
23. Six shortlisted teams will be invited to participate in the competition, which will take place at the Supreme Court of the United Kingdom in Parliament Square on Thursday 3 December 2026 from 5pm.

24. Teams selected for participation in the Final are required to submit a further Skeleton Argument argued from the perspective of the Respondent / Cross-Appellant (the Secretary of State), arguing that the Court of Appeal was right on the Ground of Appeal and wrong on the Ground of Cross Appeal, which follows the format of the previously submitted Skeleton save that the title should make clear that it is submitted on behalf of the Respondent / Cross-Appellant. The deadline for submission of this skeleton is 5.00pm on Thursday 26 November 2026. 

25. [bookmark: _Hlk210914950]It will be a condition for participation in Stage 2 and 3 on 3 December 2026 that those selected confirm, by 26 November 2026, either that they were pre-existing members of ALBA or that they have joined by that date. 

26. There will be three full judges for this occasion, who will be drawn from members of the Senior Judiciary. The full-time judges will be assisted by three KC members of the ALBA Committee in the First Round.

27. Teams should come prepared to argue either side of the case on the two identified grounds in the Supreme Court. Teams will be randomly allocated to one or other side of the case, and will be notified of which side they are to argue in the first round on the day of the moot. 

28. To reflect the fact that there is a cross-appeal, arguments will be presented in the order: Appellant Team Member 1 (Appeal Ground), Respondent Team Member 1 (Response to Appeal), Respondent Team Member 2 (Cross-Appeal Ground), Appellant Team Member 2 (Response to Cross-Appeal). Each participant will be allowed 8 minutes to argue their respective part of the case. 

29. There will be six teams in the first round, split into three moots. Each moot will be judged by one full judge sitting with a KC. Teams should be prepared to deal with some judicial intervention in the course of argument.

30. Candidates will be provided with a link to a tabbed PDF of the authorities bundle and may not refer to any other case authorities. A list of the approved authorities is below. The judges will be provided with a copy of the authorities bundles and candidates should bring their own copy for their use during the moot: they may use electronic or paper authorities bundles as they wish. 

31. The winner of each moot will be decided by the judges in their absolute discretion, in consideration of the quality of written argument, oral advocacy, presentation and style, legal analysis and response to judicial intervention. Judges will provide brief oral feedback to all teams, time allowing.

32. The first-round judges will meet to discuss the candidates, and the two highest scoring teams will go through to the final.

Stage 3: oral presentation in the Supreme Court, Final
33. For the Final, each team will each have 20 minutes in total to present, or, as the case may be, respond, to the appeal. Team members should split their time evenly, or (if they prefer) as they deem appropriate, bearing in mind that both participants will be scored and the winner will be determined on the basis of total team performance. Some of the additional time compared with the first round may be taken up with responding to further judicial intervention. The winning team will be selected in the absolute discretion of the judges on the basis of the quality of written argument, oral advocacy presentation and style, legal analysis and response to judicial intervention. 

34. There will be a short drinks reception after the event, for all those involved in Stages 2 and 3, along with the judges and other ALBA members. 

35. The prizes are:

i. For the winning team: £1000. For the 2nd-placed team: £500. 

ii. The four members of the winning and 2nd-placed team will each be entitled to a free place at the ALBA summer conference in 2027.

List of permitted authorities
36. In addition to the Upper Tribunal and Court of Appeal judgments in the YC case:

i. R v Secretary of State for the Home Department, ex parte Ram [1979] 1 WLR 148
ii. R v Secretary of State for the Home Department, ex parte Minton [1990] Imm AR 199
iii. Hazell v Hammersmith and Fulham London Borough Council [1992] 2 AC 1 
iv. Porteous v West Dorset District Council [2004] EWCA Civ 244; [2004] HLR 30
v. NM (Zimbabwe) [2007] UKAIT 00002 
vi. R (Chichvarkin) v Secretary of State for the Home Department [2010] EWHC 1858 (Admin) 
vii. R (New London College Ltd) v Secretary of State for the Home Department [2013] UKSC 51; [2013] 1 WLR 2358 
viii. Vasa v Secretary of State for the Home Department [2024] EWCA Civ 777; [2025] 1 WLR 39. 

37. Copies of Ram, Minton and Hazell will be made available on the ALBA website alongside these instructions. The other cases are all accessible on official websites for the purposes of preparing written material ahead of the oral hearing.

5 October 2026



Appendix A

Wherever possible, applicants should use the Google Form to submit their entries to the competition.

If that is not possible, the following details must be submitted alongside a copy of your team’s skeleton argument if providing your entry by email. 
Only one submission is required per team. Please note, however, that by uploading and submitting your work, both team members agree that this is your own work and that it complies with the rules of the competition.

Email submissions which do not contain all of the required information will not be considered. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Please provide the following:

Team Member 1
Team Member 1 full name:
Team Member 1 email:
Please confirm you meet the eligibility requirements by confirming which of the below applies to you. If you have selected ‘other’ please explain why you consider you are eligible by reference to the rules:
· Current LLB Student
· Current GDL Student
· Current Bar Course Student
· Completed LLB/ GDL/Bar Course in the last 5 years (if so, please answer the next question)
· Other
If you are eligible because you completed an LLB/ GDL/Bar Course in the last 5 years, please state the last degree you completed and the year of your graduation
Confirmation you do not currently hold pupillage or a training contract offer: YES / NO



Team Member 2
Team Member 2 full name:
Team Member 2 email:
Please confirm you meet the eligibility requirements by confirming which of the below applies to you. If you have selected ‘other’ please explain why you consider you are eligible by reference to the rules:
· Current LLB Student
· Current GDL Student
· Current Bar Course Student
· Completed LLB/ GDL/Bar Course in the last 5 years (if so, please answer the next question)
· Other
If you are eligible because you completed an LLB/ GDL/Bar Course in the last 5 years, please state the last degree you completed and the year of your graduation
Confirmation you do not currently hold pupillage or a training contract offer: YES / NO


