Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

Fhis sheet should be completed only after observing all four teams.

Judge’s Name: 'Dﬁer quﬁ"j Cell#_Date: =% Room #:__ S/

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition / Round #1 Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams AS & R ( and between
415 &B15  Irank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)
1 = Most effective team: A -1 {

2 = Next most effective team: A “5—

3 = Third most effective team: 8 B r
’-."'

4 = Least effective team: _[5~/9

Suggested criteria:
« Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be
no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:

« Is better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)

= Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

¢ Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

= Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options

» Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"

» Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational

« Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

= Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.

¢ See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please note that the competition administeator will colleet the Ranking Sheets and Evahation Criteria Forms hefore

judees provide feedback to the Eist two teains, They will verify that judees have completed all categories before leavine the



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

This sheet should b fosvnleted anly after observing ol Four teams.

Judge’s Name: % (é@ éh}Zé Cell # Date: ?(2;(23 Room #:_( (¥

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional §r National mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition Round #1 Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams ﬁ 8 & £ 3 and between
A /7 & B/7 ,1rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team: ﬁ 8

2 = Next most effective team: ,& / Z
3 = Third most effective team: Zs &

4 = Least effective team: _#_LL

Suggested criteria:
* Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be
no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:

e Is better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)

« Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

* Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

* Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options

e [s legitimate — no one feels "taken"

« Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational

« Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

« Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.

e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Pleasemote that the competition adnunisteator wilbcolfec the Ranking Sheets and Evaluation Criteria Forms hictore |
judges proaide feedhack ta the bast two tearms: Dhev wall vérdy- that gudees have completed illccdarios heéloré leaving thie -
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Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

I'his shéet shotild e comnpleted anly alter observine all four teams,

Judge’s Nama:‘“—akb\ CR*E’ @5 Cell #: Date: 27 -/ -) 2Room #: 2/6/

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition Round #1 a Round #2 Final:

/e se
Based oradmy personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams 4 5 & B-% and between
B- (7_& A =17 1rank the teams I observed as follows:
(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team: %“ H

2 = Next most effective team: /™ €

2o
3 = Third most effective team: L

4 = Least effective team: * = 7

Suggested criteria:
» Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be
no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:

» s better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)

« Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

o Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

e Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options

e Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"

e Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational

« Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

< Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.

e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Mease note hat the \nnlptlltmn |||Hml| Lrator \\||I unllul the Ranking Sheets and Eavadu; ttu-u( riteria Forms belore Lo

juddes |nn\||h feedbiack 0 4he Last two feams, llu\ will \ull\ Ahat judacshayve llr!ll|l|l.lll| all Ehresaries. hefore iéaving s e



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

Lhis sheet should he completed onby alter observing ol Four teims,

Judge’s Name: GY bJ“\ "5(5 Cell Qate: 2/2([ IZ Room #: [o,'l i

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level——R?tfal or National, and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition Round #1 Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams Aq & 67 and between
Alo & 810 , Irank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team: . Q l 0
2 = Next most effective team: E ‘D

3 = Third most effective team: A ]
4 = Least effective team: & i

Suggested criteria:
» Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be
no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
» Is better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)
e Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

» Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options

e s legitimate — no one feels "taken"

» Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational

e Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

e Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.

e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Ple: ase notd Ahat the competition nIimnulx itor will collect the Ranking Sheets and Fyvaly; mm; ( Hlulx Twrms belore -

_|m!' es i ide Itu!l;ui\ o e last bwo ' teams: e w il \usf\ thint ;miﬂuil AVe uuupiuul Al cites shrics ln.tuu [eaving {ii



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

I'his sheet should be completed only alter observing

Judge’s Name: T.)) fUNer Cell#

all Tour teams.,

ate: f“ ;][Z[ 3 Room#:_/ 23
Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or\} | “and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition Round #1 7 Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams A & B and between
Al & (51O, 1rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)
1 = Most effective team: A = i

2 = Next most effective team: E e c?

3 = Third most effective team: o
4 = Least effective team: ,B = L
Suggested criteria:

* Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
= Is better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
» Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

¢ Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

« Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options

» Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"

« Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational

« Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

= Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.

e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please note that the competition administeator will colleet the Ranking Sheets and Exalation Critervia Forms hetore

judees provide feedback to the last two teams. They will verify that judees have completed all eategories before leaving the



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

his sheet should be completed only after observing all Tour teams.

Judge’s Name: A froues Cell 4 Date: Qt ZI( 17 Room#:_[ 25

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competitiof = Round #1 Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams 2 a & ? and between
A 10& B O 1 rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)
1 = Most effective team: __ A"\

2 = Next most effective team: B ' (©

3 = Third most effective team: &

4 = Least effective team: ﬂ____

Suggested criteria:

» Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:

« s better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)

» Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

¢ Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

e Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options
» [s legitimate — no one feels "taken"
e Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational
¢ Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and
« Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.
e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please noté that the compétition administrator will caflect the Ranking Sheets and: Exaduation Criteria Forms before.
judeces provide feedback to the Tastewo teams, Pliey il verify teeCjudees ave completed all catedgaries before feavine the | -



Attachment A
G

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

This sheet stiould be completed onily alter observing all four teams,

Judge’s Name: ﬂ@\m h b Cellm q/ a Room #: 3

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level——RegiOTal or National, and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition Round #1 Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams A: | & El and between
_MB4 & Bl& , Irank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team: A: l

2 = Next most effective team; 9 l
3 = Third most effective team: A: lﬂ

4 = Least effective team: E Iﬂ

Suggested criteria:
» Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
» s better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

¢ Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

» Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options
» Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"
» Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational
+ Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and
= Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.
e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Ple ase nete; the it the uulqulllum administr; Alor \\I" callect 1|It R; mt( o "\Iruh uu! I alwation { rileri I ormis hlinu Lt

Judiees: pm\uh feedback o the last. two teinins! Hu\ will \uai\ thi al |m|' es have tnmpklul all Edennrios be Inu Teaving iht



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

Fhis sheet should be completed only after observing all four teims.

Judge’s Name: MM(’_CE:I] #

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition leve

Dategz&gﬂ [J’Room #: 2 : az

Regienal or National, and mark the round observed.)

-

Round #1 L=

Regional Competition Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teamsﬂ_& (2 ;_ and between
%’ & rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately bglow with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team:

2 = Next most effective team: &”’/ Z

3 = Third most effective team: _/‘ % / Z
4 = Least effective team: ﬂ =L ‘

Suggested criteria:
e Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
» Is better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement) —

¢ Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

» Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options
e Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"
e Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational
+ Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and
e Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.
e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please note that the competition adninistrator will collect the Ranking Sheets and Fvaluation Criterta FForms hefore
judaces provide feedback to the Last two teams. They will verify (hat judees have completed all eatevories hetore leaving the



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

I his sheet should e completed only atter observinge all Four teams.

Judge’s NameY ; : é’gﬂz _ Cell # htc: ?é ;4/(5 Room #:_2Z2 32,

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition leyet—Regional or National, and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition Round #2 Final:

I rank the teams I observed as follows:
(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)

ased on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams Zé[ & é /_and between
;2-4; & 5(_’6{

1 = Most effective team: /

2 = Next most effective team: (é /

3 = Third most effective team:

4 = Least effective team:

Suggested criteria:

= Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
« Is better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
» Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

¢ Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

» Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options

e Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"

» Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational

* Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.

e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please note that the competition administeator will collect the Rankine Sheets and Exvaluation Criteria Forms before
judees provide teedback to the ast two teams. They will verify that judzes have completed all categories before leaving the




Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

Fhis sheet should becompleted onldy after observing

Jlldge’s Name: Eﬁ e éAyc‘ Cell #

all four teams,

Date: 4/2./(3 Room #:_22.4

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or N, fw , and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition  Round #1 v Round#2____«  Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams _4-2 & £V __and between
Ad-e & B¢, ]rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team: _B~[ &
2 = Next most effective team: A- (6

3 = Third most effective team: _s4—— B~7
4 = Least effective team: _8=3. A=7

Suggested criteria:

 Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
» Is better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
e Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

e Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

* Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options

e Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"

« Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational

« Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

e Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.

e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please note that the competition admimistrator will collectthe Ranking Sheets and Exvaluation Criteria Forms hefore

juddes |:|muit feedhiack to the Iast iwe feanvs, Théy il Veriy- lh W |u:| esdive Comppletéedta b éatesorics beford I AV [ht '



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

Ihis sheet should be completed only sifter observinge all Tour tesams.,

Oﬂ/gai Room#:_ 22 9

Judge’s Name: _ Konze, Cell #: Date:

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition Round #1 _ X Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams A3 & RF and between
Alo & R 1o, Irank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)
1 = Most effective team: _} - 7

2 = Next most effective team: A - %

3 = Third most effective team: B -16

4 = Least effective team: A - 16

Suggested criteria:

« Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:

Is better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)

Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

* Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

= Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options
e Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"
» Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational
* [Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and
= Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.
¢ See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please note that the competition administeator will collect the Rankine Sheets and Evalwation € vitevia Forims hefore

judaees provide feedback to the Last two tesans, hiey will verify that jodeces have completed all catezories before leavinge the



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

I'lvs sheet shoauld be completed anly after observing all Tour teams.

Judge’s Name: Loz Dasndy Cell#_ate: q WS Room#:_ L1T

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition Round #1 \/ Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams -1 & 8 "\ and between
D% & A-13 | Irank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)
1 = Most effective team: & -4

2 = Next most effective team: %"\\

3 = Third most effective team: /X ’\%

4 = Least effective team: § \Q

Suggested criteria:
* Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
* s better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
e Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

» Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

* Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options
e Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"
* Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational
= Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and
« Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.
e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please wote that the competition administrator will lll“U.l the Ranking Sheetsand Eviduation Critefia Forms betore }
1ull"L'~-|1|m|:It feedhack 1o the kst (we (iniss Hl-.\ ‘Wil \l.|'||\ that ;ml es e u.mllldul alk cateunrics heloic ¢ AVIe e



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

Fhis sheet should he conspleted only after abserving all fonr teams,
Judge’s Name: Co LOY (A Cell#: Date: !H Room #: Q"\,:IL

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Re:?vﬁ! or National, and mark the round observed.)

Round #2 Final:

Regional Competition = Round #1

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams A & ‘3"‘ and between
ME & 183, I rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team: é fi

2 = Next most effective team: A' >l g
3 = Third most effective team: B ’\{
4 = Least effective team: g l 8

Suggested criteria:

» Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams” planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
e [s better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
» Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

e Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

« Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options

e Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"

* Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational

« Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

+ Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.

¢ See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please note %iul the m1n|n||r|uu aelministe: AT W Wl u:llut e Rmi m ‘-dnu\ gl FEvahations( |m|1| Inrul\hu‘uu Ml

judacs piravide Fecdbiek o the kst v e ey will VEVIT (hint s eshav ¢ mmpluui all-¢ateaonics Iu!uu fe: |\u| |In




Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

I his sheet should be completed anty atter abservinge all four teams.

2L %Red OSCell #: Room #:_Q..Ij_

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, and mark the round observed.)
Regional Competition( Round #1 Round #2 Final:

?1 on Iy[?rsonal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams 6 jf & A ! and between
& -

| , I rank the teams I observed as follows:
(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately bpjow with the team letter designations.)

Judge’s Name:

1 = Most effective team:

2 = Next most effective team: 25
3 = Third most effective team: f,z i

4 = Least effective team: é 5 \ S

Suggested criteria:
* Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
» Is better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
» Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

¢ Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

= Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options
» s legitimate — no one feels "taken"
= Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational
e Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and
= Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.
¢ See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please note that the competition sadministeator will eolleet the Rankinge Sheets and Exaluation Criteria Forms belore
judees provide feedback to the Last t

vo teas. Phey will verify that judees have completed all eatecories before leaving the



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

This sheet shauld be copppleted only adter observine all four teams.

Judge’s Name: HMKV‘ NHMMD Cell #—ate: ?‘ t"lg Room #: &/b

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition Round #1 Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams 4 b & p '3 and between
A-12 & B-12 I rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)
1 = Most effective team: A-2

2 = Next most effective team: B "3

3 = Third most effective team: g -z
4 = Least effective team: é s

Suggested criteria:
» Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be
no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
= s better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

o Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

» Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options

» Islegitimate — no one feels "taken"

» Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational

e Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

» Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.

e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please wote it the competition administeitor will colleet the RanKing Sheets and Exvaduation Criteria Forms belore

judgésprrovid € teedbaclo 1o the Fast two teams] Elicy will verd ¥ thae judees have campléted alleneoories hefore leavine the s




Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

This sheet should be conmléted anly atter observing all four teams.

Judge’s Name:

Negotiation judged: /

(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition Round #1 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams BT & _A/land between
A-3 & 0-3, I rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team: ﬁ : :é"/ &2
2 = Next most effective team: _g%_/f’ =/Z

3 = Third most effective team: ﬁ ’3

4 = Least effective team: M’S

Suggested criteria:
e Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be
no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
e Is better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

¢ Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

* Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options

» Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"

¢ Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational

+ Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

+ Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.

e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please note thad the ilamp\lmnu administrator will collect the Ranking Sheetsand, Evalus wion Critevin Eorms hefore - s

Gl
judees ;mnnh feedback i the Bist two feums: lllt\ Wil \ull\ flia ;m! o lirve u:mph:ul all e Ilt"(ltli\hl IUII. f{ Wing rhe ™"



Aftachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

I his all four teams.,

Date: Q/?V'z{oom#: 9"(

Negotiation judged: »
(Please circle the competition level—Regional(or Nationat, and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition = Round #1 Q Round #2 Final:

sheet shoakd be eomnleted only alter abserving

Judge’s Name:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams /‘?’ 7 &-B} and between
A-[28 _G[2 ., 1 rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team: ég /&
2 = Next most effective team: A g

3 = Third most effective team:

4 = Least effective team: ZI {

Suggested criteria:
e Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
e [s better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
» Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

o Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

e Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options

e [s legitimate — no one feels "taken"

e Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational

e Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

e Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.

o See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please nate that the unn1n1|luu| wdministrator will collectthe Ranking Shects and Iy alustion Criteria Forims belore, 8050 o

judoes ;nnnnh Feedbadl (o The Fast i (e Vi Thevowill n:tl\ thiat fudoes ave enmpleted il eatésories hefore Icayvaie IilL :



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

This sheet should he campleted-ondy after obscerving all four teams.

Judge’s Name: { ] J‘nﬂ”\ /mg)old?m Cell #:atezm Room #; _Z_Z—‘__g___

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, and mark the round observed.)
Regional Competition Round #1 2 g Round #2 Final:

Based on y personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams AZ & K)Z. and between
{ |\, Irank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)
1 = Most effective team: bz

2 = Next most effective team: Aii
3 = Third most effective team: 6’11

4 = Least effective team: _A_Z—i

Suggested criteria:

e Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
e Is better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
« Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

¢ Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

* Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options
e Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"
¢ Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational
» Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and
» Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.
¢ See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please iioteth; tI the tunlptimnn administrator will collect the Ranking sheets and Ealuation ¢ !m rin b orms e Iul-.

[ml=u |Jm\u!t Teedhatk to the List iwo wanis. Hu\ \\lH\ul[\ ‘that jude 1S |}I\t tulupitttd I“l. weizorics helove 1 :\ul llu s



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

This sheet should b mmpluul only after observing ol Four teams.

Judge’s Name: g a0 Cell * 2[ l Room #: (2 & &—

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams A (;) & B 9\ and between
& I rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team: B i R
2 = Next most effective team: B; = 2

3 = Third most effective team: B il

4 = Least effective team: _Q’;U_

Suggested criteria:

» Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
» Is better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

e Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

» Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options
e Islegitimate — no one feels "taken"
» Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational
e Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and
» Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.
e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Pleasenote that the competition admitistrator will calleceshieé Re inlmt s Sheetsaind Eviko: wionCriteria Foring before

judees pravide feedback to'the Last T Teitins, :l heyisw il \nll\ that aud wes-have tumphlu! ||l CALLTOTieS htlnu feaving iﬁl. ‘



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

Ihis sheet should be completed anly after ebseryine all Tour teams.

sudge's Name: _Kiy Nakamare #

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regiopal or National, and mark the round observed.)
Regional Competition Round #1 % Round #2 Final:

0 ersonal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams’ k 2& @Zand between
& I rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediatet'{ below with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team:

2 = Next most effective team: B "'2_

3 = Third most effective team: ﬁ"’l‘_
4 = Least effective team: !& ‘\ l

Suggested criteria:
* Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be
no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
« [s better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)
o Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

* Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options

e Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"

¢ Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational

* Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

« Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.

e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please note:that the competition wdmimistrator will colect the Ranking Sheets and-Evaluation Criteria Forms bétore

judees |mnu||. feedDathk to the Tast two feams: They will veriv it judsey have inmphlui all categories before leaving (hie



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

I'his sheet should he completed only alter observine all Tour teams.

Judge’ste:_uﬁ:(:H&_(Mll -ate: Qé] Z[ 3 Room#:_X277

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, and mark the round observed.)
Regional Competition Round #1 _/ Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams _#A¢ & _Eé_and between
A3 & Ry3 , Irank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team: ﬂ 13

2 = Next most effective team: B \ 3
3 = Third most effective team: A é

4 = Least effective team: Jlé_

Suggested criteria:
» Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
= [s better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
» Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

o Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

= Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options
e Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"
e Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational
* Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and
» Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.
¢ See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please note that the -.umrnlllluu achministrzitor will coltect the Ranking Sheetsand Ev: I|l|i||(l||( Illl.lll Forms before .
judaes |nn\|:h Feedbiack to the Eist Gy ¢, Lhév w il VErHY that judoes e completed all catedgorics JJl.|tiIl lei |\||1'= IilL o



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

I'his sheet should be completed only atter observing all Tour teams,

Judge’s Name: _heah Qh sﬁﬁ!@eh #-e Sk aM.  Room#:_ 2%

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, and mark the round observed.)
Regional Competition = Round #1 Z Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams A-b& 5 = éu'ld between
Aﬂ:& - 151 rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team: A= l 5

2 = Next most effective team: _B — | 5
3 = Third most effective team: B - (o
4 = Least effective team: A- (9

Suggested criteria:

« Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be
no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:

Is better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)

Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

* Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

e Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options
e Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"
* Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational
» Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and
* Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.
¢ See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please note that the competition administeator will colleet the Ranking Sheets and Evalition Criterin Forms before

judees provide Teedback to the last two teams, Phey will verily that judees have completed all catecories before leaving the



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

HII\ sheet should be completed only after-observing all four teams.,

Vl)&“"\ Clna -ate olllil‘b Room #: ﬂg—:‘"

Judge’s Name: ¢

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Re ﬁonal or National, and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition = Round #1 Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams & and between
& , I rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)
1 = Most effective team: %" W)

2 = Next most effective team: A’\S
3 = Third most effective team: %" (0
4 = Least effective team: A -l

Suggested criteria:

e Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
» s better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
< Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

o Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

= Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options

e Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"

» Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational

» Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

= Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.

e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please Hote that the uml;u!:!mu !di'll{llhll ator will tuilul the K mi\lll ' ‘-!lula and kv dls Phion i SOTINS In fore bl
jutlees proyide teedback to ihe Fast fwo (eiims, Thiy widl \tll|\ that |tu| o8 hive (mllpltlnl all cales nuu hefore Jeaving !Iu ot



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

Fhis sheet should e completed only after observinge all four teams.

Judge’s Namem\h.w i : Date:q \77 Room #: ?I %

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition levg

Vational, and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition Round #2 Final:

AS pS

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams & and between
Pfji& _B_ﬂ, S, I rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team: E{ \,

2 = Next most effective team: ﬁ? "'\.5-
3 = Third most effective team: E —2-

4 = Least effective team: L S

Suggested criteria:
* Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be
no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
= s better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
« Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

* Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

« Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options

e [s legitimate — no one feels "taken"

e Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational

= Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

« Resuits in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.

e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

Please note that the competition admimisteator will collect the Ranking Sheets and Exvaluation Criteria Forms belore

judees provide feedback to the st two teams, They will verily that judees have completed all catecories before leaving the



Attachment A

(Each judge should receive one copy of ranking sheet.)

‘Fhis sheet should he completéd only after observing all four teams.

Judge’s Name: {7 2 2 z Qi

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, and mark the round observed.,)

"~ Round #1

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams A4S & €S and between
AlS & JUS , Irank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)

1 = Most effective team: E' :i
2 = Next most effective team; I%’ |.S

3 = Third most effective team: A -S

Regional Competition Round #2 Final:

4 = Least effective team: ﬁ_s____

Suggested criteria:

* Remember that parties need not reach an agreement and, in some situations, the best outcome might be

no agreement at all. Judges should focus on the teams’ planning and the negotiation process, rather than
on whether the teams reach agreement.

.A good negotiation outcome is often one that:
» [s better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party)
e Satisfies the interests of
the client — very well
the other side — acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through)
third parties — tolerably (so they won't disrupt the agreement)

o Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreements outside scope of authority

» Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options
e Is legitimate — no one feels "taken"
» Involves commitments that are clear, realistic, and operational
» Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and
» Results in an enhanced working relationship or an agreement to negotiate further.
e See instructions on individual rounds for an analysis of the instructions that the teams have, the

agreements that are possible, and what to look for in terms of evaluating the provisions of an
agreement

IPlease note that the mmmlllmu |:I|n|m\i| mu will collectthe Ranking Sheets and Eyvalu; mun( nlu. risi-lorms before Vig)
judges provide fecdback to the Last two teams, Hu\ will verily that padaes havé urmg:}r\lul all catevnries !ulnu 1éaving !Itt





