Attachment A

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

This sheet should be comgprleted andyv alter observing all Tour teams.

Judge’s Name/: (A0 Maang Cell #_Date: Q{Z U135  Room#:2Z\7F

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

Regional Competition Round #1 @ L Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams A’ "c\ & %* I} and between
%\ & B-X, 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: P" AN

2 = Next most effective team: (S’j(

3 = Third most effective team: W= \Q
4 = Least effective team: & = C\

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

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
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 note.that the ¢o mpallllrm adomniseritor \\rl!unllu[ the Ranking Sheetsand. Fovahuation, € rI[LHI Forms betore

judues provide [ullhul to the ESt Tve (Cams: llu\ il nni\ thad: pirdocs fave mmphtui all cateaorios before Ieavine t!u



Attachment A

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

CFhis sheet should be completed ondy after observing all tour teams.

Judge’s Name: &(D '::" O\ Cell #:-Date: C? 2| Room #: &\ ’3'

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

Regional Competition = Round #1 Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams A’ "Oi & 6' 10 and between
AL & 2273, 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: &" |

2 = Next most effective team: _&ﬁ______
10
3 = Third most effective team: 6—

4 = Least effective team: __ X = ¢

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)

¢ 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"
» 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 note ghat the competition adninistéatorwill collectthe. Ranking Sheets and-Evahiation Criteria Forms belore
judees provide feedinek o the st two teams” TFhey A @iyt juds esthive caniplebcd alf Gitedories hefore latin® e -



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: lRC‘E\]\TZﬁ) oS Cell#: . - Date: Room #: g\, z

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or Nationah/_‘ndw the round observed.)

Regional Competition Round #1 ound #2 inal:

Zased on my Eersonal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams]\— Ct & g { O 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:

2 = Next most effective team:

3 = Third most effective team:

4 = Least effective team: _A_LQ__

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
» 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 administrator will collect the Ranking Sheets and Evatiation Criteria Forims hefore

judees provide feedbacek to the last two teams. They will verity that judees have completed all catecories before leavinge the



Attachment A

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

This sheet should e completed only after obiserving all four teams,

Judge’s Name: m% (R‘E EL Cell #: Date: 274/-/>  Room #: 3/¢

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

Regional Competition = Round #1 Round #2 Final:

79 . 15
Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams 3~/ & A- fand between
A2 & R, 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: > ~ ¢/

2 = Next most effective team: = |5~

3 = Third most effective team: B—i5

4 = Least effective team: _M

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)

¢ 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.
¢ 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 mote theit the coaipetition administrator will collectithe Ranking Sheets and Exalwition Criteria Fovms before

judues provide feedback o the st twe (eivms, Ehed sd il verity it jodges. havecomipleted all-catesories hefore deaving 1 Be 2o



Attachment A

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

This sheetshould be completed only after ebserving ol four teams.

Date: qz 24/13 Room #:_~ S \( 0
Negotiation judged:

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

Judge’s Name:

Regional Competition = Round #1 Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams FK/ & /;/ § _and between
& I rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and zmmed ; e
O

bejow with the teaz( letter designations.)

f J i i :I'
3 = Third most effective team: i Dk '2
4 = Least effective team: 6 = E&

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)
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

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.

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

Pleasce note thut the numptlllmn :tlmmnlr aor will calle | ihe I( i ke ‘~hul~ and Eyvalus |Ims| (& nh rig Forms hefore - - ;

judaes |;|mnh“lulllsui\ o the Tast; h\u!l NS iin\ Wil A e that “pide o8 aive \m:lphlui all ¢itesor ._!n!uu Tes |u||< the D




Attachment A

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

This sheet should be completed only atter observing all four teams.

-
Judge’s Name: A/{h{é (29%@ Cell$ _ i ’IZQ(Z[ 3 Room#: o 7/

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

Regional Competition Round #1 Round #2 ﬂ Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams A2 & BV and between
Al & B2, 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 “

2 = Next most effective team: B U7

3 = Third most effective team: E X
4 = Least effective team: E 56

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)

e Respects clients instructions and creatively uses them to shape agreement or seek approval for
agreemerts 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

Please note !h i the (ul!t|llllhnn administirator will collect the Ranking Sheets and Faaluition € IIIlHt k @arms be foreis = 2

gmi'n p;uut!t fecdbaik to (he Last two teams. Thev \\il!\ull\ thiut judees have: ulm|lhttl| ali-Ciaicuorics “hictore leiiviny {Ih i



Attachment A

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

Fhis sheet should he completed only after observing all foar teams.

Judge’s Name: ; ealn Gﬂnsk”f’" Cell #: _ _ ate: Sar. lﬂM Room #:__Z Z %

Negotiation judged:

(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, and mark the round observed.) \U)‘-\(’\U 2[
Regional Competition Round #1 Round #2 \// Final:

: gral opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams
, | 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: __ 2 — 1 Use Tessien C%‘t'hip A AﬁhVCC“
: M v.\, 2 = Next most effective team: A - Z/ H—un k&/.S\‘Mm

7‘( e 3 = Third most effective team: 1> — 6

,,\m/\\‘[‘" 4 = Least effective team: — |

| Jat/ TS
ég&sted 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

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

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 administriator will collect the Ranking Sheets and Evaluation Criteria Forms hetfore

judgees provide feedback to the Tast 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.)

. s sheet should be completed only after observiang afl four teams.
Judge’s Name: \\)a\u’\ “’CAW\ Cell #f\ o date: QFUI ‘D Room #:_ 227

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

Regional Competition  Round #1 Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams ﬁQ & B\ and between
L& 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 1

2 = Next most effective team: (’\ F

3 = Third most effective team: E)Z )
4 = Least effective team: é \\

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

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 thet the competition administeator will colleet.the, Ranking Sheets amd Uvaheation Critevia Forms hefore o5 -

Judees peoyide Feedback 1o the lasttwotenms, Theviwill verifiv thint jodecs have coammpleted il tatecories hetort feaving?



Attachment A

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

This sheet sheuld be g ted only after observing all four teams.

Judge’s Name: _, Cell #. _ " Date: Room #:

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

15 21/

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams E&%and between
& ﬁﬁ[_, I rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediatel(v below with the team letter designations.)
1 = Most effective team: ,6 ’

2 = Next most effective team: B~]/

Regional Competition = Round #1 Round #2 !/ Final:

T <o

3 = Third most effective team: / L, A
4 = Least effective team: g

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)

e 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

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

Please motethat-the competition administrator will collect the Ranking Sheets and Evaduation Cr a Borms before o0

Judees protidetecdhack i the bast twae teams, Fhevewitl verdiothat judaeslave Commpleted bl et ecopies ietore Jeavinethe .



Attachment A

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

iy after observing all four teams.,

2/ Room #:__(A(o

This sheet should heg

Judge’s Name: ho

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or National, ar:dm/ the round observed.)

Regional Competition Round #1 Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams3~1! & 4 'X and between
4-/7 & B~ 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: é “, /

2 = Next most effective team: 4 "?/

3 = Third most effective team: ST
4 = Least effective team: ﬁ' '/ ‘71

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)

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
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 competivion sadnmistrator will collect:the, Ranking Sheetsand vl atign Criteria, Farms Iuhru

judoey |}IH\I(!{ feedback to the st iwo teams. Fhey will, \tll!\ “thiit |!|z~¢< e have completedalk citesaries before le: |\:4| o e



Attachment A

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

This sheet should be completed anly after observing all four teams.

Judge’s Name: ﬁ“l‘ V- Demuemp Cell #. _, Jate: 7}”! 13 Room #:;__*1©

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

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

Based on my pgrsonal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams l’ & g Il and between
A-Y & B- gr; 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: g-5

2 = Next most effective team: 4 = g
3 = Third most effective team: g -/)

4 = Least effective team: A -1

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)

e 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.
¢ 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 {ul!i|}ll:l|lln adminmisteator will collect. the; Ranking Sheets and Eyvaluation € nlun Fornisbefore 00
judecs ;uu\nlt feediack 1o (he last two e s Hu\ will! \ull\ that judaes luve ulmphtui all cntesarieshelore [eavig e 5



Attachment A

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

I'his sheet should be completed only after observing all four teams.
) L

Judge’s Name: ?ﬂ"’lb T 97 Cell ., . . -~ Date: et Room #: _3;/5

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

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams A '?’ & 9 /"L~ and between
A1t & 37~ Trank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill in all blanks above and immediately below with the team letter designations.)
1 = Most effective team: 5 [ 2=

2 = Next most effective team: -/ ?'

3 = Third most effective team: E 'Z-

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:
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"

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 administrator will colfeet the Ranking Sheets and Exaluation Criteria Forms before
judecs provide feedback to the Tast two teams. They will verify that judges have completed all eategories hefore leavine the



Attachment A

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

I'lhis sheet should be completed only alter observinge all four teams.,

Judge’sName:a_m’\l" %'elﬂ: / RPANC : !1‘

Negotiation judged: :

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

Regional Competition = Round #1 ound #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams & and between
& , [ 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: \L

2 = Next most effective team: M
3 = Third most effective team: _ﬁ_
4 = Least effective team: m

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"

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.

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 note that the competition admimistrator will collect the Ranking Sheets and Evaluation Criteria Forms before

Judees provide feedback to the Last two teams. Phey will verify that judees ave completed all catecories hefore leaving the



Attachment A

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

This sheet should he conipleted only after observing all tour téms,

Judge’s Name: 6{/'[&2/ Sm'+LCe11# Date: ﬂﬂéuz Room #:__ S 1

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or Natig

and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition = Round #1 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams A-7 & B-'Cand between
A-1F & -2, 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 - 7‘

2 = Next most effective team: %’ r2——

3 = Third most effective team: E -
4 = Least effective team: A - | E

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)

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 Islegitimate — 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 thal the competition administrator will collect the Ranking Sheets and Evahuation Criteria Forms hetore

judses plu\!l!t Teedbivek tor the last tw o teamss l!lt\ will \ur!\ it |1ul res b t\t trrmplttul bl e SOries Iuimt Teaving Iil( T



Attachment A

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

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

Judge’s Name: &Oﬂ‘&‘}/\ L\’.M), Cell #:-)ate: Q/ﬂ/ s Room #:_Z'z__g_____

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

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

]3') ed on m{ personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams &\L\’ & 16&5 and between
5? , [ 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:
2 = Next most effective team: D\ \ (‘0

3 = Third most effective team: AS

4 = Least effective team: _@H_

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:
« I[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

* 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

Pleasenate that the mm|nlmm| nim:mxlr ator mH u:[lul tiu Ranking \Iunis |m! Eys I|i| ||tm| ( nl-.:n Forms In fore

;m!*u;uu\nh feedhack @ the last two teims. Hlt\ will Vg Tt ;m?'u have l.:nuphunt Wl it vories before leaving Ve Sa



Attachment A

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

This sheet should lie completed onlyvoatler all four teams,

m [) akam g4

Negotiation judged:

(Please circle the competition level—Regional or Natio and mark the round observed.)
Based on monal opinion, having observed the negotiation between team

whservinge

Judge’s Name:

Regional Competition Round #1 Round/#2 Final:

and between

= 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: B _}

3 = Third most effective team: H )

4 = Least effective team: _h'_‘w_

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"

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 competition administrator will collécthe Raking Sheets and Evalwation:¢ fII!{IiI Forms before o

judees provide feedback 1o the fast Byo teims, ‘!Iln awall verifvthiat judeés have l.mnphttll all Gmecorics B boaé e |\1|| e :



Attachment A

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

I'his sheet should be campleted ondy after observing all Tour teams,

Judge’s Name: SM{Q (C Cell Date: g Room #: zlf. 9 !

Negotiation judged:

(Please circle the competition level—Regional or Natii and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition = Round #1 Final:

ased on ersonal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams ﬂ S’ & B} gand 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: =

2 = Next most effective team: & - S
3 = Third most effective team: ﬁ - l Q

4 = Least effective team: _ﬁ"’_}_{'!_

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 [slegitimate — 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 note thet the competition adimdnisteator will colleerthe Ranking Sheets and Evatuation Ceiteviae b ocms before, 0 G
judees provid e feedback to the Tist By o teainse SEhev-avill verifvathat puddes haye completéd all catecivrres hefore teavinoe ' the: ™



Attachment A

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

This sheet shauld be campleted only atter observing all four teams.

Judge’s Name: 74- . 'ﬁﬁ% Cell 'Date: ﬂz 7—‘[/ 5 Room #:; /2 &

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or

W, and mark the round observed.)

Regional Competition = Round #1 Final:

Based on my ?ersonal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams B.w &’ l 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:

\
5-(f

3 = Third most effective team: 3 - [

2 = Next most effective team:

4 = Least effective team: _é'___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:
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)
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

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 note thiit the competition administrator will-cellectthe Ranking "\Iiul\ and Evaluation Criterin-lorms Iu Iult e
juduees |nmu|¢ Ht{"l el to the st two 1ems, The W il \ull\ that pdees hive ulmphu i all c: atecaries hdfordte !\ ing el o]




Attachment A

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

This sheet shoulbd be completed only alter observing all tour teams.

Judge’s Name: %{'U ne Cell 'ate: 9/2/[3  Room #: 2%

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional o@nd mark the round observed.)
Regional Competition Round #1 Round #2_ /.~ Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams _&ﬂc& ﬂ l and between
B1 & Al %_, [ 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:

2 = Next most effective team: 5’ Z
3 = Third most effective team: bi
4 = Least effective team: &I 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:
» 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"

e 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.

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 note that the competition administrator will collect the Ranking Sheets and Evaluation Criteria Forms hefore

judyees provide feedback to the Last two teams. They will verify that judees have completed all catevories hefore leaving the



Attachment A

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

This sheet should be compileted only adter observing all four tewms.

Judge’s Name: Cmgim &,._‘ Cell- Hou “’/S Room #: &

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

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams A \ & BI¥ and between
AT8 & B\ . 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 \

2 = Next most effective team: \ %
3 = Third most effective team: %\
4 = Least effective team: A \3

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)
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"

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 ¢ ::m|l{£|l|u|: adminis lt tlm will coltegt the Ri anking '\I:nl\'mtl Eovalu: |lem| Loriterin Feorms he Hore yicann b

+
Juddees |s|m|:h fecdbinek to Ahe Tast tw o teams. Thiey will \Llri\ (heet frade es |: A inmphlui a bl e Al orics. bt e le AN Vil A



Attachment A

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

Ihis sheet should he completed only after observing all four teiams,

(ALK Cel

Judge’s Name:

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

Regional Competition = Round #1 Ropfd #2_~ Final:

@sed on ersonal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams 25 > & @md 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: ﬁ /0

2 = Next most effective team: 5/ é
3 = Third most effective team: /?" 2 3

4 = Least effective team: _EL

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

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

e Involves communication that is efficient and well understood, and

e 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 administrator will collect the Ranking Sheets and Evaluation Criteria Forms belore

judees provide feedbaek to the last two teams. Fhiey will verify that judees have completed all catecories before leaving the



Attachment A

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

Ihis sheet should he t:a||||ullful anly alter observing all four teams.

Negotiation judged:
(Please circle the competition level—Regional or Natj

Regional Competition Round #1

ased on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between t J) & )y/éd between
& I rank the teams I observed as follows:

(Please fill inlall blanks above and immed/g‘itT )@eiow with the team letter designations.)
1 = Most effective team:

2 = Next most effective team: ‘g

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
» Is legitimate — no one feels "taken" R
= 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 administeator will colfect the Ranking Sheets and Evaluation Criteria Forms before
judees provide feedbaek to the st two teams, Phey will verify that judees have completed all eategories hefore leaving the




Attachment A

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

I'his sheet should be compléted oy atter observing all four teams.
Judge’s Name: (ﬂaiﬂ, é!& Cell q_[ﬂ Room #: tél

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

Regional Competition  Round #1 Round #2 Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams ﬂ 3 & B_Mand between
& lQ & Eq , 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 b

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 [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 inote thad the competition administeator will colleet the Rankine:Sheets and Favaluation Criteria Forms helore

judaes pravide feedbiick to the fast two teams” Thev il vesifv thiat Fudaes have conmpleted afl éatecories Beforé leavime thiéi™



Attachment A

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

Fhis sheet shoold he completed only after observing all Four feams.

Date: _9/24 Room #;_ 229

Judge’s Name: ___Kon=me,

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

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

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams B 13 & _A G and between
AlD & R G , 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 G

2 = Next most effective team: A_. 13
3 = Third most effective team: B G
4 = Least effective team: __ B |3

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 Isbetter 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 wont 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"
e 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

Mlease note that the competition administeator will collect the Rankine Sheets and Exvaluation Creiteria Forms belore

judoes provide feedback to the st two tenns, They will verify that judaes have completed all catesories helore leaving the




Attachment A

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

I

abrer abservinge all four teams,

Date: _ /2. Room #:_22.4

Fhis sheet should be comnleted an

Judge’s Name: EER««&oney  Cell #:

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

Regional Competition  Round #1 “~  Round #2.&«~ Final:

Based on my personal opinion, having observed the negotiation between teams (3 & _A-& and between
B & _A (3, 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: _B (3

2 = Next most effective team: A - Q
3 = Third most effective team: & -3

4 = Least effective team: B —(

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

» 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 admiiistr llnl will urllut e Rankimg \hut and Evalug |Imr|( riteria |1|I!|I\fn.lllll. w

prdoes fhl:t\llil feedback 1o the st 1w teaing: Iln\ \\|H ViE I had judies h: e mmp!tlui T Gk sories-bictore Te 1\|n “the
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