Welcome to the First Edition of the Australian Law Students’ Association (ALSA)
Student Judges’ Guide. This comprehensive judging guide will cover the requirements,
responsibilities and expectations of Law Students acting as Student Judges in the ALSA
Conference Competitions, held in the middle of each year. The purpose of this guide is
to improve the standard of student judging, as well as the consistency of scoring, two
issues that have been highlighted at previous Council discussions.
The guide will detail the judging of the five main legal competitions facilitated by ALSA
– the ALSA Championship Moot, International Humanitarian Law Moot, Witness
Examination, Negotiation and Client Interview.
The Purpose of this Guide
The goal of this Guide was to create a resource that can be used for many years to
come at both the ALSA Conferences, but also by LSS/LSA’s in their internal
competitions. Being the first edition, there is enormous scope and potential for the
guide to grow in detail, insight and helpfulness as different minds come across it and
add to it.
Why Use Student Judges?
Student judges are an invaluable resource, and the ALSA Committee, the Conference
Committee and the competitors thank you and appreciate your time and effort in
partaking in the judging of these competitions.
Due to the sheer number of competitors in the ALSA Conference Competitions, it is
impractical to fill every judging position, across all the different competitions and
rounds, with experienced legal professionals. Having Student Judges also allows the
students themselves to develop skills on the other side of the bench, and provides a
different perspective on the abilities involved in each of the legal competitions. In
recent years, the need for student judges for be more consistent, informed and skilled
in their position as judge has increased.
The Need for Consistency
The vast number of competitions that are being run at any given time during the week
of Conference requires an equally large number of judges. These judges rarely have the
chance to communicate between each other, and there has been very little
information and assistance on the issue of scoring. This has created significant
inconsistencies between different judges and what they place a larger or
smaller scoring emphasis on. This guide aims to be a consistent aid
between any and all student judges.
I hope that you take the time to study and learn the contents
of this guide, as it will only help to increase not only the level
of the ALSA Competitions, but also you as a student judge.
Max Joy, 2017/18 ALSA Competitions Officer

Regardless of the type of legal competition you are judging, there is considerable
overlap with certain elements of judging each competition. Before detailing the
specifics for each competition, it is important to outline some general information and
expectations.
ALSA Expectations of Student Judges
As a judge, you have the most crucial role to play in each round you partake in. Acting
as a student judge carries with it the responsibility of:
• Arriving to each competition session on time;
• Reporting any breaches of anonymity or integrity;
• Sufficient knowledge of the question and the principles supporting it;
• Acting in the best interests of both yourself, your own University, and ALSA who you
represent during your capacity as a judge.
General Scoresheet and Result Information
The most important and consistent information can be found on the front of the
scoresheets for each respective competition:
“General:
1. Please fill in ALL fields marked by a grey shaded box:
2. Please record the speaking time of each competitor using the stopwatch provided
and record this time in the appropriate field.
3. Please record detailed comments on scoresheets in addition to verbal feedback.
4. The highest (combined) team score will be the winner, DO NOT score the fixture as
a draw.
5. You MUST NOT announce the winner or the competitors’ scores.
6. You MUST NOT ask which university competitors are representing.
7. You MAY give competitors general feedback, provided that you do not directly or
indirectly announce the winner.
8. Please note that the MARGIN is a key factor on determining whether a winning
team will progress to the next round.
9. Any clients/witnesses/organisers are volunteers and therefore may not have any
specific legal knowledge.
10. Please return this scoresheet document, fully filled in, directly to the coordinators.
11. Teams will be able to collect the scoresheet from the coordinators after all
Preliminary Round scores have been recorded.”
It is of utmost important that these rules are all followed.
Please take the time to read the rules of the competition you are judging in detail as
they often differ from competition rules that you may be familiar with. It is important
that all judges, both student and practitioner judges, know them extremely well to
maintain the fairness and integrity of the competitions.
If you have any questions or issues during the ALSA Conference, with regards to
judging, please email judges@alsa.asn.au as soon as the problem arises.

Mooting
Mooting is often regarded as the most difficult of legal based competitions. This is
largely due to the combination of intimate and extensive legal knowledge, oral
presentation and court etiquette required.
The simulated court proceeding consists of two teams of two competitors, and often a
third instructing solicitor, who argue points of law primarily before an Appellate Court.
As moot competitions revolve predominately around cases on appeal, the facts of the
case have been determined already, and do not need to be put under question by
either party.
Prior to the ALSA Conference
Student Judges will be supplied, via email, the question and bench book a week before
the ALSA Conference begins. Closer to the inception of the competition, an electronic
copy of the written submissions from each team will be provided to you.
• These written submissions will be anonymous, only including the identifying number
of the team that composed them.
• This anonymity will remain throughout the entire process and is crucial to the
fairness and nature of the competition.
The Week of ALSA Conference
Before each Moot Session, Judges will report to a central hub to liaise with a Judging
Coordinator, who will then provide you with a hard copy of:
• Both Teams Written Submissions;
• The Question and Bench book;
• The Competitions Rules; and
• Scoresheets for both teams.
Appearances
The competitors have discretion as to whether the Senior Counsel from each team
presents the appearances for their whole team, or whether each competitor presents
their own appearances.
• Appearances generally take the format of “If it pleases the court, my name is Laws
and I appear as Senior Counsel for John Smith, the Appellant)
• Appearances also need to include the breakdown of speaking time between the two
competitors, and if they are reserving any time for rebuttal.
Order of Submissions
1. Senior Counsel for the Appellant will ask if the Judge(s) would like a brief summary
of the facts – this is up to your discretion.
a. Senior Counsel may also briefly summarise their Junior’s points, so that the
Judge can determine which competitor to direct their questions to
2. Junior Counsel for the Appellant speaks
3. Senior Counsel for the Respondent
4. Junior Counsel for the Respondent

Oral Submissions
When giving their oral submissions, each competitor must follow their outline of
argument as contained within their written submissions.
• Competitors may not introduce new cases without leave.
o The introduction of new authority is very rare, and it is up to the
Judge whether they allow it, however it is not recommended to do
so, as it places the opposing counsel at a distinct disadvantage.
Further, the teams are given enough time to prepare that this should
not occur at all.
o The only exception to this is that competitors may refer to authority
contained within their opposing counsels written submissions.
• If Legislation has not been specifically mentioned in the moot question,
competitors may not refer to it.
Some competitors, particularly beginners, will read a written speech. This is not
desirable, as it means that, whenever the Judge(s) asks a question, the competitors
may fumble or get lost. However, this is to be taken on its merit, and judges are not to
deduct points purely because a competitor has read from a speech.
Materials can be handed up to the judges, but must also be handed to opposing
counsel.
Competitors are expected to pay the highest level of respect to the Judge(s) at all time,
utilising phrases such as ‘if it pleases the Court’; ‘if your Honour pleases’; ‘with respect
your Honour’.
Points are not awarded for the technical correctness of arguments as sometimes one
side of a moot will be inherently ‘weaker’ than the other side. Therefore, if the
respondents are able to present a reasoned argument as to why an alternative
approach should be taken by the Court then, even if they are ‘wrong’ at law, they will
not be marked down.
Written Submissions
Written submissions must contain an outline of the structure of the submissions, any
major arguments raised and a full list of authorities on which Counsel will rely upon.
Written submissions must not exceed 5 pages in length, which includes the cover page
and a page reserved for the list of authorities.

There are strict formatting requirements for teams written submissions. These are:
• Following the given ALSA formatted template;
• Size 12 Time New Roman Font;
• A minimum of single-line spacing;
• A minimum of 2cm margin width; and
• A cover sheet that properly identifies both the team number and the party
(Appellant or Respondent).
Any contravention of these requirements will be penalised according to the given rules.
Dispensing with Full Citation
Once competitors have cited their first authority in full, they may ask permission to
dispense with full citation, thereafter citing the case by just the parties’ names.
Allowing competitors to dispense with full citation is up to the Judges, but traditionally
it is allowed.
Occasionally Judges choose to tell competitors from the beginning of the moot that
they may all dispense with full citation. Judges may occasionally grant leave to all
competitors prior to the first request by the Senior Counsel of the Appellant.
Questioning
Questions from the bench are one of the key elements of any mooting competition, as
they further test the competitor’s knowledge, as well as their ability to think on their
feet.
Questions from the bench are reliant on the judges having a sufficient knowledge of
the question and require you to do prior reading and research. Judges who simply skim
the bench book and turn up on the day do not ask good questions.
Questions can relate to the facts of the argument, the application of law to fact or even
a summary of the facts in one of the cases the competitors are relying on.
Competitors may request a moment to look through their notes, collect their thoughts
or even consult with their co-counsel prior to answering a question.
Competitors may also request for the question to be rephrased or repeated in simpler
terms.
Questioning allows Judges to ensure that competitors have a thorough understanding
of the relevant law and that they can apply it as necessary to the case at hand.
Rebuttals
Competitors may reserve up to 5 minutes of their time for a rebuttal, which gets
subtracted from their overall 40 minutes.
Competitors who allocate time for rebuttal are allowed to choose to not use their
rebuttal time at the conclusion of oral submissions.
Judges should ask the teams whether they wish to rebut at the conclusion of oral
submissions, rather than just wait for counsel to immediately begin.
Either of the Senior or Junior Counsel, or both, may speak during rebuttal.

Rebuttals (cont.)
Time extensions are not to be granted during any allocated rebuttal times, and they are
not to go longer than 5 minutes.
If competitors have allocated 5 minutes for rebuttal and at the completion of that time
are not finished with their rebuttal, the judge must instruct them to stop.
Timekeeping
The responsibility for timekeeping and adherence to the given structure rests on
judges.
Each party will have 40 minutes to present their case.
• This does not include the time taken to give appearances.
• The allocation of speaking time between Senior and Junior Counsel is to be
made during appearances, and is at the discretion of the competitors.
• Competitors may not allocate less than 15 minutes per speaker, however
there is no issue if a competitor speaks for less than 15 minutes, or their
requisite allocated time.
At your discretion, Judges may grant an extension of 2 minutes at the request of the
speaker, which will not subtract from their overall speaking time.
If competitors do not request an extension of the time, and then proceed with their
argument overtime, they will be penalised accordingly.
Competitors are permitted to use an electronic device for their own timekeeping
purposes, as long as it is not used for any other use during the allotted mooting time.
Marking/Scoring
The following page contains an example of the scoresheet that you will be provided
with, which must be filled out by you as a judge, either over the course of the moot or
afterwards.
• Judges will score each individual out of 50, with the team award a combined
score out of 100. The overall scores must differ, and no draws are possible.
• When there is more than one judge, each judge is expected to produce an
individual scoresheet.
o When there are two judges, a unanimous decision must be reached.
o When there are three or more judges, the bench must reach a
majority verdict.
o Judges scores are allowed to differ and do not need to contain an
exactly alike break down of scores for the competitors.
• Judges are not permitted to reveal the outcome of the moot at the
conclusion of the submissions of both parties and any rebuttal.
• Judges must not reveal scores to competitors.
• Judges may give verbal feedback to the competitors after the moot has
finished, but any such feedback cannot, directly or indirectly, reveal the
result of the moot.
• Each Judge will be provided with one Marking Sheet per team

OFFICIAL USE ONLY
Round:
Matchup:

AUSTRALIAN LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION

CHAMPIONSHIP MOOT COMPETITION
SCORESHEET
KEY JUDGING POINTS:
General:
1. Please fill in ALL fields marked by a grey shaded box:
2. Please record the speaking time of each competitor using the stopwatch provided and record this
time in the appropriate field.
3. Please record detailed comments on scoresheets in addition to verbal feedback.
4. The highest (combined) team score will be the winner, DO NOT score the fixture as a draw.
5. You MUST NOT announce the winner or the competitors’ scores.
6. You MUST NOT ask which university competitors are representing.
7. You MAY give competitors general feedback, provided that you do not directly or indirectly
announce the winner.
8. Please note that the MARGIN is a key factor on determining whether a winning team will
progress to the next round.
9. Any clients/witnesses/organisers are volunteers and therefore may not have any specific legal
knowledge.
10. Please return this scoresheet document, fully filled in, directly to the coordinators.
11. Teams will be able to collect the scoresheet from the coordinators after all Preliminary Round
scores have been recorded.
Timing:
1. Each team may speak for forty (40) minutes, provided each Counsel speak for at least fifteen
(15) minutes. The allocation of time between SC and JC shall be made during appearances.
Both sides may reserve up to five (5) minutes for rebuttal and surrebuttal. None of these time
limits include the time required to give appearances.
2. You MAY grant an extension of time of up to two (2) minutes per speaker.
3. Counsel may use electronic timing devices (e.g. phones) but otherwise may not use electronic
devices during the moot.
Please note the following numeric score guidelines for total overall score:
Poor
<20%

Below Average
20-40%

Average
40-60%

Above Average
60-80%

Excellent
>80%

Please note the following guidelines for final total margin (very important):
Resounding
>15 pts

Convincing
9-15

Clear
6-8

Close
3-5

Marginal
1-2

The Witness Examination Competition simulates a criminal (or occasionally civil) trial
inside a courtroom, where two competing students represent the Defence and
Prosecution respectively. There are two non-competing witnesses involved in each
competition; one supporting the prosecution case and the other the defence’s case. As
such, each student will have the opportunity to directly examine his or her own
witness as well as cross examining the witness for the other side.
Competitors are expected to know and act within the rules of evidence. Consequently,
they are also expected to challenge opposing Counsel when they feel that these rules
are being breached (or, less frequently, as a tactical manoeuvre).
Prior to the ALSA Conference
Student Judges will be supplied, via email, with the question and bench book a week
before the ALSA Conference.
All documents will be anonymous, with teams all given a numerical identification code.
Judges are to ask for the last names of the competitors however, in order to complete
the scoresheets.
This anonymity will remain throughout the entire process and is crucial to the fairness
and nature of the competition.
The Week of ALSA Conference
Before each Session, Judges will report to a central hub to liaise with a Judging
Coordinator, who will provide you with a hard copy of:
• The Witness Statements of both party’s witnesses;
• The Question and Bench book;
• The Competitions Rules;
• Scoresheets for both teams; and
• The relevant section(s) of any Act(s).
Judging Witness Examination
The role of the judge can be roughly split into three main areas:
1. Administrative
As Judge, you are tasked with keeping the trial moving. This includes: asking for
appearances, inviting counsel to open their case, calling of witnesses etc. A detailed
structure to the Witness Examination competition can be found on page 16.
2. Rulings
The second role of the Judge is to hand down various rulings for the duration of the
trial. As already stipulated, Counsel are allowed (and indeed expected) to raise
objections when the opposing counsel is examining a witness.
As is the case in court; when objecting, counsel simply stands and states the reason for
their objection. The Judge then has the option of either allowing the ‘offending’
counsel to explain the line of reasoning for their actions or make an instant ruling. It is
advised that you allow competitors the chance to argue their point so that they can
properly demonstrate the depth of their knowledge. Once this process has been
exhausted, you must make your ruling either way.

3. Marking
The final role of the Judge is to give each competitor a mark based on their
performance. You will be provided with a marking sheet which outlines the criteria
used to mark students. Progression to the next round of the competition is based on
who has the higher score, as opposed to who might win a particular examination.
Although unlikely, there may be problems where the facts strongly favour one side’s
case. This should be taken into consideration such that, irrespective of the facts, a
competitor can score highly provided they compete to an above average standard.
Due to the complicated nature of the predominant matter at hand, Judges are
expected to prepare for their role and have a sufficient understanding and knowledge
of the rules of evidence under the Uniform Evidence Act. Insufficient knowledge of the
rules of evidence will detrimentally effect the competition.
Case Theory
A case theory is a competitor’s version of events or what they are intending to prove,
in evidence, happened. A case theory is likely to be no more than a sentence. However,
it underpins the entire case.
• Short and simple case theories are preferred, particularly when said in
opening addresses before evidence has been heard.
• An example of a case theory is as follows:
o “The prosecution will prove beyond reasonable doubt that John
Smith intentionally killed Fred Smith because he wanted to be the
sole inheritor of his father’s estate.”
• Case theories should be appropriate to the facts, simple and logically sound.
• Competitors should be judged on how effectively they elicit facts to support
their case theory.
• A competitor’s case theory may differ slightly in their closing address. It
should still be short, but contain slightly more detail. It should be followed by
the evidence which the competitor believes proves that case theory to the
requisite standard.
Evidence-In-Chief
Competitors are given 10 minutes (or 15 minutes in the final rounds) to perform their
evidence-in-chief.
• A competitor must elicit all of the evidence required to prove their case
beyond reasonable doubt. Proper execution can be the most difficult part of
the competition for competitors.
• Competitors ought to begin their evidence-in-chief by:
1. Stating to the judge that the witness has been sworn;
2. Asking the witness to state their full name for the record; and
3. Asking the witness how old they are, their occupation and their
address.
• These questions are permitted to be framed as leading questions, provided
they are not in dispute (e.g. “Your name is John Smith, isn’t it?”) or in the
Witness Statement.

Evidence-In-Chief (Cont.)
• The witness statement should be used as a guide to the witness’ evidence.
However, competitors must understand that it is not in evidence.
• The only evidence the witness is permitted to give is the oral evidence.
Therefore, this gives rise to oral evidence potentially contradicting the
witness statement.
• Competitors should to ask the witness questions that require them to give
details which are lacking from the witness statement.
o E.g. if a witness is giving evidence of a fight between two individuals,
the statement may say: “I saw A hit B”.
• Evidence-in-chief acts somewhat like marking items off a checklist to prove
the case theory.
• However, it is recommended that competitors avoid the urge to make
witness questions so mundane and systematic that the witness is simply
reciting their statement.
Cross-Examination
Competitors have 15 (or 25 minutes in final rounds minutes to cross-examine their
opponent’s witness.
The cross-examination has two main purposes:
1. Seek to reduce or weaken the credibility of evidence given by the witness
during evidence-in-chief; or
2. Establish valuable facts in favour of the party cross-examining that witness,
as part of the development of the case theory.
• Unnecessarily aggressive cross-examinations are to be avoided. Instead,
competitors should be encouraged to produce clever cross-examinations.
• While the court room can be regarded as a humourless place, the integration
of humour of smarts throughout an examination should not be penalised
unless it is ridiculous and unprofessional.
• Competitors should have prepared for cross-examination by:
o Listing the issues or points of issue to cross-examine the witness;
o Considering what details to enlist from the witness;
o Considering what questions may be asked, one after the other,
resulting in the witness admitting the above.
• Each question should slightly build on the one before it; and, preferably,
draw on facts that have already been stated by the witness during evidence
in chief.
• Competitors should be cautious not to ask too many questions, particularly
when they allow the witness to clarify or contradict statements previously
given through the over-sharing of information.

Objections
During the Witness Examination competition, the competitors are encouraged to
object to anything they believe could be inadmissible and could therefore help their
case.
Judges are encouraged to list some of the factors to be considered when scoring on
objections, before giving a brief overview of some objections which may be made by
competitors.
Generally, the judging guides for problems will set out the obvious objections which
may be made. Competitors are also encouraged to object to the phrasing of other
side’s questions. For example:
• Questions that have previously been answered by the witness;
• Questions which are duplicitous (i.e. two propositions phrased as one);
• Questions which are confusing or harassing; or
• Leading questions asked in evidence-in-chief
If competitors make objections which are not dealt with in judging guides, judges are
encouraged to draw on their knowledge of evidence law (and any resources which they
have) to rule on the objection. The most commonly used objections are:
• Hearsay;
• Res Gestae Exceptions;
• Dying Declarations;
• Opinion Evidence; and
• Relevance.
Judges should be aware of the rules and exceptions to them in advance.
Timekeeping
The responsibility for timekeeping and adherence to the given structure rests on
judges. Time is also stopped whenever objections are made. Judges may grant an
extension of up to 3 minutes per competitor. Judges must subtly notify the competitors
when they have a minute remaining, in order to give them the opportunity to request
an extension. Competitors are permitted to use an electronic device for their own
timekeeping purposes, as long as it is not used for any other use during the allotted
time.
Re-Examination
Competitors are not allowed to re-examine witnesses, and may only respond to the
other party specifically in their summations.
The Witnesses
We appreciate that in real scenarios the accused is present in the courtroom when
they are on trial. However, in this competition both witnesses must remain outside the
room until they are called in. Even after giving evidence, witnesses should not remain
in the courtroom. Witnesses are given specific instructions to report any unfair practice
(such as being provided with a script on how to answer to cross-examination) to
protect the integrity of the competition. Witnesses are assumed to be under oath once
they take the chair.

Browne v Dunn Submissions
At the conclusion of the summation of the defence, the Counsel for the Prosecution
may seek permission from the judge to draw attention to any contraventions of the
rule in Browne v Dunn or misstatements of evidence or law in the Prosecutions
summation. If this is granted by the judge, the Prosecution may only speak to Browne v
Dunn submissions for a total of one minute extra.
This rule in Browne v Dunn requires that, if a competitor is asking the Court to dismiss
evidence of the opposition’s witness and lead evidence of their own witness, they
must, in cross-examination, give the opposition’s witness a fair opportunity to
comment on what their witness is going to allege.
Marking/Scoring
Page 18 contains an example of the scoresheet that you will be provided with, which
must be filled out by you as a judge either over the course of the examination, or
afterwards.
Judges will score each individual out of 100, with the team award a combined score
out of 100. The overall scores must differ, and no draws are possible.
When there is more than one judge, each judge is expected to produce an individual
scoresheet.
• When there are two judges, a unanimous decision must be reached;
• When there are three or more judges, the bench must reach a majority
verdict; and
• Judges scores are allowed to differ, and do not need to contain an exactly
alike break down of scores for the competitors.
Judges are not permitted to reveal the outcome of the competition at the conclusion
of the submissions of both parties and any rebuttal. Judges must not reveal scores to
competitors. Judges may give verbal feedback to the competitors after the moot has
finished, but any such feedback cannot, directly or indirectly, reveal the result of the
moot. Each Judge will be provided with one Marking Sheet per team.

CLERK:
• Calls the case of R v accused; asks courtroom to rise for the entering Judge
JUDGE:
• Asks for appearances
• Reads the charge of the accused (provided on the front page of materials)
• Invites Prosecution Counsel to present case
PROSECUTION:
• Makes an opening statement (2 mins)
JUDGE:
• Invites prosecution to call first witness
PROSECUTION:
• Calls the first witness
• Witness must remain outside until called in; either Counsel or the Clerk can fetch the witness
• Commences Examination-in-Chief (10 minutes/15 minutes in final rounds)
JUDGE:
• Upon completion of Examination-in-Chief, asks Defence Counsel whether there are any
questions for the witness
DEFENCE:
• Commences Cross-Examination (15/25 mins)
JUDGE:
• Upon completion of cross-examination, thanks and excuses the prosecution witness.
• Asks (as a formality) the Prosecution whether there are any further witnesses.
• Ask the Defence to present their case.
DEFENCE:
• Opening statement (2 mins)
JUDGE:
• Invites defence to call their first witness.
DEFENCE:
• Calls the defence witness
• Witness must remain outside until called in; either Counsel or the Clerk will fetch the witness
• Commences direct examination (10/15 mins)
JUDGE:
• Upon completion of Examination asks Prosecution Counsel whether there are any questions
for the witness.
PROSECUTION:
• Commences Cross-Examination (15/25 mins)
JUDGE:
• Upon completion of cross-examination, thanks and excuses defence witness.
• Invites the Defence Counsel to surmise their case
DEFENCE:
• Closing statement (3 mins)
JUDGE:
• Invites the Prosecution to surmise case
PROSECUTION:
• Closing statement (3 mins)
JUDGE:
• May either make a ruling (giving reasons) or choose to reserve decision
No Re-Examination of Witnesses is permitted.

The Negotiation Competition promotes greater interest amongst law students in legal
negotiation and provides a means for them to practice and improve their negotiating
skills. Negotiation is another vitally important legal skill in professional life, especially in
the ever-growing commercial sector. Negotiations can be difficult to judge due to the
power dynamic and relationship between opposing teams.
The competition is one in which competitors in teams of two, negotiate a series of
legal problems and issues against an opposing party. The simulations consist of a
common set of facts known by all participants and confidential information known only
to the participants representing a particular side.
Prior to the ALSA Conference
Student Judges will be supplied, via email, with the question and bench book a week
before the week of the ALSA Conference.
All documents will be anonymous, with teams all given a numerical identification code.
Judges are to ask for the last names of the competitors however, in order to complete
the scoresheets.
This anonymity will remain throughout the entire process and is crucial to the fairness
and nature of the competition.
The Week of ALSA Conference
Before each Session, Judges will report to a central hub to liaise with a Judging
Coordinator, who will provide you with a hard copy of:
• The Witness Statements of both party’s witnesses;
• The Question and Bench book;
• The Competitions Rules;
• Scoresheets for both teams; and
• The relevant section(s) of any Act(s).
Structure
Each negotiation round should last for 100 minutes. This is broken down as:
• 50 minutes are devoted to the negotiation between the two teams.
• Secondly, teams will have a 30-minute self-analysis period when teams may
reflect privately and then make a presentation to the judges.
• This 30-minute period involves:
o 10 coinciding minutes of private reflection and self-analysis;
o Judges will then conduct a coin toss to determine which of the two
teams is to present their self-reflection to the judges first.
o Team must be separated during both the private self-reflection and
the presentation of self-analysis to the judges.
o Students should begin this 10-minute period by answering the
following questions:
§ “In reflecting on the entire negotiation, if you faced a similar
situation tomorrow, what would you do the same and what
would you do differently?”
§ “How well did your strategy work in relation to the outcome?”

Structure (cont.)
The teams should also be prepared to respond to questions from you concerning the
team’s performance. This is the only time when you are permitted to ask questions
under the rules.
Please do not interrupt or ask questions while actual negotiations are taking place.
In addition, the team might use the self-analysis period as an opportunity to explain
why it chose a particular approach or even a specific tactic. You may take into
consideration for scoring purpose anything said during this session.
Breaks During a Negotiation
Each team may take one break of no more than 5 minutes during the 50-minute
negotiating session. The 50-minute period will continue during any such break.
If the team calling the break specifically requests, both teams must leave the room
during the break.
Timekeeping
Responsibility rests with judges for timekeeping and for adherence to allotted time
periods for negotiating sessions and breaks.
Responsibility for timekeeping during the self-analysis periods rests also with the
judges, having the responsibility to terminate the period at the end of 10 minutes.
If resources and volunteers are available, however, timekeeping devices may be
provided. Your decisions as to elapsed time are final and non-reviewable.
Competitors are permitted to use an electronic device for their own timekeeping
purposes, as long as it is not used for any other use during the allotted time.
Scoring
Judges will score each team out of 100, with the team awarded a combined score out
of 100. The overall scores must differ, and no draws are possible.
When there is more than one judge, each judge is expected to produce an individual
scoresheet. When there are two judges, a unanimous decision must be reached. When
there are three or more judges, the bench must reach a majority verdict. Judges scores
are allowed to differ, and do not need to contain an exactly alike break down of scores
for the competitors.
Judges are not permitted to reveal the outcome of the competition at the conclusion
of the negotiation. Judges must not reveal scores to competitors. Judges may give
verbal feedback to the competitors after the negotiation has finished, but any such
feedback cannot, directly or indirectly, reveal the result. Each Judge will be provided
with one Marking Sheet per team.

Scoring (cont.)
The score sheet asks you to rate each team from 0 to 10 on ten scoring scales. The ten
scoring scales are as follows:
1. Negotiation Planning;
2. Adaptability;
3. Session Outcome;
4. Relationship Between Teams;
5. Exploration of Interests;
6. Creativity of Options;
7. Teamwork;
8. Negotiation Ethics;
9. Communication; and
10. Self-Analysis.
More detail on each section can be found on the example scoresheet on the following
pages.
The Scale
To get above or below the neutral score (5), the team must do something affirmatively
or fail to do something that makes a significant impact on you. On the scoring scales,
the number 1 is at the low or poor performance end of the scale, the number 10 is at
the high end of the scale. The number 5 rating, neutral, should be used if you cannot
decide or if the performance was a somewhat even-handed balance of positive and
negative qualities.
Independent Decision-Making
In regard to the ten scoring scales, we are interested in your independent judgment.
Therefore, although you may discuss the negotiations with other judges, you should
not reveal how you scored teams at all.
Judging Standards
The scoring scales themselves attempt to divide what is recognized as a dynamic and
complicated process into discrete components or attributes that should be present in
any approach to negotiation.
Each of these standards should be applied at the end of each of the negotiations, in
light of the effect these aspects of the process had on the outcome. These standards
are also based on the premise that there is no one ‘correct’ approach to effective
negotiation in all circumstances. Instead, the strategies and techniques used will vary
with the nature of the problem, the specific mix of personalities involved and other
circumstances.
Whatever approach is used; however, negotiation effectiveness can be judged at least
in part by its outcome.

A good negotiation outcome is one that:
• Is better than the best alternative to a negotiated agreement (with this party);
• Satisfies the interests of:
o The client – very well;
o The other side – acceptably (enough for them to agree and follow through);
o Third parties – tolerably (so they won’t disrupt the agreement);
• Adopts a solution that is the best of all available options;
o Is legitimate – no one feels exploited; involves commitments that are clear,
realistic, and operational;
o Involves communication that is efficient and well-understood; and
o Results in an enhanced working relationship, so the parties and/or their
lawyers can deal with future differences more easily.
• While these criteria are helpful in evaluating a particular solution, and identifying
problems connected with it, they should not be read as requiring that the parties
reach agreement.
• In some situations, for example, where the opponent’s last offer satisfied few of the
above criteria, the best outcome might be no agreement at all.
• Thus, the judging standards focus on planning and the negotiation process itself,
allowing a team to achieve a high rating, even if no agreement was reached.
• If one party refuses to make reasonable concessions or misrepresents the
acceptable figures for their client, a team’s negotiation should be viewed in the
context of that difficulty.
Knowledge of Law
With regard to issue spotting, the failure to raise an issue may or may not be decisive.
The failure to raise an issue must be balanced with the rest of the team’s performance.
A team that did not raise an issue during the negotiation might raise it during the
reflection.
In general, raising an issue during the reflection should be judged as better than not
raising it at all, but not as good as raising it in the negotiation, unless there is an
explanation for not raising it in the negotiation. Remember that no aspect of the
judging should make or break a team, unless the team has severely breached ethical
standards. Every team has strength and weaknesses. You should consider how the
various standards are performed by each team relative to the other team(s) that you
observe.

Negotiation Ethics
It is an expectation that teams act with honesty, integrity and in accordance with the
professional duties that would befit their role as a legal practitioner. If a team makes an
ethical breach, they must be penalised when scoring.
Ethical breaches should be determined by judges on face value. Judges should request
teams to explain things that they feel are breaches, as an ethical breach cannot be
rectified or absolved if it was part of a strategy or similar.
Teams that misrepresent or lie about their confidential facts must be penalised.
Avoiding an answer (e.g.: “we are unable to answer that question as it is confidential
information”) will not warrant any penalty, but a statement such as “we are not
instructed on that matter” when they were, will.
An outright lie must be reflected negatively on that team’s scoresheet.
Teams that disclose information when they have strict instructions from the client that
the information is to remain confidential will have breached professional privilege and
need to be penalised.
Teams that take everything from the other team and leave the other team bleeding by
blackmail or by making other threats (such as the threat of court action) must also be
penalised.
Teams that contract their own representations during the negotiation (e.g. by making a
representation that an issue isn’t important during the negotiation and then making a
contradictory representation that it is important during the dying stages of the
negotiation) must also be penalised.

AUSTRALIAN LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION

NEGOTIATION COMPETITION
SCORESHEET
KEY JUDGING POINTS:
General:
1. Please fill in ALL fields marked by a grey shaded box:
2. Please record the speaking time of each competitor using the stopwatch provided and record this
time in the appropriate field.
3. Please record detailed comments on scoresheets in addition to verbal feedback.
4. The highest (combined) team score will be the winner, DO NOT score the fixture as a draw.
5. You MUST NOT announce the winner or the competitors’ scores.
6. You MUST NOT ask which university competitors are representing.
7. You MAY give competitors general feedback, provided that you do not directly or indirectly
announce the winner.
8. Please note that the MARGIN is a key factor on determining whether a winning team will
progress to the next round.
9. Any clients/witnesses/organisers are volunteers and therefore may not have any specific legal
knowledge.
10. Please return this scoresheet document, fully filled in, directly to the coordinators.
11. Teams will be able to collect the scoresheet from the coordinators after all Preliminary Round
scores have been recorded.
Structure of Negotiation:
1. First, fifty (50) minutes are devoted to the negotiation between the teams. As part of the session
each team may take one break of no more than five (5) minutes for the team to discuss strategy
privately. The fifty (50) minute period continues to run during any such break. If the team
calling the break specifically requests, both teams must leave the room during the break.
2. Second, teams will have a thirty (30) minute self-analysis period, when teams may reflect
privately and then make a presentation to the judges. This period will be conducted as follows:
a. Both teams will have a ten (10) minute period of private reflection to analyse their
performance. At the end of the ten-minute private reflection period, the judges will
conduct a coin toss to determine which team is to go first in the self-analysis.
3. Judges MAY ask questions during the reflection period.
Penalties:
1. Continuation of self-analysis beyond 10 minutes after thirty (30) seconds have elapsed may
result in a one (1) mark for every minute or part thereof penalty.
Please note the following numeric score guidelines for total overall score:
Poor
<20%

Below Average
20-40%

Average
40-60%

Above Average
60-80%

Excellent
>80%

Please note the following guidelines for final total margin (very important):
Resounding
>15 pts

Convincing
9-15

Clear
6-8

Close
3-5

Marginal
1-2

The Client Interview competition develops one of the most important skills of any legal
professional, with the judge taking a much more observational role in a similar vein to
the Negotiation Competition.
The two teams of two interview a sole client who has come to obtain legal advice on a
normally unknown matter to the parties. Teams are given some “hints” in the memo
they receive prior to the Competition to allow them some specific preparation.
Prior to the ALSA Conference
Student Judges will be supplied, via email, with the question and bench book a week
before the ALSA Conference. All documents will be anonymous, with teams all given a
numerical identification code. Judges are to ask for the last names of the competitors
however, in order to complete the scoresheets.
This anonymity will remain throughout the entire process and is crucial to the fairness
and nature of the competition.
The Week of ALSA Conference
Before each Session, Judges will report to a central hub to liaise with a Judging
Coordinator, who will provide you with a hard copy of:
• A copy of the Client Interviewing rules;
• Two marking sheets (one for each team); and
• A copy of the question and the bench notes.
Structure
The teams are comprised of two competitors with the two competitions (interviews)
taking place in each room one after each other.
During the interview teams are required to elicit the necessary information from
clients in the initial interview period, then critically evaluate the interview and their
personal performance and propose courses of action.
Overall, each interview and reflection process should take roughly 55 minutes per
team, broken down as follows:
• Initial Interview – 30 minutes
• Post Interview Reflection Period – 15 minutes
• Judge’s Consult with Client – 5 minutes
• Judges Feedback – 10 minutes
Judges are asked to strictly comply with time limits and apply appropriate score
penalties to competitors that infringe these limits.
As a judge, you have the discretion to grant teams an extra five minutes of time during
the initial interview stage of the competition as you deem necessary.

Guidelines for Judging
Judges are invited to evaluate teams’ performance with reference to:
• The working atmosphere they create;
• Their skills in determining and analysing the client’s problem, goals and
expectations;
• Their management of moral and ethical issues;
• Whether they explore alternative solutions;
• Whether they facilitate the client’s making of an informed choice;
• The efficacy of the conclusion to the interview;
• Teamwork; and
• The post-consultation reflection.
The judging standards recognise that there is no single correct approach to conducting
a Client Interview. Marking criteria cannot be viewed in perfect isolation and judges
should adopt a reasonable approach when determining how mistakes in earlier stages
of the interview should impact the later stages.
For example, a failure to determine why a client is seeking legal advice in the
introductory phase of the interview may make some questions erroneous or irrelevant
– this should be negatively viewed in both criteria. However, if teams provide legal
advice on the facts before them but have failed to find one crucial confidential fact that
impacts the legal advice they provide.
The determination of the quality of legal advice should be determined based on the
facts before the teams, not in the context of a team that has discovered all of the facts.
Speaking Time
It is an expectation that teams balance their efforts at each stage of the interview. Each
interviewer must demonstrate a capacity to:
• Make a client feel comfortable;
• Provide introductory statements;
• Ask questions;
• Provide legal advice; and
• Conclude and give direction to the client and to the self-reflection.
As such, the equitable division of speaking time should be considered in judging.
Judges should question whether teams have appropriately divided speaking time
between them at each stage. If they have failed to do so, teams should be marked
accordingly.

Post-Consultation Reflection
The post-consultation reflection by the teams evaluates more than just a self-analysis
of how the teams feel they performed. The presentation to the judges should also
include:
• A summary of the interview;
• An indication of the hypothetical future legal work to be undertaken for the
client;
• Discussion over what the competitors assumed were the legal issues or what
required further research; and
• A personal evaluation of their own individual performance and within their
team, and how the competitors worked as a team.
Judges should provide competitors with a critique of the teams handling of the
interview and the post consultation period.
The client is not allowed to be present during the critique of the competitors.
Self-Reflection
Interviewers should be judged on their capacity to effectively analyse their strengths
and weaknesses within the context of the interview and the tasks ahead of them for
themselves and the client. It should accurately and honestly analyse the interview and
provide examples of the points the interviewers are attempting to make.
Interviewers should be credited when they admit to their mistakes and explain how
they would have corrected them. However, this should not make up for the deficit of
their mistake. Judges should consider the answers in self-reflection before determining
a team’s score.
A team’s explanation in self-reflection may shed light on why they acted in a certain
way and this should be considered when determining their score as well as the quality
of self-reflection.
Judges should provide questions on any areas that wish to clarify with teams. This may
be to ask why a team acted in a particular manner that perplexes a judge. It may be to
test why a team acts in a certain way (e.g. ‘why do you set up the room in this style’). It
may get teams to consider faults that they have not recognised themselves.
Timekeeping
Responsibility rests with judges for timekeeping and for adherence to allotted time
periods for interview sessions and reflection. Responsibility for timekeeping during the
self-analysis periods rests also with the judges, having the responsibility to terminate
the period at the end of 15 minutes.
If resources and volunteers are available, however, timekeeping devices may be
provided. Your decisions as to elapsed time are final and non-reviewable.
Competitors are permitted to use an electronic device for their own timekeeping
purposes, as long as it is not used for any other use during the allotted time.

Scoring
Judges will score each team out of 100, with the team award a combined score out of
100. The overall scores must differ, and no draws are possible.
Teams are evaluated together, and not as individuals. However, judges are allowed to
give individual feedback to competitors. When there is more than one judge, each
judge is expected to produce an individual scoresheet. When there are two judges, a
unanimous decision must be reached. When there are three or more judges, the bench
must reach a majority verdict. Judges scores are allowed to differ, and do not need to
contain an exactly alike break down of scores for the competitors.
Judges are not permitted to reveal the outcome of the competition at the conclusion
of the negotiation. Judges must not reveal scores to competitors. Judges may give
verbal feedback to the competitors after the negotiation has finished, but any such
feedback cannot, directly or indirectly, reveal the result. Each Judge will be provided
with one Marking Sheet per team.
It is important that judges complete all sections of the Assessment Sheet, so that we
may accurately determine which teams should advance to the next round of the
competition.
The assessment sheet incorporates a set of descriptive criteria, reflecting the standard
expected of a team whose overall score falls within one of seven ranges, please find an
example of the scoresheet on the following page.

ALSA would like to thank the following Universities for their resource
contributions that allowed for the creation of the Student Judges’ Guide:

If you require more information please email Max Joy,
Competitions Officer, at competitions@alsa.asn.au.

