
 2023 PNW Crisis Negotiation Competition 
 

April 30th, 2023 
 

Team: ___________________________Judge:___________________________ 
================================================================================ 

Instructions to Judges 

 

1. After being assigned a team to judge, confirm with the chief judge that you do not have a conflict of interest with the 
team you are judging.  An example of a conflict of interest would be any personal connection including your being assigned 
to judge your own team or a team within your jurisdiction. 
 

2.  Review the judging criteria and confirm your understanding of each evaluation area and the scoring system as explained 
by the chief judge. Familiarize yourself with the entire judging form prior to the beginning of the competition 
 

3.  Introduce yourself to the team leader of the team being judged and ask to be introduced to the rest of the team. Ask the 
team leader to identify what position each person on the team will be performing. 
 

4.  Ensure the team leader knows that he or she is welcome to ask questions or clarify team activities at any point during the 
challenge and that you will not be providing any advice or guidance. 
 

5.  One judge must be in the room and actively engaged in monitoring team activity at all times.  As a courtesy, judges 
are asked to minimize time on their own phones and iPads and to minimize time out of the room. 
 

6.  The teams are not being judged on the specific strategy they choose or how they task organize. Whether or not they 
have a strategy and pursue it is an appropriate aspect to critique and score. Each team is expected to divide their tasks 
however they want, as long as roles are clear and observable. With respect to the strategy chosen or tasks assigned to each 
member, judges will not compare how “they would do it” to the teams being judged.  
 

7.  There are no administrative time-outs during the challenge. If a judge has input he feels is critical to address with a team, 
he will consult the chief judge for instructions on how to proceed. Judges are not facilitators or instructors in this role. Input 
should be limited to suggestions which would help the judges better observe or understand team activity or the negotiation 
itself. No “help” will be given by judges.   
 

8.  Confer regularly with the other judges on the team to ensure the evaluation is a consensus of observations and opinions. 
There should not be a difference of more than two points between the score each judge gives in a particular area. 
Example: Use of Active Listening: Scores of 4 and 6 are acceptable, but 3 and 6 indicate a need for the judges to confer and 
reach closer agreement on the scoring spread. A score of 2 or lower in any area must be discussed with the chief judge 
prior to final scoring. This is MANDATORY. 
 

9. If you observe something you do not understand, ask the team leader for clarification.  The question should not be 
construed as criticism, but as a clarification. If judges have questions about the scenario itself, consult the chief facilitator. 
 

10.  Ensure the comments throughout the evaluation are consistent with the numerical scores. This is MANDATORY. 
Particularly high or low scores should have more detail written explaining the scores. For example: A score of 3 (somewhat 
ineffective) for structured brainstorming should be accompanied by written comments explaining why it was somewhat 
ineffective. For example, “The team commonly failed to include the primary negotiator in brainstorming, even when she was 
off the phone.” Or “while the team worked together to brainstorm the goals for upcoming phone calls, their did not appear to 
be clear direction given at the end of the brainstorming session.”  
 

11.  Make your written evaluative comments as the challenge is underway.  DO NOT WAIT UNTIL THE END OF THE 
SCENARIO.  After the scenario has concluded, you will have only limited time as a judge to provide feedback to the team. 
Your written comments should be done before this feedback is given. Please use the time wisely with the team to explain 
comments and answer questions. 
 

12.  During the team debriefing and prior to submitting the evaluation, you are able to adjust your comments and scoring. 
During the debriefing, you may get a clarification or a rebuttal that makes sense after talking to the team. Do not reveal your 
numerical scoring to the teams or allow them to see the scoring sheets during this debriefing. 
 

13.  DO NOT consult with judges from other teams or observe other teams competing prior to completing your 
evaluation. 
 

14.  Policy issues are NOT an element of the evaluative criteria.  Judges may not impose the unique practices and policies of 
their agency.  If a judge witnesses a MAJOR deviation from crisis negotiation best practices, discuss the issue with the team 
and/or the chief judge.  



Please write legibly.  Your written comments will be used by the team to identify and correct weaknesses, deficiencies, 
and to identify and improve strengths.   
 
For the active listening skills question, definitions and examples have been provided.   
 
Minimal Encouragers demonstrates the crisis negotiator is attentively listening.   
 

• Minimal encouragers do not interfere with the flow of the conversation.   
• The use of minimal encouragers helps build rapport and encourages the person in crisis to continue 

to talk and interact in the process. 
• Minimal encouragers are the sounds that you make and words you use in a conversation which 

quickly indicate to the subject that you are with them in the conversation. 
 

 
Minimal Encouragers 

 
“Oh” 
“Uh huh” 
“Yeah” 
“I see” 
“…and…” 
“Go on” 
“Okay.” 

 
 

 
 
Emotion labeling demonstrates the crisis negotiator understands what the person in crisis is feeling by expressing 
an understanding of the subject’s message.  
 

• Do not tell a person in crisis how they are feeling, tell them how they seem and/or sound to you.   
• Do not be afraid to label emotions incorrectly.  The person will correct you:  “I’m not angry, I’m 

just upset.”   
• Do not hesitate; label every emotion you hear, this will demonstrate you are listening at a deeper 

level. 
• Listen for conflicts in the feeling(s) expressed and for feelings that are not expressed.   
• Note when the emotions expressed are inappropriate to the situation described. 
• Be aware of your emotions and what the person in crisis is hearing from you.   
• Following a verbal attack or outburst by the person in crisis, remain calm and attempt to identify the 

emotions directed at you. 
 

 
Emotion Labeling 

 
You sound…    (Label the emotion – frustrated, betrayed, angry) 
 
You seem…     (Label the emotion – distressed, down, tired) 
 
I hear…            (Label the emotion – your anger, your fear, your uncertainty) 
 

  



Open-ended questions stimulate discussion; eliciting more than a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer.  Open-ended questions are 
used: 
 

• To solicit information without asking a lot of questions 
• To encourage the person in crisis to talk more 
• To demonstrate you are on the subject’s agenda. 

 
 

 
Open-ended Questions 

 
“How did you handle the situation with your wife yesterday?” 
 
“What happened today that has caused you so much distress?” 
 
“Tell me a little bit about how things have been for you since you started your new job” 
 
“Why do you think he did that?” 

 
Mirroring techniques is repeating the last portion of what the person has just said demonstrates listening and 
understanding. Mirroring benefits the communication by: 
 

• Allowing the crisis negotiator to quickly demonstrate listening and understanding 
• Demonstrating the crisis negotiator is focused on the person’s agenda 

 
 

 
Mirroring 

 
“…so you were treated unfairly” 
 
“…your wife doesn’t trust you” 
 
“…you are saying your father has sided with the police” 
 
“…so you want to be assigned to another probation officer?” 

 
  
 
Paraphrasing means relaying the meaning of the person’s message and demonstrates an understanding of what 
they have communicated.  It also: 

 
• Helps the crisis negotiator clarify what has been communicated  
• Allows the person an opportunity to respond and correct any misunderstandings  
• Allows the crisis negotiator to express empathy for the situation 
• Demonstrates you are attempting to understand feelings about what is important 
• Helps to highlight certain aspects of the dialogue 
• Facilitates the gathering of important information 
• Encourages further dialogue 
• Helps the crisis negotiator who is at a loss for words 



 
 

Paraphrasing 
 
“So your landlord has refused to hear your side of the story”  

 
 “What I hear you saying is that you have had these problems with your ex for some 
time and you do not know how to deal with her.” 
 
“You believe your boss needs to know there is a problem with the dayshift.” 
 
“Your wife has stopped listening to you and you are worried that she is considering a 
divorce.” 
 

 
An effective pause is silence.  Silence is effective if it serves your purpose. Use an effective pause when: 
 

• You have said, or are about to say something important. 
• The person in crisis is trying to “psyche” you out, through shouting, threatening or demeaning you. 
• You have told the person in crisis something that solicits contemplation.  (Note: allow them to think 

about what you asked, said or directed). 
 

Summarizing is a technique in which the crisis negotiator summarizes the main facts and feelings the person in 
crisis has expressed over a period of time. Summarizing may include or refer to points of progress made during the 
negotiation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1. Use of active listening skills.  Negotiator used the active listening skills effectively when appropriate.  The objective is 
NOT to use as many skills as possible, but to use them effectively.  
 

 Totally  Mostly  Somewhat  Somewhat Mostly  Totally 
 Ineffective Ineffective Ineffective  Effective Effective Effective 
 (Ineffective)          (Effective) 
      1         2         3  4        5          6        7 
 

Comments:               
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
2.  Overall flow of communication with the subject Team kept an effective pace of communication with the subject and 
did not force communication nor let communication drag.   
 
 Totally  Mostly  Somewhat  Somewhat Mostly  Totally 
 Ineffective Ineffective Ineffective  Effective Effective Effective 
 (Ineffective)          (Effective) 
      1         2         3  4        5          6        7 
 

Comments:               
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
 



3.  Team communication skills.  Team used their time off the phone with the subject effectively to share intelligence, brief 
on tactical coordination, and discuss overall strategy. 
 
 Totally  Mostly  Somewhat  Somewhat Mostly  Totally 
 Ineffective Ineffective Ineffective  Effective Effective Effective 
 (Ineffective)          (Effective) 
      1         2         3  4        5          6        7 
 

Comments:               
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
 
4.  Use of Intelligence/Information.  Team obtained the relevant information through the pursuit of logical investigative 
leads and coordination with others involved in the response, analyzed information, kept all team members apprised of the 
information, shared critical information with others and applied useful information to managing risk.   
 
 Totally  Mostly  Somewhat  Somewhat Mostly  Totally 
 Ineffective Ineffective Ineffective  Effective Effective Effective 
 (Ineffective)          (Effective) 
      1         2         3  4        5          6        7 
 

Comments:               
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
 
  



5.  Risk Assessments. Teams conducted structured risk assessments throughout the incident and communicated the results of 
those assessments to others involved in the response.  Teams applied their assessment of risk to decision-making and strategy 
development.  All members of the team were kept apprised of risk levels. 
 
 Totally  Mostly  Somewhat  Somewhat Mostly  Totally 
 Ineffective Ineffective Ineffective  Effective Effective Effective 
 (Ineffective)          (Effective) 
      1         2         3  4        5          6        7 
 

Comments:               
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
6.  Structured Brainstorming.  Team members talked about decisions and how to handle issues AS A TEAM and worked 
together to solve problems.  All members provided input and were open to input from others on the team.  Brainstorming 
addressed issues beyond what the negotiator was going to say during the next phone call and considered long-term issues 
such as risk, strategy and resolution. 
 
 Totally  Mostly  Somewhat  Somewhat Mostly  Totally 
 Ineffective Ineffective Ineffective  Effective Effective Effective 
 (Ineffective)          (Effective) 
      1         2         3  4        5          6        7 
 

Comments:               
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                



7.  Handling of Demands and Deadlines.  Team dealt effectively with demands, including responding to demands, 
“softening” demands, deflecting demands, and identifying underlying needs of the demand.  Team used time as a tool and 
talked through deadlines. 
 
 Totally  Mostly  Somewhat  Somewhat Mostly  Totally 
 Ineffective Ineffective Ineffective  Effective Effective Effective 
 (Ineffective)          (Effective) 
      1         2         3  4        5          6        7 
 

Comments:               
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
 
8.  Team Roles.  Team members knew their role and performed in that role effectively.  Members did not interfere with 
others trying to perform their role yet assisted others when necessary.  
 
 Totally  Mostly  Somewhat  Somewhat Mostly  Totally 
 Ineffective Ineffective Ineffective  Effective Effective Effective 
 (Ineffective)          (Effective) 
      1         2         3  4        5          6        7 
 

Comments:               
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                



9.  Use of Intelligence Board.  Team developed and used an intelligence board.  Regardless of format, team maintained a 
current and timely method of sharing information with all team members (not just the scribe and intelligence coordinator).  
Board was easy to read and understand and was organized in some logical manner.  
 
 Totally  Mostly  Somewhat  Somewhat Mostly  Totally 
 Ineffective Ineffective Ineffective  Effective Effective Effective 
 (Ineffective)          (Effective) 
      1         2         3  4        5          6        7 
 

Comments:               
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
                
 
10.  Strategy development and pursuit. The team developed a strategy for the negotiation and worked as a team to pursue 
this strategy. (Whether or not judges agreed with the particular strategy used). The strategy was adjusted when it was 
apparent the employed strategy was not meeting team goals (if applicable). 
 
 Totally  Mostly  Somewhat  Somewhat Mostly  Totally 
 Ineffective Ineffective Ineffective  Effective Effective Effective 
 (Ineffective)          (Effective) 
      1         2         3  4        5          6        7 
 

               
 
               
 
               
 
               
 
               
 
               
 
               
 
               
 
Additional comments should be written on additional pages 

 



Circle YES or NO for each item, depending on whether the team accomplished that item during the day.  Use the reverse of 
sheet for comments.  For example, if you circle NO to #1 Intelligence Gathering, detail what intelligence you believe they 
missed or why you believed it was not gathered in a timely fashion.  Remember, judging is about FEEDBACK to help 
negotiators improve.  Notice also that these items do not receive a numeric score. However, if these areas factored into 
your scoring elsewhere, be sure to address them during the team debriefing prior to completing final scoring in case there is 
information you were unable to observe, and the team is able to adequately explain (such as command or tactical briefings). 
 
1. Intelligence Gathering: Negotiators gathered person, site and incident intelligence as soon as possible.    
    Yes  No           
 
2. Plan: Negotiators used intelligence to develop a plan of communication before contacting subject.   
    
    Yes  No           
 
3. Introduction: Negotiator introduced self as police negotiator and asked what the subject wanted to be called or asked how 
can help.   

   Yes  No           
 
4. Reassurance: The negotiator reassured the subject that he/she did not want anyone hurt and that as long as everything was 
under control inside, the negotiator would assure things would stay under control outside.  
     
    Yes  No           
 
5. Active Listening: The negotiator effectively reflected the subject’s concerns, feelings and meaning after the first contact.
   
    Yes  No           
 
6. Reflected Demands: The negotiator repeated the subject’s initial demands to be sure he understood them and to show the 
subject he was listening.   

Yes  No          
  
7. Asked for Surrender: Very early on, the negotiator asked the subject to come out and made the request throughout the 
day without making it the sole topic of discussion. 
        
    Yes  No           
 
8. Asked about Suicide: When the subject (victim) seemed depressed, the negotiator asked if the subject was considering 
suicide.  
    Yes  No           
  

9. Minimized the Past: The negotiator refocused the subject on the current decisions when the subject wanted to know about 
the subject’s legal situation.            
  
    Yes  No           
   
10. Softened DEMANDS: Later in the negotiation, the negotiator repeated the subject’s demands in a less intense way. 
  
    Yes  No          
 
11. Talked through Deadlines: The negotiator had the subject engaged in conversation as deadlines approached.  
  
    Yes  No   
         
12.  Working Together:  The primary and secondary negotiators worked well as a team. 
 

Yes  No        
 



13. Team communication:  Team members collaborated with one other when the situation allowed.  
  
      Yes  No        
   
14. Let the boss negotiate: Negotiator let commander negotiate when subject or boss demanded it.   
   
      Yes  No        
   
15. Trivialized requests: The negotiator criticized or disregarded the subject’s demands.    
 
      Yes  No       
   
16. Accepted deadlines: The subject gave deadlines and the negotiator was affected by those deadlines in a negative manner.
      
      Yes  No        
   
17. Orders that escalated incident: The negotiator unnecessarily issued orders that escalated the tension because the subject 
responded to them as though they were a challenge. 
 
      Yes  No       
   
18. Drew attention to victims/hostages: The negotiator mentioned the victims/hostages unnecessarily.    
    
      Yes  No        
   
19. Placed deadline on self: The negotiator placed deadlines on self in response to subject demands/deadlines.  
  
      Yes  No        
  
20. Maintains situational awareness: The team recognized changes in definition of the incident (hostage vs. barricade with 
victim, criminal event vs. non-criminal, etc.) and adjusted tactics, strategy and communication techniques accordingly. These 
changes in event definition were relayed to command and tactical elements in a timely fashion.  
 
      Yes  No        
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



Judging Summary 
 
Enter your rating into the column “Your Rating” according to what you have rated in each of the 10 evaluated areas above. Please make 
sure your numbers in the table below are consistent with the numbers above, and that your comments in each evaluated area are reflective 
of the score. Enter only whole numbers. 
 
For the purposes of clarity in scoring:   
 
The score of “7” reflects demonstrated team skills that have no room for improvement. “7’s” should be awarded judiciously and should 
include comments reflective of exceptional performance.  
 
The score of “5” or “6” reflects above average team skills that are somewhat and mostly effective and are generally reflective of a team 
that is performing as most teams do. Teams can be very effective without being perfect. When the score of “5” or “6” is awarded, 
comments must reflect areas in which the team can improve in the future as well as areas of exceptional performance.   
 
The score of “4” reflects average team skills that are neither effective nor ineffective.  The score of “4” must include specific comments 
addressing areas where the team can improve. 
 
The score of “2” or “3” reflects below average and ineffective team skills and generally indicates a team is not communicating well with 
one another, is not pursuing or sharing information, is not strategizing, or is not being effective with the subject.  Teams that score “2’s” 
or “3’s” may be teams who are newly formed or transitioning and are participating in the competition for team-building purposes.  Judges 
have a unique responsibility to give direct, specific comments that help the team learn from their experience.  These scores are NOT 
awarded to demonstrate the judge’s disapproval of a particular policy issue, strategy or decision. ANY SCORE OF 2 OR LOWER 
MUST BE PRE-APPROVED WITH THE CHIEF JUDGE. This helps ensure consistency of scoring across all teams. If you plan to 
award a score of 2 or below, talk with the chief judge before making this score official.  
 
The score of “1” reflects team skills that are totally ineffective and more often than not indicate a very serious issue within the team.  If 
judges plan to award a score of “1” in any evaluated area, the judge must advise the chief judge before the challenge concludes. 
Facilitators may want or need to offer assistance to the team to ensure they are at least benefiting from the training experience. Therefore, 
teams that appear to be in the “1” or “2” range in an area should be brought to the attention of the chief judge as early as possible.  
 
Enter a score in the “Judge’s Consensus” column that reflects a CONSENSUS rating between the judges – NOT a just a mathematical 
average.  The judges must discuss among themselves their observations and opinions based on their own professional experience.   
 
If there is an issue beyond what can be settled between the judges – consult with the chief judge. 
 
During the team’s debriefing, you will give them feedback related to observations and opinions of the judges WITHOUT revealing their 
numerical scores. Final numerical scores are determined after the team debriefing. They will receive all paperwork after team placement 
has been announced. 
  

 Skill Area Your Rating Judges’ Consensus Remarks 
1. Use of Active Listening Skills    
2. Overall Communication with the 

Subject 
   

3. Team Communication 
 

   

4. Use of information/intelligence 
 

   

5. Risk Assessments 
 

   

6. Structured Brainstorming 
 

   

7. Demands and Deadlines 
 

   

8. Team Roles 
 

   

9. Intelligence Board 
 

   

10. Strategy development and pursuit    

                                          Total 
 

   



Additional Notes: 
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