UC Berkeley Law Competitions

Bales 1L Trial Competition
2026 Scoring Rubric

Name of Scorer/Judge: Date:
Email: Phone Number:
PLAINTIFF Team Number:

Team Member 1

Team Member 2

DEFENSE Team Number:

Team Member 1

Team Member 2

SCORING & FEEDBACK EXPECTATIONS FOR JUDGES

Thank you for your invaluable support of Berkeley Law students through these advocacy
competitions. We are incredibly grateful for your time and expertise, as these events would not
be possible without you.

These competitions expose law students to legal practice through a constructive learning
environment. To ensure a positive experience for all participants, we ask that you keep the
following expectations in mind:

e Professionalism and Kindness: Please interact with students in a kind and professional
manner. Many of them are participating in a competition of this nature for the first time.

e Targeted Feedback: All feedback should be specific, tied directly to the criteria you have
been asked to assess, and focused on the skills demonstrated.

e Time Management: Oral feedback following the round should be limited to 5-7 minutes
per judge.

e Constructive Oral Feedback: When providing oral feedback, please identify 1-2 things
each team did well and 1 specific area for improvement with actionable suggestions.




UC Berkeley Law Competitions

SCORING STANDARDS

To ensure uniformity in scoring, please keep the following standards in mind:

Poor Lacking fundamental knowledge, preparation, or skill
Fair/Developing Exhibiting basic knowledge, preparation, or skill

Good/Average Exhibiting a solid base of knowledge, preparation, or skill

Very Good Exhibiting advanced knowledge, preparation, or skill

Excellent Exhibiting exemplary knowledge, preparation, or skill

A detailed description of an excellent score will be provided with each section.

Overall, a perfect score is one that you would feel very comfortable and confident having
this advocate argue a case in which you were a party before a trial court.

e To encourage equity and uniformity in scoring, please use "Good" as your starting
benchmark for scores.

e You must score the arguments based on the quality of the presentation and skills
demonstrated, not on the actual merits of the case.

e Half points are not allowed.

e The completed evaluation will not be distributed to competitors and will be used
solely to determine which competitors advance to the next round.

BALES SCORING GUIDELINES

We expect all judges to be fair and objective in their evaluations of student performance. Unconsciously,
we all carry favorable and unfavorable biases that can impact our assessments of others. These attitudes
and stereotypes can shape our decisions without our knowledge, so it is important to be mindful of
implicit bias when judging students in an advocacy competition. As a judge, you are encouraged to think
critically and assess all students' performances consistently. Students will have access to your written
comments after the preliminary rounds, but please share the most important feedback upon completion
of the case and after you have objectively scored.

While judging, remember that the goal of this competition is to promote fundamental trial advocacy skills
and that most of these students have not taken a class in evidence.

Please also note that while witnesses are not scored directly, a witness’s decision to put on a character,
invent material facts, or purposefully forget facts can result in point deductions for their team at your
discretion



I. OPENING STATEMENT (out of 20)

Poor

Fair/Developing

Good/Average

Very Good

Excellent

<6

6-7

8-13

14-17

18 - 20

A top-scoring competitor will:

Use eye contact to connect with the jury rather than rely heavily on a script
Articulate a clear theme of the case early on that is repeated throughout
Clearly convey a case theory supporting their side’s interpretation of the facts

Provide an organized roadmap highlighting the upcoming trial

Use storytelling that is interesting and engages the jury to rule in their favor
Include little to no discussion of the law, legal analysis, or overt argument

Plaintiff Opening Statement Score: /20
Name of advocate:

Notes:

Defense Opening Statement Score: /20

Name of advocate:

Notes:




CRITERIA FOR DIRECT EXAMINATION AND CROSS-EXAMINATION

Use for the next 2 sections

Poor Fair/Developing Good/Average Very Good Excellent

<5 5-6 7-10 11-13 14 -15

For direct examination, a top-scoring competitor will:

Focus the jury’s attention on the witness (attorney helps witness shine)
Utilize primarily open-ended questions (e.g., who, what, when, where, why)
Establish background information about the witness

Introduce any technical language in a manner understandable to the jury
Be well-organized, including the use of transitions and “road signs”

Address any objections with an appropriate evidence rule and application
For cross-examination, a top-scoring competitor will:

Focus the jury’s attention on the attorney (the witness is not the star)
Utilize primarily closed-ended, leading, and precise questions

Use looping to keep important language in the jury’s mind

Introduce any technical language in a manner understandable to the jury
Diminish witness credibility in the eyes of the jury

Be well-organized, including the use of transitions and “road signs”

Address any objections with an appropriate evidence rule and application

PERMITTED OBJECTIONS

Truth-Seeking B. Objections to the Form of the Question
Lack of foundation 5. Argumentative
Asked and answered

Calls for speculation

A.

1

2. Lack of personal knowledge
3 Leading
4

Assumes facts not in evidence Compound question

L o NP

Vague and ambiguous
10. Question calls for narrative

C. Objections to the Witness’s Response D. Substantive
11. Witness has lapsed into narrative 13. Relevance
12. Non-responsive 14. More prejudicial than probative



II.PLAINTIFF CASE IN CHIEF (out of 15)

PLAINTIFF Witness Character Name:

Plaintiff Direct Examination Score: /15

Directing Attorney:

Notes:

Defense Cross-Examination Score: /15

Crossing Attorney:

Notes:




I1l. DEFENSE CASE IN CHIEF (out of 15)

Defense Witness Character Name:

Defense Direct Examination Score: /15

Directing Attorney:

Notes:

Plaintiff Cross-Examination Score: /15

Crossing Attorney:

Notes:




IV. CLOSING ARGUMENT (out of 20)

Poor

Fair/Developing

Good/Average

Very Good

Excellent

<6

6-7

8-13

14-17

18 - 20

A top-scoring competitor will:

Use eye contact to connect with the jury rather than rely heavily on a script

Reinforce the theme of the case in a manner that is clear, repeated, and persuasive
Use storytelling that is interesting and passionately engages the jury to rule in their favor
Address bad facts as needed in a way that helps allay potential concern by the jury
Explain the applicable law and the burden of proof accurately
End by emphasizing the conclusions and the ultimate verdict that the jury should reach

Optional: Make a rebuttal by addressing 1-3 succinct points, repeating the theme/theory, and “the ask”

Plaintiff Closing Argument Score: /20
Name of advocate:

Notes:

Defense Closing Argument Score: /20

Name of advocate:

Notes:




END OF ROUND

At the end of the round, and before providing any feedback, judges should total the scores below.

*Tournament Organizers will double-check the overall score

Opening Statement out of 20 points
Direct Examination out of 15 points
Cross-Examination out of 15 points

Closing Argument out of 20

Total Score out of 70

Total Plaintiff Score: /70

Total Defense Score: /70

Please rank who you consider the top 2 advocates (overall, not from each
team) and 1 witness. List the top advocates in the order in which you rank
them. These students will be in the running to win the Outstanding Attorney
and Top Witness awards.

Outstanding Attorney #1

Outstanding Attorney #2

Best Witness
(not character name)

Judge’s Signature:
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