
Indu Kandasamy (*8)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m B 4

A f f : 1 9 J o h n s t o n

Neg; 11 Ramos
J V L - D D e b a t e

LINCOLjS^DOUGLAS Debate
J u d g e ' s N a m e : _ f v j X v I c / K .

Judge ' s Schoo l A f fi l i a t i on ;

A F F :
Speaker Code

N E G :
Speaker Code #:

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for̂ mination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fpf rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments an̂ r suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evid̂ e (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)should be used to support arguments. How effective was the êdence?
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value bein̂upported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• DELIVERY/COURTESY: /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, pleâ  offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : — \ / ^

A f fi r m a t i v e : Negative
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L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name: J rTHJ

Judge's School Affiliation: ' c / / / r
A F F :

Speaker Code #:
. N E G : , / ,

ptŝ ^ Speaker Code #: Vm I I
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale/

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Vô  Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualifŷ r elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reservecr for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments an̂ /or suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?/
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidency (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidmce?
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rerattal speeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being suppwed by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of tl/e opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E RY / C O U RT E S Y: /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r :
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Roopall Bali (*10)
R o u n d 1 A g ; 0 0 a m B 1
A f f : 1 9 V a l l e

Neg: 20 Kaur
J V L - D D e b a t e

Speaker Code #:
A F F :

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation/

n 7 N E fi :
pts ^ ' speaker Code #: / 1 1

Please award each speaker points based on the followiiw scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding /s = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough toyqualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = ̂ served for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging C/iteria
Using the above criteria, please offer complimmts and/or suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the r̂oiution?
• E V I D E N C E : j
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasioiy evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)should be used to support arguments. How effective wa/the evidence?
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructi/e and rebuttal speeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value bang supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• DELIVERY/COURTESY: /
Did each debater speak in communicative stwe that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, plea% offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A f fi r m a t i v e : . /
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Roopali Bali f 10)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m B 1
A f f : 11 n o u r

Neg: 20 Ruiz
J V L - D D e b a t e

Speaker Code #:

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

A F F : N E G :
pts ^ Speaker Code #:

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds/
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapprppriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestioî or improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted materUil, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speecl̂?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by hîer side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opp̂ion and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was plênt, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer ĉ pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
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Suzie Kito (*9)
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m B 2
A f f : 2 0 N a r a i n

Neg: 10 Membrido
J V L - D D e b a t e

A F F :
Speaker Code #: 'oLQ

L I N C O L N D O T G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name: u V, kL>T^

Judge's School Affiliation: £| ̂ __<arr̂ V̂  ̂  ̂

pts_f^ Speaker Code #: I O

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Gooy

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimin̂ ion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudyor inappropriate behavior

Judging Cr i ter ia /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : J
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted m̂rial, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speech/s?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by hisMr side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, e/fsily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer complimlents and/or suggestions for improvement toe a c h d e b a t e r : ^ J , , ^ 1 / - ^c i v u . y > i \ ,
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Suzie Kito (*9)
R o u n d 1 B 9 : 0 0 a m 8 2

A f f : 2 0 K a r a v a d i

Neg: 18 Bulanova
J V L - D D e b a t e

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: Cerrî r̂ > V\S
A F F :

Speaker Code #:
N E G :

pts Speaker Code #:

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropnate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestionŝ r improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted matet̂, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeclure?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by hismer side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppoynion and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasdnt, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer coî liments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : •
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i) rcf^lcclioxo ^f I\1CG
^ J vAylAi/Zp.

C-Dvv t̂ruc^^v^ c.̂ vt̂ t-l/̂ ^^
' C.{-^ w^re^ evycWvc^ ^ AfF^

VVV«.»̂  ar-̂ JMvAMMjbi 't̂  ' ̂ (
p kâvĵv>
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I r i n a K i z l e r r i 6 )
R o u n d 1 A 9 : 0 0 a m 1 5
A f f : 1 8 G a u g h a n 7 2 ^ 3
Neg: 19 Pollard
J V L - D D e b a t e

Speaker Code #: ^ ^

LINCOLN DOiy^GLA^^Debat^
Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

N E G :
pts^S Speaker Code #: I ^ ^ 2 7 . ^

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good /

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatiô rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude oc^appropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suĝ stions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quô  material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebutt̂peeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being suppor̂  by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of mz opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A f fi r m a t i v e : /
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LINCOLN DOyqLAS Debate
Judge's Name: C-A IPM

Judge's School Affiliation:

Speaker Code #:
A F F : N E G :

*^ ,<0 pts Speaker Code #: [£2. ^ pts >^0
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good /
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimin̂on rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude>6r inappropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suĝ stions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : f
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to tlie resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted niraterial, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by hns/her side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S V : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleânt, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer coî liments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A f fi r m a t i v e : /
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LINCOLN DOUGLAl^ebate
Judge's Name: CJa iQ^A

Judge's School Affiliation:

N E G :
Speaker Code #: pts_2;2X Speaker Code #:

P l e a s e a w a r d e a c h s p e a k e r p o i n t s b a s e d o n t h e f o l l o w i n g s c a l e : y
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds) /
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriatê havior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for î rovement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, con̂porary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? /
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her sî , and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition̂ d rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A f fi r m a t i v e : Negative.
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SPEAKER CODE #: \
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N

the t̂ ^̂ wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)
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(jiMj:KJl(̂ -î (̂̂  : i OCjOLdn̂
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R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m B 1
A f f : 1 8 B u l a n o v a

Neg: 16 Rehemtulla
J V L - D D e b a t e

Speaker Code #:

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

AFJF:
J (k pts *^0 Speaker Code #: pts

Please award each speaker points based on the following scal̂
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualifWor elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserve for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteriy
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments aim/or suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
• E V I D E N C E : ~ ~ ~ 7
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evideî e (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evvoence?
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : 7
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : 7
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) 1
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thorouehlv did the debater refute the arguments off the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• DELIVERY/COURTESV: 7
Did each debater speak in communicative style that/vas pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please ofttr compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A ffi rmat ive : 7 R /
^ 0 \ > " L .

O J r /

\)r(va-

- v j c t W ^

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N

on the _
( A F F

N e g a t i v e ^ J ~

- U fl  W t 0 ^ : ,

J " C ^ ^ C U t ■ ^

HSu^S CxiMko^
Af-f- wins this debate. S i' ^

' ^ c e s ; / „ v i ( W
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Danielle Kelly pi 9)
Round 2B 11 :00am B1
A f f : 11 K a u r

Neg; 20 Narain
J V L - D D e b a t e

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
J u d g e ' s N a m e : "

Judge's School Affiliation:_ 1

A F F : N E G :
Speaker Code #: Speaker Code #:

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improven t̂ for
e a c h d e b a t e r :
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S :

How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
• E V I D E N C E : y /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporaiŷ r historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. HO\v effective the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? /
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and̂ w well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer complimems and/or suggestions for improvement toe a c h d e b a t e r : / [ \ \ -
AfHrmative: ̂  I i ̂  V / Negative 4( ft*

-UJP UtvkrOO:, WAK£lle<̂  /
" Cfioi- vrs\v)f Ouvkwjyv I. / -t t fecT

tjjiAS vi fxcit \out-VlN' ' foVhuni
' V y , / V T \ / > o \ W o r . « c

t v o v t d o w i . ( X S f t V c x M V v t NSPEAKER CODE #: 7Jd M/Vl^^the/'^ wins this debate. '

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N
lFF or NEG)

ftlw VW
w i n s t h i s d e b a t e . '

wk)L^

ê iecr vr'-

C ĵrtuyĉ



Mohammed Asif Qadeer (*10)
R o u n d 2 A 11 : 0 0 a m B 4

A f f ; 11 R a m o s

Neg: 19Valle
J V L - D D e b a t e

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name: lU A ^/fl

Judge's School Affiliation,.

A F F : N E G :
Speaker Code #: Speaker Code #: _p._23
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Gô
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to quality for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or ̂ ggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case In response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (qudled material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidenced
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebutt̂speeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supports by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of thybpposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was/leasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer ̂ ompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to ̂e a c h d e b a t e r : / , 1 ^
, A f fi r m a t i v e : ^ i ( ? . N e g a t i v e C

C A A I < ( f " r u A , ^ " ' J
^ * 7 ' / , - 2 ) f

y ^ I L A !

S P E A K E R C O D E # :

U C l ^

oKL6N/)r> gv^r><>n/

i j : .
' \ l j A y y ^ ^

^ / O H : ^ / . c v o / -^ r N e e . ^
~ — - ( U

AKER CODE #:_ ̂  ô he M £0 wins this debate!
(AFF or NEG)

.SON FOR DECipONREASON FOR DECipON
C~\ cX
X /Kl J '
C~\ê  cX

,

uy^ \X~ . I

(kc^ (J



Mohammed Asif Qadeer (*10)
R o u n d 2 B 11 : 0 0 a m B 4

A f f : 2 0 R u i z

Neg: 18 Gaughan
J V L - D D e b a t e

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name: ft /), A . 0 n fi/'M

Judge's School Affiliation:

A F F : N E G :
Speaker Code #: Speaker Code #:

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvemrat for
e a c h d e b a t e r :
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S :

How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? y/
• E V I D E N C E :

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? y/
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : / /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) Y
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and/rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, eâ  understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliinents and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

/f^h uuA f f i r m a t i ™ : ^ / Y F / N e g a t i v e , j

^ Y i - } i l ) - 0 I/ / ^

W . / ^ Np J c ^ Y f y ^ y i
f C L s j y ^ * ' . A r . / ^ ' / u < 7 .
w i n s t h i sSPEAKER CODE #:̂ 0 ̂  U/'2- on the Aff̂  wins

( A F F o r N E G ) '
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N , , ■ , i ,

S r i M ^
V c i ^ C J j t O i A , F f
\ j L . ^ ^ j Y * / Y y Jtn»Y'



^ ^ A n / y ^ ^ A x v - i i ^ v A i ^
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^ <f<^

$(y^ Ci^ J/h t-i/'L-i^'
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Claudia Aultr23)/V^ ^
Round 2A11:00am 15 f
A f f : 10 Membr ido C scJ
N e g : 1 9 J o h n s t o n /
J V L - D D e b a t e V > /

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name: ^

A F F :
Speaker Code #:_

Judge's School Affiliation: <̂ 3

Dtŝ o Speaker Code #: p t s

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination roupras)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inanj^opriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggest^s for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted matwial, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speêes?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by Ms/her side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was plê ant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer ĉ pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A l t u m a t i y i e : f N e g a t i v e

a J
i - I ^ A J

<ya^ &k fo AiyiJi-
^ SPEAKER CODE # : ^

^ ^ O L A

^ - . A . / . —
rtAc^uyni ,'f drcucU.As. —

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N

t) CK^t lAHu
C ^ t c U ^
0 .C/ / ' i o ^0

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(AFF or NEG)
< j > u . r ^ J ^ c o M m U ?: : c t G f i y ^

I b e . h ^ ' U ■

A i U c ^ t f A A A h - t i L ^



Kariila Rehemtulla f 16)
Round 3A 1:30pm B1
A f f : 11 n o u r

Neg; 19Valle
J V L - D D e b a t e

A F F :
Speaker Code #:

LINCOÎ  DOUGLAS Debal
Judge's ^ame:

Judge's School Affiliation: (jlp
NEG: I f /

Speaker Code #: n oo.li/

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Ĝd

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for el̂ ination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for̂ de or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/t̂ suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

n • C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
^ How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /

E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence Cquoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evider̂ e?

^ • O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /How well did the debater organize both the constructive and reMttal speeches?

@9 VALUE CLASH: /How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supf̂ed by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?

a (Cr i ter ion) /• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments o/the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

n h • D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y: /
\y Did each debater speak in communicative style thatywas pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please ô r compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : / c . ^ c y r ^

A f fi r m a t i v e :

<yol'

uOoreL
^ a . t i - V fl ' CNegative

uf-5

ijWA

S P E A K E R C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N

o n t h e _ w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .
(AFF or NEG)

SVro'v̂



Karina Rehemtulla f 16)
Round 3B 1;30pm B1
Aff: 18 Gaughan
Neg: 20 Kaur
J V L - D D e b a t e

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation: ito
A F F :

Speaker Code #: pts Speaker Code # - 2 ^

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inan^^opriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestî s for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

^ • C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
® • E V I D E N C E : /

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted maUwial, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /

^ • O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeones?
m • V A L U E C L A S H : /

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by mslhcr side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /

^ • R E F U T A T I O N : /How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the op̂ition and rebuild his/her own side?
[U • DELFVERV/COURTESY: /\J Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pliant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer ĉ pliments and/or suggestions for improvement toe a c h d e b a t e r : / - ^ [ C r ) c t e i i y i * ^

/

s i e r v f /

SPEAKER CODE/: 2.0

Negative
a) €fCĈ -

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(AFF or NEG)
R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N I /



Judge 1 Logan (*11)
Round 3A 1:30pm B2
Aff: 10 Bhagavatula-(S ;r
Neg: 20 Karavadi -Btsiv
JV L-D Debate ^

LINCOm DO^]^S Debate
Judge's Name. td" OrfMO/l /

Judge's School Affiliation:

A F F :
Speaker Code #: pfiSS.

N E G :
Speaker Code #:

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Go(kK

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimiifation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/oŷggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidêe?
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and retmttal speeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being sûrted by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the argument̂f the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E RY / C O U RT E S Y: /
Did each debater speak in communicative style ̂t was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please/nfer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A f fi r m a t i v e :^ ^ A X X X X X X U L l v v > i I I N e g a t i v e ^ - v i ^

SPEAKER CODE #:

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N

w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

[FFVorNEG)



Judge 1 Logan (*11)
Round 3B 1:30pm B2
A f f : 2 0 R u i z

Neg; 19 Johnston
J V L - D D e b a t e

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
J u d g e ' s N a m e : ^ 2 . / -

Judge's School AffiliationiĈ  koA.
A F F :

Speaker Code
N E G :

ptsr-ZCl Speaker Code #:

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: X
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good /

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination round̂
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestion̂ or improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted materiaycontemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speecheŝ
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/ĥside, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasanyeasily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer com^mments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A f fi r m a t i v e : /

(JreocF ^ /
-■TA-O' qAaJJistA rŵ  /

S P E A K E R C O D E # :

Negative

r(sA(Kkiy\XjoSl.
-AtCnU

wŷ\AiCbatj/̂ £̂ >̂ in UXtSffAPFo/NEG)R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N ^ a A 0 ' I 0



Datta MafkkaDati (*8)■sRound 3A' 1:30pm̂(̂
Aff: 18 Bulanova
Neg: 11 Kaur
JVL-D Deba te

Speaker Code #:
APF: \S

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name: /V) OlCK^

Judge's School Affiliation: S

L N E G : I I y
peaker Code #:

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good /

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatioiyrounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or î ppropriate blehavior

Judging Cr i te r ia . /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggeŝ ns for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted mateml, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/ĥside, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppositiônd rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L F V E R V / C O U R T E S V : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, e/sily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer complin/ents and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A f fi r m a t i v e :

/ vi

Negative

S P E A K E R C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(AFF or NEG)



Datta Mgkkapati fS)
Round 3B 1:30pm B4
A f f ; 1 0 M e m b r i d o

Neg: 11 Ramos
J V L - D D e b a t e

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name: H M D)<^V

Judge's School Affiliation:_ DVHS
A F F :• \ 0 ■

Speaker Code #:_ pts Speaker Code #:
N E G :

^ 1 -
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for im̂ ovement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contem̂ary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? /
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, am how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and r̂uild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easilŷderstandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A f fi r m a t i v e : Negative

o , W v V • /

S P E A K E R C O D E # :

R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(AFF or NEG)



Katherine Jubelirer f 12)
Round 3A 1:30pm 15
A f f ; 2 0 N a r a i n

Neg: 16 Rehemtulla
J V L - D D e b a t e

L I N C O L N D O U G L A S D e b a t e
Judge's Name:

Judge's School Affiliation:

Speaker Code #: ̂  pts Speaker Code #: llfi fZsLliSUt̂ ĥ Ĥ  pts_3̂
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good /
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination roun̂

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestiôTor improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted materî  contemporary or historical examples)should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by hiŝr side, and how well was that value measured?
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppôon and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleât, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer con̂ pliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A f fi r m a t i v e : , Negative

- 1 / ' ^

on the JfP wins this debate.
( A F F o r N E G ) W f c

ttXi V * V(N + /-J
. .ft ]/(/ i>r-

y ( A h f o r N b U j
REASON FOR DECISION ^ ^ dt



LINCOm DOU^AS Debate
J u d g e ' s N a m e : Q a . ^ 0 ^ ,

Judge's School Affiliation:

Speaker Code #:
A F F :

. S p e a k e r C o d e # :
N E G :

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: 7
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good //27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimin̂on rounds)

26-25 - Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rud̂ r inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : . • /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
îthoî  value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (qup{̂  material, contemporary or historical examples) shouldbe used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How Well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebû  speeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being suppôd by his/her side, and how well was that value measured"̂
( C n t e n o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments ôe opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /Did each debater speak in communicative style thâas pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A ffi rmat ive : Negative

SPEAKER CODE #: Q
REASON FOR DECISION

on the l\lPQ^ wins this debate.
(AFF oiNlEG))



Judge 2 Logan (*11)
Round 4B 3:30pm B2
Aff; 10 Bhagavatula
Neg: 20 Ruiz
J V L - D D e b a t e

AFF: X
Speaker Code #: I

L I N C O m D O U G ]
Judge's Name: \Û>yVA 0 J

Judge's School Affiliation:̂\i?̂

Deba te

N E G :
Speaker Code #:

Please award each speaker points based on the foUowing scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 — Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapproprî e behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : . /
. • C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? X
• E V I D E N C E : /

emphMizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples) shouldbe used to support argiunents. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N :
How Well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? '
• V A L U E C L A S H :

(Ciil̂̂̂  emphasize the value being supported by hisdier̂ide. and how well was that value measured?
• R E F U T A T I O N :
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, Msily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A ffi rmat ive : Negative

SPEAKER CODE #: ̂
REASON FOR DECISION

o n t h e

(AFF (/NEjft
wins this debate.



LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
J u d g e ' s N a m e : V i L t t

Speaker Code #:

Judge's School Affiliation:

n N E G :
. Pfe Vfl Speaker Code #: /Q .ptsj4.

Please award each speaker points based on the following scaî  7 ̂
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good/

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elindîtion rounds)26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rû or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : . /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S ; /
How well did'the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
iUthough value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (̂oted material, contemporaty or historical examples) shouldbe used to support aiguments. How effective was the evidence? / h ; «
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How Well did the debater organize both the constructive and r̂ttal speeches?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being sumjorted by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
f u n t e n o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /How thoroughly did the debater reftite the argumen̂f the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y: /
Did each debater speak in communicative style u(at was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, pleaŝffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Affirmat ive: Negative

C W r v l ^ C a ,

ê&cA.

SPEAKER CODE #:

REASON FOR DECISIONa//-/) Tiffll̂
^ ij)e£A.

on the /vr6 wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

y t t e J i ^ s ^ u j e r ^



LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Judge's Name: ritruin

Judge's School Affiliation:

Speaker Code #: pts ̂  Speaker Code ■ Pfa 27 V
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavĵ f̂

Judging CriteriaUsing the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement fore a c h d e b a t e r : . /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
iUthoî  value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporas/or historical examples) shouldbe used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? /
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and̂w well was that value measured*̂
( u n t e n o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and reWiUd his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily ufiderstandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliment and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Affirmat ive: Negative

CAA/ le, Cfn/y*V-€̂  , c y v y i - e T f ^ . W K S w .

SPEAKER CODE #:_J

REASON FOR DECISION

on the Hff wins this debate.
(AFF or NEC)

/ I F P I j c r c r ^ .



Sam Karetti (*20]
Round 4A 3:30pm 15
A f f : 1 6 R e h e m t u l l a

N e g : 1 1 n o u r \
J V L - D D e b a t e

Speaker Code #:_

' ^ y
LINCOLN IWUGLAS Debate

Judge ' s Name: ^HD

Judge's School Affiliation:

N E G :
Speaker Code #:

ua 1//̂  (a tip
pts -2^

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination roupd̂
26-25 — Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapjH'̂ riate behavior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a /
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : / .
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
t̂hough value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted mateml, contemporary or historical examples) shouldbe used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How Well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeolies?
• V A L U E C L A S H : 7
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured'̂
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the ôsition and rebuild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater .speak in communicative style that was pl̂sant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : ^ , r iS c ^ C i - 0
Affirmat ive:

t j M c ^
Negative

xjJUuA cUvik/-'

SPEAKEircdDE #:

REASON FOR DECISION

. on the A) wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

l S O N F O R D E C I S I O N a »

O m > d d d i U ^ S p e j i J i M



LINCOLN DOUGLAS JDebate
Judge's Name; rSvSoA.

Judge 's Schoo l A f f i l i a t ion : ' S>—V<

A F F :
S p e a k e r C o d e I { Speaker Code #:_

N E G :

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good ^

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds) y/
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate bpĥ ior

J u d g i n g C r i t e r i a y /Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for implement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : X
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
t̂hough value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contempXry or historical examples) shouldbe used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? /
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, aiffl how well was that value measured'̂
( C r i t e r i o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and r̂uild his/her own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S V : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easil̂derstandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compiimês and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

A f fi r m a t i v e : / N e g a t i v e

— — K a o e . r o o A e . - o a s y i & c B ^ / " e . s s i A r e

Negative- H r f < A c . o ' - V y \ - H v j a ^ Q - >
- 4 r l A a L S . [ < z - C o V t c » - J - i . * P

H -fb v+i -f̂ tcosrv •'jo vTr>«l««. tAj C.rW«<^ <D_r«^UrAJ2-JVrCS d^VaOiJcr
- C / - ^ 0 ,

- n r v * . - t - o t t i C

< L A r e s < 5 , V s . o w c r

- iVnr^ l - fb
' « - v - t k e . C c r ^ p < v » S c f v U « - t u > e e A C r i - e e r ! c s _
C L > a ^ — \ ^ r ^ & \ U Z A ± c r e ^ i M f o ^ I c . - ( ^ r « . t e ^ - r t s v l

i 5 A > ^ ( T . , ^
< x r 5 . ^ v « A . - T , f e s ^ ^ e M « u a A < J i ^ ^ l , 1

O i l / ' - H . 3 r

SPEAKER CODE #: on the ^ ^ ^ wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)R E A S O N F O R D E C I S I O N p

I K B . N J e o L e r t T \ / « - " I V Z ? W - f e - v L a - f ' P o l i C A k

on the ̂  ̂  ̂  wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

o * , C . v . t f c j - f O c i S '

€. >/) Acjl cjs. .

D E C I S I O N p
ê x̂trx/̂ - "IVZ? W-fe-vLa-f CA.>c»jrt.Ar̂  "T"' ̂ < n̂r>«+(c

^ ̂ V>ô  yMic V>acUl̂ v. P. -fKi
^ e - W ^ V ^ S i . I c r ^ r a ^ l o r t i t ^ b t V t r. V ^or«jj,vNjix-v4. <xV>t>trV

( x a A - V
V » » « . \ i n y t A A



Chien Fang n6)
Round 4A 3:30pm B1
A f f : 11 R a m o s

Neg: 18 Gaughan
J V L - D D e b a t e

LINCOLN Ĵ UGLAS Debate
J u d g e ' s N a m e : v n ' V ^

Judge's School Affiliation: V i S - t

Speaker Code #:
N E G :

Speaker Code #: a ^ . 5
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale: /

30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goo<y
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elinîtion rounds)

26-25 — Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rud̂ r inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria /Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or sîestions for improvement for
e a c h d e b a t e r : /
• C A S E A N A L Y S I S : /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
• E V I D E N C E : /
t̂hough value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (qûd material, contemporary or historical examples) shouldbe used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence? /
• O R G A N I Z A T I O N : /
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebutt̂peechcs?
• V A L U E C L A S H : /
ŵ clearly did the debater emphasize the value being support̂b)' his/her side, and how well was that value measured?

( C n t e n o n ) /
• R E F U T A T I O N : /
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of thyopposition and rebuild his/'hcr own side?
• D E L I V E R Y / C O U R T E S Y : /
Did each debater speak in communicative style that wâleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offêompiiments and/or suggestions for improvement to
e a c h d e b a t e r : /

Affirmat ive:

(2e>c6
" H v a . C . 0>..VtV\cVL̂Vv_, /sc-•*»>.«.

T o - H v j t - t o o l . c . e i

Negative

V«-A-T- prx.

A h o t M -
Vck. \v- .« .

"351" sVTd.uc«<=* TV'.e Q-€i«AXje. —

\r>6wJ £kr̂ jtAT0tM"3 ior<aimt4

" T o * T t V c - " t e o G c . e s

K e / b ei —

OC-V

Q Te v ' U . W t U U r t ' i

r^eWart i^v

-̂ V\̂  NJC'S.

- UJVux

t J > \ i A g , / ; A A > . o e
0 t e e C o n s . a e j ^ d

s \ f \ c u ' d s - r i i '

^ Y . T W V t i ,

va\ tAiAbtit.

SPEAKER CODE #:

REASON FOR DECISION
tOE^C. SKovOS

^oJC»..(A lAcfgftSe

o n t h e w i n s t h i s d e b a t e .

(AFF or NEG)

' + ^ « ~ r ; o L c s - p i -

- . L e - f e A j e ' ^ ^ - 4 - k A _
r e c s o e v - T - t o t e e l ' ^ u A d -

v o c r ^ e v " 3 X . " - ' © M i e J

, r r .
W ^ o o c . ( A . A c r e c s i z " X5e0y ivto'c dchrttt W<AK s-,Ae>, but fUe^txA^ i'v^yacAs tz


