Indu Kandasamy (*8) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1A 9:00am B4 Judge’s Name: y
Aff: 19 Johnston

Neg: 11 Ramos -~ ‘

JVgL_D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: D \/ HS

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: ) q| ptsgﬁ\' Speaker Code #: 11 / pts 0293

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very (0od
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for gfimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved fof rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution/

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidedce (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the eyidence?

® ORGANIZATION:

How well did the debater organize both the constructive a
® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value bein
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the argumghts of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative styl£ that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

rebuttal speeches?

upported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?

Using the above criteria, plea
each debater:

offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Indu Kandasamy (*8) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 18 9:00am B4 Judge’sName:_ [/~ D/ H ~pD KA Y]
Aff: 16 Rehemtulla ’ —
,rj\l\(/agL'-E)1D}<eat‘)lJarte Judge’s School Affiliation: D (//,7:.(

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: ! 61 ptsgxq‘ Speaker Code #: %/1 ‘ pts 21
Please award each speaker points based on the following scale; ’
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Vegty 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 an
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidencg (quoted material. contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidghce?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebjuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supp
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of tlfe opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that wag pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

/or suggestions for improvement for

ed by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?

Using the above criteria, please offer tompliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Roopali Bali (*10) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1A 9:00am B1 Judge’s Name:
Aff. 19 Valle
Neg: 20 Kaur , -
JV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliatio
AFF: NE@:
Speaker Code #: pts 27 Speaker Code #: pts Z 7

Vodue - CO\%@M&»O

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 4ualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Cyiteria
Using the above criteria, please offer complimghts and/or suggestions for improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the refolution?

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

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructiye and rebuttal speeches?

® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value befng supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the argughents of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative styfe that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Roopali Bali (*10) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1B 9:00am B1 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 11 nour
.T\?%—%ODZI:;:te Judge’s School Affiliation:
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: pts 2 q Speaker Code #: pts 2.4

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 inapprepriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestiong’for improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted materj
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speechgs?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by hi
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppogition and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleagant, easily understandable, and civil?

, contemporary or historical examples)

er side, and how well was that value measured?

Using the above criteria, please offer cofipliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
- each debater:

ffirmative:
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Suzie Kito (*9)
Round 1A 9:00am B2
Aff: 20 Narain
Neg: 10 Membrido
JV L-D Debate

AFF:
Speaker Code #:__ 2O

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

Judge’s Name:

Judge’s School Affiliation:

Z% Speaker Code #:__ | Q

LINCOLN D?UGLAS Debate
/ U+, [ Kv Cl

El C.e_rr:"o HS

NEG:
pts Q‘?

Very Goo

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimingtion rounds)

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

<20 = Reserved for rude/or inappropriate behavior

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for

each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:

How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?

® EVIDENCE:

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted maferial, contemporary or historical examples)

should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?

® ORGANIZATION:

How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speechg¢s?

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/htr side, and how well was that value measured?

(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppositioyf and rebuild his/her own side?

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, efsily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
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Suzie Kito (*9) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1B 9:00am B2 Judge’s Name: Ul'z e k
Aff: 20 Karavadi

Neg: 18 Bul )
J\?gl_-D Deub:?eova Judge’s School Affiliation: Ef Ce(‘("\‘\' > H S
AFF: - NEG:
Speaker Code #: 20 pts d\{’\_ Speaker Code #: L$ pts 24

—
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Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 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 inappropfiate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestionsfor improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted materj
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speechys?

® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by hi
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppogfition and rebuild his/her own side?

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasgnt, easily understandable, and civil?
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Irina Kizler (*16) 23— LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 1A 9:00am 15 Q15-1 Judge’s Name:

Aff: 18 Gaughan 72 A% ’

TS%_E)QDZCS;E Judge’s School Affiliation: Y\/\‘ \/

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #:_\ 3 @ pts2§  Speaker Code #: LA /KZ [N

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eliminatiofrounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude oy/inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggéstions for improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quot,
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal/speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being support
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of tie opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that

material. contemporary or historical examples)

by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?

s pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please o
each debater:
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Round 2A 11:00am B2 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 20 Kaur

T\??_:-éODBe%z%:vatUIa Judge’s School Affiliation: ﬁ [ é

AFF: NEG: Bhagavatula
Kﬂl(ﬂ’ \O 7 pts 28

Speaker Code #:___ D ) pts_Z ? 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 elimingtion rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude Ar inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?

® EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal spegches?

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by Bis/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppgSition and rebuild his/her own side?

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleagant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer conypliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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LINCOLN ]()ZzUGLA Debate

Round 2B 11:00am B2 Judge’s Name: (‘QA/L 2NA~
Aff: 19 Pollard 4
Neg: 11
J\?SIJ.-D ;:buarte Judge’s School Affiliation: -# l é
arr: Tollad NEG: = Noar
Speaker Code #: L q‘ pts ﬂ'Speaker Code #: ‘ \ pts 2%

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Qutstanding 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 ehavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, cont
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant,

porary or historical examples)

d rebuild his/her own side?

ily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:

ents and/or suggestions for improvement to
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agr Vian L_e,vy LINCOLN DQUGLAS Debate

Round 2A 11:00am B1 Judge’s Name: b \M . \! \\] \h \\}
Aff: 18 Bulanova « \

Neg: 16 Rehemtulla s s We, L
JV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: )CO C/l/

AFE: ‘ :
Speaker Code #: &)\N}_ Y pts ’lOO Speaker Code #: I\E(SNLW{\\A pts 27

Please award each speaker points based on the following scal
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Véry 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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments apgd/or suggestions for improvement for
each debater:

® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolutiory?

¢ EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and gebuttal speeches?

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

(Criterion) — T
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the d efute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style thatAvas pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Aff: 11 Kaur
Neg: 20 Narain
JV L-D Debate

Speaker Code #: . K@\S(

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Judge’s Name: VJ‘)’M\]V i \} M O—

Judge’s School Affiliation:____| QWX M

NEC\\
pts 27 Speaker Code #: Q ( W pts 30

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvem<nt for

each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:

How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?

® EVIDENCE:

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary/or historical examples)

should be usedto support arguments. "How effective was the evidence?
Clfective was “he cvIcer

® ORGANIZATION:

How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and Kow well was that value measured?

(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebfild his/her own side?

-

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily yhderstandable, and civil?
—_—

Using the above criteria, please offer complimeis and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:
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Mohammed Asif Qadeer (*10) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 2A 11:00am B4 Judge’s Name:__

Aff: 11 Ramos ‘W‘W—

T\?%-égnveablﬁe Judge’s School Affiliation; 6’(, ( | 0)
Tam g (Freet)

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: g;l ﬁegmag ptszg Speaker Code #: nLa‘ \v/‘oU“[/ pts 2«7

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Go
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimfnation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rye or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (qugted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttgf speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
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?

ggestions for improvement for
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Mohammed Asif Qadeer (*10) LINCOLN DOUGLiS Debate
Round 2B 11:00am B4 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 20 Ruiz

T\?g‘:_éSDGeg:?gan Judge’s School Affiliation: ( ]o

AFF: NEG: A
Speaker Code #: 7’20 ﬂ\) 2. ptsQ Z Speaker Code #: :g} dowg, &A1 bts :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 inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvemént for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?

® EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, aid how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition andAebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, eagfy understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer complinients and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Claudia Ault (*23)

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Aff: 10 Membrido

Round 2A 11:00am 15 g\p‘g:zr)( Judge’s Name: A7

Neg: 19 Johnston
JV L-D Debate

Vel L,,-é,,&hcuw/zi 7 >
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Judge’s School Affiliation: 35

AF F:/ NEG:
Speaker Code #: 1 ptsr’? 3 Speaker Code #: / ‘i pts 9? 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 elimination rou
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapgropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggesti
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeghes?
® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by [As/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppbsition and rebuild his/her own side?

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pl

s for improvement for

ant, easily understandable, and civil?
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Kari?a Rehemtulla (*16) LINCOL DOUG,kﬁ\S Der;ﬁ
Round 3A 1:30pm B1 Judge’s Name: £1A1 (M4 L &
Aff: 11 nour \
‘T\?QE_BQD\éab":te Judge’s School Affiliation: '* ( L
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: l \ ﬂOﬂ( pts q Speaker Code #: | ‘7 UCL[‘/ pts Q 8/

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Ggbd
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for eljination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for fude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/oy suggestions for improvement for
each debater:

@ ® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?

@ ® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidente?

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and relydttal speeches?
@ ® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being suppgrted by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?

(Criterion)
@ ® REFUTATION:

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 Avas pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to{ p
each debater: Use ¥ woord Wuke
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Karina Rehemtulla (*16) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debati \L;

Round 38 1:30pm B1 Judge’s Name: ch Ma
Aff. 18 Gaughan
T\?%_%Ooﬁiuarte Judge’s School Affiliation: 4~ l b

Speaker Code #: Ig Qggam ‘ﬁ Speaker Code #: ‘\Eau.f 20 pts 2 %

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg 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 inapgtopriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestipfis for improvement for
each debater:
@ ® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
@ ® EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeghes?
® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by Ifs/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
. How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppgsition and rebuild his/her own side?
@ ® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was plefsant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer cgmpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
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Judge 1 Logan (*11) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 3A 1:30pm B2 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 10 Bhagavatula—& i e |- /]

Neg: 20 Karavadi - By , o _ . N
JV L-D Debate Y Judge’s School Affiliation: SAMIOA. AT A

AFF: NEG: '
Speaker Code #: ' O p& Speaker Code #: QJO / pts

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg scale
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Very Goo
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimjfation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for ryde or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or fuggestions for improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (Quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidepCe?

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and refuttal speeches?

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being sugforted by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments/6f 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, please gffer compliments and/or suggestlons for improvement to
each debater:
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Judge 1 Logan (*11) LINCOL DOU LAS Debate

Round 3B 1:30pm B2
Aff: 20 Ruiz

Neg: 19 Johnston
JV L-D Debate

AFF: NEG: '
Speaker Code #: &D pts;H Speaker Code #: / q pts AS
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 round
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapprgpriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions/for improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:
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?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/h
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppositi
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant/easily understandable, and civil?

side, and how well was that value measured?

and rebuild his/her own side?

Using the above criteria, please offer comphments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Datta Mdokka pati (*8) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

~%Round 3A 1:30pm Judge’s Name: Da tHHa Mok a ’}74 "‘)
Aff: 18 Bulanova
T\??_'_y[)}éab:rte Judge’s School Affiliation: D VH S
AFF: |8 25 NEG: | | 5
Speaker Code #: pts peaker Code #: pts ﬂ

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 eliminationfounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or ifappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria .
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestjons for improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?

® EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/hef side, and how well was that value measured?
(Ciriterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppositior/and rebuild his/her own side?

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, egsily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer complingents and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Datta Mgkkapati (*8) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 3B 1:30pm B4 Judge’s Name: Dq H [z M DK\C—Q r 4")'
Aff: 10 Membrido

T\?QL:-I‘ID‘lDRe?EtZS Judge’s School Affiliation: D v H S
AFF: VO NEG: '\

Speaker Code #: pts Zq Speaker Code #: 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 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 impfovement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted material. contempdrary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, agd how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rgbuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily Mnderstandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Affirmative; .
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SPEAKER CODE #: onthe AT wins this debate.
( (AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION
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Katherine Jubelirer (*12) %‘6“( LINCOLN DOI{SLIE Debate

Round 3A 1:30pm I5 N’é\'} Judge’s Name:
Aff: 20 Narain G\ % [1[‘
TS?_:_I;GD'EEZ?? tulla Judge’s School Affiliation: W Jg/v W

AFF:
Speaker Code #:_#0 _AeYain pts 1% Speaker Code #: j o Rﬂj(ﬂéw o pts 2/é

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 roung§)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapprOpriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestio
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoted materi
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speecheg?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by hi
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposjfion and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was ple

for improvement for

, contemporary or historical examples)

er side, and how well was that value measured?

nt, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer copdpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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SPEAKER CODE #: 20 /VM‘V’ Y™ on the /WF wins this debate.
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Judge 2 Logan (*11 _
Roundg4A 3zsopmgaz 1) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Aff: 19 Pollard : Judge’s Name:
Neg: 20 Karavadi

JV L-D Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation:

NEG:

- AFF: :
Speaker Code #: 14 ptscX_|  Speaker Code #:_ A0 - kA

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 elimipdtion rounds) ,
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rudg’or inappropriate behavior

. » Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or s
each debater:, ‘

® CASE ANALYSIS: ;

How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (qu
be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
® ORGANIZATION:

How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebu
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being suppogted by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion) :

® REFUTATION:
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 fvas pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

gestions for improvement for

material, contemporary or historical examples) should

| speeches?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: )

Affirmative: Negative

'SPEAKER CODE #: & O onthe %wins this debate,

(AFF g
REASON FOR DECISION
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Judge 2 Logan (*11) A
~Roundg48 3:30pmgBZ ( LINCO
Aff. 10 Bhagavatula Judge’s Name:
Neg: 20 Ruiz

JV L-D Debate

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: \ O pts a\,q 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 inappropriaté behavior
_ Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for ifaprovement for
each debater:, : /
@ CASE ANALYSIS: /
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution? /
® EVIDENCE:

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? /

® ORGANIZATION: J/

How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches? /

® VALUE CLASH: /,/

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Critérion) :

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refiste the arguments of the opposition/aﬁd rebuild histher own side?

® DELIVERY/COURTESY: /

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, ;.a’sily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compl/ithents and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: /
//
Affirmative: ' / Negative
I
' SPEAKER CODE #: &@ on the wins this debate.
v (AFF

REASON FOR DECISION
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Changie Sun (*8)
Round 4A 3:30pm B4
Aff: 19 Valle -

Neg: 10 Membrido
JV L-D Debate

LINCOLN POUGLAS Debate

Judge’s Name: gie il
rs )
Judge’s School Affiliation: ADW__I/M%

NEG:

Speaker Code #: AFT? pts v Speaker Code #:___ [ pts _2{8_

Please award each speaker points based onthe following scale:

30 = Perfect 29 =Outstanding 28 = Very Good

27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimjdation rounds)

26-25 = Fair

24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rugé or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria

Usihg the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or s ggestions for improvement for

each debater:,

® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did'the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?

¢ EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION:

How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebittal speeches?

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?

(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the argumentyof the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style ghat was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, pleas¢/offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:

Affirmative:

Negative
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' SPEAKER CODE #: [0 onthe NE (_wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)
REASON FOR DECISION
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Changie Sun (*8)

Round 4B 3:30pm B4 ' LINCOLN OUGLAS Debate
Aff: 20 Kaur Judge’s Name: a2

Neg: 18 Bulanova

JV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: ‘D_%ﬁ%__.[&{l%_

AFF: . NEG;
Speaker Code #:___ )Y pts_ 8- Vspeaker Code .~ [ 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 rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavj

_ Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improv
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:

How well did'the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION: :
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, an
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebfild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant; easily yfiderstandable, and civil?

ow well was that value measured?

Using the above criteria, please offer complime

and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: ) .

Affirmative:
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Negative
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0 on the AFF wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

SPEAKER CODE #:

REASON FOR DECISION
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Sam Karetti (*20)
Round 4A 3:30pm 15
Aff: 16 Rehemtulla
Neg: 11 nour

JV L-D Debate

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate e
Judge’s Name: ﬂ' /f) K A‘é =T

Judge’s School Affiliation: 52 (/14 V'(/j?_ (a A€

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: / 6 pts Zg Speaker Code #: L] pts Q

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 rou s)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappfopriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestionS for improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeghes?

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by jfis/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

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 pl¢asant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer gdmpliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: ’ : [ [__ )

Affirmative: Negative
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SPEAKE CJDE #: [l onthe_ N FEG wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)
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Ghien-Fang (*16)
Round 4B 3:30pm Bf L’INCOLN D UGLAS ebate
Aff. 19 Johnston Judge’s Name:
Neg: 20 Narain
JV L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: HO'\'ULV' Stea
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: l q pts 9] Speaker Code #: 20 pts a q

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 bg{avior
Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for impybvement for
each debater:

@ CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the'debater develop a case in response to the resolution?
® EVIDENCE:

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

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal speeches?

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, afld how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rgbuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily/inderstandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer complimeyts and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Affirmative: Negative -
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SPEAKER CODE #: ALY onthe NEG  yins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)
REASON FOR DECISION |
The N ‘r—a vide & Lot LIS FBATS r'iﬁma-hc ‘Yo .;
Undes a o\r\\( \a?si"flm ﬂ:} %uoﬁk, UA des -h"(‘d'

o ekt
=S aouict ubolic ‘oac kiasw to -H’\’. v% £ 3
-:Z @Me-‘f&emmss Yr"’ Tesgloien.  1nstead o-(- T beminte

Vose ¥pe ey \ink cAd ‘"‘Yu't.



‘Bn'at\\lb\—

Round 4A 3:30pm (311 6) LINCOLN OUGLAS ebate
Aff: 11 Ramos Judge’s Name: Yion y A
Neg: 18 Gaughan

JVL-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Mente Vis<

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: ] \ pts 9:' Speaker Code #: \ g —~ pts 513 S

. v e ey

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 elimjdation rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rugé or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or s gestions for improvement for
each debater:
® CASE ANALYSIS:
How well did the debater develop a case in response to the resolution?

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (quoftd material, contemporary or historical examples) should
be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebut speeches?

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of th opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that wa pleasant, easily understandable, and civii?

Using the above criteria, please offer, compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Affirmative: Negative
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SPEAKER CODE #: ‘ X onthe NE & wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)
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