LINCOLN D

Round 1A 9:00am P2 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 9 Waterson
Neg: 19 Kell -
N osice L-D I%ebate Judge’s School Affiliation: é
AFF:_Walersen NEGq:/(a//?/
Speaker Code #: a pts 3:?' Speaker Code #:___J pts 2 8

Please award each speaker points based on the following s¢hle:

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 =

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

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

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

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

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

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the argumghts of the opposition and rebuild histher own side?

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

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

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

Affirmative: Negative .

Crssd slatement f) conlonliny Good Otsss X |

CAAHW/L do 59 OLC‘CIMC %w( cm‘feﬁ(;wg @& Qu(éw@ W(,d"
Need 1o Gandll. X wh Deﬁt‘u.erg WA S o&wééoﬁo/ ﬂnc.o@.
hetten clalle, . QW&}«ZJ«A was w2
0"5’“’“"\50‘1“.’"‘ “% arguneds  cloan ,JW; a wedl Wej
Cam pee some watk Trylo Jf?’ etAlonca_ _

ote ofa clean pur
eonlontisns ¢ AoBufisl s |

SPEAKER CODE #: ( ? onthe NE C! wins this debate.
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LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1B 9:00am P2 Judge’s Name: P N2
Aff: 1 Ramirez - S, [
Neg: 22 G
Nggice L-Da rgebate Judge’s School Affiliation: ‘ﬁ: l é
AFF: Kamared NEG: Crargy
Speaker Code #: A pts Z} 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 rou
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inappfopriate 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 speeches
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/hgt side. and how well was that value measured?
(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?

for improvement for

, contemporary or historical examples)

and rebuild his/her own side?

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

Affirmative:
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Judge 2 Logan (*11) LINCOIN DQUGL.AS Debate

Round 1A 9:00am P1 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 19 Alam
Neg: 2 Littlesun \ -
Nogice L-D Debate Judge’s School Aﬂiliation‘lﬂ\m > LOS\‘QJ/L
AFF: . NEG:
Speaker Code #: \Q\ pts é:" Speaker Code #: E ptséa

Please award each speaker points based on the following scafe:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 =Nery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify for elimination rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reseryed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Critepia
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 resolugfon?
® EVIDENCE: )
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, eviflence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples) Lo | "
should be used to support arguments. How effective was thegvidence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive
® 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 argumefts of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style fhat was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

d rebuttal speeches?

Using the above criteria, please pffer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Judge 2 Logan (*11) LINCOH?Q(LU AS Debate

Round 1B 9:00am P1 Judge’s Name: QAMNES

Aff: 19 Zhu o .

Neg: 20 Shvakel .

Nosice L-D Debate Judge’s School Afﬁliation:‘SC\WNS LQ&Q»V\

AFF: NEG:

Speaker Code #: \t\ pts_%_ Speaker Code #: - EO pts.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 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 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, con
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/herfide, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposiy

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

porary or historical examples)

n and rebuild his/her own side?

t, casily understandable, and civil?

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

Hima Habib (*22)
Round 1A 9:00am A1
Aff: 2 Nadler

Neg: 12 Choudhry
Novice L-D Debate

AFF:
Speaker Code #:__ N oo Lo~

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Judge’s Name: Ta)/yS\ ol

Judge’s School Affiliation: V(‘D‘h—"(— \l\‘f:"ﬁ \—\"\é\

NEG:

pts_2¢, Speaker Code #: C‘/\MM‘O\‘) ‘

pts_ZT

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 suggestionsAor 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,

ontemporary 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 Aide, 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,

Using the above criteria, please offer compli

each debater:
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<Hima Habib (*22)
Round 1B 9:00am A1
Aff. 19 Jerez
Neg: 8 Makkapati
Novice L-D Debate

AFF;

Speaker Code #: S{NC':(\\) pts

LINCOLN DOUGLAS gebate

Judge’s Name: ta,\o.«g\ \-\ak
Judge’s School Affiliation: Mon'\“»?— \[L}s\—w At%\

NEG:

Speaker Code #: ™M\ Al W A/VC"\“ pts 28

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)
<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropridte behavior

26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor

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 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 spegthes?

® 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 w, ( pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

each debater:
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Ra 1 Pm P3 Novice L-D

A+ 11 Lisa Rowes LINCOLN D&O(/UGLA /Debate
Weg' 22 Abww"‘j“ upin Judge’s Name: 71

Judge’s School Affiliation: / 21428 QO

Speaker Code #: /9 pts M Speaker Code #: 7,7 pts 2-67

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 inapprogriate 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, €ontemporary 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/hey'side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppositi
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasany/ easily understandable, and civil?

and rebuild his/her own side?

Using the above criteria, please offer com
each debater: )
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Changie Sun (*8) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 1A 9:00am A3 Judge’s Name: . 4
Aff; 22 Cheng

Neg: 2 Poten - '
NO\g/ice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliati !_D_A%%_% A"ﬂ

AFF:
Speaker Code #: 22 pts 27 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 té 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 compliménts 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 persuasionfevidence (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective wasthe evidence?

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

® VALUE CLASH:

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

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

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

Affirmative: Negative
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Changie Sun (*8) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 18 9:00am A3 Judge’s Name: (Zg% e uﬁ

Aff: 2 Aldana

Neg: 22 Habib Q é:g! 2 “' _ﬂ
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: l?%

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: 2 pts_) g Speaker Code #:_ 2 2 pts@g’ 2 }7

Please award each speaker points 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 inappropriate héhavior

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, contepfporary 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 sidg{ 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, e

rebuild his/her own side?

y understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compli
each debater:

ents and/or suggestions for improvement to

Affirmative;

(fm‘)n)N pﬂa oAbt M he

Negative

nie speedk ad oge cotnt. A
Wy well d\«,oleémg and gmphar e own

Corenhon,

SPEAKER CODE #: onthe _NE G  wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)
REASON FOR DECISION
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Round 1A 9:00am A2 Judge’s Name:

Karina Rehemtulla (*16) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate [(CL

Aff: 22 Wei
Neg: 8 Tang , o
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:

. each debater:

6

G

lb

AFF: : NEG:
Speaker Code #: (Q?\ M,\ pts (101 Speaker Code #:

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

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

® CASE ANALYSIS:

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

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence (qubted 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 rebuttdl speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being support
(Criterion)

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

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

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

Affirmative: Negative
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SPEAKER CODE #: 9.2 wWwe on the &E F wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)
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Karina Rehemtulla (*16)

. LINCOLN DOUG Deba
Round 18 9:00am A2 Judge’s Name: {

Aff: 22 Khan
Neg: 20 Kareti
Novice L-D Debate

@ ® ORGANIZATION:

3
®

Judge’s School Affiliation: \ E

Speaker Code #: ﬁ.li{ Khan pts 9\_‘6 Speaker Code #: % I/\Q/V(/{’ \

PIease 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 r
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or i

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 pfaterial, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?

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

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported
(Criterion)

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

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

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

Affirmative: Negative
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on the p(? / wins this debate.
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Yiming Yao (*16) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 2A 11:00am A1 Judge’s Name: IYIMMM, Yo
Aff. 12 Choudhry
migi.clgL?guDebate Judge’s School Affiliation: Mf]’]“g-(/ Mf“k\r
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: / L pts 7—3 Speaker Code #: / ? pts 23

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 eliminagon rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude gr 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 haterial, 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 spgeches?

® 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 oppbsition and rebuild his/her own side?

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

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

Affirmative: .
Eluent delivev | Q‘qu‘ wie %’ %U{A?M?C‘Q)
C',oo‘a M 3“95"‘/ . Log“—a/( G"‘i%}m n cé/a{’ 781
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SPEAKER CODE #: 'L on the__A L wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION
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- * LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
g:mlgeg L%gn(A‘: 8 Judge’s Name: YI MG
Aff: 8 Tang

Neg: 19 Alam  |(:1¢«$ ""‘”"’“""2;" “"'{ i Judge’s School Affiliation: /ﬂﬂlﬁe ‘/de\

Novice L-D Debate

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: g pts ‘27 Speaker Code #: / Q pts ?-9

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 inapprogriate 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 materia)/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 speecheg?
® YVALUE CLASH:

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

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

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleagdnt, easily understandable, and civil?

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

. Affirmative: Negative
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SPEAKER CODE #: ? on the AFP wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION , TN
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Lucas Tung (*11) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 2A 11:00am A2 Judge’s Name:_Lucas Tuwvva ,
Aff. 22 Garg 7 /
Neg: 2 Nadler , .
Nosice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:  James Q?Ian
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: 2L pts 23 Speaker Code #: 2. pts 2F

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Ver
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify foy' elimination rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved $or 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, evidence/(quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidghice?

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

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

® REFUTATION:

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

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

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

Affirmative: Negative .
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SPEAKER CODE #: iR on the AFE wins this debate.

(AFD or NEG)
REASON FOR DECISION
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Lucas Tung (*11) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
Round 2B 11:00am A2 Judge’s Name:_L.Ucas Tum;l

Aff: 20 Kareti

Neg: 19 Romero
Novice L-D Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation: _James L-oqan
A4

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: 20 pts 23 Speaker Code #: 14 pts 22

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 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, contemporgfy 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, awd how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

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

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

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

Affirmative: Negative .
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SPEAKER CODE #: 14 on the _NE G _ wins this debate.
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REASON FOR DECISION
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Andrew Schwartz (*18) LINCOL UGLAS D bate

Round 2A 11:00am P2 Judge’s Name:_ Ve Way
Aff: 8 Makkapati f/\
Neg: 22 Khan ) iation: N J’ .
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: Py UM \*
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: @ pts Z‘é Speaker Code #: 71 pts 7—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 eliggination rounds)
26-25 =Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for pide or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/ox 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, evidengé (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 an
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being glipported 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 styl¢ that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

ebuttal speeches?

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

Affirmative;:
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Andrew Schwartz (*18 LINCOLN,DQUGLAS m
Round 2B 11:00am P2 (18) Judge’s Name: L esd < T
Aff: 2 Poten

Neg: 22 Wei

Judge’s School Affiliation: kf@ ﬂH&;}q%ﬁ
pts, 2‘7

Novice L-D Debate

AFF:

[

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

Speaker Code #:

NEG:
pts 2 Z Speaker Code #: 1.1~

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/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 s
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily understandable, aj

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

Affirmative:
+a Shongy  caSe et was
vy exsy o uvderrhed
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Oleg Tiktinslei (*20) LINCOLN DOUGIAS Debate

Round 2A 11:00am A3 Judge’s Name:. OQleg . 1Nt mew:

Aff. 19 Kelly Y @/ L

Neg: 2 Aldana s N o

Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 2 %) g S AV =

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: / q ptsﬂ Speaker Code #: J-/ ptsﬁ 6

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 = Reseryed for rude or inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteri
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, evidencg (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidgnce?

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebyttal 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 ppposition 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 offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Affirmative: .
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SPEAKER CODE #: / g ke / /d‘-/ on the /71 /: /: wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION



Oleg Tiktinslei (*20)
Round 2B 11:00am A3

Aff; 22 Habib

Neg: 9 Waterson

Novice L-D Debate

AFF:

Speaker Code #: 9‘9/ ptSaQ é Speaker Code #:

LINCOL(gI[ DOUG%S Debate

Judge’s Name: D M

Judge’s School Affiliation: @U' Q f‘{\\J \-— Chowe

NEG:

e AP A AR SO P

OI 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 inappropriate behavior
Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for impyvement for
each debater: s
® 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?porary 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 si

(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppositio

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:

, and how well was that value measured?

d rebuild his/her own side?

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

Using the above criteria, please offer com

each debater:

Affirmative:
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SPEAKER CODRE.#: 9 Wﬂl "CZ {0 WUon the A gf& wins this debate.

REASON FOR DECISION

(AFF or NEG)
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Katherine Jubelirer (*12) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 2A 11:00am P1 Judge’s Name:_{/ - Cer
Aff. 20 Shvakel

Neg: 19 Jerez Judge’s School Affiliation: )o[ W //’ﬁt"

Novice L-D Debate

G:
Speaker Cede #: 2‘0 Sl W"&' pts/Lq' Speaker Code #: ]7% W/ pts Z(ﬂ

Please award each speaker pomts based on the followmg 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

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

® EVIDENCE:

Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidejice (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 febuttal 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 pf the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

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

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments a(u]lor su%estlons for 1mprovement to
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Katherine Jubelirer (*12) LINCOE‘_J BOUg}JAS Debate

Round 2B 11:00am P1 Judge’s Name:
Aff. 2 Littlesun

mgg;c?fg‘g‘gbate Judge’s School Afﬁliation:% W #I‘(o/&/ W

AFF:

NEG:
Speaker Code #: 2 A#&W ptsZCD Speaker Code #:_2 Z- O{\I/h/(’ pts 'Z/

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 roungds)
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 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 mateyial, 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 speechés?

® VALUE CLASH:

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

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the oppg#ition 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 cofipliments and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater: Qo Rt Lhiquiffh — asy jM(J%C i WL&WL‘;\ Yo et e £a H ot
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Batta Meldapat- (8 L,INCOLRI\DA(V)E%AVS Debate

Round 2 11:00am P3 (single flight) Judge’s Name: \c ( 4
Aff. 22 Gupta
Neg: 1 Ramirez
Nosice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: [ 4 H S
AFF: NEG;
Speaker Code #: 'a?; G— u.o’rc\ pt89 6 Speaker Code #: | Ram Yoz pts

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 royfids)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inggpropriate 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 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 spegChes?
® VALUE CLASH:

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

® REFUTATION:

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

Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pj€asant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

Affirmative: Negative
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Belwveen US & Augrv*“& . (5004 Vaap Po(/\)\s
‘Ceu‘d (3o tmev 2o e contach Q) av, Y Ne a bve Fh fer
.&le CViudS - xappnar’ Clcarer jpcécltw
.-\V\fﬁs ’CA\\r (/\ ! (6°~ V« -—cb\(vl ol 7Ll'W\b
SBH'VA e J-‘)‘
4

SPEAKER CODKE #: 99‘ Gup)va\ on the ,A E E wins this debate.
' (AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION
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Me-Kenney (*1) LINCOLN DQUGLAS Deb
Round 38 1:30pm P1 3 — Judge’s Name: (—uéééw—\!via&eﬁw\-& N E_WEY

Aff: 19 Kelly
Neg: 22 Khan
Novice L-D Debate

Judge’s School Affiliation:

Cﬁ./\\fa L
AFF: : y NEG:
Speaker Code #: ‘ q ptg—q Speaker Code #: 1— 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 eliminatigh rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude g’ 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 (quotgl 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/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

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

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that w#s pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

Affirmative:

A Negative
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SPEAKER CODE #: 2 i(l on the ME ‘; wins this debate.

(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION



Roopali Bali (*10) LINCOEIE\J DOU:iLAE Dﬁbate
Round 3A 1:30pm A2 Judge’s Name:
Aff: 19 Romero

:g\g/i:ci Il'_l_tgeggrl‘)ate Judge’s School Affiliation: l’\'( g

AFF:\4

Speaker Code #: % pts Zg 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 eliminatiof rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude orAnappropriate behavior

NEG: 2.

pts 26

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or sugggstions 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 (quote
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive and rebuttal gfeeches?
® 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/pposition and rebuild his/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that wag/pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

aterial, contemporary or historical examples)

Using the above criteria, please offey compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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Roopali Bali (*10) LINCO@ DOUﬁ Liil Dihate
Rou‘nd 3B 1:30pm A2 Judge’s Name:

Aff. 12 Choudhry

Neg: 22 Wei
Novice L-D Debate

c4 - Yk @WNWA“‘P

wm

Judge’s School Affiliation: \Hg

AFF: NEG: .
Speaker Code #: / 9’ pts 28 Speaker Code #: <7IZ 9" pts Z 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 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 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 hitorical 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, and howAvell was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily undegétandable, and civil?

is/her own side?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments
each debater:

d/or suggestions for improvement to

Affirmative:
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Oleg Tiktinslei (*20) LINCOLN DOU S Debate

Round 3A 1:30pm P2 Judge’s Name: 0 e | W S\
Aff: 2 Poten @
Neg: 22 Garg , o o
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: v ﬂ‘\é\ ‘ CANL
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: pts ;Lq Speaker Code #: ~ pts Q 7_

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Ve Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify fgf elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved/tor 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 resolutiory?

® EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidegce (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 an¢/rebuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being sipported by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:

How thoroughly did the debater refute the argume;
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative stylefhat was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

of the opposition and rebuild histher own side?

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

. Afﬁrmatlve Negative
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SPEAKER CODE #:2 pojreﬂ on the /4 /: /' wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION
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Oleg Tiktinslei (*20) LINCOLN DOU?&QS Debate

Round 3B 1:30pm P2 Judge’s Name: O(ea, wAg e,
Aff: 19 Zhu a
Neg: 2 Nadler , S A
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: @ vax T:(r L&w e
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: pts 27 Speaker Code #: //pts Z 8

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 eliminatiof 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 sug
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 shaterial, 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 sp€eches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was gleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

tions for improvement for

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

position and rebuild his/her own side?

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

eac e.a er: /e q%.'\/ Nedwti /rﬁzl'zm/,'ve:
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SPEAKER CODF/#: Q'//a p//ez on the/{/gé wins this debate.

(AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION



Beeot ) ()

Round 3A 1:30pm P1 . g
Aff: 22 Cheng
Neg: 8 Makkapati w Q\) HS
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: Qf;_ pts Z{ Speaker Code #: (bj pts 2 2;

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

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments an¢/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, evidefice (quoted material, contemporary or historical examples)
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the efidence?
® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive
® 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 argu
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative styfe that was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

rebuttal speeches?

nts of the opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

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

Affirmative: Negative

O§redt gob Ute
L {Hefne Wov nde.
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SPEAKER CODE #: 27 on the A: F {3 wins this debate.
— (AFF or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION

@@%fdrﬂ UInerd—{rom aFe 34, reg



Feend

Hiwa Habib (*22)

Round 3 1:30pm P3 (single flight)
Aff. 8 Tang

Neg: 9 Waterson

Novice L-D Debate

AFF:

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
P AN

Judge’s Name:

Kol s

Judge’s School Affiliation: MdY\’\ e \V s \r\ \‘BC\

NEG:

Speaker Code #: .qut

pts 28 Speaker Code #: AAJ\:MPQ‘“ // pts_ 2 {

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

Very Goo

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

26-25 =Fair

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:

24-20 = Poor

Judging Criteria

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriate behavior

ggestions for improvement for

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

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

® ORGANIZATION:

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

® VALUE CLASH:

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

(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:

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

® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style tha

as pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

each debater:
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SPEAKER CODE #: onthe AFF  wins
(AFF or NEG)
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Irina Kizler (*16) LINCOLN %D’ebam
Round 3A 1:30pm A1 Judge’s Name: £

Aff: 1 Ramirez l k
Neg: 20 Kareti ) AR
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:
AFF: NEG: %
Speaker Code #: \ pts_2JS Speaker Code #: . pts 27- S

Please award each speaker points based on the following sca
30 = Perfect 29 = Outstanding 28 = Yery Good
27 = Good (but possibly not good enough to qualify/for elimination rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reservgd for rude or inappropriate behavior

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

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

® ORGANIZATION:
How well did the debater organize both the constructive 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 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 offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:

Affirmative: Negative (X
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SPEAKER CODE #: \ onthe AL  wins this debate.
(AEP or NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION
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Irina Kizler (*16)
Round 3B 1:30pm A1
Aff: 2 Aldana

Neg: 19 Jerez
Novice L-D Debate

AFF:

Speaker Code #: 2

LINCOLN DO AS Debate - ————
Judge’s Name: %

[ —

1 6

Judge’s School Affiliation:

NEG:

Speaker Code #: L A pts 27‘%

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

Judging Criteria

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappfopriate behavior

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestiops 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 materi
should be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?

® ORGANIZATION:

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

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by hi

(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:

I, contemporary or historical examples)

er side, and how well was that value measured?

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 ple

t, easily understandable, and civil?

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

each debater:
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Lucas Tung (*11) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Round 3A 1:30pm A3 Judge’s Name:_LUAAS  Tunag
Aff: 22 Habib J
Neg: 20 Shvakel -
: Judge’s School Affiliation: Lo
Novice L-D Debate udge’s School Affiliation:__James, Sam
AFF: NEG:

Speaker Code #: 22 pts 23  Speaker Code #: 20 p pts 2% 25
Please award each speaker points based on the following 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 rude 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 (qufted 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 rebu
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supportéd by his/her side, and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of t
® DELIVERY/COURTESY:
Did each debater speak in communicative style that waé pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

ggestions for improvement for

| speeches?

opposition and rebuild his/her own side?

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

Affirmative;
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Negative .
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SPEAKER CODE #: 2L on the _ AFF _ wins this debate.

(AFF»r NEG)

REASON FOR DECISION
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Lucas Tung (*11) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate |0

\
Round 3B 1:30pm A3 Judge’s Name:_Lucas  Thwa Pbi A
Aff: 22 Gupta = W
: | , .
ﬁgsicli’_*;gebate Judge’s School Affiliation: _Jamgs, Legom.
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: 2% pts L1 Speaker Code #: G pts

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 roysdds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapfpropriate 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 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 speec
® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by hj
(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 plegéant, easily understandable, and civil?

s for improvement for

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

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

Affirmative:
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Negative.
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SPEAKER CODE #: 22 onthe AFF  wins this debate. LPW
(&FBor NEG)
REASON FOR DECISION
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Round 4A 3:30pm A3

Aff. 22 Garg

Neg: 12 Choudhry

Novice L-D Debate

Speaker Code #:

LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Judge’s Name: D. ’!{a\ Shen

I
Judge’s School Affiliation: '\’7'“‘“'{’ Odooo’

AFF:

NEG:
2.2 pts Z,(f’ Speaker Code #:

_’ ;L// pts Z r

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:

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

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

Judging Criteria

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or 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 (qyéted 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 rebuttdl speeches?

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supportgd by histher side, and how well was that value measured?

(Criterion)

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

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

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

each debater: .
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SPEAKER CODE #: 2 -2 onthe PMFC wins this debate.

(AFF or NEG)
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) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate
AR 22 Wei Judge's Name:_ D Renl § o
Neg: 19 Kelly
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: B ‘JLU;, Of( o
AFF: 2 NEG:
Speaker Code #: Z 7 pts@ Speaker Code #: i !q pts % Qq'

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 inappropriatefbehavior
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, conteplporary or historical examples) should
be used to support arguments. How effective was the evidence?

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

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by his/her sidg/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, eagily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliptents and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater: .
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SPEAKER CODE #: |1 on the NJE % wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)
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Nantan Xu (*16)

Round 4A 3:30pm Af L'INCOLN DQ‘-‘L%S De tez @
Aff: 20 Shvakel -~ Judge’'sName: L 4/

Neg: 22 Gupta ~ ‘

Novice L-D Debate Judge's School Affliation;,__ / LV H S

Speaker Code #: %: _f /Ll/wg pts i@ Speaker Code #: EEGZQ Lf/ /0 71 ﬁf/ pts ZJ

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

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or 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 (qy/oted 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 rebugfal speeches?

® VALUE CLASH:

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being suppopied 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 yas pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

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

Affirmative: Negative
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SPEAKER CODE #: 0?0 -§ / ‘/q/kg(n the '4 % wins this debate.
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: LINCOLN DOUGLA Deb
i#j:n‘?gilga?pm . Judge’s Name: } %;_
Neg: 2 Aldana

Novice L-D Debate

Speaker Code #: 13?]; :ﬂ) (Q//"l/

Judge’s School Affiliation:

pts 92,% Speaker Code #:

/{///j

NEG

(ﬂ/&/m/ﬁ/ pts 02.7

I b e g g

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

Judging Criteria

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

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

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:

<20 = Reserved for rude or inappropriafe behavior

(quoted material, copfemporary or historical examples) should

How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supported by hisrher sjde, 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,

Using the above criteria, please offer complj

each debater:
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ineesh Keshav (*22 |
Sineesh Keshav ("22) LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Aff: 2 Nadler ‘ Judge’'sName: St M Ees HKes Ha

Neg: 1 Ramirez

Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: San Rameon \/ AWweY

AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: Z pts & ?Speaker Code #: l pts Q ?

Please award each speaker points based on the following scale:
30 = Perfect 29 = OQutstanding 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 imgrovement 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, contempo
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 h
(Criterion)
® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and rebuild Jfis/her own side?
® DELIVERY/COURTESY: '
Did each debater speak in communicative style that was pleasant, easily understgndable, and civil?

or historical examples) should

well was that value measured?

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

each debater: Qfsﬂ ,dvz.%.-
Rk Pocik IMowmand: Comors pwlmwk " e clel cxter
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SPEAKER CODE #: 2. onthe AEE wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)
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Sineesh Keshav (*22)

Round 4A 3:30pm A2 LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Aff: 9 Waterson Judge'sName:_ S iveeEsn Kes XV

Neg: 19 Romero

Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: <= AN R Anen ,VALLEY

AFF: ;

Speaker Code #: 'ptch é "Speaker Code #:

NEG: 19 %
V4

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 eliminagfon rounds)
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude gf inappropriate behavior

Judging Criteria :
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or sugggstions for lmprovement 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 yhaterial, 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 rebuttal spgeches?

® 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 plghsant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer ¢
each debater:
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Suzie Kito (*9)
Round 4B 3:30pm P1
Aff: 8 Makkapati
Neg: 19 Zhu

Judge’s Name:

LINCOEE)OUG@A,E Debate
)

W<

Novice L-D Debate

) ec ks N
ptsaé

Judge’s School Affiliation: €.

NEG:
pts 26 Speaker Code #: \ q

L]

AFF: %
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 inapprop

te behavior

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

¢ EVIDENCE:
Although value debating emphasizes logic and persuasion, evidence
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 si
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition a

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

(quoted material, congémporary or historical examples) should

, and how well was that value measured?
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Suzie Kito (*9)

Round 4A 3:30pm P1 LINCOLD&‘)OUG%{}S Debate
Aff: 20 Kareti Judge’s Name: W20,
Neg: 22 Habib . “
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: 6' (lsf‘(“-‘!')/ ‘ S
AFF: NEG:
Speaker Code #: ’)\D pts aé Speaker Code #: 2'?/ pts 30

P L A S . R

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

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/o 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 fquoted 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 reffuttal speeches?
® VALUE CLASH:
How clearly did the debater emphasize the value being supgorted 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 thaf was pleasant, easily understandable, and civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestlons for improvement to 11 A )
each debater: \/ f(,f‘f(: 50’ eme, }j/cov\;e- ww Jyn
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Danielle Kelly (19
Danielle Kelly (*19) LINCOLH)OU%A Debate

Aff: 2 Littlesun Judge’s Name: Anyo |
Neg: 8 Tang
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation:_P\/ H N

AFF:

EG:
Speaker Code #: ) L {}H.e suin pts'Q ] Speaker Code #: g%;,,i pts 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 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 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 exampies) 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 histher side, and how well was that y4lue 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 plcasant, easily understandable, ang/civil?

Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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on the A/ L (. wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)

SPEAKER CODE #:_ X | cn o

g

]
REASON FOR DECISION \J

5"\,&/ MAOL(/ a SL/W\ eV Ar (./W\M\Z- W\(lt\ -ﬁe\g]ls 5.(4,/
el/li'/'(a\ce,,ze béc //( )f)’ u,O» ]f‘-L/ WAy OGC‘VH"?,Q_,Q{ 4"\1/(



Danielie Kelly (*19)
Round 4A 3:30pm P2

LINCO%DOUGL S Debate

Aff: 22 Khan Judge’s Name:_\L nvedb 1oty
Neg: 2 Poten /
Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Affiliation: p S

AFF: NEG;
Speaker Code #:_ ) K l’\ YA ptsgL! Speaker Code #:_ - pg‘i‘ en — ptsag

S—

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

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

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or uggestions 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 (qyoted 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 rebugfal speeches?

® VALUE CLASH:

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

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of jhe 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 off¢r compliments and/or suggestions for improvement to
each debater:
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SPEAKER CODE #: 9— po“‘(w\ on the N EG wins this debate.
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InduRandasamy (5] LINCOLN DOUGLAS Debate

Aff: 19 Jerez Judge’sName:_Evilla Pin-eda
Neg: 22 Cheng

Novice L-D Debate Judge’s School Aﬁiliationzl&w_d_l__ﬂ 1 % !l SMDDI
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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 roun
26-25 = Fair 24-20 = Poor <20 = Reserved for rude or inapprogriate behavior

Judging Criteria
Using the above criteria, please offer compliments and/or suggestions foy 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, confémporary 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/and how well was that value measured?
(Criterion)

® REFUTATION:
How thoroughly did the debater refute the arguments of the opposition and/ebuild 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 offer complimepts and/or suggestions for improvement to

each debater:
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SPEAKER CODE #: 22 onthe /N¢q  wins this debate.
(AFF or NEG)
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